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IN CAMERA 

THAT the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with section 
90(1) (a) of the Community Charter “personal information about an identifiable 
individual…” and (k) “negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed 
provision of a municipal service...”  

NEW BUSINESS 

ADJOURNMENT        



SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  September 9, 2013 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – October 3, 2013 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, General Manager of Infrastructure Services 

RE: COMMUNITY ENERGY EMISSIONS PLAN (CEEP) UPDATE 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

THAT the GM, Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Community Energy Emissions 
Plan (CEEP) Update” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the Top 3 Local Government Policies identified within the 2013 Community 
Energy and Emissions Inventory Update Report prepared by Enerficiency Consulting be 
considered for future Corporate Strategic Plan updates, Land Use and Service Plans, and 
departmental annual work plans. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The Sunshine Coast Community Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP) was adopted by the 
SCRD in 2010 using 2007 baseline data inventories, which were the latest available at that time.  
The CEEP was developed in partnership with the Town of Gibsons, District of Sechelt, and the 
Sechelt Indian Government District to address climate change challenges within the region and 
is structured around eight key goals, each with corresponding actions.   
 
The eight key goals within the CEEP are: 
 

1. Support Energy Efficient Land Use Practices 

2. Reduce Dependence on Single Occupant Vehicles 

3. Enhance the Green Building Sector 

4. Expand Local Renewable Energy Opportunities 

5. Reduce and Reuse Solid Waste as a Resource 

6. Strengthen the Local Economy 

7. Manage Brownfield Sites 

8. Foster a Culture of Conservation in the Community 
 
The Board adopted the “Light Green” target identified in the CEEP which targeted a 19% 
reduction in GHG emissions below the business as usual forecast by 2031 and a 7% reduction 
below 2007 levels.  The Light Green target then set the work plan for the Community Energy 
and Emission reduction efforts over the past three budget cycles. 
 
The SCRD’s 2012-2014 Strategic Plan identifies the update of the CEEP as Strategic Objective 
2.2:  “To review and report on progress towards achieving the CEEP targets and develop an 
updated inventory”, with the 2012 to 2013 targets specified as: 
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1. To complete the energy projects currently underway (ie. coordinate demonstration 

projects; produce a renewable energy atlas; implement renewable energy projects, etc.) 

2. To have energy and emission reduction targets incorporated into the Roberts Creek and 
Halfmoon Bay OCPs 

3. To update the CEEP inventory and action plan to reduce emissions and to prevent 
emission spikes 

 
As such, the update of the CEEP was incorporated into the 2013 budget and Enerficiency 
Consulting were retained to carry out the inventory and action plan update. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
The CEEP inventory update report prepared by Enerficiency, dated August 8, 2013, is included 
as Attachment ‘A’.  The inventory has been updated to incorporate 2010 data, which is latest 
data available using the Provincial inventory methodology. 
 
The inventory update report concludes that energy and emissions within the community 
continues to rise, although more slowly than the rate of population growth.  Following a business 
as usual scenario, it is predicted that emissions would increase by 37% by 2050.  Federal and 
provincial government policies (see Table 2 in the report) are projected to decrease emissions 
substantially over the business as usual scenario, resulting in a forecasted 6% reduction in 
emissions from 2007 levels by 2050.  The CEEP update report also identifies a number of local 
government policies (see Table 3 and 4 in the report) that would lead to reductions of 32% by 
2030 and 35% by 2050 when compared to 2007 levels. 
 
The Top 3 local government policies are: 

1. Aggressive Community Densification 

2. Solid Waste - Organics Separation 

3. Landfill Gas Collection 
 
Implementing just the Top 3 policies is projected to have even greater long term reductions than 
implementing all the local government policies, with reductions of 32% by 2030 and 39% by 
2050 when compared to 2007 levels. 
 
It is recommended that the Top 3 local government policies as detailed in the inventory update 
report be pursued by the SCRD and member municipalities and considered within future 
strategic plans, land use and service plans, and departmental annual work plans. 
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Executive Summary 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Energy and emissions continue to rise, 
although more slowly than population 
growth, driven largely by the transportation 
sector. Emissions from buildings fell during 
the period. 

The rise in emissions has occurred largely 
in the unincorporated areas. Overall, 
incorporated areas saw a slight reduction in 
emissions. 
 

Policies related to community density and 
solid waste reduction have much greater 
impact than all other policies. 

The Top 3 policies, combined with Federal 
and Provincial efforts, come close to 
achieving the Deep Green reductions goal. 

The Sunshine Coast Community Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP) was completed in 2009. 
Energy and greenhouse gas inventories from that plan have been updated to incorporate 2010 
data and adjust the 2007 baseline to be consistent with the Province’s Community Energy & 
Emissions Inventory methodology. Emissions continue to rise, but slower than population 
growth. The CIMS energy and emissions model developed by Navius Research has been used 
to predict the reduction impact of various policy measures. The model predicts that the CEEP’s 
“Deep Green” reduction target of 33% by 2031 can be achieved through implementation of the 
top reduction policies.  
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1. Introduction 

In 2009 the SCRD, in partnership with Gibsons, Sechelt and Sechelt Indian Government District, 
undertook a Community Energy & Emissions Plan (CEEP)1. In this plan an energy and greenhouse 
gas (GHG) inventory was created, reduction targets established, and reduction actions identified. 
The reduction targets were adopted by the SCRD and member municipalities as required by 
Provincial legislation. 
 
Since the CEEP was completed, there have been some changes to the way in which the Province 
calculates community emissions through the Community Energy & Emissions Inventory (CEEI) 
initiative. The Province has also released draft CEEI reports for 2010, and 2012 reports are 
expected to be available in 2014. Meanwhile, the SCRD has been involved in a pilot project to 
develop a community emissions modelling tool (CIMS) with the Regional District of Nanaimo and 
Navius Research. As a result of these activities, this update seeks to: 
 

• Update the 2007 inventory to be consistent with current CEEI methodology. 
• Provide a 2010 inventory, based on the CEEI reports. 
• Provide an overview of changes in emissions since 2007. 
• Use the modelling tool to develop a revised Business As Usual baseline. 
• Use the modelling tool to estimate the impact of potential policy actions. 

 
As the CEEP was not completed until 2010 and implementation of CEEP initiatives did not begin 
until 2011, the energy and emissions impacts of those initiatives are not captured in this review. 
Future CEEI reports will provide a better indication of the impacts of CEEP initiatives. 

                                                
1 
http://www.scrd.ca/files/File/Infrastructure/Sustainability/Sunshine_Coast_Community_Energy_&_Emissions_
Plan_Final.pdf 
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2. Energy & Emissions Update 

2.1 Background 

At the time of the CEEP the Province was starting to develop the Community Energy & Emissions 
Initiative (CEEI), with the goal of providing all BC local governments with a community energy and 
GHG inventory. The SCRD CEEP used initial draft 2007 CEEI reports as the basis for the inventory. 
As these reports were not complete, some changes were made in developing the inventories. 
These included: 
 

• Extrapolating data for the Sechelt Indian Government District from the District of Sechelt. 
• Correcting errors caused by inaccurate postal code boundaries for the Town of Gibsons. 
• Incorporating estimates of wood, heating oil, and propane use.  
• Incorporating large emitters emissions from Howe Sound Pulp & Paper. 
• Incorporating agricultural emissions. 

 
CEEI later released updated 2007 reports which resolved the postal code errors, incorporated 
estimates of residential wood, heating oil, and propane and included agricultural emissions. The 
Province also created Core and Memo sections within the report. Core items are those sectors with 
the best quality data and where local governments exert more influence, and is intended to provide 
a more relevant inventory. Memo items are sectors over which local government has limited control 
or for which the data is limited. This includes large industrial buildings, land-use change, and 
agriculture. 
 
CEEI has “continuous improvement” as a stated goal, meaning they attempt to improve calculation 
methodologies over time. In order to allow for consistent progress measurement, any 
methodological changes are also incorporated into the 2007 baseline reports, which are then re-
released. In 2012 CEEI released 2010 reports along with updated 2007 reports. These have 
improved methodologies for calculation of transportation and solid waste emissions. However, 
these latest reports had some errors in the data which the Province is working to correct. To provide 
this update, we have obtained the latest datasets from CEEI. These are still considered draft and 
have not been published. Although some known errors remain in this data, they have been 
corrected for this report and any further changes should be minor. 

2.2 Update Methodology 

The 2007 and 2010 inventories are generated primarily from CEEI data. Published CEEI reports are 
available on the Province’s website2 as well as a complete methodology for how the CEEI reports 
are generated3. 
 
As explained above, the data used was obtained directly from the Province due to errors in the 
published reports. Further adjustments were made to fix known errors that have not yet been 
corrected by CEEI (primarily the correction of emissions factors).  
 
Two further changes have been made that go beyond the CEEI methodology: 

• SIGD data is not provided in the CEEI reports, as it is combined together with Sechelt. The 
Sechelt CEEI data was pro-rated between Sechelt and SIGD on a per capita basis.  

• Large industrial electricity and natural gas is withheld by CEEI due to privacy concerns. 
However, total emissions for Howe Sound Pulp & Paper can be obtained from the federal 

                                                
2 http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/cas/mitigation/ceei/reports.html 
3 http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/cas/mitigation/ceei/CEEI_TechMethods_Guidance_final.pdf 
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government’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reporting Program4. These have been included 
in the inventory as a Memo Item under Large Emitters.  

2.3 Updated Inventory 

The updated inventories are split into Core and Memo items, consistent with CEEI. Core emissions 
provide the most relevant comparisons for local governments. 
 
Energy and emissions have continued to rise between 2007 to 2010. For 2007, Core emissions in 
the SCRD were 167,300 tonnes CO2e while in 2010 they were170,200 tonnes, an increase of 
1.7%. Energy consumption increased from 3505 TJ to 3584 TJ, an increase of 2.3%. Population 
growth during this time was 4.9%, therefore per capita emissions have declined slightly.   
 
Caution should be used in drawing conclusions from the 2007 and 2010 inventories. Three years is 
a relatively short time to see the impact of new policies, technologies, or changing attitudes. 
Comparisons are further complicated by weather (2010 was 0.8°C warmer than 2007), the global 
economic turndown which began in 2008, and fluctuating fuel prices. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1 
 

                                                
4 http://www.ec.gc.ca/ges-ghg/default.asp?lang=En&n=8044859A-1 
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Figure 2 
 
 
The change in emissions varied by sector, with Buildings seeing a 4.3% drop in emissions while 
Transportation saw a 3.8% increase and Solid Waste a 4.0% increase. Transportation continues to 
account for the majority of emissions, over 60%.  
 

 
Figure 3 
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In Buildings, energy and emissions were down for all fuel types, with the greatest reductions in 
heating oil and natural gas. 
 
 

 
Figure 4 
 
 
For transportation, there are decreased emissions from small and large cars, while emissions from 
trucks/SUVs, motorcycles, and commercial vehicles have increased.  
 
 

 
Figure 5 
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The mass of Solid Waste deposited in the landfill has declined significantly, but emissions continue 
to rise due to waste already in the landfill. 
 

 
Figure 6 
 
 
Energy and emissions in Gibsons and the SIGD decreased slightly from 2007 to 2010, while 
emissions from Sechelt were almost unchanged. Emissions in the unincorporated areas accounted 
for most of the rise in emissions overall.  
 

 
Figure 7 
 
CEEI did not update memo items for 2010. Therefore there is no change to values for large 
industrial buildings, land-use change, or agriculture. The CEEP and this update include large 
emitters (Howe Sound Pulp & Paper), whose emissions increased from 112,400 tonnes in 2007 to 
128,100 tonnes in 2010, an increase of 14%. 
 
Complete inventories can be found in the Appendix. 
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2.4 Factors Impacting Emissions Between 2007 and 2010 

As mentioned above, many factors come into play in whether emissions increase or decrease 
between years. However, some known factors as well as possible reasons for changes in 
emissions between 2007 and 2010 are outlined below. 
 
Table 1: Factors Impacting Emissions 

Sector Change 2007 - 2010 Factors 

Buildings 3.1% decrease in energy 
4.1% decrease in emissions 

• 2010 was 0.8°C warmer than 2007, reducing 
heating energy.  

• Emissions decreased by more than energy in 
part because natural gas, the primary heating 
fuel, has a higher emissions factor than 
electricity. As well, the emissions factor for 
heating oil decreased due to legislation 
requiring renewable fuel content. 

• The federal EcoEnergy and BC LiveSmart 
programs for houses were active during the 
period. 

• There was a slowdown in new home 
construction. 

• New efficiency requirements for equipment and 
in the building code were introduced, although 
the impact will be mostly felt in future years. 

Transportation 9.0% increase in energy 
3.9% increase in emissions 

• Increasing transportation energy consumption 
above that of population growth has been an 
ongoing trend for many years, largely due to 
more people purchasing trucks and SUVs. 

• The impact of higher efficiency vehicles will take 
several years before the market share is large 
enough to have a significant impact. 

• Emissions increased by less than energy as the 
emissions factor for gasoline and diesel 
decreased due to legislation requiring 
renewable fuel content. 

Solid Waste 7.8% decrease in mass 
4.0% increase in emissions 

• Waste disposal is decreasing throughout the 
province due to increased recycling and greater 
awareness. 

• Emissions continue to increase in spite of the 
mass reduction as emissions are a result of 
decaying organic waste deposited in earlier 
years. The impact of reduced waste disposal 
will be seen in future years.  

 
 

2.5 Changes from CEEP Inventory 

There are a number of differences between the inventory completed as part of the CEEP and this 
updated inventory. Total emissions for 2007 have changed in the inventory from 354,000 tonnes to 
320,000 tonnes. There are various reasons for this, including: 
 

• Changes to the way BC Hydro assigns industrial buildings to sectors. Small and medium 
industrial is now included as part of commercial. Previously these were included in large 
industrial and withheld due to privacy concerns. 
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• Removal of commercial propane and heating oil estimates due to the difficulty of obtaining 
this data. 

• Improved transportation methodology, including new vehicle kilometers travelled (VKT) and 
efficiency data, more accurate assignment of vehicles to jurisdictions, and revised vehicle 
classification. 

• Revised methodology for calculating solid waste emissions. 
• Revised estimates of deforestation impacts due to settlement and agriculture. 
• Removal of manure management and agricultural soils from emissions calculations for 

agriculture. 
• Updating of emissions factors. 

 
 

2.6 Community vs Corporate Emissions 

There is sometimes confusion between community and corporate emissions. Corporate emissions 
refer only to those emissions that result directly from local government operations, such as 
operation of municipal buildings, vehicle fleets, and solid waste produced by the local government. 
Community emissions include all emissions occurring within the local government boundary (which 
includes corporate emissions). Community emissions are usually much larger than corporate 
emissions as there are many more buildings and vehicles in the community than are operated by 
local governments. 
 
 

 
Figure 8 

 
  

Community vs Corporate Emissions
Corporate emissions are less than 1% of community emissions
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3. Scenario Analysis 

3.1 Model Description 

CIMS was developed by Navius Research and M.K. Jaccard and Associates Inc. to provide a tool 
for local governments to assess the impacts of policies on future energy consumption and 
emissions. Navius provides the following overview: 
 

“The CIMS model provides rigorous analyses of how policy will impact future energy 
consumption, air emissions, capital costs, operating costs and energy costs in a given region.  It is 
a detailed representation of technologies and infrastructure (capital stock) in all sectors of the 
economy from the present to 2050.  The capital stock in the model consumes and produces energy 
to provide goods and services ranging from transportation to space heating to industrial output such 
as steel or paper.  CIMS simulates capital stock turnover through time as stock is acquired, used, 
retrofitted, and eventually retired.  The acquisition of new stock simulates realistic consumer and 
firm behaviour rather than assuming technology choices are made to minimize long-term financial 
costs.  Energy supply and demand are held in equilibrium to account for the production of all energy 
consumed in the model and to adjust energy prices as the cost of energy production changes.  It 
includes a representation of macro-economic feedbacks, such that demand for energy intensive 
goods and services adjusts to reflect changing market and policy conditions.  

  
Using external forecasts of baseline energy prices and economic growth, CIMS produces a 
reference forecast of the capital stock used to provide goods and service. Consequently, it 
forecasts the resulting greenhouse gas emissions and energy consumption. Alternative scenarios 
that include different market and policy conditions demonstrate their impact on energy consumption, 
air emissions, and financial costs relative to this reference forecast. CIMS has been applied at the 
municipal level and to all Canadian provinces and territories, to the United States, to China and 
some global regions.” 
 
 

3.2 Assumptions 

CIMS incorporates a number of assumptions for factors such as population growth, fuel prices, type 
and size of dwellings, vehicle kilometres travelled, and solid waste produced. Most of these are 
specific to the Sunshine Coast and are taken from federal or provincial data sources. CIMS allows 
the user to adjust some of these assumptions. After reviewing the default assumptions, all were 
considered to be appropriate (or no better data was available) with the exception of precipitation at 
the landfill, which was revised to 1001-2000 mm.  
 
The assumptions can be found in the Appendix. 

3.3 Business As Usual Forecast 

CIMS provides a reference case, which is a Business As Usual (BAU) forecast. The BAU forecast 
assumes no specific policy actions related to energy or climate change. The BAU increase is 
usually less than the rate of population growth, due to natural changes in building and vehicle stock, 
fuel shares, technology advances, and accumulated solid waste.  
 
Based on the CIMS forecast, emissions will increase by 0.8% a year compared to 1.5% population 
growth. This will result in Core emissions of 190,000 tonnes in 2030 and 233,000 tonnes in 2050. 
This corresponds to a 12% increase by 2030 and a 37% increase by 2050. 
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The emission reduction target adopted by local governments on the Sunshine Coast, based on the 
CEEP, is 7% by 2031. The CEEP also provides a “deep green” reduction target of 33% by 2031, 
although this has not been adopted. The BAU case and these two reduction targets (extrapolated to 
2050) are shown in the figure below. 
 

 
Figure 9 
 

3.4 CIMS Policy Scenarios Analysed 

CIMS allows for a number of different policies to be analysed. These are broken down by sector. 
Some policies are the prerogative of the provincial or federal governments and beyond the control 
of local governments.  

3.4.1 Federal and Provincial Government Policy 

While local government can lobby federal and provincial government, these policies reside 
principally with other levels of government and are beyond the direct control of local governments. 
Therefore the first scenario analysed was a Federal and Provincial Government Policy (FPGP) 
scenario, which incorporates known energy and climate policies from the federal or provincial 
governments. Often the long term continuity of these policies is not known, and some assumptions 
have been made based on known and anticipated policy changes already underway in BC and in 
Canada. The policies and rationale for the FPGP scenario are outlined in the table below: 
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Table 2: Federal and Provincial Government Policies 

Policy Area Policy/Standard Rationale / notes 

Carbon tax Existing carbon tax, 
escalated for inflation. 

No increase in the carbon tax was assumed, but 
2% escalation for inflation was included. Without 
escalation the existing tax would become 
irrelevant over time. 

Residential Building 
Code 

Improvements to 
current building code 

The building code is introducing higher standards 
in 2014 and the Province has committed to 
ongoing improvements.  

Residential 
technology subsidies Live Smart BC 

 Although the provincial and federal programs 
have currently finished, they have been brought 
back numerous times and it is believed likely they 
will be re-introduced in some form. BC Hydro and 
Fortis BC also have incentive programs. 

Residential 
technology standards 

Federal equipment 
standards 

Currently in place or intention to adopt by either 
Federal or Provincial government. 

Commercial Building 
Code ASHRAE 90.1 + 19% 

Incoming changes to the building code will raise 
levels to 90.1 + 10%, and the Province has 
committed to ongoing improvements. 

Commercial 
technology standards 

Federal equipment 
standards 

Currently in place or intention to adopt by either 
Federal or Provincial government. 

Vehicle fuel economy 
standards 

Increasing fuel 
efficiency 

The federal government has already committed to 
increasing efficiency to 2025, in line with US 
standards. 

Renewable content 
standards 

10% ethanol and bio-
diesel 

Currently 5%, and Provincial legislation calls for 
10% by 2020. 

 
 

3.4.2 Local Government Policies 

All the remaining policies under local government control were analysed, regardless of the 
likelihood that they would be introduced on the Sunshine Coast. This provides insight into their 
relative impacts providing context for policy choices that support the SCRD reaching its CEEP 2031 
community emissions targets. The policies were run with the FPGP scenario in place. In some 
cases there was more than one policy option to choose from, and an assumption was made about 
the one most likely to be implemented. In the case of community density both options were 
analysed, as density has such a large impact on emissions. Each policy was analysed separately in 
order to see the impact. The policy areas and the policy/standard selected for each area are 
outlined below. 
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Table 3: Local Government Policies 

Policy Area Policy/Standard 

1a Community density Moderate 

1b Community density Aggressive 

2 Residential building code enforcement Increase from 80% to 95% 

3 Residential building standards (DPAs, zoning, rezoning) Short term: 14% > current code 
Long term: 40% > current code 

4 Residential reduced DCCs 14% > current code 

5 Residential technology subsidies Zero-emissions and on-site 
renewables 

6 Commercial building standards (DPAs) ASHRAE 90.1 + 34% 

7 Commercial reduced DCCs ASHRAE 90.1 + 34% 

8 Commercial technology subsidies Zero-emissions and on-site 
renewables 

9 Waste - organics separation 80% organics collection 

10 Waste - landfill gas collection 50% capture 

 

3.5 Results 

The Federal and Provincial Government Policy scenario results in GHG emissions of 159,000 
tonnes in 2050. This is a 32% reduction from the BAU case and a 6% reduction from 2007. 
Emissions actually drop to 147,000 tonnes in 2030 but then begin to increase again. This is 
because the model assumes there will be smaller efficiency gains over time, which are offset by 
population increases. 
 
The Federal FPGP scenario alone achieves the adopted reduction target of 7% by 2031. However, 
it does not maintain those reductions to 2050. 
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The local government policies result in emissions reductions ranging from 26.4 tonnes (17%) to an 
increase of 1.7 tonnes (1% increase)5. The policies with the greatest impact are increasing 
community density (both moderate and aggressive) and solid waste management (organics 
separation and landfill gas collection). The remaining policies have relatively little impact.  
 
Table 4: Emissions Reductions by Policy 

Policy Area 
Annual Emissions Reduction 
(tonnes CO2e) 

2030 2050 

1a Community density - moderate 4.0 9.5 

1b Community density - aggressive 12.6 26.4 

2 Residential building code enforcement 0.5 0.4 

3 Residential building standards (DPA, Zoning) 0.3 0.7 

4 Residential reduced DCCs (0.1) (0.5) 

5 Residential technology subsidies (0.2) (1.7) 

6 Commercial building standards (DPAs) 0.6 0.9 

7 Commercial reduced DCCs 0.2 0.3 

8 Commercial technology subsidies 2.3 2.8 

9 Waste - organics separation 15.7 25.7 

10 Waste - landfill gas collection 9.3 12.7 

 
 

                                                
5 Some policies result in increased energy and emissions due to a switch in fuels from electric heating to 
wood. Although wood is a fairly low emissions fuel, it has higher emissions than electricity and lower 
combustion efficiency. 
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Figure 10 
 
 
Policies often have some interaction between them, potentially impacting the emissions reductions. 
An example is organics separation, which will reduce the amount of landfill gas generated and 
therefore the reductions achieved by landfill gas collection. Because of this the reductions cannot 
be summed to determine the overall impact.  
 
Two additional policy scenarios have been run to assess overall reductions. The first incorporates 
all the policies (except moderate density, which is inherent in aggressive density). The second 
includes the policies that are most effective at reducing emissions - aggressive community density, 
organics collection, and landfill gas collection (referenced as “Top 3”). 
 
All policies combined result in emissions reductions of 32 tonnes by 2030 and 51 tonnes by 2050. 
When combined with FPGP this is a reduction from 2007 of 32% by 2030 and 36% by 2050, close 
to achieving the 2031 Deep Green target, although reductions taper off by 2050. 
 
The Top 3 policies actually achieve slightly better results than all the policies combined. This is 
because some policies actually increase emissions. The Top 3 policies result in emissions 
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reductions of 32 tonnes by 2030 and 5 tonnes by 2050. When combined with FPGP this is a 
reduction from 2007 of 32% by 2030 and 39% by 2050. 
 
 

 
Figure 11 
 
 

 
Figure 12 
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4. Summary and Conclusions 

The updated 2007 and 2010 inventories indicate that energy and emissions continue to rise, 
although more slowly than the rate of population growth. This is primarily as a result of rising 
transportation emissions, particularly for trucks/SUVs and commercial vehicles. Conversely, 
emissions from the buildings sector have declined, led by emissions reductions in natural gas and 
heating oil. The rise in emissions has occurred primarily in the unincorporated areas, with 
incorporated areas showing a decrease overall. However, caution should be used in drawing 
conclusions from these results, as three years is a relatively short time period and comparisons are 
complicated by weather, economic conditions, and fuel prices. 
 
The CIMs model provides forward looking estimates of energy and emissions under various 
scenarios. The business as usual scenario predicts a 37% increase in emissions by 2050. 
However, federal and provincial government policies result in a 6% decrease in emissions by 2050.  
 
Local governments can build on the federal and provincial policies in a number of policy areas. Of 
these, the most significant reductions are achieved through increasing community density and solid 
waste management. Other policies analysed have relatively minor impacts, and in some cases 
actually increase emissions. However, this does not mean the other policies are not worthwhile. 
They may be supportive of federal/provincial policies or play an important educational role. But they 
should not be expected to directly achieve large reductions on their own. 
 
Implementing all the local government policies would result in a 32% decrease in emissions by 
2030 and a 36% decrease by 2050. Implementing just the Top 3 policies - aggressive community 
densification, organics separation, and landfill gas collection - has even greater reductions of 32% 
by 2030 and 39% by 2050. 
 
While other policies may be helpful in supporting reduction efforts, it will be essential to focus on the 
Top 3 in order to achieve significant reductions. If fully implemented, these policies may come close 
to achieving the Deep Green reduction target from the CEEP. Even partial implementation (e.g. 
moderate community density) would likely provide a significant  step towards reducing energy and 
GHG emissions on the Sunshine Coast.   
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2007

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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LARGE INDUSTRIAL

Electricity

Natural Gas

LAND-USE CHANGE

Deforestation

AGRICULTURE

Methane

LARGE-EMITTERS
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Gibsons
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2007

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL

25



Sechelt
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2007

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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Sechelt Ind Gov Dist
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2007

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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Unincorporated areas
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2007

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2010

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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LARGE INDUSTRIAL

Electricity

Natural Gas

LAND-USE CHANGE

Deforestation

AGRICULTURE

Methane

LARGE-EMITTERS
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Gibsons
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2010

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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Sechelt
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2010

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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Sechelt Ind Gov Dist
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2010

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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Unincorporated areas
Community Energy & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2010

BUILDINGS

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste

Type Consumption

Electricity

Natural Gas

Propane

Heating Oil

Wood

Gasoline

Diesel Fuel

Other Fuel

Hybrid

Electric

Solid Waste

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  September 9, 2013 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – October 3, 2013 

FROM: Brian K. Sagman, Manager of Transportation and Facilities 
  Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Services  
 
RE: Town of Gibsons Request to Withdraw From Ports Service [345]  

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the report entitled “Town of Gibsons Request to Withdraw From Ports 
Service [345]” be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On September 5, 2013, the Infrastructure Services Committee (ISC) received a letter from the 
Town of Gibsons dated September 4, 2013 that requested withdrawal from the #345 Ports 
function (attached).  The objective of this report is to outline the process and options available to 
the SCRD in response to the letter.   

The discussion at the ISC meeting led to the following resolution at the September12, 2013 
Board meeting (ref. 394/13 Rec. #3): 

Service Withdrawal – Ports Service 

THAT the correspondence distributed by Director Tretick dated September 4, 2013 from 
the Town of Gibsons, regarding withdrawal from Ports Service be received; 

AND THAT staff prepare a report on process and ramifications of a service withdrawal, 
for the October 2013 Infrastructure Services Committee meeting. 

The Town of Gibsons concerns with the Ports function led to a formal service review in 2008 
that resulted in the following Board resolution (ref. 307/08 Rec. #11): 

THAT the referral from the Ports Service Review Committee meeting of 
June 5, 2008 be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the Board advise the Town of Gibsons that the issues they 
brought forward have been addressed and are being monitored and that 
there are no grounds for their withdrawal from the Ports Service; 
 
AND THAT a letter be sent to the Town of Gibsons requesting they 
reconsider their position based on the issues addressed by the process. 

 

ANNEX 'B'
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee Regarding Town of  Page 2 of 4 
Gibsons Request to Withdraw From Ports Service [345]   
 
The service review process took place between July 2007 and June 2008.  It should be noted 
that when the 2007/08 service review was undertaken, the total taxation was $140,000 due to 
the use of the capital reserve to reduce annual taxation.  That reserve has been depleted to a 
level where it can no longer be used to offset annual costs. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
If the service withdrawal is supported by the Board, the establishing bylaw can be amended with 
the consent of 2/3 of the participants and the approval of the Inspector of Municipalities.   
 
If the Board does not support the withdrawal, a statutory service review (defined by Division 4.5 
of Part 24 of the Local Government Act) would be required.  Section 813.08 of the Local 
Government Act states: 
 
 (1) A participant may initiate service withdrawal if all the following circumstances apply: 

(a) The service has been subject to 
(i) a service review that was initiated within the past 3 years, or 
(ii) an alternative review process in accordance with establishing bylaw provision 
under section 800.2 (1) (c2) that was started within the past 3 years. 

 
The last service review was initiated in 2007.  The establishing bylaw does not contain 
provisions for an alternative review process under section 800.2(1)(c2). 
 
Funding 
 
The following table shows the 2013 Ports budget funding levels for each of the participants 
along with comparable information if the withdrawal of the Town of Gibsons is approved.  In 
addition without the Town of Gibsons participation and with the same contributions from the 
other participants the taxation would be reduced from $222,535 to $178,218. 
 

Funding Partner 2013 Taxation % 
Taxation without 

Gibsons 
% 

Halfmoon Bay 
(Area B) 

$  45,923   20.6% $  57,343   25.8% 

Roberts Creek 
(Area D) 

    36,693   16.5     45,817   20.6 

Elphinstone (Area 
E) 

    26,491   11.9     33,078   14.9 

West Howe 
Sound (Area F) 

    69,111   31.1     86,297   38.8 

Town of Gibsons     44,317   19.9     ---------   ------ 
Total $222,535 100.0% $222,535 100.0% 

 
Note:  There is a planned increase in taxation of $51,000 in 2014. 

 
OPTIONS 
 
The general options available in response to the notification from the Town of Gibsons are: 
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Gibsons Request to Withdraw From Ports Service [345]   
 

1. Grant the withdrawal from the Ports function with the consent of two thirds of the 
participants. 

2. Confirm with the Town of Gibsons the changes that would be required to the function to 
make their continued participation acceptable. 

3. Advise the Town of Gibsons that a statutory Service Review is required. 
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Attachment 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  September 5, 2013 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee –October 3, 2013 

FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager of Transportation and Facilities 
  Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Services 

RE: TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities report entitled “Transportation 
Advisory Committee Terms of Reference” be received; 
 
AND THAT the revised Terms of Reference for the Transportation Advisory 
Committee be approved; 
 
AND THAT the minutes for Transportation Advisory Committee meetings 
distinguish between voting and non-voting members. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

At the July 11, 2013 meeting the Board approved the following recommendation based on 
discussion of a recommendation from the Transportation Advisory Committee meeting of July 2, 
2013: 
 

Recommendation No. 7   Progress Plan Project Being Invited to TAC 

THAT a representative of the Progress Plan Project be added to the TAC committee for a 
two year term; 

AND THAT the Progress Plan representative be requested to report on the results of the 
survey concerning women’s issues at the September 9th TAC meeting; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff prepare a report to review the voting, membership, and Terms 
of Reference of the Transportation Advisory Committee. 

DISCUSSION 
 
The Terms of Reference for the TAC provide the opportunity for the SCRD Board to add 
members to the committee as deemed appropriate.  The committee currently includes the 
following voting members: 
 

 Committee Chair (Director Lorne Lewis)  
 All SCRD directors 
 Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure  
 BC Ferries  
 Trustee, School District #46  

ANNEX 'C'
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 Bicycling Advocate 
 
Other stakeholders who typically attend the meetings include the RCMP, ICBC, Capilano 
Highways, Speed Watch, Citizens on Patrol, and a representative of the office of the MLA. 
 
The committee noted that one of the issues facing women on the Sunshine Coast was 
transportation, so the representative from Progress Plan will be in a position to bring those 
concerns forward.   
 
The attached Terms of Reference have been revised to include a representative of the Progress 
Plan for a two year term ending September 1, 2015.  The Terms of Reference have also been 
re-formatted in accordance with the Board approved template.   
 
The existing Terms of Reference are attached as Appendix 1.  The revised / proposed Terms of 
Reference are attached for review and approval as Appendix 2.  Due to the extensive changes 
in format to fit the new Board template, staff have not provided a black line of the changes.  For 
reference, in addition to the requested changes, the following changes have been made: 
 
 
Item # Current Section Proposed Section Change 
1 All All Use of Board approved template 
2 1(e) 2.1e) Revised to indicate recommendations are 

made to the Infrastructure Services 
Committee 

3 2(a) & (b) 3.1 Re-formatting of voting, non-voting & other 
members 

4 5(a) 4.1 Meetings to be held bi-monthly vs. at the call 
of the Chair 

5 n/a 4.5 Added that delegations may appear in 
accordance with Board policy 

6 5.9 4.16 Revised remuneration information to indicate 
SCRD Directors would be compensated as 
per Director Remuneration Bylaw 

 
The Committee may also wish to consider whether the inclusion of Section 4.9 is appropriate 
(as follows) due to the differences between the Transportation Committee and other advisory 
committees: 
 
4.9 Members who are absent for four consecutive regularly scheduled meetings will be 

deemed to have resigned their position unless the absence is because of illness or injury 
or is with the leave of the SCRD Board. 
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APPENDIX 1 – Existing 
 

TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

TERMS OF REFERENCE  
(Adopted May 13, 2004) 

(Amended March 8, 2007) 
 

1. Purpose of the Committee 
 

The purpose of the Sunshine Coast Regional District Transportation Advisory 
Committee is to bring together the various organizations involved in transportation 
on the Sunshine Coast to: 

 
(a) Provide input into regional transportation issues. 
(b) Provide an opportunity to resolve issues at a local level. 
(c) Provide a forum to disseminate information on transportation issues. 
(d) Encourage consultation on a broad range of transportation issues on the 

Sunshine Coast. 
(e) Make recommendations to standing committees or the Board of the Sunshine 

Coast Regional District (SCRD) or to other member organizations listed under 
section 2(a) through the appointee of that organization. 

 
2. Composition of the Committee 
 

(a) The SCRD Transportation Advisory Committee is comprised of the 
following voting members: 

 
(i) All SCRD directors or their alternates 
(ii) One local representative from the Ministry of Transportation 
(iii) One local representative from BC Ferry Services Inc. 
(iv) One representative from School District No. 46 Board of Trustees 
(v) One representative of the local cycling community 
(vi) Other members as the Board deems appropriate 

 
(b) The Sunshine Coast Regional District Manager of Transportation 

Services, other members of SCRD staff, the Ministry of Transportation 
maintenance contractor or other interested stakeholders may attend in a 
resource capacity as necessary. 

 
3. Chair and Vice Chair 
 

The Chair and the Vice Chair will be appointed annually by the Chair of the 
SCRD Board from amongst the SCRD directors. 
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4. Quorum 
 

A majority of the voting members of the committee, as listed in section 2(a)(i) to 
2(a)(iii) will constitute a quorum. 
 

5. Meetings 
  

(a) Meetings will be held at the call of the Chair but will generally be held every 
second month on the Monday immediately preceding the Infrastructure 
Services Committee meeting at 11:00 a.m. 

 
(b) Meetings will be conducted in accordance with the Sunshine Coast Regional 

District Procedure Bylaw. 
 

(c) All recommendations of the committee shall be passed by a majority vote of 
all members present. 

 
6. Agendas and Minutes 
 

(a) The SCRD will provide a recording secretary. 
 

(b) The recording secretary will prepare all meeting agendas and distribute them 
to the Committee members in advance of the meeting. 

 
(c) The recording secretary will prepare minutes of all meetings using SCRD 

standard practices. 
 

(d) The recording secretary will forward the minutes of the Committee to the 
Infrastructure Services Committee meeting immediately following the 
Transportation Advisory Committee meeting for consideration. 
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APPENDIX 2 - Proposed 
TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 
Transportation Advisory Committee 

 
 

1. Purpose 
 

1.1 The purpose of the Transportation Advisory Committee is to consider issues pertaining 
to regional transportation matters and to make recommendations to the Sunshine Coast 
Regional District (SCRD) Board on these issues. 

 

2. Duties/Mandate 
 
2.1 The Transportation Advisory Committee is a committee of the Board that will bring 

together the various organizations involved in transportation on the Sunshine Coast to: 

a) Provide input into regional transportation issues. 

b) Provide an opportunity to resolve issues at a local level. 

c) Provide a forum to disseminate information on transportation issues. 

d) Encourage consultation on a broad range of transportation issues on the 
Sunshine Coast. 

e) Make recommendations to the SCRD Infrastructure Services Committee or Board 
or to other member organizations listed under section 3.1.1 through the appointee 
of that organization. 

2.2 The SCRD may, by resolution, and in consultation with local government members, 
dissolve the Transportation Advisory Committee, remove a member and amend these 
Terms of Reference. 

3. Membership  
 
3.1 The Transportation Advisory Committee is comprised of the following members or their 

alternates: 

 3.1.1  Voting Members 

a) All SCRD directors or their alternates 
b) One local representative from the Ministry of Transportation and 

Infrastructure 
c) One local representative from BC Ferry Corporation. 
d) One representative from School District #46 
e) One representative of the local cycling community 
f) One representative from the Progress Plan organization on a two year 

term ending September 1, 2015. 
 

3.1.2 Non-voting members: 
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a) SCRD Manager of Transportation and Facilities 
b) Other members of SCRD staff 
c) Maintenance contractor for the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure. 

 
3.1.3   Other Members 

a) Upon approval of the SCRD Board, one member of a group involved in 
transportation related issues may attend the meetings as a voting or non-
voting member as appropriate. 

b) Other interested stakeholders may attend in a resource capacity as 
necessary. 

 
3.2 The Chair and Vice Chair of the Committee will be appointed annually by the Chair of the 

Sunshine Coast Regional District from amongst the SCRD Directors. 
 

4. Operations 
 
4.1 The Transportation Advisory Committee will meet bi-monthly. 

4.2 A quorum of the voting members of the committee shall be a majority of the members as 
listed in section 3.1.1. 

4.3 All Committee meetings must be open to the public except where the committee 
resolves to close a portion of it pursuant to the Community Charter. 

4.4 All formal recommendations of the Committee shall be duly passed by a majority of the 
voting members present. 

4.5 Delegations may appear upon written request and in accordance with the SCRD 
Petitions and Delegations Policy. 

4.6 Input from the floor shall be at the discretion of the Chair. 

4.7 The authority of the Committee is limited as follows: 

a. The Transportation Advisory Committee does not have the authority to bind the 
SCRD in any way, nor engage or otherwise contact third parties, consultants, 
organizations or authorities in a manner which may appear to be officially 
representing the SCRD. 
 

b. The Transportation Advisory Committee may communicate with external 
organizations and agencies to collect information and make inquiries.  

 
c. Where the Transportation Advisory Committee wishes to express opinions or make 

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

 
d. Representations to the media on behalf of the Committee shall be through the 

Committee Chair or his/her delegate. 
 
4.8 Committee members are encouraged to: 

a. attend and participate in meetings of the Committee 
b. share experiences and ideas while maintaining an open mind to others’ perspectives  
c. report back to the appropriate Standing Committee. 
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4.9 Members who are absent for four consecutive regularly scheduled meetings will be 

deemed to have resigned their position unless the absence is because of illness or injury 
or is with the leave of the SCRD Board. 

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

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

b. encourages and fosters community involvement;  
c. enhances the friendly, caring character of the community;  
d. maintains an open, accountable and effective operation;  
e. preserves and enhances the unique mix of natural ecosystems and green spaces in 

the SCRD; 
f. is consistent with the goals and objectives of the SCRD’s strategic plan; and 
g. recognizes advisory committees are one of many channels that the Regional Board 

may utilize to obtain opinions and advice when making decisions.  
 
4.11 The SCRD will provide a recording secretary whose duties will include: 

a. preparing meeting agendas and distributing them to the Committee members in 
advance of the meeting  

b. preparing minutes of all meetings using SCRD standard practices 
c. forwarding the approved minutes to the Infrastructure Services Committee for further 

consideration and approval. 
 

4.12 The role of Regional District staff assigned to serve in a liaison capacity may include: 

a. providing information and professional advice; 
b. assisting the committee secretary in writing reports and recommendations to the 

Board as requested by the committee; 
c. bringing such matters to the committee's attention as are appropriate for it to 

consider in support of Regional District Board direction;  
d. serving as one of the communication channels to and from the Board; and 
e. providing advice to the Board that may be at variance to a committee 

recommendation. 

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

4.14 Committee members are subject to the Conflict of Interest legislation outlined in Section 
100 – 109 of the Community Charter.  The terms “Council” and “Committee” shall be 
interchangeable for the purpose of interpretation of these sections. 

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

before them in closed meetings. 
 

4.16 SCRD Directors will be compensated as per the SCRD Directors Remuneration Bylaw.  
Other Committee members serve without remuneration but may be eligible to have 
reasonable expenses reimbursed in accordance with the SCRD Policy on Committee 
Volunteer Meeting Expenses. 
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5. Reference Documents 

 

5.1 SCRD Procedure Bylaw No. 474 

5.2 Community Charter, Section 100 – 109 – Conflict of Interest 

5.3 Community Charter, Section 90 – Open/Closed Meetings 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  September 13, 2013 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – October 3, 2013 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, General Manager of Infrastructure Services 

RE: AREA ‘A’ WATER MASTER PLAN (AAWMP) – FUNDING DISTRIBUTION 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

THAT the General Manager of Infrastructure Services report entitled “Area ‘A’ Water 
Master Plan (AAWMP) – Funding Distribution” be received. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The following resolution was adopted by the Board at the regular meeting held on July 11, 2013. 
 

Res. 309/13 No. 2  THAT staff report to the October 2013 Infrastructure Services 
Committee meeting explaining the feasibility funding allocation for 
the Area “A” Water Master Plan development and provide an 
outline of future cost distribution for plan implementation. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
The Area A Water Master Plan was initiated by the SCRD to better understand and manage the 
freshwater resources in the Area A region.  This initiative was further supported by the Ministry 
of Environment’s requirement to complete the Plan before any water licence applications would 
be considered. 
 
The major cost components of the Area A Water Master Plan included the retention of 
Acroluxus Wetlands Consultancy to facilitate and develop the Garden Bay Waterworks District 
Conversion Plan, and Kerr Wood Leidal Associates for two engineering studies entitled “Water 
Development Plan for Garden Bay Lake” and “Hotel Lake Hydrologic Analysis”. 
 
The recovery of feasibility funding for the Area A Water Master Plan development was 
previously addressed in a report to the February 23, 2012, Corporate and Administrative 
Services Committee, which led to the following resolution adopted that the March 8, 2012, 
regular Board meeting.  A copy of the staff report is attached for reference. 
 

Res. 104/12 No. 5 THAT the Manager of Financial Services’ report regarding 
recovery of  costs for Area A water studies – Garden Bay District 
Water Conversion be received; 

 
  AND THAT the report be referred to the third round of budget 

discussions, with additional information. 

The staff report was forwarded to the 2012 budget process, resulting in the following resolution 
that was adopted by the Board at the March 22, 2012, regular meeting. 

ANNEX 'D'
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Res. 136/12 No. 26 THAT the Manager of Utility Services’ report regarding North 
Pender Harbour Water Service 2012 R3 Budget Decision 
Packages be received; 

  AND THAT Decision Package 4 - $28,355 for recovery of the 
feasibility study for the Garden Bay District Water Conversion, be 
approved and incorporated into the 2012 budget; funded from 
operating reserves; 

 AND THAT the North Pender Harbour Water Service “net 
operating budget”, as defined in the SCRD Support Service 
Allocation Policy, be reduced by $28,335 for the purpose of 
calculating the support service cost allocation in the 2013 budget 
year; 

 AND THAT staff be directed to transfer the credit for $28,355 for 
Function 150, Regional Feasibility to reduce 2012 taxation for 
participating areas; 

 AND THAT the budget for North Pender Harbour Water Services, 
Function 365, be approved as amended; 

 AND FURTHER THAT the budgets for Regional Feasibility, 
Function 150, be approved as amended. 

As per Board direction, the feasibility costs resulting from the Area A Water Master Plan 
development were funded by the North Pender Harbour Water Service. 

The remaining Area A Water Master Plan development costs related to the Kerr Wood Leidal 
engineering studies were recovered through North and South Pender Water Service Areas on a 
prorated basis and partially offset by a $10,000 Provincial Infrastructure Planning Grant. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  February 9, 2012 
 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – February 23, 2012  
 
FROM: Jackie Day – Manager Financial Services    

RE: RECOVERY AREA A WATER STUDIES – GARDEN BAY DISTRICT WATER CONVERSION 

 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
THAT the Manager of Financial Services’ report on Recovery Area A Water Studies - 
Garden Bay District Water Conversion be received for information; 
 
AND THAT Staff be directed which option to apply recovery credit in the amount of 
$28,355 for Function [150] Regional Feasibility Studies: 
 

1. Option to credit 2012 taxation for participating areas, or 
2. Option to transfer credit to operating reserve for future feasibility studies 

 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to bring a decision package forward for North 
Pender Water Services [365] to R3 Budget discussions with funding options. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Consulting firm Acroluxus Wetlands provided professional services for Area A water studies.  As 
part of these studies, in 2005 this firm was hired to provide services in regard to the Garden Bay 
District Water District Conversion.  The costs initially were put through Regional Planning 
Function [500] and subsequently transferred to Regional Feasibility Study Function [150] as 
directed at Regular Board Meeting of February 9, 2006 Motion 92/06 (excerpt): 
 

Recommendation No. 16  Regional Planning [500] 
 

THAT the cost of the Area “A” Water Study be transferred from Regional Planning 
to Feasibility in 2005; 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Feasibility Studies Funding  

Prior to 2010, the SCRD funded direct costs of feasibility studies for proposed new services 
through the Regional Feasibility Study with all rural areas and municipalities participating on the 
basis of assessed values of land and improvements.  

In 2010 a Board Policy was adopted that gave the Board more flexibility to determine by 
resolution on a case-by-case basis, the benefitting area or areas that will pay the costs of 
feasibility studies for a new service. 

12
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Feasibility Studies Recovery  

If the service is established as a result of the feasibility study, the costs for the study are 
subsequently recovered from the service area as outlined in the new Service Establishing 
Bylaw.   

In 2007, Bylaw 1070 established the North Pender Water Service Function [365].  Therefore, 
associated costs are to be recovered from this function and credited back to Regional Feasibility 
Studies Function [150]. 

Staff have reviewed costs associated with Area A Water Studies and have determined that 
costs attributed to the Garden Bay Conversion have not yet been recovered. 

  

Costs for Feasibility Study 

The costs associated with this project were $28,355, broken down as follows: 

• Direct costs (Professional Fees) $27,289 
• Portion of Administrative Support Fees $1,066 

 

Recovery in the amount of $28,355 will result in a credit to be applied to the Regional Feasibility 
Studies Function [150], participants as follows: 

 

 Source of Taxation Credit 
Sechelt Indian Government  
District $           -687 
Town of Gibsons $        -3,174 
District of Sechelt $        -7,041 
Electoral Area A $         -4,544 
Electoral Area B $         -3,290 
Electoral Area D $         -2-739 
Electoral Area E $         -1,906 
Electoral Area F $         -4,974 

$       -28,355 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
Staff are recommending the following: 

• That this report be received for information 
• That the Committee provides direction on which option to use for credit to the Feasibility 

Study Function.  Options include the following: 
1. Credit taxation back to participants of function, or 
2. Transfer funds to operating reserve for the purpose of funding future Regional 

Feasibility Studies.  (Note that this function currently has operating reserves in 
the amount of $8,136). 

• That Staff be directed to bring a decision package forward to R3 Budget for North 
Pender Water Services [365], providing options for funding cost of recovery. 
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2008‐2012 Actuals
Item Project Cost

GMF Grant GSPF Grant BCF Grant BCCWIP BCF Grant GMF Loan Debt Operating Reserves Other DCC Petition Required 2012 Suplus
UV Treatment Design & Installation 397,495$        33,333$        200,000$       2,124$          5,039$       156,999$  
Universal Metering ‐$                
Fixture Replacement Program 53,856$           53,856$       
Oyster Bay Water Main Extension 1,143,310$     278,034$      690,321$      14,955$        0$               160,000$  
PHSS Arsenic ‐$                
Sub Total ‐ North Pender Water Service 1,594,661$     331,890$      690,321$      ‐$               33,333$        ‐$               200,000$       ‐$               17,079$        5,039$       ‐$         156,999$   160,000$   ‐$           0
SPH WTP Design & Construction 504,071$        166,932$      166,932$      166,932$      3,275$         
Universal Metering ‐$                
Fixture Replacement Program 132,208$        132,208$     
PHSS Arsenic ‐$                
Sub Total ‐ South Pender Water Service 636,279$        299,140$      ‐$               166,932$      ‐$               166,932$      ‐$                ‐$               3,275$          ‐$           ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Egmont Water System 1,420,058$     897,865$      262,302$      791$          900$        258,200$  
Jervis Inlet Road Water Main Extension 254,208$        239,591$      13,648$        970$         
Sub Total ‐ Regional Water Service 1,674,266$     ‐$               1,137,456$   ‐$              ‐$              ‐$              ‐$               ‐$              275,949$     1,761$       900$       ‐$          258,200$  ‐$          ‐$            

TOTAL PROGRAM 3,905,206$     631,029$      1,827,777$   166,932$      33,333$        166,932$      200,000$       ‐$               296,304$      6,800$       900$        156,999$   418,200$   ‐$           ‐$             

2013 Budget
Item Project Cost

GMF Grant GSPF Grant BCF Grant BCCWIP BCF Grant GMF Loan Debt Operating Reserves Other DCC Petition Required 2012 Suplus
UV Treatment Design & Installation ‐$                
Universal Metering 450,000$        58,100$        200,000$       30,000$        161,900$  
Fixture Replacement Program ‐$                
Oyster Bay Water Main Extension 3,417$             3,417$          
PHSS Arsenic 10,000$           10,000$       
Sub Total ‐ North Pender Water Service 463,417$        68,100$        3,417$           ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               200,000$       ‐$               30,000$        161,900$   ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           0
SPH WTP Design & Construction 5,090,975$     1,820,998$   1,820,998$   1,297,208$   151,771$  
Universal Metering 1,100,000$     285,860$      42,070$        42,070$        600,000$       130,000$  
Fixture Replacement Program ‐$                
PHSS Arsenic 15,000$           15,000$       
Sub Total ‐ South Pender Water Service 6,205,975$     300,860$      ‐$               1,863,068$   ‐$               1,863,068$   600,000$       1,297,208$   ‐$              281,771$   ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Egmont Water System ‐$                
Jervis Inlet Road Water Main Extension ‐$                
Sub Total ‐ Regional Water Service ‐$                 ‐$               ‐$               ‐$              ‐$              ‐$              ‐$               ‐$              ‐$             ‐$           ‐$        ‐$          ‐$          ‐$          ‐$            

TOTAL PROGRAM 6,669,392$     368,960$      3,417$           1,863,068$   ‐$               1,863,068$   800,000$       1,297,208$   30,000$        443,671$   ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             

Totals
Item Project Cost

GMF Grant GSPF Grant BCF Grant BCCWIP BCF Grant GMF Loan Debt Operating Reserves Other DCC Petition Required 2012 Suplus
UV Treatment Design & Installation 397,495$        ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               33,333$        ‐$               200,000$       ‐$               2,124$          5,039$       ‐$         156,999$   ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Universal Metering 450,000$        58,100$        ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               200,000$       ‐$               30,000$        161,900$   ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Fixture Replacement Program 53,856$           53,856$        ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$                ‐$               ‐$              ‐$           ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Oyster Bay Water Main Extension 1,146,727$     278,034$      693,738$      ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$                ‐$               14,955$        ‐$           ‐$         0$               160,000$   ‐$           ‐$             
PHSS Arsenic 10,000$           10,000$        ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$                ‐$               ‐$              ‐$           ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Sub Total ‐ North Pender Water Service 2,058,078$     399,990$      693,738$      ‐$               33,333$        ‐$               400,000$       ‐$               47,079$        166,939$   ‐$         156,999$   160,000$   ‐$           0
SPH WTP Design & Construction 5,595,046$     166,932$      ‐$               1,987,930$   ‐$               1,987,930$   ‐$                1,297,208$   3,275$          151,771$   ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Universal Metering 1,100,000$     285,860$      ‐$               42,070$        ‐$               42,070$        600,000$       ‐$               ‐$              130,000$   ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Fixture Replacement Program 132,208$        132,208$      ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$                ‐$               ‐$              ‐$           ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
PHSS Arsenic 15,000$           15,000$        ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$                ‐$               ‐$              ‐$           ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Sub Total ‐ South Pender Water Service 6,842,254$     600,000$      ‐$               2,030,000$   ‐$               2,030,000$   600,000$       1,297,208$   3,275$          281,771$   ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Egmont Water System 1,420,058$     ‐$               897,865$      ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$                ‐$               262,302$      791$          900$        ‐$           258,200$   ‐$           ‐$             
Jervis Inlet Road Water Main Extension 254,208$        ‐$               239,591$      ‐$               ‐$               ‐$               ‐$                ‐$               13,648$        970$          ‐$         ‐$           ‐$           ‐$           ‐$             
Sub Total ‐ Regional Water Service 1,674,266$     ‐$               1,137,456$   ‐$              ‐$              ‐$              ‐$               ‐$              275,949$     1,761$       900$       ‐$          258,200$  ‐$          ‐$            

TOTAL PROGRAM 10,574,598$   999,989$      1,831,194$   2,030,000$   33,333$        2,030,000$   1,000,000$    1,297,208$   326,304$      450,471$   900$        156,999$   418,200$   ‐$           ‐$             

Other Funding

Sunshine Coast Regional District
Area A Water Systems ‐ Project Summary

Federal Funding Provicial Funding Other Funding

Federal Funding Provicial Funding Other Funding

Federal Funding Provicial Funding
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  September 12, 2013 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – October 3, 2013 

FROM: Dave Crosby, Manager of Utility Services 
  Bobby Rebner, Operations Support Technician 
 
RE:  SECRET COVE SEWER OUTFALL REPAIR 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Utility Services’ Report regarding the emergency repairs completed 
at the Secret Cove ocean outfall be received; 
 
AND THAT the 2013 Financial Plan for the Jolly Roger and Secret Cove Wastewater 
Treatment Plants (WWTP) be amended to increase each respective Capital Budget by 
$15,838 to account for the repair work completed, and funded by Capital Reserves. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

The Secret Cove Wastewater Treatment Plant and Jolly Roger Wastewater Treatment Systems 
currently discharge treated effluent by means of a shared 800m ocean outfall pipe that begins 
just east of the Secret Cove Government Dock and terminates in Malaspina Strait at the 
entrance to Secret Cove.  
 
During an annual outfall inspection in November 2012, divers identified deficiencies in the 
anchoring system and noticed an 85m section of the outfall pipe that was elevated off of the 
seabed. Repair work was done in April of 2013 to re-anchor this section of elevated pipe at this 
time by Pelagic Technologies.  
 
On August 22, 2013 it was reported that a larger section (185m) of the outfall pipe located in 
deeper water had broken free from its anchors and was floating on the surface. Pelagic 
Technologies temporarily weighted down the pipe on August 23, 2013 and performed a full 
inspection of the deep section of pipe to the terminus.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Concerns over the remaining distance of outfall anchoring from the raised section and the 
terminus were brought to the attention of SCRD staff following the temporary fix in August 2013. 
At that time it was recommended by Pelagic that a full re-anchoring of the final 320 meter 
section of outfall piping be approved for immediate repair. Municipal Sewage Regulations 
(MSR) require that the terminus location stay at an appropriate depth and given the 
deterioration of other sections of the outfall weights, an immediate and urgent need to re-anchor 
this section of pipe was expedited.  
 
 

ANNEX 'E'
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FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
The total cost for the permanent re-anchoring of the 320m section of outfall piping was quoted 
at $31,675.00 by Pelagic Technologies. Based on the emergency nature of the repair work and 
given that Pelagic Technologies has previously completed work on this outfall for the SCRD, a 
sole source purchase request was approved by the General Manager of Infrastructure Services 
and the Purchasing Officer on August 27, 2013.  
 
The first stage of anchors have been installed in September and it is anticipated that the entire 
section of pipe re-anchoring identified for this repair will be completed by mid October 2013.  
 
Current uncommitted reserve account balances for the Jolly Roger and Secret Cove WWTPs, 
as of September 2013 are: 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Given the current reserve account balances for each system and the value and nature of the 
work completed, it is recommended that the total cost of $31,675.00 be funded by each 
respective system’s Capital Reserves in the amount of $15,837.50.  
 
 
 
 

  Operating Reserves Capital Reserves 

Jolly Roger $8,586.84 $55,135.60 

Secret Cove $7,376.47 $32,541.93 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT       

 
DATE: September 18, 2013 

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee – October 3, 2013 

FROM: Jeremy Valeriote, Manager of Waste Reduction and Recovery 

RE: PENDER HARBOUR LANDFILL CLOSURE PLANNING – BUDGET AMENDMENT 
 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Manager, Waste Reduction and Recovery report regarding Pender 
Harbour Landfill Closure Planning – Budget Amendment be received. 
 
AND THAT the 2013 Financial Plan, Function 354 (Landfill Closure) be amended to 
include a budget for Pender Harbour Landfill Closure Planning professional fees 
in the amount of $40,000 (increase closure reserve funding 01-5-354-155 & landfill 
closure costs 01-6-354-470). 
 
 

BACKGROUND 

In March 2010, the Board resolved to proceed with the conversion of the Pender Harbour landfill 
to a transfer station and enhanced resource recovery facility. 
 
Once this change is implemented, recyclable materials will continue to be marshalled at the 
Pender Harbour transfer station and transported to processing facilities.  The Pender Harbour 
landfill component will be closed; materials not diverted to recycling or re-use will be transported 
to the Sechelt Landfill for disposal.  
 
A condition of the October 2012 Ministry of Environment approval of the Solid Waste 
Management Plan is to close the Pender Harbour landfill by December 31, 2014 and submit a 
closure plan for review and approval 12 months prior to the final discharge at the landfill.  The 
previous closure plan for Pender Harbour was completed in 1994. 
 
DISCUSSION 

A budgeted amount of $30,000 was carried forward from 2012 for Resource Recovery Facility 
and Transfer Station Design.   
 
To meet the MOE conditions for closure plan submission and realize Pender Harbour landfill 
closure by the end of 2014, closure planning and design work should also be initiated as soon 
as possible.  Many of the transfer station design and closure design tasks are co-dependent, 
and are required to provide capital cost estimates to be incorporated into the 2014 budget. 
 

ANNEX 'F'
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee 
Regarding MMBC Financial Incentive Offer Page 2 of 2 

 

 

In 2011, XCG Consultants Ltd. was awarded the contract for comprehensive landfill engineering 
services for Sechelt and Pender Harbour landfills.  XCG has submitted proposals for Pender 
Harbour transfer station design and closure planning; detailed design will take place in 2014. 
 
Transfer station design can be funded from the existing 2013 budget.  A budget amendment for 
$40,000 is required to fund closure planning and preliminary design in 2013.  Detailed design for 
both projects is expected to cost an additional $70,000 (about $35,000 each) in 2014. 
 
BUDGET AMENDMENT 
 
A summary of funds available and budget amendment required is provided in Table 1 below.   
 
The Closure Reserve Fund currently has an uncommitted balance of $604,055, which 
incorporates the June 2013 budget amendment to fund Sechelt Landfill Phase 1 closure as well 
as the budgeted contribution of $150,000.   
 
A budget amendment of $40,000 to fund closure planning in 2013 would result in an 
uncommitted closure reserve balance of $564,055. 
 
Table 1 – Closure Reserve Fund 

Item Funds 
Closure Reserve Fund as at January 1, 2013 $2,263,367
Add: 2013 Budgeted Contribution 150,000
Less: 
   Sechelt Landfill Closure Phase 1 1,809,312
   Proposed Amendment - Pender Harbour Closure Planning 40,000
Closure Reserve Fund – Uncommitted Balance $ 564,055
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE: September 20, 2013 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – October 3, 2013 

FROM: Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR SEPTEMBER 2013 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Monthly Report 
for September 2013” be received.    
 

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

UTILITIES DIVISION 

 WATER TREATMENT PLANT 

In August the Chapman Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 566,510 m3, a 9% 
decrease from the five year average.  

 WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

 18 water meters were installed. 

 CAPITAL WORKS 

 Pratt Road water main upgrade has been completed. 

 The site preparation for the South Pender Water Treatment Plant, which includes the 
backwash ponds, yard piping and excavation for the water storage reservoir, is nearing 
completion.  Form work for the reservoir and building foundation is also completed. 

SUSTAINABILITY DIVISION 

SOLID WASTE 

 Tipping fee increase and service reductions at both landfills (Mondays at Sechelt, 
Tuesdays at Pender) were implemented on September 16. 

 Sechelt landfill closure project is 75% complete, with all LDPE liner placed; 8-10 days of 
dry weather required in October to place till, topsoil, straw mats and hydroseed, with 
expected completion late October. 

 Five additional groundwater monitoring wells and two landfill gas probes installed at 
Sechelt landfill. 

 Preparations underway for asbestos exposure control plan implementation at Sechelt 
Landfill on January 1, 2014. 

ANNEX 'G'
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Infrastructure Services Monthly Report for September 2013       Page 2 

 

 

 RFP for wood waste and asphalt roofing processing closes on October 3.  Proposals for 
innovative and sustainable end uses were encouraged. 

 New Zero Waste Coordinator starts November 6. 

 Sechelt Landfill – YTD diversion at the landfill is 21%. This is a decrease from 2012 
(27%) and 2011 (27%).  The decrease is attributed to changes at the landfill for green 
waste, gypsum and wood.   

 
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 i.e. glass, asphalt roofing, dirt, 
concrete. 

 
 Pender Landfill will be included in the November Monthly Report. 

TRANSPORTATION AND FACILITIES DIVISION 

TRANSIT 
The fall schedule went into effect on September 3, 2013 and will be in effect until October 
14, 2013.  We have now received the third of our new Arboc buses that replaced the fleet 
of Polar buses that are scheduled for retirement.  We do however have the use of the Polar 
buses for the short term until BC Transit makes arrangements to recover them. 
 
Work on the Transit Future Plan is continuing with directors sessions planned for 
September 24th and 25th and a workshop early in October that will be for all directors and 
councils.  A third round of public consultation is planned to follow the completion of the 
workshop after which the final plan would be presented to the Board for approval.  

PORTS 
Staff have completed pressure washing at the Halfmoon Bay and West Bay docks.  This is 
a critical component of our maintenance program and also contributes to public safety by 
reducing the potential for slips.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

64



ANNEX 'H'

65



66



SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

 

September 9, 2013 
 

 
DRAFT MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD IN THE CEDAR ROOM OF THE SUNSHINE 
COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT OFFICES, 1975 FIELD ROAD, SECHELT, BC. 
 
 
 PRESENT: Director, Electoral Area E, Chair  Lorne Lewis 
 (Voting Members) Director, Electoral Area A Frank Mauro 
 Director, Electoral Area B Garry Nohr  
 Director, Electoral Area D  Donna Shugar  
                       Director, Electoral Area F    Lee Turnbull 
 Director, Town of Gibsons   Gerry Tretick 
 Alt. Director, District of Sechelt   Doug Hockley 
     
         Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure Don Legault 
 BC Ferries  Maureen Darragh 
 Cycling Advocate  Martin Prestage 
 Progress Plan   Michelle Morton 
 
REGRETS: District of Sechelt, Director       Darnelda Siegers 
 
ABSENT:                    SIGD Director                          Chief Feschuck 
 Trustee, School District No. 46       Lori Dixon 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Manager, Transportation and Facilities  Brian Sagman 
(Non-Voting) Insurance Corporation of BC  Tom Webster   
 RCMP  Todd Bozak 
 Alt. Director, Area F  Joyce Clegg 
         Constituency Advocate    Kim Tournat 
 Progress Plan  Betty Baxter 
 Capilano Highways  Eric Paris 
 Sunshine Coast Speed Watch  Jon Hird  
 Citizens On Patrol, Sechelt  Ruth McLarty  
 Recording Secretary  Amanda Walkey 
 Media  1 
 Public  1 
 
CALL TO ORDER  10:15 a.m. 
 
AGENDA The Agenda was adopted as amended, with addition of the following  
  item under New Business: 
   
  11a. Roberts Creek Road Accident 
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MINUTES 
 
Recommendation No. 1  Minutes 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the minutes of the June 24, 2013 
meeting be adopted as circulated. 
 
REPORTS 
 
Progress Plan  
 
Ms. Morton and Ms. Baxter from the Progress Plan discussed what local women said were 
barriers to economic well-being.  The four key issues that the Progress Plan outlined were 
Belonging, Income, Care and Transportation. Transportation issues included car availability, 
public transit, ferries, safety, walking, biking and income.  The required Transportation 
improvements were safer biking and walking routes, more frequent public transit, additional 
routes, improved accessibility and safer pull-outs. New options that were suggested for 
Transportation were: coast wide ride sharing; cooperative car sharing; bike and electric bike 
sharing; accessible driving services for elders, people with disabilities and families with 
children; and a community van for Pender Harbour. The initial improvements in Transportation 
are raise awareness about the need for expanded services, more options and coordination of 
different modes of transportation. The Progress Plan would also like to encourage new and 
improved transportation as an economic development strategy. 
 
The Progress Plan thanked the SCRD, transit staff for offering Travel Training and they would 
like to see it continue especially for the HandyDart.  They suggested that improved signage 
during Travel Training sessions so people know why the bus is there and having HandyDart 
application forms available would increase awareness and use.  
 
Discussion ensued about the need for better marketing for the bus schedule and HandyDart and 
the suggestion arose that volunteers could be trained then teach other individuals.  Education 
about the services available would be very beneficial. 
 
Recommendation No. 2         Progress Plan  
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the report from the Progress Plan 
regarding their research into barriers to the economic well-being of women be received; 
  
AND THAT a member from the Progress Plan be invited to observe at the Transit Future Plan 
Workshop. 
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Speed Watch  
 
Recommendation No. 3       Speed Watch Monthly Reports for June and July, 2013 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the Speed Watch Monthly Reports 
for June and July 2013 be received.    
 
Mr. Hird explained that during the “Back to School Week”, Speed Watch volunteers had been 
out morning and afternoon as part of an Awareness Program. 
 
A suggestion was made that the designation from School Zone to Play Ground Zone needs to be 
changed at Gibsons and Roberts Creek Elementary. 
 
Director Shugar noted that Roberts Creek is being changed from a School Zone to a Play 
Ground Zone. 
 
Mr. Legault stated that the signs have been ordered for Roberts Creek. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Recommendation No. 4        Correspondence  
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the following correspondence be 
received: 
 

 Tom Webster, ICBC, regarding Crash Statistics Comparison 
 Jakob Knaus, regarding BC Ferries Annual Accounts 
 Jakob Knaus, regarding Personal Notes on BC Ferries Report to the Commissioner 
 Barry Cavens, Southern Sunshine Coast Ferry Advisory Committee Chair, regarding 

Coastal Ferries - Public Engagement - Fall 2013 
 John Hodgkins, Independent Transport Consultant, regarding BC Coastal Ferries:  A 

Discussion Paper for Government and Regional Districts 
 Silas White, Board of Education, Chair regarding Safety Concerns 
 Don Goodall, Parking on Ocean Beach Esplanade 

 
Crash Statistics Comparison 
 
Mr. Webster, ICBC, discussed the crash statistics for the Sunshine Coast compared to other 
communities and found that the Shuswap and Powell River were the most comparable in terms of 
number of residents.  Shuswap generally has harsher winters, which likely contributes to a 
higher crash rate.  Powell River was very similar to the Sunshine Coast.  His studies indicated 
that the Sunshine Coast has very comparable crash statistics to other similar areas. 
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Coastal Ferries – Public Engagement – Fall 2013 
 
Mr. Cavens, Ferry Advisory Committee, advised that now is the time for the Sunshine Coast to 
create a clear vision about what is required from BC Ferries.   
 
Discussion ensued about BC Ferries and the Request for Proposals.  The discussion followed 
with how to get the voice of the Sunshine Coast heard by the BC Government.   A suggestion was 
made to include other ferry dependent communities to band together as we have similar interests 
and issues.  Alternate Director Hockley suggested a media event at the UBCM. 
 
Recommendation No. 5      Coastal Ferries – Public Engagement - UBCM 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the chairs of the coastal regional 
districts consider a press conference and a news release at the UBCM to draw attention to the 
need for BC Ferries service to recognize the needs of coastal communities.  
 
AND THAT this is acted on immediately; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT this recommendation be forwarded to the Planning and Development 
Committee meeting of September 12, 2013. 
 
Director Nohr advised that a meeting with the Minister and Premier at the UBCM is scheduled 
for Tuesday September 17, 2013. 
 
Recommendation No. 6      Requirements from BC Ferries 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the Ferry Advisory Committee be 
invited to speak at an Infrastructure Committee meeting for discussion about developing a 
proposal for what the Sunshine Coast requires from BC Ferries. 
  
Roberts Creek Road Accident 
 
Director Shugar noted that a serious accident occurred in front of 1203 Roberts Creek Road on 
Monday Aug 26, 2013.  She requested better signage notifying drivers of the curve in the road.  
 
Mr. Legault noted that it is a 50km/h zone.  He also commented that he will get a Regional 
Traffic Engineer to have a look at the curve to see if it requires a sign.     
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Roadside Mowing 
 
A local Langdale resident discussed his concerns about roadside mowing in late July when the 
weather was hot and dry.  He was concerned about sparks from the machine hitting rocks 
potentially igniting the dry grass causing a fire hazard.  He requested that the season and 
weather be considered before mowing is done.   
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He also indicated that the clearing may have been too far back from the road, cutting down 
cedar trees and rose bushes on private property.  He noted that he had called Capilano 
Highways reception but no one called him back.  He wanted the employee driving the mower 
talked to and made aware of the situation. 
 
Director Shugar explained that she had numerous complaints about the mower as well.  She 
indicated that the mower destroys branches but doesn’t actually cut the brush.  Director Shugar 
suggested that Capilano Highways send out notifications to property owners a month in advance 
explaining that they will be mowing for visual and safety reasons.   
 
Capilano Highways explained that it is not feasible to do mail outs and that they monitor the fire 
hazard ratings when scheduling mowing.   
 
Director Shugar inquired if Capilano Highways could contact the Directors when they will be 
mowing in their electoral area, the Directors could then notify their constituents with the 
mowing dates.   
 
Mr. Legault responded that notifying the area Directors was possible and a great idea. 
 
Training has been done and corrected regarding the use of the mower. 
 
Burton Road Bank Leading to Watercourse 
 
Concerns were indicated that the bank on the edge of Burton Road is a very steep drop off.   
 
Mr. Legault replied that he would investigate this concern the following work day.   
 
ROUNDTABLE 
 
It was announced that Chief Feschuck will be the representative for SIGD. 
 
Ms. Darragh explained that BC Ferries will be able to connect the ferry to BC Hydro power 
overnight in Langdale in the summer of 2015. 
 
Constable Bozak explained that a fence has been put up around Poplars Trailer Park reducing 
public access.   
 
The fence around Poplars Trailer Park will be discussed at a Planning and Development 
Committee meeting and that there also will be a neighborhood meeting for local residents. 
 
Mr. Prestage noted that the summer activity for TraC had been slow.   
 
Mr. Prestage also requested clarification from the SCRD staff or SCRD board regarding funding 
for bike paths not immediately adjacent to the road.  He explained that this funding could be very 
useful in areas such as Pratt road. 
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Recommendation No. 7     Funding for Bike Paths (Function 665) 
   
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the topic of Funding for Bike Paths 
Not Immediately Adjacent to the Road (Function 665) be put on the next month Community 
Services Agenda. 
 
The length of time of the traffic light on Shaw Road was questioned. 
 
Mr. Legault replied that he will inquire from the electrical manager about the duration of the 
traffic light on Shaw Road. 
 
Director Shugar inquired about bees pollinating the Knotweed flower and if there is any danger 
to the bees when the Knotweed herbicide is injected.   
 
Mr. Paris explained that the process to kill the Knotweed is to cut the Knotweed down, then 
inject the stem, then to leave the cuttings elevated.  The Knotweed will be dead in 2-4 days so 
will not have time to flower. 
 
Concerns were raised about the pavement checking near the Gower Point Ravine. 
 
Mr. Hird discussed a provincial initiative to allow 40km/h zones in municipalities and that 
individual municipalities should be able to make decisions about speed limits up to 50 km/hr.  He 
urged the chair to bring this issue up at the UBCM. 
 
NEXT MEETING  November 4, 2013 
 
ADJOURNMENT  12:27 pm 
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