
 INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE 

Thursday, December 4, 2014 
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 

AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 2:00 p.m. 

AGENDA 

1. Adoption of the Agenda 

PETITION AND DELEGATION 

2.  WildSafe BC Year End Report  
i.    Kim Drescher, WildSafeBC Community Coordinator, Sunshine Coast 
ii.   Staff Report 

 (Voting – All Directors) 

Annex A 
pp 1 – 19   

REPORTS 

3.  Environmental Technician 
Update on AJB Logging in the Chapman Creek Watershed 
(Voting – A, B, D, E, F, Sechelt) 
 

Annex B  
pp 20 – 35  

4.  Manager Transit and Fleet 
Ports Cranes and Halkett Bay Dock Repairs 
(Voting – B, D, E, F) 
 

Annex C  
pp 36 - 37 

5.  Manager Transit and Fleet 
2014 Ports Inspections Funding 
(Voting – B, D, E, F) 
 

Annex D  
p 38  

 

6.  Manager Transit and Fleet 
Visitor Information Signage at Langdale Ferry Terminal 
(Voting – B, D, E, F, Sechelt, SIGD, Gibsons) 
 

Annex E  
pp 39 – 40  

7.  Sustainability and Education Coordinator 
Sustainability Round Table Update 
(Voting – All Directors) 
 

Annex F  
pp 41 – 45  

8.  Manager of Utility Services and Operations Support Technician 
Regional Water Rate Bylaw Amendment   
(Voting – A, B, D, E, F, Sechelt) 
 

Annex G 
pp 46 – 47  

 

9.  Manager of Utility Services and Operations Support Technician 
North Pender Harbour Water Rate Bylaw Amendment 
 (Voting – All Directors) 
 

Annex H 
pp 48 – 49  

10   Manager of Utility Services and Operations Support Technician 
South Pender Harbour Water Rate Bylaw Amendment 
(Voting – All Directors)  
 

Annex I  
pp 50 – 51  
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11   General Manager, Infrastructure Services 
DCC Update 
(Voting – A, B, D, E, F, Sechelt)  
 

Annex J  
pp 52 – 73   

12   Administrative Assistant 
Monthly Report for November  
(Voting – All Directors) 
 

Annex K   
pp 74 – 75  

 

13   Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Minutes of November 3, 2014  
(Voting – All Directors) 
 

Annex L 
pp 76 – 81   

IN CAMERA 
 

ADJOURNMENT        
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SCRD STAFF REPORT        
   

DATE:  November 18, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 

FROM: Robyn Cooper, Acting Manager of Waste Reduction & Recovery 

RE:  2014 WILDSAFEBC PROGRAM 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the report entitled “2014 WildSafeBC Program” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT staff submit the appropriate applications to the British Columbia 
Conservation Foundation for 2015 WildSafeBC Program Funding with the SCRD as the 
host organization; 
 
AND THAT a budget proposal in support of the $2500 funding request for 2015 
WildSafeBC Program be brought forward to Round 1 budget. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Sunshine Coast Regional District has been the host organization of a WildSafeBC (formerly 
Bear Aware) Program for 2006-2008 and 2012-2014. The WildSafeBC program aims to reduce 
human-wildlife conflict throughout British Columbia. Program delivery by a Community 
Coordinator focuses on engaging the Sunshine Coast community through educational 
campaigns and a variety of outreach methodologies. Specific details of the 2014 program are 
included in the final report (Attachment A) provided by the Sunshine Coast WildSafeBC 
Community Coordinator presented at the December 4, 2014 Infrastructure Services Committee 
Meeting and is available online at https://wildsafebc.com/yearend-reports/. 
 
Sunshine Coast Communities targeted by the WildSafeBC Program in 2014 included: 
 

• District of Sechelt 
• Town of Gibsons 
• Sechelt Indian Government District 
• Langdale 
• Roberts Creek 
• Wilson Creek 
• Selma Park 
• Halfmoon Bay 
• Pender Harbour 
• Egmont  

 
 
 

Annex A
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In addition to the funding provided by the BC Ministry of Environment, the 2014 Sunshine Coast 
WildSafeBC Program received funding from Lehigh Hanson Materials Ltd., Town of Gibsons, 
Sunshine Coast Regional District, and Sunshine Coast Rod & Gun Club.  The amount of 
funding determines the number of hours allocated for the Community Coordinator to deliver the 
program. As host organization, the Sunshine Coast Regional District contributed the required 
$2,500 to ensure the seasonal program proceeded as well as provided in-kind support including 
desk space, computer, internet, printer, and office supplies. Additionally, for 2014, the SCRD’s 
Infrastructure Services contributed $150 and Planning and Development contributed $300 to 
host an electric fencing workshop in partnership with WildSafeBC and the Pender Harbour 
Garden Club.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The WildSafeBC Program provides great value to the community to raise awareness of and 
take action to decrease human-wildlife conflict. Presented below are options for the 2015 
WildSafeBC Program. It should be noted that the base funding estimate for the host 
organization for 2015 is $2,500 based on the 2014 requirement and may not be the actual 
amount for 2015. 
 
Options: 
 
1) The SCRD not be the host organization and not provide the base funding. Another 

organization may take on that role and provide funding. However, the WildSafeBC Program 
may not proceed. 

 
2) The SCRD be the host organization and provide the base funding and in-kind support. 
 
3) The SCRD be the host organization and provide the base funding and in-kind support as 

well as additional funds to ensure a higher number of hours are allocated for the delivery of 
the WildSafeBC Program on the Sunshine Coast. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
To ensure the 2015 WildSafeBC Program is delivered on the Sunshine Coast, it is 
recommended that Option 2 be adopted and the SCRD submit the appropriate applications to 
the British Columbia Conservation Foundation. 
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Executive Summary 

 

The WildSafeBC program aims to reduce human-wildlife conflict throughout British Columbia. The 

program was delivered to communities on the Sunshine Coast in 2014 by WildSafeBC Community 

Coordinator (WSBCCC) Kim Drescher. Program delivery focused on maintaining and increasing 

community involvement through education and collaborative partnerships. Educational campaigns 

included door-to-door canvassing, garbage tagging, public displays, presentations, use of social media, 

and workshops.  

 

Reported wildlife activity on the Sunshine Coast was lower in 2014 than in 2013. As of October 22nd 

there were 707 wildlife-related calls placed to the Conservation Officer Service line, compared to 853 in 

2013 for the same period. Reported coyote sightings decreased in 2014, while the number of individual 

cougar sightings rose from 2013. Black bears, however, still represent the highest number of human-

wildlife conflict calls (Table 1). The Sunshine Coast differs from many areas in British Columbia in that 

the denning period for black bears is much shorter than other locations. Bears (and other species), 

therefore, can be active on the Sunshine Coast 365 days per year. 

 

The top attractants in 2014 were garbage, unpicked fruit, small livestock, and outdoor fridges and 

freezers. Conflicts with wildlife led to the destruction of one cougar in Roberts Creek and ten black bears 

(one in Pender Harbour, one in Roberts Creek, and seven in Sechelt). One black bear family unit (sow 

and two cubs) was relocated from Sechelt. 

 

This year-end report summarizes the activities, successes and challenges of the program in 2014, and 

provides recommendations for future WildSafeBC initiatives that stem from this year’s experiences.  
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Table 1. Calls to the Conservation Officer Service reporting line from  

January 1st to October 22nd 2014 for the Sunshine Coast.  
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Highlights of the Program 

 

Funding 

 

In addition to the primary sponsorship by the Sunshine Coast Regional District, WildSafeBC received 

additional funding from the Town of Gibsons, the Sunshine Coast Rod and Gun Club, and Lehigh 

Materials (Sechelt Aggregates).  These contributions helped expand the breadth of the Sunshine Coast 

program in 2014. 

 

Partnerships 

 

In 2014 WildSafeBC was once again able to form positive relationships with community partners such as 

the Sunshine Coast Fruit Tree Project, Gibsons Wildlife Rehabilitation Centre, Conservation Officer 

Service (Sunshine Coast & Powell River), Town of Gibsons Bylaw Officers, District of Sechelt, and the 

Sunshine Coast Regional District.  A new relationship was also formed with the Sechelt Indian 

Government District Public Works Department. 

 

Display booths 

 

Educational displays at local events are an integral part of the program’s delivery. Children enjoy the 

wildlife props (skulls, hides, rubber tracks, and scat) and the new temporary tattoos, while adults access 

information and find it a great place to discuss local wildlife sightings and stories. Sunshine Coast 

WildSafeBC attended the following events: 

 Sunshine Coast Home and Cottage Show 

 Canada Day (Sechelt) 

 Sea Cavalcade (Gibsons) 

 Gibsons Jazz Festival 

 Rivers Day at Chapman Creek Hatchery 

 Sunnycrest Mall 

 Farmers Markets 

 Gibsons Public Market 

 

Presentations 

 

An understanding of wildlife biology and behaviour is often key to reducing human-wildlife conflict. In 

addition to describing animal biology and behaviour, WildSafeBC presentations explain why human-

wildlife conflict occurs and what can be done to reduce it. In 2014 presentations were provided to: 

youth groups, camps, schools, Sandy Hook Community Association, and St. Mary’s Hospital/Health Care 

Auxiliary.  
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Contests 

 

TyeDee Bin donated a certified bear-resistant bin (the Cub unit) that WildSafeBC used in a contest for 

residents. The bin was displayed at booths and online on the Facebook page. The contest encouraged 

dialogue regarding the need and availability for certified bear-resistant storage options in the Sunshine 

Coast communities.  

 

Signage and door-to-door canvassing 

 

Neighbourhoods were canvassed door-to-door in areas experiencing, or at risk of human-wildlife 

conflict. Informational materials were distributed from Egmont to Langdale. In addition, cautionary 

“Bear In Area”, “Otter In Area”, “Cougar In Area”, and “Coyote In Area” signs were posted throughout 

the Sunshine Coast. Signs were also posted which informed people how to avoid and react to wildlife 

encounters. 

 

Garbage tagging 

 
Tagging campaigns involve placing bright attractant warning stickers on waste containers that are put 

out on the curb the night before collection. Campaigns were conducted in Sechelt, Gibsons, Langdale, 

and Davis Bay in 2014. Unfortunately, there were a high number of plastic bags used in the Sechelt area, 

making the sticker ineffective as it would be thrown out rather than seen on the bin by the owner.  

Davis Bay had the highest number of bins and/or garbage bags placed out the night before collection. 

Curbside organics bins were also placed out early and the WSBCCC received reports that they were 

accessed by bears and other wildlife.  

Although some residents take the necessary steps to change their waste-management practices, others 

are unwilling to manage their attractants. The Town of Gibsons is currently the only area that has an 

enforceable bylaw for refuse collection regulations; bins must only be placed outside at certain times 

and must have fitted lids. Improvements in compliance could be made coast-wide with consistency in 

and adoption of refuse collection bylaws and the use of bear resistant containers. The WSBCCC has 

shared examples of wildlife attractant bylaws from other municipalities to all Sunshine Coast Bylaw 

departments.  

 

 

Electric fencing workshop 

 

Local small-scale food production on the Sunshine Coast creates a need for wildlife-friendly farming 

practices. Sunshine Coast WildSafeBC, the SCRD, and the Pender Harbour Garden Club partnered with 

Gillian Sanders (Kaslo WildSafeBC) to host an electric fencing workshop in 2014. The workshop was well 

received and there are plans for a second workshop in the mid-Sunshine Coast area in 2015.  
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Media 

 

The Sunshine Coast spans a large area (3,778.17 km2), and multiple forms of media were necessary to 

reach audiences. Press releases and interviews were given through local media (print and radio), and 

Facebook was used to share information in real-time with residents. Facebook was very helpful in 

reaching audiences, as evidenced by one post that reached 3,164 viewers. Facebook also allowed for the 

sharing of wildlife reports through links to WARP (WildSafeBC’s Wildlife Alert Reporting Program). 

 

 

Challenges to the Program 

 

Recurring attractant problems 

 

Unsecured garbage (both residential and commercial), unpicked fruit, and small livestock (primarily 

chickens) were once again the largest attractant problems in 2014. 

 

Short program season 

 

The program ran May through October, however wildlife is present year-round in the area. Human-

wildlife conflict calls continue beyond the allocated contract end date. An increase in budget would 

allow for an earlier start date and longer season for the WSBCCC. This would benefit the community by 

providing the information and support that it needs during the early spring and late fall.  

 

Bear-resistant bins  

Providing access to bear-resistant bins remains a challenge. Despite growing interest in these bins, it was 

difficult to offer solutions to residents due to size-restrictions (bylaws) and the cost associated with 

shipping to the Sunshine Coast.  

 

High conflict areas 

This year the District of Sechelt and the Sechelt Indian Government District were hotspots for human-

wildlife conflict. In particular, garbage, fruit trees and chickens were prominent attractants, and human-

bear conflict was high due to unsecure waste containers.  
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Goals for 2015  

 

Sunshine Coast WildSafeBC hopes to continue to collaborate with community partners to decrease 

human-wildlife conflict and provide solutions for wildlife attractant issues. The goals include: 

 Continue to promote the inclusion of language pertaining to wildlife conflict resolution in local 

community plans, regulations and recommendations. 

 Promote bylaws that are needed for proper enforcement, compliance, and reduction of human-

wildlife conflict. A Wildlife Attractant Bylaw would directly address attractants that often lead to 

human-wildlife conflict. 

 Work with community partners to make bear-resistant garbage bins more readily available to 

Sunshine Coast residents. A bulk order would reduce shipping fees and make the bins 

immediately available.  Allowance of 120-litre bin size and a financial incentive to residents who 

use certified bear-resistant containers would be encouraged. 

 Update the Bear Hazard Assessment (2006) and create a Human-Bear Conflict Management Plan 

for the Sunshine Coast. Due to budget limitations, the WSBCCC will need to secure separate 

funding for this project. 

 Continue to offer educational presentations to a wide range of audiences, including human-bear 

conflict talks as well as presentations targeting wildlife species that cause concern locally (e.g. 

cougars, coyotes, elk).  WildSafeBC is working on a classroom program for intermediate grades 

and is also planning to launch a WildSafeBC Junior Ranger Program that will be implemented in 

2015. 
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Appendix: Photographs 

 

 

     Figure 1. Canada Day celebrations display (Sechelt). Photo by K. Drescher. 
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    Figure 2: TyeDee Bin contest winner. Photo by K. Drescher. 
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Figure 3: Booth at the Home & Cottage Show with volunteer Celso Machado. Photo by K.  

Drescher. 

 

                    Figure 4. School Presentation. Photo by K. Drescher. 
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             Figure 5.  Screen shot of Sunshine Coast WildSafeBC’s Facebook post. Photo by K. Drescher. 

 

 

   Figure 6. Screen shot of WildSafeBC’s WARP (Wildlife Alert Reporting Program). Photo by K. Drescher. 
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 Figure 7. Bear signage. Photos by K. Drescher. 
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    Figure 8. Display at Sea Cavalcade with Jon Glencross and the WSBCCC. Photo by K. Drescher. 
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                                Figure 9. Garbage tagging campaign and patrol. Photo by K. Drescher. 

17



WildSafeBC Sunshine Coast Annual Report 2014 

 

15 

 

                       Figure 10. WSBCCC at a bear release.  Photo by K. Drescher. 
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          Figure 11. Photo posted to Facebook post (Sechelt). Photo by Melodie Pierre 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  November 26, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 
FROM:  Monte Staats, Environmental Technician 
RE: UPDATE ON AJB LOGGING IN THE CHAPMAN CREEK WATERSHED 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the staff report entitled “Update on AJB Logging in the Chapman Creek 
Watershed” be received for information; 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At the November 6, 2014, Infrastructure Services Committee (ISC) meeting, Staff presented a 
summary of the results from the Environmental Monitoring (EM) program at the harvesting area 
on private managed forest lands owned by AJB Investments (subsidiary of Surespan) in the 
Chapman Creek drinking water watershed.  Since the summary report was presented to the 
ISC, Staff have suspended the regular EM program and decreased regular site visits.  
 
In an effort to maintain SCRD presence at the harvesting area, Staff have conducted three site 
visits since October 27.  On November 14, Staff visited the site and highlighted concerns with 
the current condition of the erosion and sediment control measures which appeared ineffective 
at preventing sedimentation away from the harvesting area.  On November 17, Staff and the 
Senior Environmental Health Officer for the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority, Darren Molder, 
toured the area so that Mr. Molder could gain an idea of the current condition of the site.  On 
November 21, Staff checked turbidity at all of the water quality monitoring stations as per the 
Environmental Monitoring (EM) program.   
 
This report will provide an update on the actions that have occurred in response to the concerns 
with sediment laden water being transported away from the harvesting area and closer to 
Chapman creek.  Note that the harvesting activities are currently suspended and AJB is in the 
final process of de-commissioning the site. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Following the November 14 site visit, Staff emailed AJB’s site supervisor to express concerns 
with the transport of sediment away from the harvesting area (Attachment 1).  Staff were 
informed by phone that further action would be taken to mitigate the issue.   
 
During the November 17 site visit, it was observed that the additional erosion and sediment 
control measures that were installed the previous day may not be sufficient in controlling 
sediment away from the harvesting area.  Therefore, a letter was sent to Mark Rogers (Vice 
President at Surespan) that re-stated the SCRD’s concerns with the current condition of the 
harvesting area and requested that the company install and maintain adequate erosion and 
sediment control measures at their harvesting area (Attachment 2).  This letter was also copied 
to Mr. Molder and Phil O’Conner, Executive Director at the Managed Forest Council.   

Annex B

20



 - 2 - 

\\scrd.ad\files\networkfiles\Infrastructure & Public Works\5282 Watershed - Chapman Creek\5282-01 General\2014-11-26 
AJB Correspondence.docx 

 
On November 20, Mr. Molder also drafted a letter to AJB outlining Vancouver Coastal Health 
Authority’s shared concerns with the risks to water quality in Chapman Creek and requested 
that AJB act on the SCRD’s request to install and maintain adequate erosion and sediment 
control measures (Attachment 3).   
 
On November 21, Mr. O’Conner informed by email that the Managed Forest Council would be 
conducting a review of the harvesting activities (Attachment 4).   
 
In an effort to confirm that the existing erosion and sediment control measures were insufficient 
for preventing sediment transport away from the harvesting area, Staff measured water quality 
on November 21 (day with heavy rain) at all of the water quality monitoring stations as per the 
EM program.  The results indicated that the transport of sediment away from the harvesting 
area was still occurring and was now also occurring in other areas of the cutblock as well (prior 
to November 21, only one area appeared to be transporting sediment away from the harvesting 
area).  The results also suggested that the harvesting area was causing minor impacts to water 
quality in Chapman Creek.  This EM report (Attachment 5) was sent to Mr. Molder, Mr. 
O’Conner and Mr. Rogers.   
 
NEXT STEPS AND FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Staff will continue to monitor turbidity at the SCRD’s water treatment plant and will collect water 
quality data at the harvesting area if further investigation is required.   
 
It is noted that the SCRD does not have the staff resources to respond and deploy EM 
programs on an ongoing basis.  As recommended in the Chapman Creek Watershed Source 
Assessment Response Plan, additional staff resources and/or funding for third party monitoring 
will be required if there are regular requirements for environmental monitoring within the drinking 
water watersheds. 
 
Planning Staff are currently working on establishing a protocol agreement with Private Managed 
Forest Land owners and the Private Managed Forest Lands Council in order to ensure a clear 
and timely channel of communication with all owners of Private Managed Forest Lands.    
 
 
Attachment: 
 

1. Email to site supervisor on November 17 (pictures referenced included in Attachment 2) 
2. SCRD letter to Mark Rogers dated November 19 
3. Vancouver Coastal Health Authority’s letter to Mark Rogers  
4. Email from Phil O’Conner to Bryan Shoji on November 21 
5. November 21 SCRD Environmental Monitoring report  
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From: Monte Staats
To: "kirk@surespan.com"
Cc: Bryan Shoji
Subject: Sediment control concerns
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 10:34:55 AM
Attachments: Inlet culvert.JPG

Outlet culvert.JPG
Failing check dam.JPG

Hi Kirk,
Last Friday, myself and the General Manager of Infrastructure Services, Bryan Shoji, conducted a site
visit to AJB/Surespan’s harvesting area in the Chapman Creek drinking water watershed. Based on
our visual assessment of the sediment activity around the harvesting area, particularly at the
intersection of Spur 1 and the main FSR, we have some concerns regarding the condition of the
erosion and sediment control measures on site.
Since my last visit (October 26), the condition of the site in regards to sedimentation has changed
considerably. It appears as though your initial sediment control measures have reached capacity and
are no longer effectively controlling sediment as the sediment is bypassing your check dams (hay
bales) and sediment fences and is transferring further away from the harvesting area and closer to
Chapman Creek. This is most noticeable along the walking trail at the bottom of the intersection of
Spur 1 and the Main FSR as fine sediments have transported along the trail for approximately 50m
directly above the steep slope leading to Chapman Creek and along the ditch on the high side of
Spur 1.
Attached are the following pictures:

1.  Inlet culvert – Photo of the inlet to the culvert at the intersection of Spur 1 and the main FSR
showing the failing sediment fence

2.  Outlet culvert – Photo showing the outlet of the culvert and water channeling around the
sediment control measures (sediment fence and hay bales) and transferring sediment
further away from the site

3.  Failing check dam – Photo of a check dam (hay bale) on the high side ditch of Spur 1 as an
example of the ineffective sediment control measures.

Although we have suspended our regular on-site water quality monitoring program at the harvesting
area, we are still monitoring turbidity at our treatment plant and around the beginning of the month
we experienced some elevated levels of turbidity at the intake.
We respectfully request that your erosion and sediment control measures be repaired, maintained,
and expanded on in order to prevent as much sediment from leaving the site as possible over the
winter season.
If you have any questions, please let me know.
Kind Regards,
Monte Staats, MLWS
Engineering Technician II
Infrastructure Services Department
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Tel: 604 885 6800 ext 6489
Fax: 604 885 7909
email: monte.staats@scrd.ca

P Please consider the environment before printing this email

Attachment 1
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junshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road P 604.885.6800

it, British Columbia F 604.885.7909
ariada VON 3A1 Toll free 1.800.687.5753

November 19,2014

AJB Investments
301 -38 Fell Avenue
North Vancouver, BC
V7P 3S2

Attention: Mark Rogers

Dear Mr. Rogers:

Re: Concerns with Block CH1 in the Chapman Creek watershed

I am writing to express our concerns with the current condition of AJB’s harvesting area
(Block CH1) in the Chapman Creek drinking water watershed. We are particularly
concerned with condition of the existing erosion and sediment control measures, which
are not effectively controlling the transport of sediment away from the harvesting area.
As you know, Block CH1 is approximately 120 m from Chapman Creek at its closest
point and approximately 1 km upstream of the intake to our water treatment plant
(WTP).

There is clear evidence that fine sediments are diverting around your existing erosion
and sediment control measures (check dams and hay bales) and are being transported
away from the harvesting area and closer to Chapman Creek (refer to attached
photographs). This is most noticeable along the walking trail at the bottom of the
intersection of Spur 1 and the Main FSR as fine sediments have transported along the
trail for approximately 50 m directly above the steep slope leading to Chapman Creek.
We are continuously monitoring turbidity at our treatment plant and around the
beginning of November we experienced some elevated levels of turbidity at our WTP
intake. You are reminded that on October 14 and 15, 2014, your harvesting activities
were linked to elevated levels of turbidity in Chapman Creek.

As you know, the Sunshine Coast Regional District does not support harvesting in the
Chapman Creek watershed, however, we recognize that you are within your right under
the Private Managed Forest Lands Act. In our view, the regulations to protect drinking
water within this Act are not sufficient, and thus, we are respectfully requesting that you
conform to industry standards for preventing the transport of sediment away from your
harvesting area. This includes the proper installation and regular maintenance of all
erosion and sediment control measures.

ELECTORAL AREAS: A. Egmont, Pender Harbour B - Halfmoon Bay D - Roberts Creek E. Elphinstone F - West Howe Sound
MUNIcIPALITIES: District of Sechelt / Sechelt Indian Government District / Town of Gibsons

info@scrd.ca
www.scrd .ca

Attachment 2
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M. Rogers — November 19, 2014 Page 2

We understand that you are in the process of de-commissioning the harvesting area
and will be de-mobilizing this week (week of November 17, 2014). We further
understand that you may be retaining a third-party to finalize the erosion and sediment
control measures, however, as this has yet to occur, we are taking this opportunity to
express our concerns and respectfully request that you address sedimentation in order
to prevent adverse impacts to water quality in Chapman Creek over the winter season.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me directly.

Sincerely,

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

Bryan Shoji, P.Eng
General Manager of Infrastructure Services

ms/bs

Attachments:

1. Photo of culvert inlet — Photo of the inlet to the culvert at the intersection of Spur
1 and the main FSR showing the failing sediment fence.

2. Photo of culvert outlet — Photo showing the outlet of the culvert at the
intersection of Spur 1 and main FSR and water channeling around the sediment
control measures (sediment fence and hay bales) and transporting sediment
further away from the site.

3. Photo of failing check dam — Photo of a check dam (hay bale) on the high side
ditch of Spur 1 as an example of the ineffective sediment control measures.

4. Photo of sloughing — Photo of sloughing above the ditch on Spur 1 as an
example of ineffective erosion control measures.

CC: Darren Molder
Regional Drinking Water Officer, Sunshine Coast
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority

Phil O’Conner
Executive Director
Managed Forest Council
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M. Rogers — November 18, 2014

Attachments

Page 3

1. Photo of culvert inlet at intersection of Spur 1 and Main FSR showing the failing
sediment fence.
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M. Rogers — November 18, 2014 Page 4

2. Photo showing the outlet of the culvert at the intersection of Spur 1 and the main
FSR and water channeling around the sediment control measures (sediment
fence and hay bales) and transporting sediment further away from the site.

I,..
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M. Rogers — November 18, 2014 Page 5

3. Photo of failing check dam (hay bale) on the high side ditch of Spur 1 as
an example of the ineffective sediment control measures.
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M. Rogers — November 18, 2014 Page 6

4. Photo of sloughing — Photo of sloughing above the ditch on Spur 1 as an
example of ineffective erosion control measures.

IS..
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From: Phil O"Connor
To: Bryan Shoji
Cc: Monte Staats
Subject: SCRD concerns with Block CH1 in Chapman Creek
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 12:49:13 PM

Good Afternoon Bryan,
On behalf of the Managed Forest Council thank you for your letter that outlines your concerns with the
harvesting of Block CH1 in Chapman Creek. As the regulator of forest management activity on Private
Managed Forest Land in the Province Council has initiated a review of the owners current activities in
Chapman Creek associated with the harvesting of Block CH1. As part of this review we would request
the following;
· Your letter to the owner of Managed Forest 360 dated November 19 2014 stated your office had

evidence the owners “harvesting activities were linked to elevated levels of turbidity in Chapman
Creek”. To help facilitate Council review of this alleged noncompliance we would request copies of
all documents that linked the elevated levels of turbidity in Chapman Creek with the activities of the
owner of MF 360 and the harvesting of Block CH1. We would request these documents arrive no
later than the close of business on Monday November 24th 2014.

Please call if you have any questions with respect to Council request.
Thanks,
Phil O'Connor, RPF
Executive Director
Managed Forest Council
305- 1627 Fort Street
Victoria, BC V8R 1H8
email: Phil@MFCouncil.ca web: www.mfcouncil.ca
Tel :250 386 5737 Cell: 250-812-9001
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Daily Environmental Summary Report 

SCRD Daily Environmental Monitoring Summary 
 

Contractor: AJB/Surespan Environmental 
Monitor: Monte Staats 

Job: Monitoring water quality Work Order #: n/a 

Activity: Harvesting in Chapman watershed Date: November 21,2014 

Equipment: None Onsite: 1000 Offsite: 1200 

 
 

Weather 
 Time (24 hr) Conditions Precipitation 
Start of Day: 1000 Showers Est. 30-50mm for whole day 

(weathernetwork.ca) End of Day: 1300 Showers 
 

Environmental Activities Summary 
Time (24 hr) Description of Activity/Events 
1000 to 1200 Measured water quality at all water quality stations at all stations.  

1100 

MS inspected intersection at Spur 1 and main FSR and examined additional erosion and 
sediment control measures (more hay bales (check dams)).  The check dams appear to 
be ineffective at preventing sedimentation as turbid water is running under the hay 
bales.     

1200  
 

Environmental Action List 
Action Item Date 

Initiated  Recommendation Status Completed 

Monitor water 
quality 

October 
10 

Measure water quality in and 
around the harvesting area to 
determine potential impacts to 
water quality from turbidity.  

Ongoing 

No 

Monitor the 
intersection at 
Spur 1 and FSR 

October 
13 

This area had extreme turbidity On 
October 13 and will be monitored 

Ongoing 
No 

Monitor the 
WQ7 and WQ10  

Nov 21 Continue to monitor water quality at 
these stations and if high levels of 
turbidity persists, inform land owner 
so action can be taken 

Ongoing 

No 

 
Water Quality Data 

WQ Station Time NTU Background 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

WQ1 1145 0.22 Y  
WQ2 1150 N/A Y Dry 
WQ3 1155 N/A Y Dry 
WQ4 1030 549 N Checked on outlet of culvert – Very high turbidity 
WQ5 1055 672 N Very high turbidity  
WQ6 1050 1.91 N  
WQ7 1100 103 N First time sampled – NTU is high 
WQ8 1105 2.1 N First time sampled – NTU is low 
WQ9 1110 N/A N Dry 

WQ10 1115 209 N Strm A – turbidity is now higher at this station 
WQ11 1120 N/A Y Dry 
WQ12 1220 1.04 Y NTU is 0.9 lower than WQ6 
WQ13 1155 2.4 N  
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Daily Environmental Summary Report 

Summary 
Despite the additional erosion and sediment control efforts along Spur 1, the intersection of Spur 1 and 
the main FSR is still not preventing sedimentation away from the harvesting area.  Turbid water is now 
also being produced in other areas of the cutblock as indicated from water samples taken at WQ7 and 
WQ10 (Stream A).  Based on the turbidity readings on Chapman Creek downstream of the harvesting 
activities (1.91 NTU) and upstream of the activities (1.04 NTU), it appears that the harvesting activities 
are slightly impacting water quality on Chapman Creek.  

 
 
 
Photos 
 

 
Figure 1: WQ5 at the outlet of the culvert at the intersection of Spur 1 and Sechelt 

Dakota FSR showing turbid water diverting around existing sediment control measures 
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Daily Environmental Summary Report 

 
Figure 2: WQ4 just past the outlet to the culvert where Stream E crosses the main FSR 

showing turbid water leaving the harvesting area.  
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Daily Environmental Summary Report 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Water with elevated levels of turbidity at WQ10 (Stream A) (the first time water 
with elevated levels of turbidity have been observed in this location).     
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  November 19, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 
FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 

RE: Dock Cranes and Halkett Bay Dock Repairs  

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleets’ report titled “Dock Cranes and Halkett Bay Dock 
Repairs” be received for information; and 
 
THAT the transfer of $55,000 from the Ports Capital Reserve to the 2014 Operating 
Budget be approved in order to proceed with required repairs on all SCRD dock cranes 
and the Halkett Bay dock.   
 
 
BACKGROUND 
Only pertinent safety related capital repairs were included in the 2014 Ports Operating Budget 
due to a dwindling capital reserve and uncertainty regarding how future ports capital repairs 
would be funded.  Up until now there has been an unofficial policy to not let the ports capital 
reserve go below $200,000 to ensure there is always a contingency fund for this function.  
However, due to the recent approval to transfer $20,000 from the reserve for necessary capital 
repairs at Keats Landing the reserve balance continues to decrease.  The current uncommitted 
ports capital reserve has a balance of $226,535.  Approving the additional necessary repairs 
discussed below will further decrease the reserve below the $200,000 threshold to $171,535.  
As such, to complete proposed capital repairs in 2015 will require additional taxation in order to 
ensure the capital reserve in not completely depleted over the next few years. 
DISCUSSION 
Dock Cranes 
 
During a recent mechanical inspection of the Keats Landing, Halkett Bay, Gambier Harbour, 
and Port Graves dock cranes several deficiencies were noted by the contractor.  The current 
condition of the Keats Landing and Halkett Bay dock cranes were such that required immediate 
closure of the cranes due to safety concerns.  As such, staff have temporarily secured these two 
cranes and posted signage restricting public usage until they can be repaired.   
 
The following is a cost breakdown provided by the contractor for the required crane repairs: 
 

Dock Crane Estimated Repair Cost 
Keats Landing $13,500 

Halkett Bay $7,500 
Gambier Harbour $2,000 

Port Graves $2,000 
Total $25,000 

Annex C
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Staff Report to Corporate and administrative Services Committee Page 2 of 2 
Regarding Dock Cranes and Halkett Bay Dock Repairs 
 
 
*The above quotes do not include applicable taxes.  
 
The above table provides a general breakdown of total estimated costs for specific repairs to the 
dock cranes.  However, these costs do not include other dock repairs that may be required in 
order to return the cranes to a safe and reliable status.  It is the hope that any additional costs 
associated with these repairs can be covered within the annual ports operating budget.   
 
Halkett Bay Dock Repairs 
 
Since the previous major inspection completed in 2011 staff have been monitoring the dock 
abutment piles and several of the approach bearing pile footings as these were noted in the 
report for future replacement.  Due to the elements and over time the wood pilings in the 
abutment have deteriorated to the point where we have had to temporarily restrict vehicle 
access to ensure public safety.  To confirm our decision we had a qualified docks professional 
visit the site and examine the situation.  They agreed that to ensure public safety vehicle access 
should remain restricted until the dock abutment and bearing pile footings can be repaired.  An 
email notification has gone out to Gambier Island residents notifying of the situation and signage 
has been erected at the site highlighting restricted vehicle access.   
 
Understandably, several comments and concerns from Gambier Island residents have been 
received regarding this matter as this dock is considered an essential service for various people, 
particularly Camp Fircom.  It is recommended that the required $30,000 to do the repairs be 
transferred from the ports capital reserve to the 2014 operating budget in order to complete this 
work and reopen the dock to vehicle access as soon as possible. 
 
It should be noted that we are also pursuing the same process with the Vaucroft Dock on 
Thormanby Island as it too is in a similar situation and for safety reasons requires temporary 
vehicle access restrictions.  Required repairs for this dock will become part of the 2015 ports 
capital plan and budget process. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  November 20, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 
FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 

RE: 2014 Ports Inspections Funding  

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleets’ report titled “2014 Ports Inspections Funding” 
be received for information; and 
 
THAT the transfer of $11,500 from the Ports Operating Reserve to the 2014 Operating 
Budget be approved in order to cover the expense for the 2014 major ports inspections 
at the Halfmoon Bay and Hopkins Landing docks.   
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Each SCRD dock is on an approximate 5 year cycle for major inspections.  The major 
inspections are completed by a qualified professional and involve the assessment of all dock 
components above and below the water, except dock cranes and out buildings.  A separate 
contractor has been retained to inspect dock cranes and outbuildings are inspected internally by 
SCRD staff. 
 
Each year funds have been transferred from the operating budget to the operating reserve in 
order to help fund these ongoing major inspections.  This process was established to ensure 
surplus funds were not occurring at year-end in years when there were no scheduled 
inspections.  It is recommended that $11,500 be transferred from the ports operating reserve to 
the 2014 operating budget in order to fund the 2014 major ports inspections at Halfmoon Bay 
and Hopkins Landing Docks.  The current uncommitted operating reserve balance is $60,928.   
 

Annex D
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  November 20, 2014 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 

FROM: Rob Williams, Manager Transit and Fleet 

RE:  VISITOR INFORMATION SIGNAGE AT LANGDALE FERRY TERMINAL 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleet’s report dated November 20, 2014 titled “Visitor 
Information Signage at Langdale Ferry Terminal” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD not approve the installation of the Visitor Information Signage at 
the Langdale Ferry Terminal bus shelter. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At the October 23, 2014 regular Board meeting, the following resolution was adopted: 
 
523/14 Recommendation No. 22 Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce 

2014 Q3 Report 

THAT the report titled “Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce 2014 
Q3 Report to SCRD” from Donna McMahon, Executive Director of 
Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce be received; 

AND THAT SCRD Transit staff be made aware of the issue of Visitor 
Information signs at the Langdale BC Ferry terminal and provide 
comments and recommendations on this topic to the November 
Infrastructure Services Committee meeting, with the intent of having the 
Visitor Information signs installed at the Langdale Terminal. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
The Gibsons and District Chamber of Commerce has requested Visitor Information signs be 
installed on the bus shelter at the Langdale Ferry Terminal.  The transparency of the glass 
shelter aids in visibility of both foot and vehicle traffic.   
 
The bus shelter may not be the most appropriate location for the visitor welcome sign for the 
following reasons: 
 

• To target all the Coast visitors, the welcome sign should be in a high visible neutral 
location  

Annex E

39



Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee 
Regarding Visitor Information Signage at Langdale Ferry Terminal Page 2 of 2 
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• Placing the sign in the bus shelter may cause unnecessary congestion at the bus stop 
and increase the risk of accidents 

• The transparency of the glass shelter panels currently assist with traffic visibility – 
blocking the shelter panels with a large sign would remove this safety benefit 

• The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure does not permit advertising at transit 
stops within the right-of-way 

 
As per BC Transit standards, advertising regardless of placement, must conform to Canadian 
Code of Advertising Standards. 
 
Due to concerns listed above, there are more appropriate locations for the installation of the 
Welcome Sign.  Staff suggest the Gibsons and District Chamber of Commerce contact BC 
Ferries for more appropriate placement suggestions in order to ensure the objective of reaching 
all Coast visitors is achieved. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  November 19, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee, December 4, 2014 

FROM: Julie Clark, Sustainability & Education Coordinator 

RE:  WE ENVISION PROGRESS UPDATE  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Sustainability and Education Coordinator’s report entitled “We Envision 
Progress Update” be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Annual Progress Update 
The purpose of this report is provide the first annual update on the implementation progress of 
We Envision, the Sunshine Coast’s Regional Sustainability Plan. The community 
implementation team, “the regional round table on sustainability” began meeting in September 
2014. As such, this report will summarize the foundational structures that are now in place for 
the Regional Round table on sustainability, and provide a summary of the plan for 2015. Annual 
updates in the future will include a summary of the community’s completed actions of that year.  
 
We Envision  
We Envision is the Sunshine Coast’s regional sustainability plan or integrated community 
sustainability plan, which is a community-owned plan with an identified set of objectives and 
targets to achieve by 2020.We Envision was developed by a community team from many 
organizations, coordinated by the Sunshine Coast Regional District and adopted in late 2011 
(resolution 401/11 , 10/13/2011). 

The Regional Roundtable  
We Envision is a team of innovators and leaders from across economic, environmental, social 
and cultural sectors of work and service on the Sunshine Coast. They are a highly collaborative 
team of individuals from organizations, and some independent experts, whose mandate 
includes action for the short and long term sustainability of the Sunshine Coast. The invitation to 
the round table is included for information in Attachment A. As individuals they are each 
mobilizing and enabling the work to happen via the influence they have in their day-to-day work. 
As a team they will provide oversight, monitoring and prioritization for implementing We 
Envision – and may take on some action projects as a team as well.   
 
The round table’s annual prioritizing process will result in a set of actions that are of the highest 
importance, are strategic and timely to be implemented that year. Members of the round table 
will present the prioritized actions to each of the organizations who are most likely to carry out 
implementation, and ask if they accept or decline the responsibility to implement that year. 
 

Annex F
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The SCRD’s Dual Role 
The SCRD currently has 2 roles at the regional round table: participant, and convener.  
Corporately, we are a participant, like each of the other organizations, accomplishing tasks that 
are called for in We Envision. Like the other participating organizations, annually we will be 
presented with recommended actions from the Regional Round Table’s priorities and will have 
the option to say yes or no.   
 
In addition to the SCRD’s corporate actions on sustainability (for example: increasing water 
conservation efforts, reducing waste, reducing emissions and energy use, promoting local food 
production, efficient land use planning, providing transportation), the SCRD has sponsored the 
following supports to ensure that the regional round table on sustainability has the leadership it 
needs to implement the plan: 

- Meeting convener & strategic outreach coordinator  
- Note taker for meetings 
- Coordinator of research / professional advice needed 
- Assist in the preparation of the annual / bi annual report card 
- Liaison with SCRD 

DISCUSSION 
 
By the end of 2014, this collaborative team will have accomplished 3 intensive working meetings 
(Sept, Oct, Nov 2014) and considerable work in between: 

- (Re)orientation to the plan and the actions, and the purpose/responsibilities of the 
roundtable 

- Inventoried the actions completed, in all 13 strategic directions, since the adoption of the 
plan in 2012. Work groups refining until end of 2014.  

- Prioritized top 2 actions per strategic direction for 2015 
- Refined complete prioritized list of actions for 2015  
- Prepared for the recommending (to other organizations) and tracking process 

Action Timeline for 2015 
 
Jan- Mar 

- Finalize 2015 action priorities 
- Indicator development & refining, including action reporting design 
- Prepare and deliver presentations to corresponding organizations for acceptance or 

decline  

April – June 
- Track implementation progress 
- Finalize indicators 

July-Sept 
- Track implementation progress 
- Begin action prioritizing for 2016 

Oct-Dec  
- Refine 2016 action priorities  
- Design reporting on accomplishments 

42



Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee 
Regarding We Envision Update  Page 3 of 3 
 

N:\Planning & Development\6535 Community Sustainability Plan\6535-40 Sustainability Plan 
Implementation\2014 Dec 4 ISC REPORT Annual Update We Envision.doc 
 

- Begin recommending process for 2016, aligned with budget/strategic planning 
processes 
 

Expected ‘deliverables’ at the end of 2015 (for presentation in early 2016): 
 

• Report on completed actions to the community and each participating organization 
• Partnership developed for on long term, third party, indicator reporting 
• Tracking sheet that includes 2015 priorities, presentations and whether 

recommendations were accepted, or declined and why. 
• Priority list of recommendations and corresponding organizations for 2016 
• Lessons learned from start-up and 2015 implementation 

 
In future, The SCRD Board will receive an annual progress update on the work of the 
roundtable, including We Envision actions implemented that year. The annual progress report to 
the SCRD will be scheduled to follow the Roundtable’s annual inventory of actions completed, 
likely to take place at the end of the calendar year.  
 
As a participant at the Round table, the SCRD can also expect to hear periodic updates about 
specific We Envision actions being implemented by our departments. The Round table will be 
recommending priority actions for 2015 to each of the corresponding organizations that have 
mandate and ability to implement the prioritized actions.  
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You’re Invited:  
To the Regional Round Table on Sustainability 

What is the “Regional Round Table on Sustainability”? 

We Envision a team of innovators from a variety of fields on the Sunshine Coast, working together at 
furthering sustainability-in-action. As a team they will provide oversight, monitoring and prioritization 
for implementing We Envision  

What is We Envision? 

- We Envision is the Sunshine Coast’s regional sustainability plan or integrated community 
sustainability plan, which is a community-owned plan with an identified set of objectives and 
targets to achieve by 2020. 

- We Envision was developed by a community team from many organizations, coordinated by the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District and adopted in early 2012. 

What will the actual work be? What are you committing to? 

- Participate in 4-6  events/gatherings  a year, in the spirit that we can accomplish more together 
- Prioritize We Envision actions for the year ahead based on mandates, timeliness, strategic 

opportunities 
- Recommend actions to other organizations (who are able to accept or decline)  
- Report your organization’s work toward the 2020 goals 
- Gather data on We Envision actions within your area of specialty 
- Oversee the development of a community sustainability report card to report on results 

Attachment A
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What’s in it for you and your organization? 

- Collaboration / leverage potential  to help you achieve your goals 
- Professional development / Learning / Networking with others in related fields 
- Learning about sustainability-in-action across many organizations on the Sunshine Coast – what 

is needed, what are the barriers,  
- Determine where we can save money and time and work together? 

Invitations. Why you?  

Because you are: 

- passionate about, and skilled in one or more areas of community resilience and sustainability 
(economic, social, cultural and environmental aspects) 

- applying a professional, positive, innovative approach in your work  
- thinking ahead about the future of the Sunshine Coast, and able to let go of circumstances of 

the past 
- interested in working together with other individuals and organizations to accomplish 

community-wide goals that benefit everyone 
- able to actively focus and work beyond your own your organization’s goals  

Why your organization? 

Your organization has: 

- a mandate that contributes and supports to community resilience and sustainability 
- the ability to influence other organizations decision making and actions 
- the ability to collaborate with others and leverage ideas and plans 

What supports/resources will the team have? 

In addition to the SCRD’s corporate actions on sustainability (increasing water conservation efforts, 
reducing waste, reducing emissions and energy use, promoting local food production…) The SCRD has 
sponsored the following supports, predominantly via the Sustainability and Education Coordinator’s 
time in order to ensure that the regional round table on sustainability has the leadership it needs to 
oversee the implementation of the plan: 

- Convener  (meeting organizer and strategic outreach person) 
- Follow up on recommendations made by committee 
- Note taker for meetings 
- Coordinator of research / professional advice needed 
- Assist in the preparation of the annual / bi annual report card 
- Liaison  / communication with SCRD 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: November 20, 2014 

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 

FROM: Dave Crosby, Manager of Utility Services, Infrastructure Services 
 Bobby Rebner, Operations Support Technician, Infrastructure Services 
 
RE: REGIONAL WATER SERVICE AREA RATE BYLAW AMENDMENT  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Manager of Utility Services’ report regarding Regional Water Service Area Rate 
Bylaw Amendment be received;   

AND THAT the Water Rates Bylaw No. 422, Schedule “B” for the Regional Water Service 
be amended to increase Parcel Tax rates by 1.28%, User Fee rates by 6.40% and Metered 
Usage rates by 15.29% in 2015.  

 

BACKGROUND 

The Board adopted the 2013 Comprehensive Regional Water Plan (CRWP) in June, 2013. The 
CRWP provides long term direction on how to sustain desired service levels through a sensitive 
balance of demand-side management (conservation) initiatives and supply-side development 
(infrastructure expansion). The adopted Plan included high level cost estimates for each 
initiative, as well as a 10 year capital plan using a timeline based on engineering projections. 
 
In December, 2013 the Board was presented by staff with a Business Plan and Rates 
Development report for the Regional Water Service (RWS), prepared in collaboration with Opus 
DaytonKnight engineering consultants. This report detailed a full cost accounting of the RWS, 
analyzing numerous variables including population growth rate projections, residential and 
commercial water consumption, and anticipated revenue requirements to fund future operating 
and capital expenditures. Proposed rate amendments were approved by the Board for fiscal 
2014 with the following recommendation being made to account for future annual rate 
increases: 
 
579/13 Recommendation No.4 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Financial Plan be adjusted to incorporate the annual rate increases 
presented in the Regional Water Service Plan – Business Plan and Rates, Scenario 2, as 
presented by Opus DaytonKnight. 
 
 
 
 

Annex G
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DISCUSSION 

Below is the ‘Scenario 2’ (see above) rate adjustment schedule that was presented and 
approved at the December 5, 2013 ISC meeting: 
 
 
 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Residential 
Parcel Tax 1.34% 1.28% 1.23% 1.19% 1.31% 1.27% 1.25% 

Residential 
User Fees 6.93% 6.40% 5.92% 5.51% 5.35% 5.02% 4.73% 

Metered 
Usage Rate 18.06% 15.29% 13.27% 11.71% 4.30% 5.15% 4.90% 

 
 
The data incorporated into the financial model that was used to develop these rate projections, 
was extremely comprehensive and detailed however to remain accurate the model needs 
annual updating to reflect changes in assumptions (ie inflation, population growth) as well as 
deviations in the projected scenario such as revised capital project implementation timeframes 
and additions/deletions to asset inventory and useful lives. Since the presentation of the 
Business Plan and Rates Development in late 2013 there have not been substantial changes to 
the schedules and/or assumptions that would justify a deviation from these recommended rate 
increases at this time.  

It is being recommended that the proposed rate increase for 2015 identified in the table above 
be adopted for fiscal 2015 with future year rate amendment recommendations incorporating 
adjustments to the financial modeling tool as well as any changes to corporate asset 
management policies.  

The current annual parcel tax rate and user fee for a typical single family dwelling are $249.27 
and $231.79 in the RWS respectively. The combined residential parcel tax and user fee 
increase for 2015 would equate to a total increase of $17.90.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: November 19, 2014 

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 

FROM: Dave Crosby, Manager of Utility Services, Infrastructure Services 
 Bobby Rebner, Operations Support Technician, Infrastructure Services 
 
RE: NORTH PENDER HARBOUR WATER SERVICE AREA RATE BYLAW AMENDMENT  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Manager of Utility Services’ report regarding North Pender Harbour Water 
Service Area Rate Bylaw Amendment be received;   

AND THAT the Water Rates Bylaw 422, Schedule “D” be amended to increase the North 
Pender Harbour Water Service Area Land Charges, User Fees and Meter Rates by 5.0% 
for 2015.  

 

DISCUSSION 

Service Area 

The North Pender Harbour Water Service Area (NPHWSA) consists of approximately 745 
unique parcels and 515 billable ‘users’. Through the imposition of parcel taxes (land charges) 
and water user fees, the residents and businesses included in this Service Area fund 100% of 
the operational and capital expenses. 
 
Financial Sustainability 

Since the SCRD assumed the management of the NPHWSA in 2006/07 it has been the 
organization’s goal to work towards meeting and exceeding Canadian Drinking Water Quality 
Standards in the area, recognizing and rectifying deficiencies in the treatment and distribution 
network, and planning for future capital upgrades.  
 
Due to the small tax/user base that the area is composed of, funding major capital upgrades 
while mitigating large increases in parcel taxes and user fees is a financial challenge. Through 
the availability of Provincial and Federal Grants (GMF, BCF, GSPF), and careful financial 
management, the SCRD has been able to keep rate increases moderate over the years.  
 
Current parcel tax and user rates per single family residential dwelling are $293.25 and $207.74 
respectively.  
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Future Revenue Requirements 
 
The NPHWSA 10-Year Plan (draft) currently identifies approximately $1.8M in necessary capital 
upgrades over the next 5-7 years. In addition to the universal water metering installation project 
in the region (in progress), major upgrades to the water distribution network and the purchase of 
a backup UV treatment unit are required within the time frame identified above.  

In order to fund future capital projects, associated debt repayment, as well as expected 
increases in operating expenses (consumables, costs of goods, insurance, etc) in 2015, it is 
being recommended that a 5.0% increase to parcel taxes, user fees and meter rates be 
implemented for 2015.  

This increase will amount to a total increase of approximately $25 per single family residential 
dwelling annually and increase total revenue for the NPHWSA by an estimated $17,500. The 
last rate schedule review was in 2013 where parcel tax, user fee and meter rates were 
increased by 7.0%. 

An updated 10-year cash flow projection for the NPHWSA was presented to the North Pender 
Harbour Water Service Area Advisory Committee in December 2013 which, similar to this report 
proposed a 5.0% rate increase for fiscal 2015.   
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: November 19, 2014 

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 

FROM: Dave Crosby, Manager of Utility Services, Infrastructure Services 
 Bobby Rebner, Operations Support Technician, Infrastructure Services 
 
RE: SOUTH PENDER HARBOUR WATER SERVICE AREA RATE BYLAW AMENDMENT  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Manager of Utility Services’ report regarding South Pender Harbour Water 
Service Area Rate Bylaw Amendment be received;   

AND THAT the Water Rates Bylaw 422, Schedule “E” be amended to increase the South 
Pender Harbour Water Service Area Land Charges, User Fees and Meter Rates by 5.0% 
for 2015.  

 

DISCUSSION 

Service Area 

The South Pender Harbour Water Service Area (SPHWSA) consists of approximately 1015 
unique parcels and 1000 billable ‘users’. Through the imposition of parcel taxes (land charges) 
and water user fees, the residents and businesses included in this Service Area fund 100% of 
the operational and capital expenses. 
 
Financial Sustainability 

Similar to the other SCRD managed water systems, it is our organization’s goal to provide safe, 
affordable drinking water to the residents included in the SPHWSA. Due to the service area’s 
relatively small tax and user base, there is a greater per capita revenue requirement to fund 
large scale capital upgrades as well as funding annual operating expenses, including the costs 
of operating a multi-barrier water treatment plant. 

Through the implementation of moderate rate increases since the SCRD assumed management 
of the SPHWSA, reserve balances have grown with the intention to offset sharp rate increases 
in future years such as the increased operating expenses associated with the commissioning of 
the new water treatment plant in 2014, and funding the cash and debt requirements related to 
capital infrastructure upgrades the system requires over the next 5-10 years. 

Current parcel tax and user rates per single family dwelling are $297.05 and $328.31 
respectively. 
 
 

Annex I
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Future Revenue Requirements 
 
The SPHWSA 10-Year Plan (draft) currently identifies an additional $3.5M in necessary capital 
upgrades over the next 5-7 years including upgrades to the Francis Peninsula reservoir, 
replacement of the Dogwood reservoir and various large scale mains replacement throughout 
the system.  
 
In order to maintain annual contributions to reserves and fund future capital projects and 
associated debt repayment, it is being recommended that a 5.0% increase to parcel taxes, user 
fees and meter rates be implemented for 2015.  
 
The proposed rate increases will amount to a total increase of approximately $31 per single 
family residential dwelling annually and increase total revenue for the SPHWSA by an estimated 
$33,500. The last rate schedule review was done in 2013 where parcel tax, user fee and meter 
rates were increased by 7.0%. 

The draft 10-year cash flow projection spreadsheet presented to the South Pender Harbour 
Water Service Advisory Committee in prior years identified proposed rate increases of 22% in 
2012, 12% in 2013 and 7.0% per year in 2014-2017. Actual rate increases have been mitigated 
to 10.0% in 2012, 10.0% in 2013, 7.0% in 2014 and the recommended rate increase of 5.0% in 
fiscal 2015. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  November 20, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, General Manager Infrastructure Services 

RE:  REGIONAL WATER DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES UPDATE ADOPTION 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the General Manager Infrastructure Services’ report dated November 20, 2014 titled 
“Regional Water Development Cost Charges Update Adoption” be received; 
 
AND THAT Regional Water Development Cost Charge Bylaw No. 693 be forwarded to the 
Board for three readings. 
 
 
The purpose of this report is to present the public consultation feedback on the Regional Water 
Development Cost Charge (DCC) Update and request that the bylaw be forwarded to the Board 
for three readings.  The draft Bylaw No. 693 is included as Attachment A. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The DCC bylaw review is the final step of the three step process that included the update of the 
water master plan (Comprehensive Regional Water Plan) and business plan development and 
operating rates update. 
 
The DCC update background report and draft bylaw was presented to the Infrastructure Service 
Committee on July 3, 2014, followed by the public engagement plan on July 24th to the 
Corporate and Administrative Services Committee, leading to the following resolution that was 
adopted by the Board at their July 24, 2014 regular meeting. 
 
425/14 Recommendation No. 15 Regional Water Development Cost Charges 

Update – Public Engagement Plan 

 THAT the General Manager, Infrastructure Service’s report titled “Regional 
Water Development Cost Charges (DCC) Update – Public Engagement Plan” be 
received; 

 AND THAT the Regional Water DCC Update Public Engagement Plan be 
adopted as amended to include two additional public information sessions to be 
held at opposite ends of the Sunshine Coast. 

The previous staff reports dated June 18, 2014, and July 7, 2014, are attached as Attachment B 
and C, respectively, for additional background. 
 
 

Annex J
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DISCUSSION 
 
The public engagement plan, which was amended to include three open houses, was activated 
immediately following the adoption of the plan at the July 24, 2014, Board meeting.  The 
following is a summary of the actions taken throughout the consultation period. 
 

• Posted the DCC Update background report, draft bylaw, and ISC presentation to the 
SCRD web site. 

• Informed the Coast Community Building Association of the background material and 
open houses by direct communication. 

• Advertised the three open houses on the SCRD web site, two issues of the Coast 
Reporter, and one issue of the Harbour Spiel. 

• Received earned media coverage in the July 18, 2014, issue of the Coast Reporter 
(Attachment D) 

• Emailed over 60 direct open house invites to members of the development community, 
including members of the Coast Community Building Association, active developers, 
consultants and contractors, as well as the three municipalities. 

 
Three open houses were held as follows: 
 

October 6th, 6:30 to 9:00 pm:  Seaside Centre, Sechelt 
October 7th, 7:00 to 9:00 pm:  Egmont Community Hall 
October 8th, 4:30 to 8:00 pm:  Gibsons and Area Community Centre 
 

The October 6th open house included static board presentations, a staff PowerPoint 
presentation that was videotaped and placed on the SCRD YouTube channel, and a facilitated 
dialogue session was planned but not carried out due to the low attendance.  The October 7th 
and 8th open houses included the static board presentation attended by staff to answer 
questions.  Feedback forms were available at each open house that the attendees were 
encouraged to complete.  The feedback forms were also placed on the SCRD web site following 
the first open house. 
 
A total of 15 people attended the open houses, with four at Sechelt, eight in Egmont, and three 
in Gibsons.  These numbers include two staff from the District of Sechelt and one SCRD 
Director.  Out of the twelve members of the public, only two had specific interest in DCCs, with 
the remaining attendees having general interest in a variety of water services. 
 
It should be noted that increasing the quantity and locations for open houses and other public 
engagement venues does not necessarily translate to increased attendance or better quality 
engagement.  A single venue allows for enhanced dialogue amongst attendees by increasing 
opportunities to hear all opinions and questions from other attendees and provide response, 
which may be more appropriate when seeking feedback on an initiative that affects a specific 
audience. 
 
By the November 12th submission deadline, a total of five feedback forms were received.  All 
feedback received stated that they feel that the material was well presented, that they 
understood the material, and that they believed the rate structure and rates themselves were 
reasonable.  One of the most compelling feedback statements received was from a developer 
that is very active on the Sunshine Coast:  “I was focused on the increase in water rates and 
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thought that they remained quite fair.  The option to community water is to drill wells and that 
can be quite expensive and risky”.   
 
A full list of the Open House and feedback form comments is included as Attachment E. 
 
Other notable comments include: 
 
It would have been good to include the $50,000 cut off on commercial fees. 

This comment is in relation to the presentation material only and not the report or bylaw.  
The attendee was concerned that any commercial building permit would trigger the 
collection of DCC fees, but was satisfied when it was clarified that the DCCs are not 
payable on building permit work valued less than $50,000.  

 
If possible, provide a comparison of SCRD DCCs to other Regional Districts of comparable size 
and structure. 

It is highlighted in the background document that DCCs should not be compared to other 
jurisdictions, as they are calculated based on the actual infrastructure needs of each 
community. 

 
Growth assumption appears to be 350 new people on the coast each year – is that reasonable? 

The DCC rates is based on a 1.2% growth rate that translates to over 350 people per 
year over the 20 year planning horizon. 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The public engagement plan was designed to ensure that the subject matter and material would 
reach the broadest audience possible, with direct attention to residents and businesses that 
have a vested interest.  The engagement plan was executed as per design, however, we 
received low attendance at the open houses and very little feedback.  The feedback that was 
received, however, supported the DCC principles, process, proposed rate structure and the 
proposed rates themselves. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
BYLAW NO. 693, 2014 

 
A Bylaw to Impose Development Cost Charges 

 
WHEREAS the Board may, by Bylaw, impose development cost charges (DCCs) on every person who obtains: 
 

(a) approval of a Subdivision; or 
 

(b) a Building Permit authorizing the construction, alteration or extension of a building or structure; 

for the purpose of providing funds to assist the SCRD to pay the capital costs of assessing, providing, constructing, 
altering or expanding water facilities and related works, directly or indirectly, the development for which the charge is 
being imposed; 
 
AND WHEREAS, in consideration of the Board, charges imposed by this Bylaw: 
 

(a) are not excessive in relation to the capital cost of prevailing standards of service in the SCRD; 
 

(b) will not deter development in the SCRD; 
 
(c) will not discourage the construction of reasonably priced housing or the provision of reasonably priced 

serviced land in the SCRD; and 
 
(d) are not a duplication of requirements imposed by the SCRD pursuant to development permits or 

provisions of a subdivision bylaw; 
 

AND WHEREAS, in the opinion of the Board, the charges imposed by this Bylaw are: 
 

(a) related to capital costs attributable to projects included in the Financial Plan of the SCRD; and 
 

(b) related to capital projects consistent with the Official Community Plans of the SCRD; 
 

NOW THEREFORE the Board of the SCRD, in an open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 
 

1. CITATION: 
 
This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Sunshine Coast Regional District Development Cost 
Charges Bylaw No. 693, 2014”. 
 
 

2. DEFINITIONS: 

“Apartment” means a Multiple Unit building which utilizes a common area(s)/hallway as the primary 
entrance to each residential Dwelling Unit; 
“Building Permit” means a permit issued by the SCRD, or the District of Sechelt that authorizes the 
construction, alteration or extension of a building or structure; 
“Commercial” means a building or development predominantly serving a commercial, business, office or 
retail function; 

Attachment A
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“Congregate Care” means a Multiple Unit building that is used or intended to be used as a seniors 
residence principally for sleeping accommodation, and does not include cooking appliances within each unit, 
and where common dining areas are provided within the building; 
“Development” means a Subdivision and/or Building Permit; 
“Dwelling Unit” includes a room, or rooms, or a building or structure that is used or intended to be used as 
an individual self-contained residence, which must contain cooking appliances and includes accessory uses 
that are customary ancillary uses to such residences; 
“Gross Floor Area” means the total of the horizontal areas of all floors in a building, excluding the 
basement when used only for storage or vehicle parking purposes, measured to the outside of the exterior 
walls of the building; 
“Industrial” means a building or Development predominantly providing an industrial, business park or 
related function; 
“Institutional” means a building or Development predominantly providing a community service or 
community benefits or related function; 
“Lot” means any parcel of land registered in the Land Title Office; 
“Mixed Use Development” means a Development containing a combination of land uses, including but not 
limited to, Multiple Unit residential, Commercial, Industrial or Institutional; 
“Multiple Unit” means any Townhouse or Apartment Dwelling Unit which does not include Single Family; 
“SCRD” means the Sunshine Coast Regional District; 
“Single Family” means a Dwelling Unit situated on a single parcel, which includes duplex Dwelling Units 
and mobile homes; 
“Subdivision” means a Subdivision of land into two or more parcels under the Land Title Act or the 
Condominium Act; 
“Townhouse” means a Multiple Unit building which utilizes a separate ground level primary entrance to 
each residential Dwelling Unit; and 
 “Zoning Bylaw” means a land use control bylaw adopted by the SCRD, or the District of Sechelt. 
 
 

3. DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES: 
 
(1) Every person who obtains: 
 

a. approval of a Subdivision, or 
b. a Building Permit 

shall have paid at the time of approval of the Subdivision or the issuing of a Building Permit, as the case 
may be, to the SCRD, the applicable development cost charges (DCCs) as set out in Schedule ‘A’, 
attached to and forming part of this bylaw.  The charges outlined in Schedule ‘A’ shall be applied to the 
lands outlined in Schedule ‘B’, attached to and forming part of this bylaw. 
 
The charges outlined in Schedule ‘A’ shall be based on the actual use of the building, and not the zoning 
category of the property outlined in any Zoning Bylaw.  Where there is more than one use, such as a 
Mixed Use Development, each use is subject to the charge outlined in Schedule ‘A’ based on the actual 
use and there may be more than one DCC category applied per building or Development project. 
 

(2) Notwithstanding Section 3. (1), no development cost charge is payable where: 
a. a charge is prohibited by Statute, or 
b. the value of work authorized by the Building Permit does not exceed $50,000, or other amount 

prescribed by Statute, or 
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c. a development cost charge has previously been paid for the same Development, unless as a 
result of further Development, new capital cost burdens will be imposed on the SCRD. 
 

(3) The total DCCs imposed pursuant to this Bylaw shall be credited one Dwelling Unit or Lot for each 
existing fully serviced Dwelling Unit which existed prior to the Subdivision approval, or Building Permit 
issue. 
 

(4) DCCs shall be payable upon approval of the Subdivision plan for Single Family Development; or for all 
other types of Development, upon issuance of a Building Permit calculated at the charge applicable at 
the date of application for Building Permit, provided the application is not older than 12 months. 

 
(5) The calculation of Dwelling Units is determined by the maximum number of Dwelling Units permitted on 

the site being subdivided or the maximum number of Dwelling Units contained in the Building Permit 
application, or in the case of Congregate Care, the maximum number of beds contained in the Building 
Permit application. 

 
(6) For non-residential uses the calculation of floor area is based on the Gross Floor Area contained in the 

Building Permit application, excluding areas used solely for storage, or vehicle parking. 
 

4. REMAINDER OF BYLAW TO BE MAINTAINED INTACT 

In the event that any portion of this Bylaw is declared ultra vires, such portion shall be severed from this 
Bylaw with the intent that the remainder of this Bylaw shall continue in full force and effect. 
 
 

5. REPEAL OF PREVIOUS BYLAWS 

Sunshine Coast Regional District Development Cost Charge (Eastern) Bylaw No. 437, 1997, Sunshine 
Coast Regional District Development Cost Charge (Western) Bylaw No. 438, 1997, and Sunshine Coast 
Regional District Development Cost Charge (Sechelt) Bylaw No. 439, 1997, and together all 
amendments thereto, are hereby repealed effective 180 days following the date that this Bylaw is 
adopted, and upon repeal of previous bylaws this Bylaw No. 693, 2014 shall be in full force and effect. 
 
 
READ A FIRST time the    ______________________________________ 
 
READ A SECOND time the   ______________________________________ 
 
READ A THIRD time the   ______________________________________ 
 
RECEIVED THE APPROVAL of the Inspector of Municipalities the ________________________ 
 
FINALLY CONSIDERED AND ADOPTED the  ______________________________________ 
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Schedule ‘A’ to Bylaw No. 693, 2014 

 
 
 

Schedule of Development Cost Charges Applicable to Schedule ‘B’ Lands 
 
 

Use Regional Water 
Service Area 

Eastbourne Water 
Service Area 

Egmont/Cove Cay   
Water Service Area 

Single Family /unit $3,632 $5,951 $5,684 

Townhouse /m² gross floor area 

Apartment /m² gross floor area 

$20.10 
 

$30.42 

$32.93 
 

$49.84 

$31.45 
 

$47.60 

Congregate Care /bed $1,525 $2,499 $2,387 

Commercial /m² gross floor area $10.90 $17.85 $17.05 

Industrial /m² gross floor area $10.90 $17.85 $17.05 

Institutional /m² gross floor area $10.90 $17.85 $17.05 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  June 18, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 3, 2014 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, General Manager Infrastructure Services 

RE:  REGIONAL WATER DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES UPDATE 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the General Manager Infrastructure Services’ report dated June 18, 2014 titled 
“Regional Water Development Cost Charges Update” be received; 
 
AND THAT draft Regional Water Development Cost Charge Background Report prepared 
by Opus DaytonKnight and suggested fee amendments be issued for public 
consultation. 
 
 
The purpose of this report is to introduce the Regional Water Development Cost Charge (DCC) 
Background report prepared by Opus DaytonKnight (Attachment A) and request direction to 
issue the report for public consultation. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Provincial Development Cost Charge Best Practices Guide defines DCCs as follows. 
 

Development Cost Charges (DCCs) are monies that are collected from land developers 
by a municipality, to offset some of the infrastructure expenditures incurred, to service 
the needs of new development. Imposed by bylaw pursuant to the Local Government 
Act, the charges are intended to facilitate development by providing a method to finance 
capital projects related to roads, drainage, sewers, water and parkland.  

 
The SCRD currently has three water DCC bylaws for the Regional Water System, separated by 
geographical location.  All three bylaws were adopted on May 22, 1997. 
 

Bylaw No. 437 (Eastern) 
Bylaw No. 438 (Western) 
Bylaw No. 439 (Sechelt) 

 
The following resolution was adopted by the Board at the February 13, 2014, regular meeting: 
 
096/14 Recommendation No. 27 Regional Water Service [370] – 2014 R1 Budget Proposal 

 THAT the following budget proposal be approved and incorporated into the 2014 
Budget: 

 Budget Proposal 2 – Regional Water DCC Review, $30,000 funded through 
existing User Fees. 

Attachment B
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This will be the first review and update of the DCC bylaws. 
 
The consulting engineering firm of Opus DaytonKnight were retained to carry out the Regional 
Water Service Development Cost Charge review.  Opus DaytonKnight are the same firm that 
assisted with the development of the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan and Regional Water 
Business Plan and Rates Analysis. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The attached report provides a detailed explanation of the DCC review process and outlines the 
data used to support the recommended DCC rates and apportionment.  Key recommendations 
contained within the report are: 
 

 Merging the three existing geographical DCC areas into a single Regional DCC rate 
schedule. 

 Creating two new DCC schedules for the three systems (Eastbourne, Egmont, Cove 
Cay) that are not currently connected, nor anticipated to connect, to the Regional Water 
System within the term of the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan (2036). 

 Using a projected development growth rate of 1.2% to calculate the DCC rates. 

 Incorporating a Municipal Assist Factor of 1% in line with other local governments. 

 Proposed rate structure as per Table 12 of the report that is relatively comparable to 
existing rates, especially considering there have been no rate increases in 17 years. 

Next Steps: 
 

 Incorporate amendments from Committee into a final draft report. 
 Release report for public consultation 

o Place report on web site 
o Engage affected stakeholders following the Engagement Plan below. 

 Produce consultation feedback report to the October Infrastructure Services Committee 
 Incorporate feedback into final report. 
 Draft bylaws for adoption. 

 
Engagement Plan: 
The proposed public engagement process is intended to Inform and Consult.   

 Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower 
Public 
Participation 
Goal 
 

To provide the 
public with 
balanced and 
objective 
information to 
assist them in 
understanding 
the problem, 
alternatives, 
opportunities 
and/or solutions 

To obtain 
public 
feedback on 
analysis, 
alternatives 
and/or 
decisions 

To work directly 
with the public 
throughout the 
process to 
ensure that 
public concerns 
are understood 
and considered 

To partner with the 
public in each 
aspect of the 
decision including 
the development of 
alternatives and 
the identification of 
the preferred 
solution 

To place 
final 
decision-
making in 
the hands 
of the 
public 
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Promise to 
the Public 

We will keep 
you informed. 

We will keep 
you informed, 
listen to and 
acknowledge 
concerns and 
aspirations, 
and provide 
feedback on 
how public 
input 
influenced 
decisions 

We will work 
with you to 
ensure that your 
concerns and 
aspirations are 
directly reflected 
in the 
alternatives 
developed and 
provide 
feedback on 
how public input 
influenced 
decisions 

We will look to you 
for advice and 
innovation in 
formulating 
solutions and 
incorporate your 
advice and 
recommendations 
into the decisions 
to the maximum 
extent possible. 

We will 
implement 
what you 
decide. 

 
Engagement Goal: 

1. Ensure the public understands what DCCs are, why they exist, what and why 
changes are being proposed. 

2. Gauge support for the proposed rate adjustments. 
 

Key Messages: 
1. DCCs are a standard method for local governments to charge developers for the cost of 

infrastructure required to service new development. 
2. The SCRD is updating its Regional Water DCC bylaw for the first time in 17 years and 

seeking feedback on draft recommendations; 
3. The DCC rate review was conducted in accordance with the Provincial Development 

Cost Charge Best Practices Guide; 
4. The proposed rates are based on true infrastructure needs to accommodate growth 

related  development. 

Target Audience: 
 Land Development Community 
 Builders 
 Business Associations   
 Municipal Councils 
 First Nations 
 All Regional Water customers 

Tactics to Inform: 
 Press release 
 Video of Open House presentation and Q&A for re-broadcasting on SCRD’s YouTube 

channel 
 Direct Open House invitations to the land development community, business 

associations, municipalities, and First Nations (by mail and email) 
 Newspaper Ads (bulletin board, The Local and The Harbour Spiel 
 SCRD website  
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Tactics to Consult: 
 Open House (single event held in a central location), including presentation, question & 

answer period, and story boards 
 Email submissions to info@scrd.ca 
 By telephone to the General Manager Infrastructure Services 
 Open House Q&A 
 Feedback form distributed at Open House 
 Online feedback form on SCRD website along with draft DCC report, presentation, text 

copy of Q&A and video 

Timeline: 
The proposed timeline for the public engagement process is July 10 to September 12, 2014. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 7, 2014 

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 24, 2014 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, General Manager, Infrastructure Services 

RE: REGIONAL WATER DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES UPDATE - PUBLIC 
ENGAGEMENT PLAN 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the General Manager, Infrastructure Services’ report dated July 7, 2014 titled 
“Regional Water Development Cost Charges Update - Public Engagement Plan” be 
received; 

AND THAT the Regional Water Development Cost Charges Update Public Engagement 
Plan be adopted as presented. 

 

BACKGROUND 

The Regional Water Development Cost Charge (DCC) Background report prepared by Opus 
DaytonKnight was presented to the Infrastructure Services Committee on July 3, 2014, resulting 
in the following recommendation that is scheduled for adoption by the Board at the July 10, 
2014, regular Board meeting: 

Recommendation No. 2 Regional Water Development Cost Charges 

The Infrastructure Services Committee recommended that the General Manager 
Infrastructure Services’ report dated June 18, 2014 titled “Regional Water Development 
Cost Charges Update” be received; 

AND THAT the draft Regional Water Development Cost Charge Background Report 
prepared by Opus DaytonKnight and suggested fee amendments be issued for public 
consultation; 

AND THAT the public consultation process be reviewed to ensure that all of the relevant 
members of the public are adequately consulted including going beyond the proposed 
schedule; 

AND FURTHER THAT First Nations be removed from the Regional Water 
Development Cost Charges Engagement Plan and replaced with the Sechelt Indian 
Government District.  

Attachment C
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The purpose of this report is to present the amended public engagement plan that incorporates 
the Committee’s comments. 

DISCUSSION 

The Committee identified the following concerns with the original Engagement Plan: 

 That all members of the public would not be able to participate in the consultation 
process as the engagement period was over the summer months while many residents 
are on vacation; 

 That a single, centrally located open house would not be adequate to reach the targeted 
audience; and 

 That “First Nations” should not be identified in the targeted audience section, and is to 
be replaced with “Sechelt Indian Government District”. 

The Committee did not identify any concerns with the purpose, goal, or key messages sections 
of the Engagement Plan. 

As noted during the presentation by Opus DaytonKnight, DCCs directly impact the development 
community (through larger subdivisions and commercial building) and are, therefore, the 
‘targeted’ stakeholders for the consultation process.  The three municipal governments on the 
Coast are also a targeted audience as the SCRD DCCs or equivalent fees are applied to land 
developed within the three municipalities. 

As the targeted audience for the public process is quite limited, a single open house event with 
targeted invitations to the development community is still recommended.  The event will be 
welcoming to the general public as well and will be well-advertised and centrally located. The 
general public will also be welcome to provide comments via the email address and phone 
number provided.   

It is critical to note that a single event is strategically proposed because it enables the 
development community participants to hear and weigh each other’s comments and questions 
as well as ours.  Participating in the exchange between them is highly beneficial to us, just as 
beneficial as us delivering information to them. It is anticipated that this facilitated dialogue will 
result in the informed feedback that will be used to update the DCC bylaw.  The entire session 
will also be videotaped and placed on the SCRD YouTube Channel for access by any party that 
would not be able to attend.  If there is significant dialogue and questions/concerns raised, a 
second event will be planned to address the information needs of the community. 

Following consultation with the Coast Community Builders Association, and as per the 
Committee’s request, the timing of the open house is now recommended to be scheduled in 
October.  Unfortunately, our consultant will not be available to present the DCC background 
report between August and the end of December, however, the process can be managed by 
Staff.  The public engagement activity will still be initiated immediately, however, the targeted 
completion date will be extended from September 12 to mid November (two month delay). 

The following amended engagement plan is presented for the Committee’s consideration.  
Changes from the original engagement plan are highlighted. 
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Engagement Plan: 

The proposed public engagement process is intended to Inform and Consult.   

 Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower 

Public 
Participation 
Goal 

To provide the 
public with 
balanced and 
objective 
information to 
assist them in 
understanding 
the problem, 
alternatives, 
opportunities 
and/or solutions 

To obtain 
public 
feedback on 
analysis, 
alternatives 
and/or 
decisions 

To work directly 
with the public 
throughout the 
process to 
ensure that 
public concerns 
are understood 
and considered 

To partner with the 
public in each 
aspect of the 
decision including 
the development of 
alternatives and 
the identification of 
the preferred 
solution 

To place 
final 
decision-
making in 
the hands 
of the 
public 

Promise to 
the Public 

We will keep 
you informed. 

We will keep 
you informed, 
listen to and 
acknowledge 
concerns and 
aspirations, 
and provide 
feedback on 
how public 
input 
influenced 
decisions 

We will work 
with you to 
ensure that your 
concerns and 
aspirations are 
directly reflected 
in the 
alternatives 
developed and 
provide 
feedback on 
how public input 
influenced 
decisions 

We will look to you 
for advice and 
innovation in 
formulating 
solutions and 
incorporate your 
advice and 
recommendations 
into the decisions 
to the maximum 
extent possible. 

We will 
implement 
what you 
decide. 

 
Engagement Goal: 

1. Ensure the public understands what DCCs are, why they exist, what and why 
changes are being proposed. 

2. Gauge support for the proposed rate adjustments. 

Key Messages: 

1. DCCs are a standard method for local governments to charge developers for the cost of 
infrastructure required to service new development. 

2. The SCRD is updating its Regional Water DCC bylaw for the first time in 17 years and 
seeking feedback on draft recommendations; 

3. The DCC rate review was conducted in accordance with the Provincial Development 
Cost Charge Best Practices Guide; 

4. The proposed rates are based on true infrastructure needs to accommodate growth 
related development. 
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Target Audience: 

 Land Development Community 
 Builders 
 Business Associations   
 Municipal Councils 
 First Nations 
 All Regional Water customers 

Tactics to Inform: 

 Press release 
 Video of Open House presentation and Q&A for re-broadcasting on SCRD’s YouTube 

channel 
 Direct Open House invitations to the land development community, builders, business 

associations, municipalities, and First Nations and Squamish Nation (by mail and email) 
 Newspaper Ads (bulletin board, The Local and The Harbour Spiel 
 SCRD website  

Tactics to Consult: 

 Open House (single event held in a central location),  
 Host an open-house style of event in partnership with the development community 

including presentation, facilitated dialogue, question & answer period, and story boards 
 Email submissions to info@scrd.ca 
 By telephone to the General Manager Infrastructure Services 
 Open House Q&A 
 Feedback form distributed at Open House 
 Online feedback form on SCRD website along with draft DCC report, presentation, text 

copy of Q&A and video 

Timeline: 

The proposed timeline for the public engagement process is July 10 to September 12 
August to mid-November, 2014. 
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1
yes no

0 5

2
yes no
4 1

3
yes no
1 4

4
yes no
1 4

5

yes no
5 0

Comments:
• The background report was quite good
• A well prepared and clearly communicated plan.

6

yes no
5 0

Comments:
•

• Support.
•

7

Comments:
•

• If possible provide a comparison of SCRD DCC to other RDs of  comparable size and structure.

I think the principle makes sense.  The additional cost imposed is not insignificant but somebody has 
to pay if upgrades become necessary.  My only concern is whether all sustainable options are 
considered when these infrastructure decisions are made.  This doesn't looks like creating incentives 
to overcharge and it reduces incentive to defer infrastructure upgrades to "someday when we can pay 
for it."

Has the purpose for DCCs and the implications of the proposed rate structure been clearly 
communicated?

Do you support the user-pay principle of "growth pays for growth"?  If not, what is your primary 
concern with this approach?  

If we don't pay who is going to?  As long as the quality of the service is there and the rates competitive 
then I am OK with paying.

5 responses total
Did you attend the main Public Open House presentation in Sechelt on October 6?

Did you attend one of the satelite Public Open Houses on October 7 or 8?

Have you read the DCC Background Report?

Do you plan to develop land or construct building(s) in the near future?

Are there any aspects of the DCC Update Process or the recommendations that need further 
attention or clarification?  If so, please explain.

I was focused on the incase (sp) in water  rates and thought that they remained quite fair.  The option 
to community water is to drill wells and that can be quite expensive and risky. 

Attachment E

72



Regional Water Development Cost Charge Update
Feedback Form Summary

N:\Finance\1820 Fees - Utilities\1820-20 Utility Billings\2014-NOV-19 DCC Feedback form

•

• No - not at the moment.
• It would have been good to include the $50k cutoff on commercial fees.

8 Other comments?  Suggestions?
•

• Good cookies.
•

Show a summary of all SCRD DCC (Water, Roads, Drainage, Parks, Sewage, etc.) in order to get the big 
picture of costs facing a developer.  Are there plans to review/increase these DCC.

Couldn't attend the Oct 6th meeting so watched the YouTube video.  Sound quality was very poor and 
Bryan was hard to hear.  Presentation content was very good and informative.  My questions at the 
open house were well answered.  Thanks and good job Bryan.

A good way to advertise an event in Egmont is to put a poster on the notice board by the post office 
(not the board at the Hall) at least a week (better 2 weeks) before the event.
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: November 26, 2014 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – December 4, 2014 

FROM: Administrative Assistant, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR NOVEMBER 2014 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Administrative Assistant, Infrastructure Services’ report titled “Monthly 
Report for November 2014” be received.    
 

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

UTILITIES DIVISION 

 WATER TREATMENT PLANT   
In October the Chapman Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 359,308m3, a 7.1% 
increase over the five year average.  
 
In October the South Pender Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 32,606 m3. 

 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

• 8 water meter setters were installed.   
 

CAPITAL WORKS 
 

• 90% complete: North Pender Harbour Meter Project 
• 60% complete: South Pender Harbour Meter Project 
• 100% complete: Soames Point water system upgrades for Marine Drive bike lane 

project. 
 

THIRD PARTY 
• Installed 150mm hot-tap connection for new pre-school on Sechelt Band Lands. 
• Installed new irrigation service for District of Sechelt on Ocean Avenue for road 

upgrading project. 

SOLID WASTE 

• The second waste audit was completed the week of November 3rd.  The final report will be 
completed in early 2015.  

• The 2014 Sunshine Coast WildSafeBC Program has ended. The Community Coordinator is 
attending the December ISC as a delegation to present her final report.  

  

Annex K
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 TRANSPORTATION AND FACILITIES DIVISION 

 
TRANSIT 
Work is progressing with the St. Mary’s Hospital bus shelter with the expectation that it will 
be installed by the end of the year.   

 
FLEET  
November has been a really busy month with inspections by BC Transit fleet staff along 
with several major breakdowns with the aging heavy-duty Flyers.  Repairs are being made 
in a timely manner in order to get the fleet back up to its full contingent.   

 
PORTS 
Capital repairs are now complete at West Bay and work is starting at Keats Landing to 
complete the necessary pile replacements which requires temporary closure of the float in 
order to access the damaged pile.  Staff are also working through vehicle access 
restrictions at the Halkett Bay and Vaucroft docks until necessary repairs can be made. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

 
November 3, 2014 

 

 
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 F    Lee Turnbull (part) 
 Director, Town of Gibsons   Gerry Tretick 
 
 Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure Don Legault 
 BC Ferries  Maureen Donnagh 
 South Sunshine Coast Ferry  Barry Cavens 
      Advisory Committee 
 Progress Plan   Marj McDougall 
 Transportation Choices (TraC)  Martin Prestage 
 
REGRETS: Insurance Corporation of BC   Harvey Kooner 
 Director, Electoral Area D  Donna Shugar  
 
ALSO PRESENT: Manager, Transportation and Facilities  Rob Williams 
 (Non-Voting) Manager, Parks Services  Carolyn Mortensen 
 Alt. Director, Area F  Joyce Clegg 
 Alt. Director, Area D  Dave Ryan 
 RCMP  Todd Bozak  
 Sunshine Coast Speed Watch  Jon Hird  
 Coastal Bike Initiative  Tim Howard 
 Constituency Assistant, MLA’s office  Kim Tournat 
 TraC  Jody Schick 
 Parks Planning Coordinator  Sam Adams (part) 
 Recording Secretary  Diane Corbett 
 Secretary, Transportation Services  Susan Fernandez 
     
 
CALL TO ORDER  10:15 a.m. 
 
Chair Lewis extended thanks to Councilor Doug Hockley for getting a clock in the Cedar Room 
that can be viewed by the Chair. 
 
 
AGENDA The Agenda was adopted as amended: 

Annex L

76



Minutes of Transportation Advisory Committee Meeting November 3, 2014 Page 2 of 6 
 
 

• Add: Item 10. Earl’s Cove Ferry Line-ups 
 
ROUNDTABLE INTRODUCTIONS 
 
MINUTES 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee meeting minutes of September 8, 2014 were received 
for information. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS and REPORTS 
 
Recommendation No. 1 Communications and Reports 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the communications and reports be 
received, as follows: 
 

• Sheila Malcolmson, Islands Trust Council, regarding Priorities for Budgeting 2015 - BC 
Ferries; 

• Constable Todd Bozak, Sunshine Coast Traffic Service, regarding BC Ferries / Bypass 
approach to terminal; 

• Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, media release regarding B.C. on the Move: 
A 10-Year Transportation Plan; 

• Kirsten Pedersen, B.C. on the Move, regarding B.C. on the Move: A 10-Year 
Transportation Plan; 

• Martin Prestage, Transportation Choices (TraC), regarding bike lanes and routes, road 
detailing and re-grading; 

• Sunshine Coast Speed Watch Reports, August 2014 and September 2014; 
• Parks Planning Coordinator, regarding Barriers in the 1300 Block of Highway 101; 
• Area A Director, regarding Earl’s Cove Ferry Line-ups 

 
Priorities for Budgeting 2015 – BC Ferries 
 
Director Nohr noted there will be a meeting of the chairs of ferry dependent communities with 
the Deputy Premier and Minister Stone regarding BC Ferries that will include discussion on 
financing. Director Nohr indicated he would be writing a position paper on that. 
  
The recent move of BC Ferries to allow sports teams free trips was noted. 
 
BC Ferries / Bypass approach to terminal 
 
Constable Bozak announced that the RCMP will be meeting with BC Ferries and the Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure on November 19. He requested that discussion on the BC 
Ferries / Bypass approach to terminal be deferred to the next meeting. 
 
Constable Bozak indicated that about fifty cars had been towed that were parked on Marine 
Drive near the terminal. 
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B.C. on the Move: A 10-Year Transportation Plan 
 
Director Nohr reported on the recent Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI) 
meeting with elected officials from Powell River Regional District, Sunshine Coast Regional 
District and District of Sechelt. Items discussed by elected officials included: SCRD 
Transportation Plan; District of Sechelt airport; idea of golf carts in Sechelt town; repairs and 
bike lanes on north end of highway to Earl’s Cove; upgrading of roads and ensuring of proper 
bike lanes in rural areas; ferry traffic impacts in Gibsons area; bypass route. 
 
Director Turnbull suggested to Mr. Legault, in light of the amount of ferry traffic travelling up 
the hill through Granthams Landing, that a longer southbound right hand turn lane at the Reed 
Road and North Road intersection traffic light would release pressure and assist people in a 
more smooth exit to Sechelt and Pender. 
 
Committee members were urged to fill out a survey on the 10-Year Transportation Plan by 
December 12, available at http://engage.gov.bc.ca/transportationplan.  
 
Mr. Cavens noted that previous consultation results regarding BC Ferries would be included as 
part of the Transportation Plan, and that there had been issues regarding the effectiveness of the 
consultation. He urged to members to comment that ferries is an important part of the 
Transportation Plan. We need a proper long term plan for BC Ferries. 
 
Recommendation No. 2 10-Year Transportation Plan 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that a statement be included in the 
SCRD Board letter regarding the Transportation Plan that a long-term plan for BC Ferries be 
included as part of the Province’s Transportation Plan.  
 
Bike lanes and routes, road detailing and re-grading 
 
Mr. Prestage described conditions of the Selma Park bike lane and the critical need for adequate 
signage in that area that indicates the cyclist will be on the road at that corner. 
 
Recommendation No. 3 Selma Park Bike Lane 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the Infrastructure Services 
Committee writes a letter to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure asking the Ministry 
to provide a definitive plan regarding when the Selma Park bike lane will be connected to the 
nearby shopping centre, and noting that this is a high priority road improvement project, and 
inquiring as to what interim measures will be taken until the plan can be executed.  
 
Mr. Prestage reported that a lot of improvements have been made on side roads above the 
highway, and extended thanks to Capilano Highways for the a big improvement on the reduced 
amount of wash-off going down to the highway.  
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Mr. Legault will follow up with Capilano Highways regarding clarification of the completion 
date for re-grading 30 kilometres of shoulder between Gibsons and Sechelt this fall. 
 
Director Turnbull left the meeting at 10:50 am. 
 
Tim Howard on Coastal Bike Initiative 
 
Mr. Howard circulated a handout and gave an overview of the proposed Coastal Bike Initiative. 
TraC is working on this project in collaboration with Gibsons and District Chamber of 
Commerce, BC Cycling Coalition, Powell River Cycling Association, and other groups.  
 
The purpose of the project is to increase cycling based tourism, with a vision to integrate with a 
circle route on Vancouver Island. The economic potentials of bike-based tourism were 
mentioned. The Sunshine Coast is uniquely positioned in light of proximity to the Lower 
Mainland, attracting day-trippers, overnighters, and multi-day visitors. Improved bike 
infrastructure benefits the local community as well as visitors. Mr. Howard indicated he would 
return to try to deepen the dialogue once more input on the project has been obtained. 
 
Points from ensuing discussion included:  

• Look for support for this project as a regional economic development initiative 
• Marine Drive Trail and Suncoaster Trail 
• Camping locations and possibility of having a bike only camping area 
• Marketing cycling tourism 
• Increased cycling traffic on the coast this year 
• Request to present to Nicholas Simons 
• Lots of cyclists using SCRD Transit system 
• Encourage communications on northern end of route 
• Impacts of Japanese knotweed on cycling. 

 
Recommendation No. 3 Coastal Bike Initiative 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that the handout from Tim Howard on 
the Coastal Bike Initiative be received for information. 
 
REPORTS 
 
Speed Watch  
 
Jon Hird discussed the Speed Watch reports. The stand out location for low compliance is in 
front of Roberts Creek Elementary School. The Speed Watch Report also goes to ICBC and 
RCMP Traffic Services. 
 
Chair Lewis thanked Mr. Hird for keeping the committee up to date. 
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NEW BUSINESS 
 
Barriers in the 1300 Block of Highway 101 
 
The Parks Planning Coordinator presented visual descriptions of three locations on Highway 
101 where the road crosses ravines, characterized by degradation of posts at the edge of the 
shoulder. The SCRD has a permit with MoTI to maintain a bike lane in the area. Proposed 
repairs and costs for each location were outlined. Staff noted this is a regional issue, and that 
there was a recommendation at the Infrastructure Services Advisory Committee meeting of 
October 2 that a letter be sent to MoTI with a request to cost share on this.  
 
Mr. Legault discussed geotechnical baskets as a less expensive, easier to use option than what 
was proposed for one of the sites. 
 
Discussion ensued on addressing the situation. Lowering the 80 km speed limit was suggested – 
however this could only be done during construction. It appeared that a window to work on this 
might be during late summer 2015. 
 
Earls Cove ferry line up to Powell River 
 
Director Mauro described ferry line-ups that extend past Egmont Road and that result in access 
challenges to or from intersecting roads. Sometimes drivers have to use the “wrong” side of the 
road to access these roads. This has become a safety issue. 
 
Mr. Cavens remarked that he would take comments from this committee to the North Sunshine 
Coast Ferry Advisory Committee later in the week. 
 
Recommendation No. 4 Traffic Congestion at Earl’s Cove 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that a letter be written to BC Ferries in 
regards to the traffic line-ups at Earl’s Cove Ferry Terminal going to Powell River, requesting 
that this be dealt with for the next busy ferry season to ensure that people can safely access 
Timberline, Jervis and Egmont Roads; 
 
AND THAT the correspondence is copied to the North Sunshine Coast Ferry Advisory 
Committee and MLA Nicholas Simons. 
 
ROUNDTABLE 
 
This summer the SCRD extended part of the driveway at Cliff Gilker Park; gravel was swept, 
which alleviated a concern of cyclists. A section of Ruffum Road is being worked on this week, in 
partnership with MoTI. Marine Drive from Trent to the ferry will be starting in November. 
 
On Gambier Island, there are a lot of potholes on most of the roads, making it very difficult to 
get a vehicle around or drive over top of them. Mr. Legault said he would bring this up with 
Capilano Highways. 
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Constable Bozak remarked on the numerous cyclists who do not wear helmets, and that he had 
started to ticket those people. He thought this should be dealt with through some kind of 
campaign or educating. He also noted that bikes often do not stop at stop signs. 
 
Mr. Legault described recent projects: at Hotel Lake; paving on Keith Road towards the trailer 
park; washout on Port Mellon Highway. 
 
Ms. McDougall thanked the SCRD for participating in the Transportation Initiators Group of the 
Progress Plan. There was public outreach educating people about the HandyDART on October 1 
at Trail Bay Mall and October 2 at Sunnycrest Mall. The Progress Plan has completed the final 
survey with women and is now analyzing data. If members are interested in contributing to the 
community plan of the Progress Plan, an event will be held on November 26 in the morning at 
the golf course in Roberts Creek. 
 
Recommendation No. 5 Invitation to Progress Plan Event 
 
The Transportation Advisory Committee recommended that SCRD staff send out an invitation to 
all members of this committee to attend the next Progress Plan event. 
 
It was noted that there are a lot of drivers using phones while driving. It was also mentioned that 
some car manufacturers are putting out enhancements that are also distractions. 
 
Director Nohr commented that he received a request at a seniors meeting this week that the 
route of the Halfmoon Bay bus be reversed so that seniors do not have to stand in ditches to 
catch the bus. 
 
Director Lewis noted he received comments on Gower Point Road 1200-1300 block. He noted 
painted lines are faded around the S bend. 
 
Regarding the drop off at a culvert on the south side of Reed Road near Henry Road, mentioned 
at a previous meeting, Mr. Legault indicated he would be getting a delineator at that spot 
identifying the edge of the road. 
 
BC Ferries is on a new schedule until the Christmas season. 
 
NEXT MEETING  2015 meeting dates to be announced 
 
ADJOURNMENT  11:59 a.m. 
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