
INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE 

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

AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 1:30 p.m. 

AGENDA 

1. Adoption of the Agenda 

PETITION AND DELEGATION 

2.  George Smith for Tetrahedron Alliance and Jason Herz for Sunshine 
Coast Conservation Association 

Regarding Chapman Lake Water Storage and Access  
 

Annex A  
pp 1 – 6  

REPORTS 

3.  Manager of Transit and Fleet with BC Transit, Rebecca Newlove  and 
Myrna Moore in attendance 
Free Monthly Transit Passes for Sunshine Coast Students   

 

Annex B  
pp 7 – 15  

4.  Manager of Transit and Fleet with BC Transit, Rebecca Newlove  and 
Myrna Moore in attendance 
Bus Stop Accessibility Project  
 

Annex C 
pp 16 – 53  

5.  Manager of Transit and Fleet 
Log Bus Shelter Project at St. Mary’s Hospital 
 

Annex D 
pp 54 – 55  

6.  Manager of Transit and Fleet 
Water Taxi User Fees for Use of Langdale Dock  
 

Annex E 
p 56 

7.  Manager of Waste Reduction and Recovery & Treasurer  
Landfill Costs and Funding – Preliminary Review 
 

Annex F  
pp 57 – 62  

8.  Waste Reduction and Recovery 
Contract Extension:  Comprehensive Landfill Engineering Consulting 
Services  
 

Annex G 
p 63 

9.  Zero Waste Coordinator 
Availability of Gardening Mulch 
 

Annex H 
pp 64 – 65  

10.  Zero Waste Coordinator 
Operational Hurdles of MMBC Program Implementation 
 

Annex I 
pp 66 – 67  

11.  Environmental Technician & Sustainability and Education Coordinator 
Drought Management Plan – Agricultural Advisory Committee 
Comments 
 

Annex J  
pp 67 – 71  

 

12.  General Manager, Infrastructure 
Lake Restrictions - Vessel Operation Restriction Regulations 

Annex K  
pp 72 – 99   
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13.  Parks Planning Coordinator 
Gibsons Landfill Material Surfacing at Sprockids 

Annex L  
pp 100 – 103   

 
14.  Manager of Parks 

Ruffum Road Project Function [665] 
 

Annex M 
pp 104 – 106  

 
15.  Manager of Parks 

Marine Drive Bikeway/Walkway Update 
 

Annex N 
pp 107 – 108  

 
16.  CAO 

Telus Tower – Gibsons  
 

Annex O 
p 109  

 
17.  Administrative Assistant 

Monthly Report for July & August, 2014 
 

Annex P 
pp 110 – 111 

18.  Public Wharves Advisory Committee (PWAC) Minutes of June 2, 2014 Annex Q  
pp 112 – 114  

 

COMMUNICATIONS 

19.  Regional District of Fraser-Fort George 
Regarding Changes to Provincial Recycling Regulations 

 

Annex R 
pp 115 – 116  

20.  Coast Community Builders Association 
Regarding pro-voc-a-talks sponsorship 

Annex S 
pp 117 – 122 

 
21.  Green Communities Committee 

Regarding Corporate Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
Annex T 

pp 123 – 125  

IN CAMERA 
 

That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with section 90(1) (e) of 
the Community Charter “the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of land or improvements, if the 
council considers that disclosure could reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the 
municipality” and (k) “negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed provision of a 
municipal service...”  

 

ADJOURNMENT        



August 15, 2014 
 
 

Chapman Lake Water Storage Management 
 

Presentation Backgrounder for the September 4, 2014 SCRD Infrastructure Services 
Committee submitted by George Smith, Tetrahedron Alliance and Jason Herz, 

Sunshine Coast Conservation Association 
 

Purpose of Presentation: 
 
The Sunshine Coast Conservation Association and the Tetrahedron Alliance are 
concerned that potential alterations to the Chapman Lake water storage system will 
have serious deleterious impacts on the Tetrahedron Park ecosystem, yet will not solve 
the Coast's summer water supply problems.  We wish to explore with the SCRD 
directors more effective alternative means of fixing our water supply system rather than 
installing either floating pumps, siphons, tunnels, dredging or other changes that would 
have the effect of drawing down Chapman Lake a further 10 feet, threatening the 
surrounding plant structures.  
 
As noted in the Whitehead report, 60 meters of normally subsurface lake bottom can 
currently become exposed shores in the low slope areas during summer. This amounts 
to approximately 17 acres of lake bed. This is before further draw down caused by the 
proposed changes.  The project will further diminish the environmental integrity of this 
basin, effectively turning the lake at the core of the Tetrahedron Provincial Park into an 
ecologically unstable, visually and audibly degraded reservoir. 
 
Biodiversity Context: 
 
The Sunshine Coast Forest District, with a land mass of approximately 2 million 
hectares, has among the least amount of biodiversity protection of any forest district in 
BC - about 3% park protection.  Much of the forest base in the SCRD area of the 
Sunshine Coast, and especially the area in the vicinity of Chapman Creek and 
Tetrahedron Provincial Park, has been subject to logging practices, which the Ministry 
of Forests described as “maximum modification”.  The province has protected more 
than 14% of its land base in an effort to maintain naturally functioning ecological 
processes and recreational, touristic, spiritual and educational values for BC 
citizens.  The minimal protection here on the Sunshine Coast is a troubling and not 
insignificant matter in terms of maintaining the viability of our local natural environment, 
on which we all depend. 
 
Within the provincial context, Tetrahedron Provincial Park is small.  It contains only 
6,000 hectares at high elevation within our Forest District.  Most of the habitat within the 
park is in the mountain hemlock biogeoclimatic zone which surrounds and protects the 
health of 10 lakes and many smaller mountain tarns and creeks.  The headwaters of 
both of our Chapman and Gray Creek Community Watersheds lie within its borders.  
Chapman Lake and its trees are the veritable heart of the Park. 
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The Tetrahedron certainly does not do the requisite job of protecting the broad matrix of 
representative ecological diversity on the lower Sunshine Coast.  Yet, the old growth 
forest and pristine lakes and creeks of Tetrahedron Park may arguably be described as 
the best that collectively we have managed to protect to date.  Protecting the integrity of 
the fragile natural environment within the park is a responsibility that we all share at the 
personal, regional and provincial levels. 
 
 
A Brief History of Tetrahedron Provincial Park: 
 
Tetrahedron Park was formally established in June 1995 by the BC government to 
protect three core values:  natural ecology of the Sunshine Coast, recreational values 
and the headwaters of the community water supply.  In spite of the fact that the 
Tetrahedron held the core of the community watershed within its boundaries and the 
fact that BC Parks prefers to designate parks outside community watersheds, the 
intense amount of local support for creating a class A provincial park led to its creation. 
The thousand member Tetrahedron Alliance and other citizen groups worked closely 
with the SCRD Board and staff during over four years of a Local Resource Use Plan 
process.  We all cooperated to ensure that the Park protects the watershed and its 
ecological and recreational systems.  In fact, in recognizing this combination of reasons 
for establishing the park, then head of BC Parks, Derek Thompson, celebrated that 
creating the Tetrahedron was the exception that proved the rule.   
 
BC Parks, as the statutory decision maker for the park, developed a management plan 
for the Tetrahedron in conjunction with the SCRD, Sechelt First Nation and community 
group representatives.  The plan clearly underlines BC Park’s cooperative working 
relationship with the SCRD on water issues, and with the Tetrahedron Outdoor Club on 
park stewardship and recreation issues related to the trails and four cabins husbanded 
by the Club. 
 
The Chapman Lake Water Storage Dam and the Floating Pump Option: 
 
In 1968 the SCRD was formally established, largely for the purpose of managing water 
supply for Sunshine Coast residents.  The construction of the dam on Chapman Lake in 
1978 preceded the creation of Tetrahedron Park.  Over 300 slides along Chapman 
Creek caused by logging and logging roads, plus the water demands of the growing 
coast population and climate change have added stresses to our water supply system, 
especially in summer months.  The water treatment plant is running at full capacity 
during our high demand periods and is working flat out for much of the year. The 
advanced water restrictions necessitated last year raised serious concerns for many 
coastal residents.    
 
Then there is the ongoing problem of ensuring sufficient water flow to maintain habitat 
for fish populations required by the federal government.  This proposal doesn't discuss 
the potentiality of pump failure. Once the water level goes below the gravity fed outflow 
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point (present outlet), water flows will become reliant on pumping. This mean a 
redundancy must be built into the system to insure in stream flow requirements are met 
at all times. Our human water demands cannot be allowed to threaten, let alone destroy 
the fisheries values downstream. 
 
In response to voicing our concerns about the SCRD once again considering the 
placement of a “temporary” floating pump station on Chapman Lake, Brian Shoji, 
general manager of SCRD Infrastructure Services, sent the letter copied below which 
somewhat addressed our immediate concerns.  We share Brian’s letter with you below, 
given the depth of concern in the community about this proposal.   
 
As you will read, Brian has said that, in spite of the floating pump being put forward by 
the SCRD as one of four options for consideration by MP John Weston for funding by 
the federal government, there are no IMMEDIATE plans to proceed with the floating 
pump plan.  However, the Sunshine Coast Conservation Association and the 
Tetrahedron Alliance, remain concerned.  We have been through this scenario before.  
A  combination of individuals and organizations in the past, including staff from within 
the SCRD, have ensured that  this problematic pump idea not proceed.  The notion of 
placing an intrusive, potentially polluting and expensive-to-service pump system within 
the heart of the Tetrahedron Provincial Park will have serious implications for the 
integrity of the park.  The cost for a “temporary” pump option, power plant and fuel 
storage building costing $660,000, to $1,100,000 will probably be anything but 
temporary, will require annual operational and maintenance costs and regular helicopter 
incursions into a provincial park, AND will not fix the water supply problem. 
 
Some More effective Options for Improving Our Water Supply System:  
 
1. Stop watering lawns and pressure washing driveways in summer from June 1 to 

October 31 - PERIOD. 
 
This action make take some political courage on the part of SCRD Directors since some 
residents love their green lawns, however it is probably the most sensible and cost 
efficient step to diminishing water usage in the dry summer months.  Every year lawns 
dry up and turn golden in the heat, but naturally return to their green state in the fall.  
Sales of pressure washers have sky rocketed in recent times, using 10 to 20 litres per 
minute to clean your driveway or rinse your deck.   
 
It is irrational to use valuable regional water resources for a purely cosmetic applications 
and thus endanger supplies for household drinking and daily household necessities, for 
food production, operations of businesses and the health of the watershed ecosystem.  
Enacting a summertime ban on lawn watering would be most effective if preceded by an 
explanatory information campaign, a new bylaw, and enforced with realistic fines for 
abusers.  This action should help the SCRD buy more time to implement longer term 
system improvements. 
 
2.   Water Metering 
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It is pretty clear that water metering is on its way.  This will aid residents  and the SCRD 
in understanding where water usage occurs and provide means of tracking where 
system leakages occur and thus improving the reliability of our water delivery system 
and conserving water efficiently. 
 
A major concern of the metering approach is the need to distinguish between watering 
for essential summer needs like the production of household food through watering 
gardens, verses superfluous activities like lawn watering, driveway cleaning and such.  
Whereas the SCRD is looking at preferred rates for commercial farms, it is essential 
that citizens not be penalized for producing their own food, particularly if they use 
efficient water irrigation methods. 
 
3.   Upgrade the Water Treatment Plant 
 
Unplanned population growth on the Sunshine Coast, coupled with the summer drying 
impacts of climate change are stretching the capacity of our current water treatment 
facility to its limits.  While expensive, the need to expand the system seems 
unavoidable, as long as we use one water supply for both potable and non-potable 
applications. 
 
4.   Aggressively pursue building a new storage reservoir 
 
We understand that the SCRD has considered creating a new water storage reservoir 
lower down from Tetrahedron Park within the Chapman Creek watershed.  Local winter 
and spring precipitation locally has the capacity to efficiently fill and annually replenish a 
new reservoir.  Given the continual growth of our population and the apparently 
relentless summer warming trends thanks to climate change, this seems a much more 
effective path to follow rather than diminishing the ecological integrity of Tetrahedron 
Provincial Park and the catchment basin at the heart of our current Chapman water 
supply.  Once again this is an expensive option, yet its long term efficacy seems clear.  
Spending $700,000 for a supposedly temporary fix at the Chapman outflow seems 
inappropriate in relation to the longer term options outlined here. 
 
5.   Work with the BC Building Code and Building Trades to utilize grey water. 
 
A small fraction of our water use creates water unfit for secondary uses, yet we discard 
all our water. Typically 35% of our water is used for showers and baths, which involves 
no harsh chemicals, so readily reusable.  Strategies need to be implemented that 
encourage the designing of systems that can safely reuse this water at least one 
additional time if not several.  
 
6.   Implement SCRD support for the rainwater collection technology 
 
Rain water harvesting is practiced widely in North America and also extensively in BC's 
driest regions, for example in the Gulf Islands. This traditional technology offers a way 
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to reduce regional water use while allowing residents to have a water supply to use as 
they wish without any restrictions from regional government. Storage is the key issue; a 
thousand 50 gallon rain barrels is not enough storage to have a significant 
impact.  However a thousand 2000 gallon tanks in the rural areas is enough storage to 
substantially reduce water use during the driest times of the year.  
 
We recommend that the SCRD seriously pursue implementation of the rainwater 
collection technology previously proposed by the Sunshine Coast Conservation 
Association.  It is our hope that the SCRD will seriously address long-term water 
sustainability issues like rain water harvesting, rather than short term options such as 
the increased draw down of Chapman Lake which will impact the sustainability of the 
environment at the heart of our community water supply and cherished rare wilderness 
area. 
 
Thank you for considering our delegation. 
 
George Smith and Jason Herz 
 
 
 
————————————————————————————————————— 

Email  Message From Brian Shoji, June 2, 2014: 
 
From: Bryan Shoji <Bryan.Shoji@scrd.ca> 
Subject: Chapman Lake Storage Access 
Date: June 2, 2014 at 4:36:15 PM PDT 
To: "'georgesmith@telus.net'" <georgesmith@telus.net> 
Cc: John France <John.France@scrd.ca>, Dave Crosby <Dave.Crosby@scrd.ca> 
 
Hi George 
  
Thank you for today’s telephone discussion concerning the SCRD’s Chapman Lake 
Storage Access plans and the history and principles that led to the establishment of the 
Tetrahedron Provincial Park. 
  
As discussed, the SCRD does not have any immediate plans to proceed with a floating 
pump station to access the lower reaches of Chapman Lake.  As communicated 
through the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan public engagement process, the 
SCRD has not committed to the construction of the floating pump station and, in fact, 
the SCRD Board has directed that we research alternative methods to the floating pump 
station.  The consulting firm of Opus DaytonKnight has been retained by the SCRD to 
review several alternative designs including, but not limited to, a siphon, lowering the 
channel and outlet structure, and microtunneling a new outlet structure.  We are 
targeting a fall completion of this report and presentation to the Board. 
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The water development options and priorities are clearly outlined in the Comprehensive 
Regional Water Plan, which is the guiding document that we are working from.  The 
highest priority item is the implementation of a universal metering program which, once 
implemented, should lead to the conservation of enough water that it will allow us to 
delay the implementation of other source water development options for several years. 
  
It is unfortunate that the meeting agenda that was prepared for the Board’s meeting with 
MP Weston raised concerns that we were proceeding with the floating pump station 
project.  All the major projects identified in the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan 
were included on the agenda for discussion purposes, however, as noted earlier, the 
Board has not made any decision to proceed with the floating pump station and it will 
not be considered until the Alternative Options report is completed. 
  
I trust that this addresses your immediate concerns.  Please do not hesitate to contact 
me if you have any further questions. 
  
Best regards, 
  
Bryan Shoji, P.Eng. 
General Manager, Infrastructure Services 
Sunshine Coast Regional District 
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC  V0N 3A1 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 18, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 
FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 
RE: FREE MONTHLY TRANSIT PASSES FOR SUNSHINE COAST STUDENTS 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleet report entitled “Free Monthly Transit 
Passes for Sunshine Coast Students” be received; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD not proceed with free student bus passes at this time.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At their regular July 24, 2014 meeting the SCRD Board requested that staff bring forward a 
report regarding Bus Passes for Students. 

 

425/14  Recommendation No. 2  Bus Passes for Students 
 
THAT Agenda Item #4 Bus Passes for Students be referred to September 2014 
Infrastructure Services Committee Meeting with a staff report estimating the 
impact on costs and revenues for issuing bus passes to School District Students. 

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Free Monthly Student Passes 
 
In an effort to provide easier access to the regional transit system and help increase ridership 
the SCRD Board has requested that staff report back on costs and revenue loss for providing 
free monthly transit passes to all students on the Sunshine Coast.   
 
The attached report by BC Transit outlines the implications of implementing a free monthly 
student pass program for students on the Coast.  In summary, the total loss of annual fare box 
revenue associated with implementing such a program is estimated to be $78,640 based on the 
student market representing 11% of total cash and monthly pass revenue (13/14 AOA figures).  
The programming equipment costs are estimated to be $7,000 for the first year in order to 
produce required picture ID student swipe cards.  This does not include labour costs to 
administer the program.   
 
While providing free student monthly transit passes would likely provide easier access to the 
transit system for students and ultimately increase ridership, the following must be considered: 
 

Annex B
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• A loss of an estimated 11% ($78,640) of total fare revenue would require a greater tax 
subsidy by all SCRD transit funding contributors.  Further, fraudulent distribution of 
passes could result in additional lost revenue. 
 

• In addition to the financial costs, a free student pass program would require substantial 
involvement and responsibility from the local school district in order to administer student 
picture ID cards. 
 

• BC Transit is promoting that transit systems across the province move towards simple 
fare product strategies in order to make it easier for the public and help reduce fare 
related disputes with drivers.  Requiring the driver to regulate the status of student 
passengers will likely result in greater passenger-driver disputes. 
 

• Providing free transit to students could also potentially result in direct competition with 
school busing contractors.   
 

• Free student transit could also result in excessive passenger overloads at peak times in 
the weekday morning and afternoons leading to greater rider pass-ups. 
 

• Further, that student fares are already discounted and the SCRD has a program in place 
for families that permits up to 4 people 12 and under to travel free with an adult with a 
monthly pass. 
 

Considering the above information it is recommended that the SCRD not proceed with a free 
transit student pass program at this time.   
 
Ridership and Promotion of Service 
 
It was recently noted in the second quarter variance report for the SCRD Transit Function that 
overall ridership and revenue are slightly down over the same period last year.  While no single 
cause has been determined for the decrease there are several factors that may be contributing 
to it, such as changes in the population size, demographic, and distribution on the Sunshine 
Coast.  Other likely causes could be riders becoming frustrated with ferry delays that result in 
missed transit-ferry connections.  Adverse weather conditions and unexpected vehicle 
mechanical issues can result in service disruptions and therefore also impact ridership and 
revenue.  The major snow event that occurred in February caused extended service disruptions 
which resulted in lost revenue.  In such cases the SCRD has relied on the smaller light-duty 
buses to provide service, however the number of light-duty vehicles in the fleet is limited 
considering two of the 4 buses are utilized for handyDART. 
 
BC Transit and the SCRD have implemented various types of marketing strategies in order to 
help promote local and regional transit services.  These have included school programs, 
advertising strategies, using social media, as well as customer service and community events.  
The SCRD has also been running the Grad Pass program in partnership with local high schools 
and BC Transit.  Each graduating student receives a pass good for two days of travel in order 
for them to try the service for free with the hope they will continue on using the service.  Staff 
have also met with local school groups and provided onboard travel training with a bus.  A bus 
was also recently entered in the Sechelt Canada Day Parade further helping promote the 
service.  SCRD staff have attended other community meetings and events in hopes of 
educating the community about the transit system.   
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Staff are hopeful that traditional peak summer travel will help balance out annual ridership 
numbers and revenue.   
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1.0 BACKGROUND 
The following recommendation was made at the July 24, 2014 Corporate and Administrative 
Services Committee: 

Recommendation No. 2  Bus Passes for Students 

THAT  Agenda Item #4 Bus Passes for Students be referred to September 2014 
Infrastructure Services Committee Meeting with a staff report estimating the impact on 
costs and revenues for issuing bus passes to School District Students. 

In addition, a presentation was made to this committee by the Manager of Transit and Fleet, 
which outlined a slight decrease in revenue and, therefore, potentially ridership over the 2nd 
Quarter of 2014 in comparison to the same time period in 2013.   

Therefore, the objective of this report is twofold: 

1. Outline the impact on costs and revenues for issuing free bus passes to School District 
Students. 

2. Identify marketing  strategies aimed at increasing ridership and awareness of transit on 
the Sunshine Coast 

2.0 FREE BUS PASSES FOR SCHOOL STUDENTS 
2.1 Existing Student Ridership 
Generated Farebox Information (GFI) uses swipe card and key information from the GFI farebox 
on each bus to generate actual ridership and type of rider calculations based upon boardings.  It 
relies on driver compliance inputting the correct key information for passengers depending upon 
such factors as discounted monthly pass (seniors and students), transfers etc1.   

GFI data indicated that 16% of cash paying riders in the 2013/14 fiscal year were students.  This 
is substantiated by 2011 census data, which indicates that approximately 15% of the fare-
paying population on the Sunshine Coast are of school student age (5 -19 years)2.   

For monthly passes, discount (student & senior) swipes comprise 43% of total swipes identified 
by GFI data for the 2013/14 fiscal year.  Again, this is substantiated by 2011 census data, which 
indicates that approximately 40% of the population on the Sunshine Coast fit into this discount 
category.  It should be noted that this GFI pass information is not broken down between 
students and seniors.  However, given that census data outlines that approximately 15% of the 
population are of school student age, it can be estimated that approximately 15% of monthly 
passes relate to students.   

It should be noted that some light duty vehicles that provide service on Routes 2, 3 and 4 do not 
have GFI fareboxes given that the fleet is shared with custom service.  As such, estimates for 
ridership may be low. GFI fareboxes are now being installed in all light duty vehicles in order to 
ensure data is collected for ridership on all routes moving forwards. 

                                                
1 GFI data is subject to some inaccuracies due to human error 
2 Census age range data is restricted, resulting in an age category of 5-19years being used to equate to 
school student age, which is generally 5-18years. 
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2.2 Revenue Implications 
Should student monthly passes be provided for free to school district students on the Sunshine 
Coast, then it can be assumed that the revenue associated with both student monthly pass and 
cash fares would be lost.  Using the existing student ridership data provided above and the 
2013/14 revenue for cash and monthly passes, the amount of revenue lost should student 
passes be free is outlined in Table 1 below: 

Table 1: Lost Revenue associated with Free Student Monthly Passes  

Fare Type Revenue 

Student Monthly Pass $18,040 
Student Cash Fare $60,600 

Total $78,640 

 

The total revenue lost should a free student pass be provided to school district students would 
equate to approximately $78,640 annually, based upon 2013/14 ridership.  This is 
approximately 11% of total annual revenue from transit fare product sales (based upon a total 
revenue without advertising of $728,085 for 2013/14).   

2.3 Additional Implications 
In addition to loss in revenue there are several other implications associated with providing free 
transit passes to school district students: 

 Administrative Costs for Passes and Fraudulent Distribution of Passes  

The existing student & senior monthly pass does not include a picture ID.  Should a free 
fare product be provided to school age students, it would be recommended that this be a 
swipe card with a picture ID to reduce the potential for fraudulent distribution of passes.  
Such a program would usually be administered by the local School District (or University 
in the case of U-Pass) and would require pass production equipment, a camera and 
additional administration to complete.  These costs may be estimated at approximately 
$6,000-$7,000 for first year set up and card production3.  This cost does not include for 
the time and associated administrative costs to establish the process and create annual 
passes on an on-going basis.  Fraudulent use can still occur, for instance with shared 
use of the card or sale of the card to non-school age youth members but it is generally 
lower than when picture IDs are not used. Such fare products and fraudulent use may 
also result in an increase in fare disputes with drivers. 

 Potential for Overloads and Additional Vehicle Requirements & Large Vehicle 
Types 

Should passes be offered to school district students for free, there will be a potentially 
significant increase in ridership.  The majority of this increased ridership may be 
associated with school start and end times, which would be at peak service times when 
the majority of vehicles are in service and passenger loads are highest.  This may result 
in buses being full and not being able to accommodate the number of passengers 
requiring service.  If this occurs frequently, ‘overload’ service is often recommended 
where an additional vehicle is used for peak trips to ensure all passengers are 

                                                
3 Based upon a quote provided to BC Transit in August 2014, which assumed passes for 3,000 students, using 
School District 46 May, 2014 Enrolment Report (3,117 students)   

12



Sunshine Coast Transit: Student Pass & Marketing  15 August 2014 

4/6 
 

accommodated.  This would require an additional vehicle(s) and associated annual 
lease fee(s) (approximately $33,400 annually per heavy duty vehicle as of 2014/15) as 
well as the operational costs to provide this service.   

In other BC Transit communities there has been an increase in pressure for the transit 
system to accommodate specific student routing and hours.  If these service 
amendments are considered, there will be operational and potentially vehicle cost 
implications associated with any changes.   

 Potential Implications for Future Vehicle Types 

There was considerable feedback during the Transit Future Plan process to move from 
large heavy duty vehicles to smaller medium duty vehicles in various communities, 
including lower Gibsons, Marine Drive and Lower Road in Roberts Creek.   Service 
Priority 1 of the Transit Future Plan includes for a restructuring of the existing Route 1 
between Sechelt, Roberts Creek, Elphinstone, Lower Gibsons and Langdale, which 
would entail the use of smaller, medium-duty vehicles instead of the large heavy-duty 
vehicles that currently provide this service.  Albeit the two main Sunshine Coast High 
Schools are on the existing Route 90 between Sechelt, Gibsons and Langdale, should 
ridership growth occur in local communities such as Roberts Creek and Lower Gibsons, 
this may impact the ability to accommodate riders on a smaller vehicle as outlined in the 
Transit Future Plan.   

 Future Changes to Program 

Once a fare product is provided for free, it may be difficult to re-introduce a fare 
associated with the product in the future. 

3.0 RIDERSHIP & PROMOTION OF SERVICE 
3.1 Marketing Strategies 
Several marketing strategies have been used by BC Transit to promote transit service and 
encourage an increase in ridership.  Examples of these strategies are outlined below: 

 Promoting Transit 

o Transit Oriented Program for Schools – targeted at grade 4 and grade 7, the 
goal is to show young students how choosing transit helps the environment with 
a brief classroom session followed by a short bus ride and basic trip 
planning/fare information for grade 7 students. This program has been 
implemented by the City of Kamloops. 

o Grad Pass – this is the provision of two free transit passes to all students 
graduating from high school.  The aim is to encourage students to try transit for 
free with the expectation that the service may be used more by them in the 
future.   

o YouTube Stories – the Comox Valley Regional District used a Transit Educator 
to engage residents and promote local transit throughout the community. The 
highlight was a series of videos to promote riding the bus. A story outline was 
created including a feature for each video e.g. youth, customer appreciation, 
seniors etc.  The videos featured recognized people in the community e.g. 
business owners, artists, elected officials and student representatives. 
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 Customer Appreciation 

o 2 for 1 Tuesdays (Seniors) – by asking regular riders to bring a guest on board 
for free, the rider can help their friends or family understand how to use the local 
transit system and where to look for information.  The senior rider shows their 
monthly pass or BC Bus Pass and their guest rides for free.  This has been done 
successfully in Vernon. 

o Seniors’ Tea – promotion of destination travel by offering a hosted transit trip 
between a senior centre on a regular route and participating recreation centre or 
restaurant where tea and cake or program is provided as part of the promotion.  
This has been done successfully in Fort St. John. 

o Surprise Thank You Thursday – this is a cookie giveaway at bus stops and on 
the buses to say thank you to passengers for riding the system.  This event has 
been done very successfully in Victoria and most recently in Kelowna. 

 Commuter Challenge 

o Active Travel to Work or School – a friendly competition between various 
organizations including schools, businesses and churches to promote 
environmentally friendly and healthy forms of transportation.  A Clean Air Trophy 
could be awarded to the organization with the highest % of people participating 
with categories for number of employees.  This is done in several BC 
communities. 

o Free Transit Day (e.g. Canada Day, Thanksgiving, Clean Air) or 
Complimentary Breakfast at the Exchange – participants enjoy a free ride on 
transit if they use a free ride coupon from the paper or are wearing a campaign 
button available at City Hall, Recreation Centres etc. or a free breakfast is 
provided at the downtown Exchanges.  These events have been done very 
successfully in Kelowna. 

 Community Events 

o Santa Bus – this event fosters goodwill community relations rewarding 
customers with a fun experience.  Volunteer Santa Claus, Mrs. Claus or Elf greet 
riders and offer mini candy canes and stickers on a decorated bus in service 
during the day.  In Powell River, the Santa Bus provides a kindergarten class a 
ride and a story time on the bus and the school arranges the field trip permission 
forms. 

o Stuff the Bus – this program promotes transit within the community by using a 
bus to collect non-perishable food donations.  The program success depends on 
community partners such as radio stations with free promotions and on-site live 
coverage, newspapers and grocery stores where customers can easily donate 
outside.   In Victoria, the June Stuff a Bus event hosts a barbeque with donated 
food from the grocery store sponsor which generates additional revenue for the 
charity. 

 Partnerships 

o Partnerships with local businesses or organizations can be arranged for transit to 
and from events at discounted prices.  Funding is often provided in partnership 
between the local partner and the business or organization e.g. the Royal BC 
Museum and the Victoria Beer Festival – Get Home Safe. 
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It should be noted that there are either capital costs associated with many of these strategies or 
a loss in revenue from free rides.  Partnerships and sponsorship from local businesses could be 
considered to offset the non-revenue cost implications. 

3.2 Additional Ridership Considerations 
There are several other factors that may have impacted ridership and revenue and resulted in a 
slight decrease in the first quarter of 2014.  These could include a decrease in population size, 
population distribution or age demographic or an increase in ferry delays, resulting in potential 
transit passengers no longer wishing to take transit service when the connections to transit 
cannot be made.  Snowfall can impact the ability to provide service and dependent upon the 
number of missed trips and service, result in reduced ridership and revenue.  Likewise, when 
there are unscheduled vehicle maintenance issues that result in reduced service, ridership and 
revenue will decrease.   

BC Transit will monitor ridership and revenue over the coming months and explore potential 
factors influencing the slight decrease experienced. With the installation of GFI fareboxes in all 
light duty vehicles as of 2014, this now allows more accurate data collection related to ridership 
on the local routes to support this monitoring. 

BC Transit and the SCRD work to ensure there is an appropriate quantity of spare vehicles 
within the fleet for the transit system, however there are rare occasions, particularly for smaller 
transit systems, where the spare capacity vehicles are already used and a maintenance 
problem occurs, resulting in reduced service.  With the forthcoming service change to Route 2 in 
September 2014, which extends service into West Sechelt, heavy duty vehicles will no longer 
be able to cover service on this route when maintenance requirements occur on the light duty 
vehicles.  In order to minimize the risk associated with rare reduced service, an additional light 
duty vehicle would be valuable to increase the spare ratio of vehicles available.  Light duty 
vehicles are also more appropriate for snow day service and an additional vehicle would reduce 
the risk associated with lost service, ridership, revenue and customer dissatisfaction on snow 
days.  An additional light duty vehicle would cost approximately $15,000 in local lease fees 
annually. 

4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
Given the potential costs and implications outlined in this report, BC Transit does not 
recommend pursuing free passes for school age students.   

In order to increase the availability of spare light duty vehicles to assist with service coverage 
when maintenance issues or snow days occur, it is recommended that an additional light duty 
vehicle be added to the fleet as of 2015/16. 

Several marketing strategies have been presented that may be considered to promote ridership.  
BC Transit is willing to work with the SCRD on pursuing those that are considered valuable to 
the Sunshine Coast.   
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 18, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 
FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 
RE: BUS STOP ACCESSIBILITY PROJECT 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleet report entitled “BUS STOP ACCESSIBILITY 
PROJECT” be received.  
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
During the spring of 2014 BC Transit informed SCRD staff that a summer student had been 
hired by BC Transit to assist with some upcoming transit planning projects.  Further, that a bus 
stop accessibility assessment could be completed by the summer student as recommended in 
the recently completed Sunshine Coast Transit Future Plan.  The purpose of the project was to 
assess all bus stops across the transit system and assign a score to each in terms of their 
overall accessibility.  The scoring would then help determine which stops could be priority for, if 
and when, funds become available for bus stop upgrades.  A stakeholder meeting was also 
facilitated in order to gain feedback from local residents regarding issues and suggestions for 
improving bus stop accessibility.  Please find the attached draft bus stop accessibility report by 
BC Transit. 
 

Annex C
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In January 2014, a 25-year Transit Future Plan was completed and approved for the Sunshine Coast.  

One of the short-term items in that Future Plan was to conduct an assessment of the physical 

accessibility of the system bus stops and identify & prioritize any stops that required improvement. 

A standard checklist was developed to evaluate each bus stop on the Coast, and online mapping was 

used to perform the preliminary evaluations.  A scoring system was used to rate the accessibility of each 

bus stop as well as whether each stop was in a priority area or not.  These scores were used to compare 

the stops and identify those which would benefit most from improvement. 

In order to ensure that the recommendations were reflective of community needs, several local 

stakeholders were invited to take place in a workshop which occurred in July 2014.  The workshop 

yielded important information regarding key accessibility issues on the coast as well as any specific 

problem stops.  After the workshop, the following day was spent performing site visits to corroborate 

and update the evaluations and view the accessibility issues firsthand.  A survey was developed and 

distributed to key accessibility stakeholder groups and transit drivers for their feedback. 

With the information learned through the workshop and site visits, as well as feedback from the local 

partner (Sunshine Coast Regional District) and key stakeholders, the list of stops was updated and 

finalized.  High-level cost estimates were then developed for the identified bus stop improvements.  The 

bus stop improvements prioritized for investment are outlined in Table A.  As funding becomes 

available, it is hoped that this list of stops will be used as a guide for the upgrades to accessibility to be 

made. 
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Table A: Prioritized Infrastructure Improvements for Sunshine Coast Bus Stops to Improve Physical Accessibility. 

 

# 

BC Transit 

Stop ID 

SCRD 

Stop ID 

Location Assessment 

Score 

Prioritization 

Score 

Issues Recommended Improvements Cost 

Estimate 

Jurisdiction 

Sechelt 

1  170245  AN504  WB Trail Ave & 
Binnacle Ave  

10  5   Serves Coast Housing  

 Stop far from users  

 No crosswalk  

 Install crosswalk, ideally 
with lighting and audible 
signal  

$60,000- 
$100,000  

District of 
Sechelt  

2  170238  AN501  NB Trail Ave. & 
Ebbtide St.  

10  3   Serves some passengers with 
visual impairment 

 Sloped gravel shoulder  

 Pave bus bay, add landing 
pad  

 Low usage, low priority  

 Improvements could be 
combined with bike and 
pedestrian lane 
infrastructure due in 2015 

$45/m
2
 or 

approx. 
$5,000 - 
$10,000  

District of 
Sechelt  

Roberts Creek 

3  170161  LRN664  SB Roberts 
Creek Rd. & 
Lower Rd. 
(Gumboot)  

5  5   Unpaved, uneven, puddles 
form  

 Stop in parking lot, can be 
difficult with parked or 
moving cars  

 Pave bus landing area or 
bay at this location  

$45/m
2
 or 

approx. 
$5,000  

MOTI  

4  170040  LRS608  EB Lower Rd. 
& Roberts 
Creek Rd. 
(Library)  

5  4   Not paved, very narrow, log 
obstacles  

 Tight turn  

 Pave landing pad and 
ensure this connects to 
crosswalks. Move logs as 
required.  

$45/m
2
 or 

approx. 
$5,000  

MOTI  

Davis Bay 

5  170181  HN239  NB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. 
(Mosaic 
Market)  

7  6   Unpaved, large puddle forms 
easily  

 Stop in parking lot  

 Provide sidewalk and pave 
landing pad. Bus stop 
improvements will likely 
form part of a larger 
infrastructure project in 
the coming years.  

 

$25,000  MOTI  
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# 

BC Transit 

Stop ID 

SCRD 

Stop ID 

Location Assessment 

Score 

Prioritization 

Score 

Issues Recommended Improvements Cost 

Estimate 

Jurisdiction 

Highway Bus Stops 

6  170145  HN216  WB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. 
(Poplars 
Trailer Park)  

7  3   Stop used as passing lane 
when cars turning left into 
Poplar’s Mobile Park; not safe  

 Well used stop, no crosswalk  

 Discuss passing issue & 
traffic enforcement with 
RCMP  

 Accessibility committee 
recommended addition of 
crosswalk with audible & 
lighted signal. Traffic & 
pedestrian counts required 
to determine if MOTI 
guidelines for provision of 
a crosswalk would be met.  

$100,000  MOTI  

7  170131 HN211 

  

EB Gibsons 
(opposite 
Elphinstone 
School)  

 

9  4  Students do not use the 
signalized crosswalk at Shaw 
Road near the PetroCanada 
(70-100m) but instead cross 
the road directly to access the 
school – safety concerns  

 Adjacent new development 
may potentially increase 
ridership and crossing issue  

 No additional cross-walk 
can be added given 
proximity of junction  

 Explore strategies to 
encourage use of junction 
crossing e.g. move bus 
stop closer to junction or 
explore use of a road 
median  

TBD when 
suitable 
strategy 
determined  

MOTI  

8  170175  HN232  NB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. & 
Tyson Rd.  

7  2   Narrow  

 Unpaved  

 Uneven 

 Widen  

 Pave bus bay  
 
 

$10,000  MOTI  

9 170031  HS118  SB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. & 
Pell Rd.  

8  2   Narrow  

 Unpaved  

 Uneven  

 Pave landing pad  

 Small retaining wall may 
be required and Right of 
Way to be determined  

$20,000  MOTI  

10  170170  HN228  NB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. & 
Pell Rd.  

8  2  Narrow  
 

 Hydro pole and SCRD 
facility prevents widening 
of the existing pad. Pad 
may be lengthened to 

$15,000  MOTI  
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# 

BC Transit 

Stop ID 

SCRD 

Stop ID 

Location Assessment 

Score 

Prioritization 

Score 

Issues Recommended Improvements Cost 

Estimate 

Jurisdiction 

allow bus pull-out and 
widened section further 
from Pell Rd.  

11  170186  HN244  NB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. & 
Selma Park Rd.  

3  4   Narrow  

 Unpaved  

 Bus cannot fully pull off Hwy  

 Ditch infill, pave, widen 
and re-grade as required  

$65,000  MOTI  

Halfmoon Bay 

12  170285  HMBN35
3  

Redrooffs Rd. 
& Fawn Rd.  

3  4   Unpaved  

 Narrow  

 Ditch infill required, 
grading, paving to ensure 
room for ramp  

$35,000  MOTI  

13  170309  HMBN37
7  

Redrooffs Rd. 
(Telus Shack)  

2  4   Unpaved shoulder  

 Nearest stop serving 
Halfmoon Bay Store  

 Will potentially be the 
exchange location for future 
service to Pender Harbour 
and Madeira Park.  

 Some sub-excavating, 
ditch infill, paving for a bus 
turnaround, shelter and 
associated lighting.  

 Discussions with Telus will 
also be required.  

$50,000  MOTI  

23



Sunshine Coast: DRAFT Bus Stop Accessibility Assessment  August 2014 

 

8/37 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
BC Transit, in combination with the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD), operates transit service on 

the Sunshine Coast.  The Sunshine Coast is on the southern mainland coast of British Columbia, 

northwest of Vancouver.  Population centers on the Lower Sunshine Coast include Gibsons, Roberts 

Creek, Sechelt, Halfmoon Bay, and Pender Harbour (note: Powell River, which is considered by some to 

be part of the Sunshine Coast, does not fall under SCRD jurisdiction and thus has its own transit system).  

Decisions about fares, routes and service levels are made by the SCRD, informed by data analysis and 

planning provided by BC Transit.  Funding for the service is cost shared between BC Transit and the 

SCRD.  

BC Transit recently completed the Sunshine Coast Transit Future Plan, which is a 25 year plan that:  
 Creates a unified vision for transit in the region 

 Guides and prioritizes future investment in the transit system 

 Identifies key transit corridors and the supporting local transit network and infrastructure 

 Encourages transit supportive land use 

 Meets provincial and local targets  

One of the infrastructure actions identified as a short term implementation priority in the Sunshine 

Coast Transit Future Plan was to conduct an assessment of the accessibility of bus stops.  The population 

of the Sunshine Coast is aging rapidly, and with that, accessibility becomes an increasingly important 

issue.  The definition of ‘Accessibility’ for the purposes of this assessment relates to physical accessibility 

specific to bus stops only (not vehicles). Physical accessibility issues include, but are not limited to: 

 Landing area & ramp use (sidewalk & 
curb) 

 Sidewalk condition, width & connection 

 Shelters & Seating 

 Signage (clearly displayed & visible to all) 

 Obstacles (to wheelchairs/walkers etc.)  

 Safety (traffic hazards, speed limit, lighting, 
etc.)  

1.1 Benefits of Accessible Bus Stops 

Accessible bus stops are beneficial to transit organizations; physical, cognitive, and psychological 
barriers associated with bus stops can severely hamper bus ridership by the age-friendly and disabled 
community, thus limiting their mobility and leading to increased paratransit costs. 

1.2 Project Objectives 

The project objectives for the Sunshine Coast Bus Stop Accessibility Assessment are as follows: 

1. Identify existing bus stops in the region that would see the greatest benefit from accessibility 

upgrades 

2. Prioritize upgrades to the identified stops based on cost, greatest increase in accessibility, and 

potential impact on ridership 

3. Ensure recommendations are reflective of community needs 

4. Propose a plan and timeline for the recommended upgrades 
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2.0 PROCESS 

Table 1 outlines the process and timeline for the bus stop accessibility assessment based upon the 

objectives. 

Table 1: Process and timeline  

Process Step Expected Completion  

Evaluate stop accessibility using Google Earth June – July  

Identify stops with lowest accessibility 

 

Early July 

Prioritization of stops based on population, location, etc. (Phase 1) Early –mid July 

Engagement with Key Stakeholders – Workshop; Site visits Mid- Late July 

Prioritization based on feedback from stakeholders (Phase 2) Early – Mid August 

Determine Infrastructure Requirements and develop Cost 

Estimates 

August 

Detailed Costs & Recommendations August 

The project was informed by numerous resources including the following: 

 BC Transit Infrastructure Design Guidelines, 2010 

 Informed the evaluation checklist 

 BC Transit - Transit Stop Installation Checklist 

 Accessibility guidelines (size of landing area, curb height etc.) 

 BC Transit Sunshine Coast Transit Future Plan, 2014 

 Informed the prioritization exercise 

 BC Transit Shelter Program, 2011 

 Provides standards, design, costs and cost sharing information for BC Transit standard 
shelters 

 Best Practice in Bus Stop Accessibility e.g. Easter Seals Project Action- Toolkit for the assessment 
of Bus Stop Accessibility and Safety, 2011 

 Informed the prioritization exercise 

2.1 Assessment Checklist 

An Assessment Checklist was developed to gather information for each of the existing bus stops on the 

Sunshine Coast.  The checklist was informed by several resources identified above and refined with 

feedback from local partners and stakeholders.  The final checklist consisted of seven segments and a 

completed example is included in Appendix A: 
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 Identification: Including stop name, stop number (both BC Transit ID and SCRD ID), street name, 

latitude & longitude to clearly identify the bus stop being evaluated. 

 Landing pad:  a paved landing pad allows the bus to drop the ramp and provides enough space 

for a wheelchair or person with a walker to easily maneuver onto or off the bus.  Is there a 

landing pad? Size? Material? etc. 

 Sidewalk & Connection:  the connection to the landing pad including nearby crossing 

opportunities improves or enables access between the stop and nearby facilities.  Is there a 

sidewalk? How wide is it? How high is the curb? Are there any obstacles to wheelchairs? Is there 

a crosswalk nearby? Does it have a signal? Is the curb cut to allow wheelchair use of the 

crosswalk? etc.  
 Shelters & Seating: Good bus stops 

have a space to shelter from the 

weather and sit down.  Accessible 

bus stops have a space for a person 

using a wheelchair, stroller or 

walker to shelter from the weather 

and seating that easily 

accommodates people of all 

physical abilities.  For example, 

leaning benches or low seating is 

not truly accessible for seniors and 

people with some physical 

disabilities.  Is there a 

shelter/seating?  Does the shelter fit 

a wheelchair? What type of seating 

is provided? etc. 

 Signage:  Especially for those 

unfamiliar with a transit system, 

good signage can help individuals 

feel that transit is accessible.  Is the 

sign a common strip type or a flag 

type with route numbers? Sign/pole 

condition?  Is there schedule info 

and is it at wheelchair eye level? 

etc. 

 Other amenities:  Certain amenities 

(such as a telephone) can add to a 

feeling of safety while waiting for a 

bus.  Others may just provide a 

nicer experience while using a 

Figure 1: Example of Accessible Bus Stop Criteria, Urban and Rural 
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transit system.  What additional amenities are provided?  Do they block wheelchair access to 

the shelter/landing pad/etc.? 

 Safety:  some infrastructure at bus stops can increase both the actual safety and perception of 

safety, encouraging ridership and use.  Are there any traffic issues? What’s the speed limit? 

Does the bus stop include a suitable pullout?  Is there lighting? 

2.2 Desk-based evaluation 

BC Transit Bus Stop Management System is a database that provides information for each bus stop for 

most BC Transit communities in the province.  The database provides an identification number for each 

stop, street name or address, the latitude and longitude and lists amenities such as shelters, seating, 

sidewalk, lighting, etc. in a varying degree of detail dependent upon community.  The BC Transit Bus 

Stop Management System database and online mapping were used to gather information and complete 

a draft Assessment Checklist for each bus stop on the Sunshine Coast via a desk-based review.  Site visits 

were then completed, alongside stakeholder and partner engagement to corroborate this information. 

Once the Assessment Checklist was completed for each stop, a method for evaluating the accessibility of 

each stop was developed in collaboration with the local partner and refined with feedback from 

stakeholder engagement.  The evaluation method created a ‘score’ from 0-25 for each bus stop which 

could then be combined into a master spreadsheet for comparison.  An example of the master 

comparison spreadsheet which lists the scoring system can be found in Appendix B. 

The evaluation criteria were used to identify stops with low accessibility and needs for accessibility 

improvements. 

2.3 Prioritization 

Once the evaluation was completed bus stops were prioritized based on the following criteria: 

 Location in a community hub 

 Stops in the centre of a community hub 

were scored high, those in the periphery 

were medium and those outside a 

community hub were scored low. 

 Location by Key Destination Point 

 Stops located at a key destination point (a 

high transit ridership driver) were scored 

high, those at a minor destination point (a 

medium/low transit ridership driver) were 

scored medium and other stops were 

scored low. 

 Location in/by High Density Residential 

 Stops located in an area with a population greater than 1,500 people/km2 were scored high, 

stops in an area with a population between 500-1,500 people/km2 were scored medium and 

those in an area with less than 500 people/km2 were scored low. 

Figure 2: Example of Density Mapping for the 

Sunshine Coast 
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 Location near specific customers with mobility needs 

 This information was provided through engagement with key stakeholders and 

indicated stops were there was a higher use by customers with physical accessibility 

restrictions. 

The prioritization criteria was used to identify the bus stops in need of accessibility improvements that 

would have the most positive impact on ridership and customer satisfaction for those with physical 

accessibility needs.  This ensures any investments made for accessibility improvements are prioritized 

based upon return for investment.  An example of a completed set of prioritized stops is provided in 

Appendix C.  

2.4 Stakeholder Engagement & Site Visits 

Several key stakeholders (local branches of government, community groups, accessibility committees, 

etc.) were engaged in the process and invited to participate in a workshop to provide feedback about 

key accessibility issues and specific stops.  Appendix D provides a list of key stakeholders engaged in the 

project and invited to the workshop. 

The workshop took place on July 24, 2014 and was attended by 15 members from the various 

stakeholder groups.  After a short presentation explaining the scope of the project and the status to 

date, an open discussion between the various attendees was facilitated focussed around three core 

questions: 

1. Please rank the Accessibility Criteria in order of Importance.  Is anything missing? 

 E.g. consider what the Key Physical Accessibility Needs and Issues are relating to transit on 
the Sunshine Coast. 

2. Please rank the Prioritization Criteria in order of importance.  

  Is there anything missing?  

3. What are the Key Locations/Bus Stops you feel would benefit from accessibility improvements 
and what would those improvements be? 

 Do you have clients/customers with disabilities who use a specific stop? 

This discussion provided key insight into what the community feels are the biggest issues with bus stop 

accessibility as well as key stops where improvements are required.  A survey was provided to enable 

members of each community group the opportunity to provide further input.  In addition, drivers were 

engaged via a survey to provide input to the project.  The information provided was used to refine the 

evaluation and prioritization criteria and inform the site visit work. 

A site visit was then conducted to corroborate the desk based assessments and evaluations and to 

review specific issues identified by the key stakeholder group.  Following this, a second site visit was 

conducted with two members of the Sechelt Accessibility Committee with visual impairment using a full 

size heavy-duty vehicle and bus driver to further review bus stops and prioritized locations for 

improvements. 

Based on feedback received at the workshop and site visits, the evaluation and prioritization of each 

stop was refined, and a more finalized list of stops developed.   
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3.0 ENGAGEMENT RESULTS 

Stakeholder and driver feedback is summarized in Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Results from Stakeholder Workshop 

Accessibility Criteria 

Most Important: 

 Safety – should supersede all other criteria  

 Landing area/pad – including drainage and actual access to the stop.   

 Lighting on the Hwy at individual shelters – with recognition of local opposition if this causes 
light pollution 

 Telephone at stop 

Missing:  

 Distance between stops, particularly on steep inclines 

 Parking/stops at cross streets on the Hwy – from a safety perspective 

 Bus pull-out guidelines – note which stops do have them adhered to and which do not e.g. 
Selma Park would score low and therefore be a higher priority 

 Bike paths, as well as bike racks – it was identified that bike paths provide additional paved area 
that is useful for transit accessibility where a pad and sidewalk are not provided 

 Marketing – opportunity for benches/shelters to be paid for by advertising – but there need to 

be standards that these comply with in order to be safe 

Prioritization Criteria 

Most Important: 

 Specific customers with mobility needs – e.g.: hospital entrance very far from stop 

Missing: 

 Distance from nearest accessible stop – users more likely to use an accessible stop and walk 

further than use an inaccessible stop 

 Consider elevation change re: distance to key points – e.g.: Seaview Plaza to Elphinstone High 

School in Gibsons is a long, uphill walk 

 

 

 

Key Locations/Bus Stops 

 Roberts Creek (Gumboot Restaurant, both 
directions) 

 Poplar’s Trailer Court 

 Dolphin @ Trail (drop off mostly) 

 Dolphin @ Inlet (drop off mostly) 

 Lower Gibsons (long walk uphill to clinic) 

 Fawn, Westwood & Southwood, Connor 
Park – 4 riders with visual impairment 

 Davis Bay Parkway –improvements should 
be done in line with policy 

 Davis Bay – stop outside Wheatberries – in 
grass and pool of water 
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 Pratt Rd. (vandalism) 

 Armour’s Beach (mailboxes, no sidewalk) 

 Fairway (Arena Route, no pad to drop ramp) 

 Trail & Surf Circle 

 Binnacle St. (low cost residence, possible 
high use, moms w/ strollers) 

 Mason Rd. (no sidewalk, hilly) 

 Seaview Plaza (cracked pavement) 

 Check the SCRD Bike Pathway Project to 
identify opportunities 

 Selma Park Rd. 

 Franklin Road – blind corner on curve – 
foliage needs to be cutback  

 Marine Drive – Black Bean Café Stop – the 
first hub after the ferry always has full bike 
racks on the bus so this is a good location 
for bike lockers or racks 

 Gibsons Way – right hand side opposite 
Patra’s Pizza  

 Schedule info and real time info 

 

The site visits also yielded valuable information.  For example, there is a well-used stop on the highway 

just outside of Gibsons which serves a large trailer park (Poplar’s Trailer Court).  The stop is situated so 

that if a car is waiting to turn left into Poplar’s, many cars will drive on the bus stop paved area to pass 

the car.  This makes people waiting for the bus (especially those which are visually impaired) feel unsafe.  

It was also suggested that a method for safe crossing be explored, as people are forced to cross an 80 

km/hr. highway when using the bus.  It is understood that this bus stop is also used by school children 

and school bussing.  Suggestions were made to lower the speed limit to 50 km/h 1 km past the trailer 

park (toward Gibsons). 

A final list of prioritized bus stops and associated improvements was prepared based on feedback from 

the workshop, surveys and site visits.  This list was refined with local partner and MOTI input and 

included in Section 4 below.   
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4.0 ANALYSIS & PRIORITIZED BUS STOP IMPROVEMENTS 

4.1 Evaluation and Prioritization 

After evaluating and prioritizing each stop, each stop had two scores – the evaluation score (0-25) and 

the prioritization score (0-6).  In the evaluation criteria, bus stops that scored greater than 12 were 

considered to have ‘High Accessibility’; those scoring 6-11 were ‘Medium Accessibility’ and those scoring 

0-5 were ‘Low Accessibility’.  Using the prioritization criteria, bus stops that scored 5-6 were high 

priority, those scoring 3-4 were medium priority and those scoring 0-2 were low priority.  Table 3 

provides a summary of the Evaluation and Prioritization scoring.   

Table 3: Summary of evaluation and prioritization scoring 

Ranking Score % of total stops 

Evaluation 

High Accessibility 12+ 14% 

Medium Accessibility 6-11 14% 

Low Accessibility 0-5 73% 

Prioritization 

High Priority 5-6 13% 

Medium Priority 3-4 22% 

Low Priority 0-2 64% 

In order to ensure that each community was considered in the assessment, it was helpful to view the 

results by bus route.  The Sunshine Coast Transit system is small enough that, for the most part, one bus 

route serves one community.  The results divided into the 5 routes serving the Sunshine Coast can be 

seen in Figure 3 & Figure. It should be noted that the bus stops within downtown Sechelt that serve 

Route 90, Route 1, Route 2, Route 3 and Route 4 were classified as Route 90 stops and not evaluated or 

prioritized in the other route scoring.  Therefore, Figures 3 and 4 will indicate a higher number of stops 

for evaluation and prioritization on Route 90. 
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Figure 3: Evaluation of each bus stop by route 
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The evaluation method worked well.  Most stops that rated well and thus were considered ‘Highly 
Accessible’ were very good.  As an example, Figure  and Figure  show bus stops that scored very well.   

Figure 5: Bus stop with High Accessibility (Score: 18/25) 

 

This stop is located 

on Gower Point Road 

in Gibsons Landing.  

It has a large shelter 

(that could 

accommodate a 

wheelchair), a 

landing pad, seating 

(albeit too low for 

seniors), a nearby 

cross walk and good 

lighting.   
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Figure 4: Prioritization of each bus stop by route 
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This stop is located at the main downtown 

exchange in Sechelt.  It has a large shelter with 

glazing to protect from the weather, seating, 

landing pad, good connections to a nearby 

crosswalk and good lighting with schedule 

information.   

Conversely, Figure shows a stop on the 

Highway between Gibsons and Sechelt 

which scored poorly with no landing pad, no 

connections, sidewalk or crosswalk, no 

shelter or seating, no lighting, no signage 

and no additional amenities.  While the 

evaluation score was extremely low, this 

stop is rural, with low usage, not close to a 

community hub or key destination point 

and there were no users with accessibility 

needs at this location identified.  Therefore, 

this stop also scored low (0) on the 

prioritization criteria and therefore was not 

a stop identified for improvements. 

Therefore the bus stops identified for 

review and potential improvements were ‘High Priority’ and either ‘Medium’ or ‘Low Accessibility’. 

Based on these criteria, bus stops were initially selected and presented to the local partner for feedback. 

These were refined and then the amended list presented at the stakeholder workshop. Following site 

visits and stakeholder feedback, the evaluation and prioritization were amended and the list of priority 

bus stops was updated. These 13 priority stops are outlined in Section 4.2 below.  

 

Figure 6: Bus stop with High Accessibility Score (21/25) 

Figure 7: Bus stop with Low Accessibility (Score: 2/25) 
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4.2 Prioritized Stops 

BC Transit Stop ID: 170245 
WB Trail Ave. & Binnacle Ave. 

SCRD Stop ID: AN504 

Evaluation Score: 10 Prioritization Score: 5 Jurisdiction: DOS 

Issues:  

 Serves affordable housing 
with high transit use 

 Stop far from users 

 No crosswalk 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Install crosswalk, ideally with 
lighting and audible signal 

Estimated Cost:  $60,000 - $100,000 

Note: Stop used to be closer to 

Binnacle, but moved because of 

parking issues. There are plans to 

repave and realign Trail Ave. in 2015 – 

transit improvements could be aligned 

with this work. 

BC Transit Stop ID: 170238 
NB Trail Ave. & Ebbtide St. 

SCRD Stop ID: AN501 

Evaluation Score: 10 Prioritization 

Score: 

6 Jurisdiction: DOS 

Issues: 

 Serves 2 blind people 

 Sloped gravel shoulder 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Pave landing pad 

Estimated Cost: $45/m2 paving or 
approximately $5,000-$10,000  

Note: Low usage. Improvements could be 

combined with bike and pedestrian lane 

infrastructure. There are plans to repave 

and realign Trail Avenue in 2015 – transit 

improvements could be incorporated into 

this work.   

Figure 8: Existing Stop West Bound at Trail Avenue and Binnacle Avenue  

 

Figure 9: Existing Stop North Bound at Trail Avenue and Ebbtide Street 
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BC Transit Stop ID: 170161 
SB Roberts Creek Rd. & Lower Rd. 

SCRD Stop ID: LRN664 

Evaluation Score: 3 Prioritization Score: 5 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

Issues: 

 Unpaved, uneven graveled 

lot unsuitable for 

wheelchairs 

 Puddles form 

 Stop in parking lot, can be 

difficult with parked or 

moving cars 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Pave landing pad in 

restaurant parking lot 

Estimated Cost:  $45/m2 paving or 

approximately $5,000 

Note: Portion of lot may be on 

private right-of-way. 

 

BC Transit Stop ID: 170040 
EB Lower Rd. & Roberts Creek Rd. 

SCRD Stop ID: LRS608 

Evaluation Score: 5 Prioritization Score: 4 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

Issues:  

 Not paved, very narrow  

 Log obstacles 

 Tight turn 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Pave landing pad.  Ensure 
landing pad connects to 
crosswalks 

 move logs, if needed 

Estimated Cost:  $45/m2 paving or 

approximately $5,000 

Figure 11: Existing Stop East Bound Lower Rd. & Roberts Creek Rd. 

 

Figure 10: Existing stop in front of Gumboot Restaurant 
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BC Transit Stop ID: 170181 
NB Sunshine Coast Hwy. (Mosaic Market) 

SCRD Stop ID: HN239 

Evaluation Score: 7 Prioritization Score: 6 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

Issues: 

 Unpaved, large puddle forms easily 

 Stop in parking lot  

Recommended Improvements: 

 Move just past market 

 Requests have been made to the MoTI 
by the District of Sechelt to provide curb 
gutter and sidewalk at this location. 
Several reports have previously been 
completed relating to this work. Bus 
stop improvements will likely be part of 
a large project over the coming years.  

Estimated Cost:  $25,000 

 

BC Transit Stop ID: 170145 
WB Sunshine Coast Hwy. (Poplar’s Mobile Park) 

SCRD Stop ID: HN216 

Evaluation Score: 7 Prioritization Score: 5 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

Issues:  

 Stop used as passing lane when cars 
turning left into Poplar’s; not safe 

 Well used stop, no crosswalk 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Discuss passing issue with RCMP; illegal 

 Accessibility committee recommended 
crosswalk with accessible signal 

 Explore reducing speed to 50 (already 
50 in Gibsons, would be an extra 1km) 

Estimated Cost:  $100,000 

 

Figure 12: Existing Stop North Bound Sunshine Coast Hwy. 

(Mosaic Market) 

 

Figure 13: Existing Stop West Bound Sunshine Coast Hwy 
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BC Transit Stop ID: 170070 
EB Gibsons Way (Elphinstone High School) 

SCRD Stop ID: HS135 

Evaluation Score: 14 Prioritization Score: 6 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

Issues:  

 Children do not use the signalized 
crosswalk in at Shaw Road near 
the Petro-Canada (70-100m) but 
instead cross the road to directly 
access the school – safety 
concerns  

 Adjacent new development may 
potentially increase ridership and 
crossing issue.  

 
Recommended Improvements:  

 Given the proximity of the 
existing signalised junction and 
cross walk at Shaw Road, there is limited opportunity to explore an additional cross-walk. An 
alternative strategy to ensure students use the official signalized crossing would be to move the 
bus stop closer to the junction. However, this is limited by the access point to Petro-Canada. 
Alternative strategies could be to consider a median to prevent crossing the road unless at a 
junction. This may be limited by the left hand turn into Elphinstone School.  

Estimated Cost: Cost estimates would be determined once the appropriate infrastructure improvement 

is confirmed. 

BC Transit Stop ID: 170175 
NB Sunshine Coast Hwy. & Tyson Rd. 

SCRD Stop ID: HN232 

Evaluation Score: 7 Prioritization Score: 2 Jurisdiction:  

 Issues:  

 Narrow 

 Unpaved 

 Uneven 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Pave, widen to ensure 
ample room for 
ramp/wheelchairs 

Estimated Cost:  $10,000 

Figure 15: Existing Stop North Bound Sunshine Coast Hwy. & Tyson Rd. 

 

Figure 14: Existing Stop Eastbound Gibsons Way (Elphinstone High 

School) 
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BC Transit Stop ID: 170031 
SB Sunshine Coast Hwy. & Pell Rd. 

SCRD Stop ID: HS118 

Evaluation Score: 8 Prioritization Score: 2 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

 Issues:  

 Narrow 

 Unpaved 

 Uneven 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Pave landing pad 

 Small retaining wall may be 
required and right of way to 
be determined  

Estimated Cost:  $20,000 

 

 

 

BC Transit Stop ID: 170170 
NB Sunshine Coast Hwy. & Pell Rd. 

SCRD Stop ID: HS228 

Evaluation Score: 8 Prioritization Score: 2 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

 

 Issues: 

 Narrow 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Hydro pole and SCRD facility prevents 
widening of the existing pad.  Pad may be 
lengthened to allow bus pull out and 
widened section further from Pell. 

 

Estimated Cost:  $15,000 

 

 
 

 

 

Figure 17: Existing stop Northbound Sunshine Coast 

Hwy. & Pell Rd. 

 

Figure 16: Existing Stop South Bound Sunshine Coast Hwy. & Pell Rd. 

 

38



Sunshine Coast: DRAFT Bus Stop Accessibility Assessment                                                                                                August 2014 

23/37 

 

BC Transit Stop ID: 170170 NB Sunshine Coast Hwy. & Selma Park 
Rd. SCRD Stop ID: HS228 

Evaluation Score: 3 Prioritization Score: 4 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

 

Issues: 

 Narrow 

 Unpaved 

 Bus can’t fully pull off 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Ditch infill, pave, widen and re-
grade as required  

 A 2014 funding application was 
submitted to the MOTI by the 
local representative but budget 
was unavailable at that time. 
 

Estimated Cost:  $65,000 

 

 

 Transit Stop ID: 170285 
SB Redrooffs Rd. & Fawn Rd. 

SCRD Stop ID: HMBN353 

Evaluation Score: 3 Prioritization Score: 4 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

 

 Issues: 

 Unpaved 

 Narrow 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Ditch infill required, 

grading, paving to ensure 

room for ramp 

Estimated Cost:  $35,000 

 

 

 

Figure 18: Existing Stop North Bound Sunshine Coast Hwy. & 

Selma Park Rd. 

 

Figure 19: Existing Stop South Bound Redrooffs Rd. & Fawn Rd. 
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BC Transit Stop ID: 170309 
NB Redrooffs Rd. (Telus Shack) 

SCRD Stop ID: HMBN377 

Evaluation Score: 2 Prioritization Score: 4 Jurisdiction: MOTI 

 Issues: 

 Unpaved shoulder 

 Serves Halfmoon Bay Store 

 Will potentially be the exchange 

location for future service to 

Pender Harbour and Madeira 

Park 

Recommended Improvements: 

 Some sub-excavating, ditch 

infill, paving for a bus 

turnaround, shelter and 

associated lighting. Discussion 

with Telus required 

Estimated Cost:  $50,000 (does not include shelter and lighting) 

  

Figure 20: Existing Stop North Bound Redrooffs Rd. (Telus Shack)  
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6.0 FUNDING AVAILABILITY 
Bus stop infrastructure improvements and associated costs are the responsibility of the body that has 
jurisdiction for the roadway on which the bus stop is situated. In the Sunshine Coast, these local 
partners would be as follows, depending on the bus stop location:  

 MOTI  

 Sunshine Coast Regional District  

 District of Sechelt  

 Town of Gibsons  

The bus stops identified for improvement primarily fall within the jurisdiction of the MOTI, with some 
stops related to the District of Sechelt.  

This Bus Stop Accessibility Assessment has been completed in order to develop a detailed database of 

bus stop information and a prioritized list of stop improvement that would improve the physical 

accessibility of bus stops on the Sunshine Coast and support the local transit system. This information 

will be useful as funding becomes available in order to direct that funding to the most appropriate 

locations and gain the most value. Funding would be identified in annual budgets for local jurisdictions 

and through the Minor Betterment Fund for the MOTI. Details for the MOTI Minor Betterment Fund and 

additional funding opportunities are outlined below. 

6.1 MOTI Minor Betterment Fund 

In British Columbia, the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) plans transportation 

networks, provides transportation services and infrastructure, develops and implements transportation 

policies, and administers many transportation-related acts and regulations. 

Approximately $1 million is set aside under the Minor Betterments Fund for transit infrastructure 

projects.  These projects are recommended collaboratively between local MOTI staff and transit 

operators and BC Transit staff. 

Typically projects are applied for in the summer as part of budget application for the following fiscal 

year.  The projects are usually associated with transit stops on MOTI land (highways, and most roads in 

unincorporated areas) and are in the range of $10,000 - $60,000.                                                                              

6.2 Gas Tax Fund 

As part of the New Building Canada Plan, the renewed federal Gas Tax Fund (GTF) provides predictable, 

long-term, stable funding for Canadian municipalities to help them build and revitalize their local public 

infrastructure while creating jobs and long term prosperity.  The fund provides $2 billion annually which 

is allocated to provinces and territories based on Census 2011 data.  This equates to $1,317,040,000 

total for BC from 2014-2019.  The funding is provided up front, twice per year to each province or 

territory that then distributes it to municipalities. 

In British Columbia, municipalities apply for the funding through the UBCM who delivers the funding 

through three program streams: Community Works Fund; Strategic Priorities Fund; and Greater 

Vancouver Regional Fund (which obviously applies to Greater Vancouver only).   
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The Community Works funding (CWF) is delivered to local governments twice a year based on 

population and each government has a choice as to what the funding is spent on.  The estimated CWF 

allocated to the Sunshine Coast for the next 5 years can be found in Table 4: 

Table 4: Community Works Funds for Sunshine Coast (2014-19) 

Recipient 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 

Gibsons $228,260.09 $228,260.09 $239,673.21 $239,673.21 $251,178.03 

Sechelt $423,273.50 $423,273.50 $444,437.42 $444,437.42 $465,656.60 

Sechelt Indian 
Band 

$82,903.99 $82,903.99 $87,049.21 $87,049.21 $91,313.29 

Sunshine Coast $616,237.95 $616,237.95 $647,050.20 $647,050.20 $677,881.69 

Total $1,350,675.54 $1,350,675.54 $1,418,210.05 $1,418,210.05 $1,486,029.60 

The Strategic Priorities Fund (SPF) provides funding for strategic investments that are larger in scale and 

is an application based process.  The SPF will deliver approximately $145.2 million in funding over the 

next five years.  As the GTF (and thus the SPF) was renegotiated on May 22, 2014, little information is 

available at this time as to the application process/timeline of the SPF.  

6.3 New Building Canada Fund 

The New Building Canada Fund is one component within the overall $53 billion New Building Canada 

Plan.  It is a $14-billion fund that will support projects of national, regional and local significance that 

promote economic growth, job creation and productivity.  There are two major components under the 

New Building Canada Fund: 

 The $4-billion National Infrastructure Component which provides funding for projects of 

national significance, with a focus on projects that have broad public benefits, and that 

contribute to long-term economic growth and prosperity. 

 The $10-billion Provincial-Territorial Infrastructure Component (PTIC) which supports 

infrastructure projects of national, regional, and local significance that contribute to economic 

growth, a clean environment, and stronger communities. The PTIC is divided into two sub-

components: 

o $9 billion for National and Regional projects; and 

o $1 billion for projects located in communities of fewer than 100,000 residents through 

the Small Communities Fund. 

Each province and territory receives a base amount of $250 million plus a per capita amount based on 

the 2011 Census.  British Columbia was allocated $1,089,897,436 in PTIC funds over the next 10 years.  

10% of this allocation (or $108 million) will be set aside for the Small Communities fund. The Sunshine 

Coast has a population of 28,619 (Statistics Canada) and thus would qualify for the Small Communities 

Fund. 
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6.4 BC Transit Bus Stop Shelter Program  

BC Transit provides a capital upgrade funding program to assist municipalities in acquiring BC Transit 

standard shelters. This enables local partners to share the costs associated with shelters with the 

province. Several size and styles of shelter are available with different purchasing options. Provincial 

funding of the capital upgrade program is limited, as a result the funds will be allocated based on 

priority and local partners are requested to submit an application for this funding. All requests for 

shared funding purchases will be reviewed by BC Transit based on internal selection criteria prior to 

approval, and prioritization of locations may be required if demand exceeds the annual budgeted 

provincial funding amount for any given year. 
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7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Table 5 provides a summary of the Sunshine Coast Transit Stops that have been prioritized for infrastructure improvements as funding 

becomes available. It indicates the stop ID, location, recommended improvements, high level cost estimates and the jurisdiction with 

responsibility for the work involved. At this stage, this list is draft for review by the SCRD, MOTI and key stakeholders to be finalized and 

updated for the final Bus Stop Accessibility Assessment Report. It should be noted that cost estimates would be amended and finalized with 

more detailed work per individual stop improvement as funding becomes available. 

Table 5: Prioritized Infrastructure Improvements for Sunshine Coast Bus Stops to Improve Physical Accessibility. 

 

# 

BC Transit 

Stop ID 

SCRD 

Stop ID 

Location Assessment 

Score 

Prioritization 

Score 

Issues Recommended Improvements Cost 

Estimate 

Jurisdiction 

Sechelt 

1  170245  AN504  WB Trail Ave & 
Binnacle Ave  

10  5   Serves Coast Housing  

 Stop far from users  

 No crosswalk  

 Install crosswalk, ideally 
with lighting and audible 
signal  

$60,000- 
$100,000  

District of 
Sechelt  

2  170238  AN501  NB Trail Ave. & 
Ebbtide St.  

10  3   Serves some passengers with 
visual impairment 

 Sloped gravel shoulder  

 Pave bus bay, add landing 
pad  

 Low usage, low priority  

 Improvements could be 
combined with bike and 
pedestrian lane 
infrastructure due in 2015 

$45/m
2
 or 

approx. 
$5,000 - 
$10,000  

District of 
Sechelt  

Roberts Creek 

3  170161  LRN664  SB Roberts 
Creek Rd. & 
Lower Rd. 
(Gumboot)  

5  5   Unpaved, uneven, puddles 
form  

 Stop in parking lot, can be 
difficult with parked or 
moving cars  

 Pave bus landing area or 
bay at this location  

$45/m
2
 or 

approx. 
$5,000  

MOTI  

4  170040  LRS608  EB Lower Rd. 
& Roberts 
Creek Rd. 
(Library)  

5  4   Not paved, very narrow, log 
obstacles  

 Tight turn  

 Pave landing pad and 
ensure this connects to 
crosswalks. Move logs as 
required.  

$45/m
2
 or 

approx. 
$5,000  

MOTI  
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# 

BC Transit 

Stop ID 

SCRD 

Stop ID 

Location Assessment 

Score 

Prioritization 

Score 

Issues Recommended Improvements Cost 

Estimate 

Jurisdiction 

Davis Bay 

5  170181  HN239  NB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. 
(Mosaic 
Market)  

7  6   Unpaved, large puddle forms 
easily  

 Stop in parking lot  

 Provide sidewalk and pave 
landing pad. Bus stop 
improvements will likely 
form part of a larger 
infrastructure project in 
the coming years.  

$25,000  MOTI  

Highway Bus Stops 

6  170145  HN216  WB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. 
(Poplars 
Trailer Park)  

7  3   Stop used as passing lane 
when cars turning left into 
Poplar’s Mobile Park; not safe  

 Well used stop, no crosswalk  

 Discuss passing issue & 
traffic enforcement with 
RCMP  

 Accessibility committee 
recommended addition of 
crosswalk with audible & 
lighted signal. Traffic & 
pedestrian counts required 
to determine if MOTI 
guidelines for provision of 
a crosswalk would be met.  

$100,000  MOTI  

7  170131 HN211 

  

EB Gibsons 
(opposite 
Elphinstone 
School)  

 

9  4  Students do not use the 
signalized crosswalk at Shaw 
Road near the PetroCanada 
(70-100m) but instead cross 
the road directly to access the 
school – safety concerns  

 Adjacent new development 
may potentially increase 
ridership and crossing issue  

 No additional cross-walk 
can be added given 
proximity of junction  

 Explore strategies to 
encourage use of junction 
crossing e.g. move bus 
stop closer to junction or 
explore use of a road 
median  

TBD when 
suitable 
strategy 
determined  

MOTI  

8  170175  HN232  NB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. & 
Tyson Rd.  

7  2   Narrow  

 Unpaved  

 Uneven 

 Widen  

 Pave bus bay  
 
 

$10,000  MOTI  
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# 

BC Transit 

Stop ID 

SCRD 

Stop ID 

Location Assessment 

Score 

Prioritization 

Score 

Issues Recommended Improvements Cost 

Estimate 

Jurisdiction 

9 170031  HS118  SB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. & 
Pell Rd.  

8  2   Narrow  

 Unpaved  

 Uneven  

 Pave landing pad  

 Small retaining wall may 
be required and Right of 
Way to be determined  

$20,000  MOTI  

10  170170  HN228  NB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. & 
Pell Rd.  

8  2  Narrow  
 

 Hydro pole and SCRD 
facility prevents widening 
of the existing pad. Pad 
may be lengthened to 
allow bus pull-out and 
widened section further 
from Pell Rd.  

$15,000  MOTI  

11  170186  HN244  NB Sunshine 
Coast Hwy. & 
Selma Park Rd.  

3  4   Narrow  

 Unpaved  

 Bus cannot fully pull off Hwy  

 Ditch infill, pave, widen 
and re-grade as required  

$65,000  MOTI  

Halfmoon Bay 

12  170285  HMBN35
3  

Redrooffs Rd. 
& Fawn Rd.  

3  4   Unpaved  

 Narrow  

 Ditch infill required, 
grading, paving to ensure 
room for ramp  

$35,000  MOTI  

13  170309  HMBN37
7  

Redrooffs Rd. 
(Telus Shack)  

2  4   Unpaved shoulder  

 Nearest stop serving 
Halfmoon Bay Store  

 Will potentially be the 
exchange location for future 
service to Pender Harbour 
and Madeira Park.  

 Some sub-excavating, 
ditch infill, paving for a bus 
turnaround, shelter and 
associated lighting.  

 Discussions with Telus will 
also be required.  

$50,000  MOTI  
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Two submissions to the MOTI Betterment Fund for bus stop infrastructure improvements were 

approved on the Sunshine Coast in 2014/15. These improvements include the following:  

 Reconstructed bus stop, Hwy 101 at Oceanview Drive in Gibsons ($25,000)  

 Lengthened bus stop, Hwy 101 at Crowe Road and Conrad Road in Roberts Creek ($35,000)  

In addition, funding has been secured from the Sunshine Coast Community Forest for a log style bus 

shelter, similar to that at Ravenscry Theatre in Sechelt, to be located at St. Mary’s Hospital on the 

inbound direction. Albeit this bus stop was not prioritized for investment as part of the assessment, this 

shelter has been requested by the District of Sechelt and in some community feedback.  As more funds 

are required to complete this project, it is not known when it will be completed. 

Accessibility is a major focus in today’s society, on the Sunshine Coast and elsewhere.  It is hoped that 

with improvements to bus stop accessibility, residents will be more inclined to use transit which, in turn, 

benefits the transit system, and the community as a whole.  It is recommended that as funding becomes 

available, the bus stop improvements identified in Table 5 of this report be considered as priorities for 

investment.   
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APPENDIX A: COMPLETED ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST EXAMPLE 

Sunshine Coast Bus Stop Accessibility Assessment Checklist

A1 BC Transit Stop ID 170133?

A1.1 SCRD Stop ID CPN750

A2 Stop Name SB_Pratt_FS_Sunshine Coast Hwy

A3 Street Name Pratt Rd

A4 Latitude  49°24'21.28"

A5 Longitude 123°31'48.13"W

A6 Nearest Cross Street (or 

landmark if mid-block)

Sunshine Coast Hwy.

A7 Adjacent property address 

or name of business (if 

readily visible)

A8 Location of Bus Stop in 

relation to nearest 

intersection 

B1 Is there a landing area?

B2 Landing area size (7' x 

6.5'):

B3 Location of landing area in 

relation to curb/street:

B4 Landing area material:

B5 Curb height (6"):

B6 Landing area issues:

B7 Wheelchair obstacles?    

(1.5 m clearance)

B8 Additional comments? driveway, not great, but could be used

C1 Sidewalk width (feet):

C2 Sidewalk condition:

C3 Objects that constrict 

sidewalk width?

C4 Sidewalk connect to 

landing pad?

C5 Nearest crossing 

opportunity?

C6 Pedestrian amenities at 

nearest crossing 

opporunity:

PART A: IDENTIFICATION

Jun-14

PART B: LANDING AREA ASSESSMENT

PART C: SIDEWALK & CONNECTION

Nearside Farside Mid-block or not near intersection Highway bus pad

Hazardous - large breaks, cracks, root uplifiting; could be dangerous or difficult for wheelchairs

In poor shape though not hazardous - very rough, some root uplifting, cracks, breaks

Fair - minor root uplifting, minor cracks or breaks

Good - not perfect but no immediate repair needed

Excellent; new

Nearest intersection Mid-block crosswalk

Curb cuts all corners/both sides Curb cuts some corners/one side 

Visible crosswalk Pedestrian crossing signal Audible crosswalk signal

Accessible pedestrian signal Traffic light Crossing guard assistance

Tactile warning strip on curb cut

Other, specify:

Asphalt Concrete Dirt Grass Gravel Pavers Other:

__________

__________

Yes No

None

None

N/A

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

Yes No

NoYes

Uneven Sloped up from street Sloped down from street

Other: __________

Yes No ________

________

Below street level Sidewalk Shoulder / Right of way

Adjacent

Bus bulb No sidewalk

Other: __________
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D1 Is there a shelter?

D2 Dimensions (WxDxH,feet)

D3 Wheelchair accessible? (30 

in. x 48 in.)

D4 Distance from shelter to 

curb (in feet, preferred 

6.5')

D4 Type of seating:

D5 Distance from seating to 

curb(in feet,preferred 6.5')

D6 Seating condition

D7 Additional comments?

E1 Sign pole type:

E2 Sign type:

E3 Stop ID displayed?

E4 Signage problems: 

E5 Schedule holder location:

E6 Information at wheelchair 

eye-level?

E7 Additional comments?

F1 Other amenities at stop

F2 Do amenities block 

wheelchair access? If so, to 

what?

PART F: OTHER AMENITIES

SECTION D2: SEATING ASSESSMENT

PART E: SIGNAGE

PART D: PEDESTRIAN COMFORT AMENITIES

SECTION D1: SHELTERS

Garbage receptacle Telephone Newspaper box

NoneOther:

Shelter Seating Bus ingress or egress Bus stop information

Other:

Bench in shelter Leaning benchFreestanding bench Fold down bench

Other:

Hazardous - broken, someone could get hurt from use

In poor shape, though not hazardous

Fair - needs repainting, cosmetic attention; protruding but not hazardous bolts

Good - not perfect but no immediate repair needed

Excellent; new

Telephone pole Hydro pole 4x4 wood post Other:Steel poleStop sign

Flag Strip Both Neither Other:

On pole under bus stop sign Own pole Building Shelter Utility Pole

Other:

__________

_________

____________

_________

________

Bike locker 

None

None

None

Yes No

Yes No

None

None

Yes No

_________

None

Police call box

Bike rack

Community provided

None

None

None

None

None

Yes No

Sign in poor condition Sign not permanently mounted

Lighting poor

Pole in poor condition

Sign position hazardous to pedestrians

None

Sign not double sided
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G1 Bus stop location:

G2 No parking zone?

G3 Posted speed limit(km/h): 

G4 Traffic controls at nearest 

intersection:

G5 Number of lanes on road 

(both directions):

G6 Potential traffic hazards? 

G7 Additional comments?

G8 Lighting type:

G9 Additional comments?

SECTION G1: TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN ISSUES

PART G: TRAFFIC & PEDESTRIAN SAFETY ISSUES

SECTION G2: LIGHTING ASSESSMENT

In travel lane Bus lane/pull off Paved shoulder Right turn laneUnpaved shoulder

Off street Street parking lane

"No parking" sign "Bus only" sign Painted curb Painted street None

Not posted

Traffic signal Flashing lights Stop/Yield Sign NoneOther

Street light Shelter lighting Light from adjacent building

Other:

__________

__________

Hand operated signal at shelter

1 2 3 4 5 6+

None

None

None

Near hillcrestNear railroad crossing

Stopped bus straddles crosswalk

Just after curve in road

Waiting passengers hiddenStop just before crosswalk

High speed traffic No crosswalk Other __________

30 50 60 80 9040

None
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APPENDIX B: BUS STOP EVALUATION EXAMPLE 
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APPENDIX C: BUS STOP PRIORITIZATION EXAMPLE 
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APPENDIX D: STAKEHOLDER LIST 

 

Governing Bodies  

Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD)  Town of Gibsons  

District of Sechelt  Sechelt Indian Government District (SIGD)  

MOTI  

Accessibility Groups  

Best Coast Initiatives (formerly Gibsons Community 

Initiatives Association) 

Sunshine Coast Community Service and Resource 

Centre 

Coast Garibaldi Community Health Services Society 

(CGCHSS) 

Sunshine Coast Community Services Society (SCCSS) 

District of Sechelt Accessibility Advisory Committee Sunshine Coast Seniors Citizens (SCSC) 

Progress Plan TrAC (Sunshine Coast Transportation Choices) 

Sechelt Seniors Activity Centre Transportation Initiators Group 

Sunshine Coast Association for Community Living 

(SCACL) 

Vancouver Coastal Health 

Sunshine Coast Community Foundation  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 18, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 
FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 
RE: LOG BUS SHELTER PROJECT AT ST. MARY’S HOSPITAL 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleet report entitled “LOG BUS SHELTER PROJECT 
AT ST. MARY’S HOSPITAL” be received. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At their regular March 27, 2014 meeting the SCRD Board adopted the following resolution:  

 

177/14  Recommendation No. 12  Public Transit [310] 2014 R3 Budget Proposal 
 
THAT the following Public transit [310] budget proposal be deferred 
pending staff reporting to a future Infrastructure Services Committee 
Meeting on the status of application to the Community Forest Legacy 
Fund, with no taxation to be included in the 2014 Budget at this time: 
budget proposal #6 – new log bus shelter at St. Mary’s Hospital, $25,000 
funded through taxation.  

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
During the 2014 SCRD Budget process the Board had requested that staff bring forward a 
proposal to install a log bus shelter similar to the one in front of Raven’s Cry Theatre in front of 
St. Mary’s Hospital.  Considering the significant expense for the shelter as it is a custom locally 
manufactured product, the Board had requested that staff submit a grant application to the 
Sunshine Coast Community Forest Legacy Fund (SCCFLF) requesting monies to proceed with 
the project.  An application was submitted back in March to the SCCFLF requesting $25,000 for 
the purchase and installation of a log transit shelter at St. Mary’s Hospital.  Staff recently 
received notification that the grant application was successful to the amount of $22,000, see 
attached letter.  However, this does not cover the total estimated project cost.  Considering the 
site will likely require a fair amount of preparation for the shelter installation it is estimated that 
an additional $7,000 will be required.  It should also be noted that approval to install the shelter 
will first be required by MoTI and most likely Vancouver Coastal Health as the shelter footprint 
will extend into properties under both of these jurisdictions.   
 
 
  

Annex D
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
As there is no surplus funds available in the 2014 transit function operating budget the two 
options to proceed with funding the remaining project costs include: 1) transferring funds from 
the operating reserve which was established for future lease fee increases or, 2) expensing the 
projects costs through the 2014 operating budget and covering the associated deficit in the 
2015 tax requisition.  Both of these options are undesirable considering a deficit was reported in 
quarter 2 and that a year-end budget deficit may result, also that the transit operating reserve 
should be used for its intended purpose of future lease fee increases.  Staff are requesting 
further direction from the Board on this matter. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 7, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 
FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 

RE: Water Taxi User Fees for Use of Langdale Dock  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleets’ report titled “Water Taxi User Fees for 
Use of Langdale Dock” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD submit a formal proposal to BC Ferries to charge 
commercial water taxis operating from Horseshoe Bay to Langdale Dock an 
annual $250 user fee for use of Langdale Dock.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The SCRD Board adopted the following resolution at their regular June 12, 2014 meeting: 

 

325/14  Recommendation No. 4  Langdale Dock 

THAT staff contact BC Ferries and report back to the September 2014 
Infrastructure Services Committee upon receipt of response regarding 
amending the contract with BC Ferries to permit the collection of fees 
from scheduled water taxis between Horseshoe Bay and Langdale Dock.  
 

DISCUSSION 
 
In order to help address ongoing concerns from Island residents regarding commercial water 
taxi use of the Langdale Dock from Horseshoe Bay, staff were directed by the Board to contact 
BC Ferries (BCF) and inquire about the possibility of implementing a user fee to charge 
commercial water taxi operators for use of Langdale Dock.   
 
During initial conversations with BCF staff there appears to be interest in allowing the SCRD to 
charge water taxis, however, the SCRD would likely be responsible for enforcement and BCF 
may require a revenue-share on any funds collected. It was also noted that if an annual user fee 
of $250 (consistent with commercial permit fees within the Ports Function) was implemented, 
that the expenditure to administer and enforce the fee would most likely be higher than the total 
revenue collected. 
 
An email response was received by BCF staff on July 21, 2014, noting that while BCF is open to 
the idea of charging commercial water taxis for use of the Langdale dock, they cannot provide 
an official position without details and, therefore, requires the SCRD to submit a formal proposal 
to support the request.  BCF would then review the proposal and provide formal response.  

Annex E
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: August 20, 2014 

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Jeremy Valeriote, Manager of Waste Reduction and Recovery 
 Tina Perreault, Treasurer 

RE: LANDFILL COSTS AND FUNDING – PRELIMINARY REVIEW 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Manager of Waste Reduction and Recovery and Treasurer Report regarding 
Landfill Costs and Funding – Preliminary Review be received for information;  

AND THAT tipping fees be targeted to fund landfill operations, with any surplus directed 
towards operating reserves; 

AND FURTHER THAT the green waste program annual costs of $200,000, for which no 
tipping fees are currently being charged, and $300,000 for closure reserve contribution 
be fully funded through taxation, starting in the 2015-2019 Financial Plan, representing a 
net taxation increase of $350,000 over 2014. 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
This report is provided to address the items included in the following resolutions adopted at the 
February 27, 2014 regular Board meeting: 
 
125/14 Recommendation No. 1  Options for Landfill Costs 

 THAT a report be brought forward to the July Infrastructure Services Committee 
meeting examining the means to reduce fixed operating costs at solid waste 
landfills. 

125/14 Recommendation No. 3  Landfill Deficit 

 THAT the Manager of Waste Reduction and Recovery’s report dated February 6, 
2014 titled “Options for Funding Landfill Deficit” be received; 

 AND THAT the SCRD pursue Option 1 (shift green waste costs to taxation) and 
Option 3 (reduce 2013-2014 closure reserve contributions) to mitigate landfill 
funding shortfalls for the 2014 budget; 

 AND THAT these options not be added to base budget at this time; 

Annex F
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 AND THAT information brought forward to Round 2 Budget on eco fees be 
considered; 

 AND THAT the staff report dated February 6, 2014 titled “Options for Funding 
Landfill Deficit” be referred to Round 2 Budget; 

 AND FURTHER THAT staff prepare a mid-2014 update report on the long-term 
landfill financial analysis and landfill financial position, including information 
on the effectiveness of mitigation options. 

In addition, the following resolution related to landfill deficit was adopted by the Board at the March 13, 
2014, regular meeting: 
 
158/14 THAT the report requested for the July Infrastructure Services Committee per 

Board resolution 125/14 recommendation No.1 include an investigation of the 
ability to transfer the current fixed operating costs to a variable cost structure at 
solid waste landfills. 

The following resolution was adopted at the March 27/14 regular meeting: 

179/14 AND THAT Table 4 Landfill Deficit Mitigation - Combination B, as follows, be 
implemented to mitigate 2013-2014 landfill deficits in the 2014 Budget: 

Table 4.  Landfill Deficit 
Mitigation – Combination B 2013 2014 Total 

Deficit ($135,000) ($315,000) ($450,000) 

Recommended Mitigation Options 

Option 1 – Shift Green Waste 
Costs to Taxation  $150,000 $150,000 

Option 3 – Reduce Closure 
Reserve 
Contribution $100,000 $100,000 $200,000 

Additional Mitigation – Zero 
Waste Initiatives 
Operating Reserve $35,000 $65,000 $100,000 

TOTAL $0 $0 $0 

 AND FURTHER THAT staff report to the September 2014 Infrastructure 
Services Committee Meeting with a recommendation on how to appropriately 
fund green waste on an ongoing basis. 
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The following resolution was adopted at the June 12/14 regular meeting: 

325/14 (7) AND THAT a report for Landfill Funding including Quarter 1 and 2 2014 and an 
   update of long-term financial analysis be brought forward to the September 2014  
  Infrastructure Services Committee meeting. 
 

LANDFILL OPERATING COSTS – FIXED VS. VARIABLE 

Nearly half of the landfill ‘contracts operating’ line item is associated with a 10-year fixed price 
maintenance contract that expires in 2022 and was procured through a competitive process.  A 
very small portion of maintenance contractor costs (extra work, cover material, road 
maintenance) would decrease if total landfilled tonnage were to decrease substantially, and 
are relatively minor compared to the fixed cost.  Table 1 below is a high-level summary of 
expenditures at Sechelt landfill; Pender Harbour landfill operates under a similar breakdown 
but will change with a new transfer station operating contract in 2015.  It is expected that some 
savings will be realized by the transition from landfill to transfer station operation.  
 
Table 1. Landfill Operating Budget Summary  

 
Most variable costs associated with landfill operation are for material diversion contracts. 
 
Material diversion is generally on a per-tonne basis and drives much of the variable operating 
costs, so the only way to reduce costs would be to divert less material.  This would result in 
more materials being landfilled under the fixed cost, but as the Solid Waste Management Plan 
confirmed, cost savings associated with lengthening the landfill life are greater than short-term 
savings from decreased diversion rates.   
 
 
 

Cost Item Total Expenditures ($) % of Total 
Expenditures 

Fixed Variable Total  

Operating Contracts – Variable   $370,000  24 
Operating Contracts - Fixed $350,000   23 
Salaries & Benefits $410,000   26 
Administrative Services $150,000   10 
Other Operating Costs (safety 
equipment, repairs and 
maintenance) 

$170,000   11 

Closure Maintenance, Lab & 
Environmental Analysis (Required) 

$50,000   3 

Landfill Closure Costs $50,000   3 
 

TOTAL $1,180,000 $370,000 $1,550,000 100 
PH Landfill Costs   $500,000  
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The other potentially variable aspect of landfill operating costs is staffing.  Reducing staffing 
costs requires reducing service in the form of operating hours or effort on diversion of 
recyclable materials such as metal, wood, drywall, tires, appliances and asphalt.  Reducing 
staff time for diversion is counter to the Solid Waste Management Plan; operating hours were 
reduced by 13 hours per week in 2013, to the current 47.5 hours/6 days per week for Sechelt 
landfill and 40 hours/5 days per week for Pender Harbour landfill.  Pender Harbour landfill is 
open 48 hours/6 days per week June through August; modest operating cost reductions could 
be achieved by closing on summer Sundays and/or one other day of the week year-round, 
without a major impact on service or service equity.  
 
It is expected that cost pressures will continue to intensify due to decreasing tipping fee 
revenues associated with successful diversion, cost increases to meet regulatory 
requirements, cost increases for specific waste materials such as asbestos and contaminated 
wood that tipping fees may not be able to fully fund without encouraging illegal dumping, and 
increased closure reserve requirements as discussed below.   

LANDFILL CLOSURE RESERVE CONTRIBUTIONS 

On completion of Pender Harbour landfill closure in spring 2015, the closure reserve fund will 
be fully depleted.  A closure reserve fund will need to meet estimated capital costs for Sechelt 
landfill Phase 2 closure in 2024 and final closure in 2031, based on projected landfill tonnages.  
The 2014 budget allocated only $50,000 to closure reserve contribution, although the updated 
financial analysis (Attachment 1) indicates that the closure reserve fund will require a minimum 
$300,000 annual contribution, beginning in 2015, to meet the projected closure and post 
closure liability of $5 million.  Increased diversion may lengthen the life of the landfill but will 
also result in decreased tipping fee revenues; annual review of the landfill life expectancy and 
financial position will be required to adapt to changing conditions. 

LANDFILL FUNDING 

Until 2007, costs for the Regional Recycling budget were largely funded from tipping fee 
surpluses generated at landfill sites.  In 2008, landfill revenues dropped and were insufficient 
to meet budgeted contributions to the Regional Recycling program, and by 2009 only a small 
portion of the Regional Recycling costs were funded from landfill tipping fees.  The SCRD 
Board has since supported the policy of avoiding the use of tipping fee revenues to fund 
recycling services as it is considered financially unsustainable and leaves the function 
vulnerable to unforeseen deficits.  Similarly, tipping fees have previously been relied on to 
provide capital contributions to the landfill closure reserve fund.   

Staff will undertake a review of revenues and expenditures associated with each waste stream 
to ensure that tipping fees adhere to the user pay principle.  However, the existing financial 
system limits the ability to track variable revenues & costs based on waste streams and would 
require additional resources not currently available.  This has been identified as a reporting 
need for new corporate software. 

The recent rate of municipal solid waste tipping fee increase (from $110/tonne in April 2012 to 
$150/tonne in September 2013 – a 36% increase in less than 2 years) have not been matched 
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at other B.C. landfills, and have resulted in decreased inbound tonnages at SCRD landfills.  It 
is likely that the aggressive fee increase schedule modeled in 2011 (tipping fees to $240/tonne 
by 2018) cannot be realized without driving disposal outside the SCRD and/or onto the back 
roads.  For context, funding the required $300,000 annual closure reserve contribution would 
require an immediate 20% increase in tipping fees across the board, which presents a real 
danger to the viability of the landfills.  Many jurisdictions in BC subsidize landfills through 
taxation and this option is recommended for the 2015 budget.  More information from other 
regions on landfill funding, projected tipping fee increases and long-term financial modelling 
will be compiled this fall, including at the AVICC workshop being attended by a Director and 
staff member on September 4 in Nanaimo.     

SUMMARY 

For the 2014 budget, a projected $315,000 landfill deficit was mitigated as follows: 

• funding $150,000 of green waste program costs from taxation revenue; 
• decreasing the closure reserve contribution by $100,000 (from $150,000 to $50,000); 

and, 
• diverting $65,000 from the Zero Waste Initiatives Operating (Eco-fee) Reserve. 

In addition to the reduction to closure reserve contribution for 2014, the 2013 budgeted 
contribution of $150,000 did not occur to help mitigate the landfill deficit.  This reduction of 
$200,000 in contributions to closure reserves to fund landfill operations were intended as 
short-term mitigation measures, with the understanding that the 2015 budget would address 
the longer-term situation. 

Therefore, it is recommended that the $200,000 green waste program costs, for which no 
tipping fees are currently being charged, and $300,000 for closure reserve contribution be fully 
funded through taxation, starting in the 2015-2019 Financial Plan, representing a net taxation 
increase of $$350,000 over 2014.    
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 18, 2014 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Jeremy Valeriote, Manager of Waste Reduction and Recovery 

RE: CONTRACT EXTENSION: COMPREHENSIVE LANDFILL ENGINEERING CONSULTING 
SERVICES 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

THAT the report entitled “Contract Extension: Comprehensive Landfill Engineering 
Consulting Services” be received for information; 

AND THAT the Chair and Corporate Officer be authorized to execute a 2-year contract 
with XCG Consultants Ltd. for consulting services to a maximum value of $460,000. 

 

BACKGROUND 

In 2011, the SCRD entered into a 3-year contract for Comprehensive Landfill Engineering 
Services with XCG Consultants Ltd., as a result of RFP 11 153. The contract expired June 30, 
2014 but allowed for extension for an additional 2-year term by mutual agreement.  

DISCUSSION 

In consultation with SCRD staff, XCG Consultants Ltd. submitted a proposal for anticipated 
landfill engineering consulting services required between July 1, 2014 and June 30, 2016. This 
work includes projects related to both Sechelt and Pender Harbour landfills that are already 
budgeted or will come forward as 2015 budget proposals, notably: 

• Pender Harbour transfer station tender and construction management; 
• Pender Harbour landfill closure detailed design, tender, construction management and 

post-closure maintenance program; 
• Sechelt landfill leachate management plan and hydrogeology characterization (as 

required in 2015 under the recently issued Operational Certificate); 
• Sechelt landfill gas characterization and development of landfill gas utilization RFP; and, 
• Annual operations and monitoring reports and general engineering for both landfills. 

The estimated value of these services is $235,000 for the Sechelt landfill and $225,000 for the 
Pender Harbour landfill, for a total maximum of $460,000. It is important to note that this fee 
estimate is intentionally conservative. 

Staffs have reviewed the fee proposal and XCG’s performance in the past 3 years and 
recommend that the SCRD execute a 2-year contract extension with XCG Consultants Ltd.   

Annex G
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SCRD STAFF REPORT        
   

DATE:  August 15, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Robyn Cooper, Zero Waste Coordinator 

RE:  AVAILABILITY OF GARDENING MULCH 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the report entitled “Availability of Gardening Mulch” be received for information. 
 
AND THAT the SCRD facilitate coordination of existing green waste contractors with 
consumers of mulch by compiling a contact list for companies that chip woody debris 
and making this list available on the SCRD website. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At the Regular Board meeting held on July 10, 2014, the following resolution was adopted:  
 
  
 Recommendation No. 1        Request for Free Mulch 
 

The Infrastructure Services Committee recommended that the handout provided by the 
Pender Harbour Garden Club titled “Uses for Wood Chips” be received; 

 
AND THAT a report presenting options to implement a Coast wide free mulch program 
for residents be brought forward to a future Infrastructure Services Committee; 

 
AND THAT the report address invasive species, possible roadway partnerships with the 
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, estimated costs and implementation 
timeline. 

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Historically, green waste brought to Pender Harbour Landfill (PHL) was charged a tipping fee 
and was chipped and used on site. Free mulch was provided periodically during times of surplus 
material.  Free mulch was not an established program or service, nor was there any guarantee 
that the material did not contain invasive species.  
 
The green waste program changed when the tipping fee for green waste was eliminated and 
three locations were established for free residential drop-off of green waste.  Green waste from 
PHL, Sechelt Landfill and the Gibsons facility were transported off site under a private sector 
contract that included processing. 
 

Annex H
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Currently, all green waste received at the three residential drop-off facilities is transported to 
Salish Soils, a certified Class A composting facility. The green waste is composted, creating a 
beneficial soil amendment that is guaranteed not to contain viable invasive species, and that 
can safely be applied to both ornamental and food producing yards and gardens.  The green 
waste currently being collected consists of woody debris (source of garden mulch), mixed with 
leaves, grass and shrubbery that is not suitable for mulch.  These two streams would need to be 
source-separated by residents at the disposal sites and processed separately, and bring 
increased cost of on-site chipping and landfill staff effort. 
 
Alternatively, local tree service contractors, BC Hydro and Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure contractors currently process material more suitable for mulch as part of 
maintenance operations in all areas of the SCRD.  This material requires disposal at the 
contractors’ cost, and contractors often arrange to deliver chipped material to a group that 
needs mulch, or leave mulch in accessible areas for free pickup if there is confidence that 
residents will pick up the mulch promptly.  The SCRD can facilitate this process by playing a 
role in coordination of contractors with consumers such as garden clubs, and identifying 
temporary pickup locations.  This would both minimize the cost of disposal to contractors and 
make mulch available to residents free of charge. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
With the growing awareness of the spread of invasive species, in conjunction with supporting 
the production of Class A compost in a certified facility, it is recommended that the SCRD not 
provide a free mulch program, and instead compile a contact list for companies on the Coast 
that chip woody debris and have this list available on the SCRD website. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 18, 2014 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Robyn Cooper, Zero Waste Coordinator 

RE:  OPERATIONAL HURDLES OF MMBC PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

THAT the report entitled “Operational Hurdles of MMBC Program Implementation” be 
received for information. 

 

BACKGROUND 

At the July 10, 2014 regular Board meeting, the following resolution was adopted: 

385/14 Recommendation No. 8 Multi-Material BC (MMBC) Curbside 
Collection 

 THAT staff report to the September 2014 Infrastructure Services 
Committee meeting, outlining any operational hurdles that the Sunshine 
Coast Regional District (SCRD) has had to overcome to implement the 
Multi-Material BC (MMBC) process. 

In 2011, the British Columbia (BC) Recycling Regulation was amended to include residential 
packaging and printed paper (PPP). Multi-Material BC (MMBC) developed a stewardship plan to 
meet the requirements of the Regulation and MMBC’s plan was approved by the BC Ministry of 
Environment on April 15, 2013 with a launch date of May 19, 2014.  

On November 30, 2013, the SCRD entered into a five year contract with MMBC for PPP 
Recycling Services at SCRD Recycling Depots.  Effective September 2, 2014, all three SCRD 
recycling depots will be collecting residential packaging and printed paper (PPP) under the 
MMBC program. 

In July 2014, the SCRD Board resolved that letters be sent to the Ministry of Environment 
advocating for the Recycling Regulation to be amended to include soft and hard cover books as 
printed paper, and to MMBC requesting that MMBC accept all packaging and printed paper for 
which stewardship fees are collected, including non-polyethylene film plastics.  The Board also 
requested a summary of operational hurdles associated with implementing the MMBC program 
in 2014. 

  

Annex I
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DISCUSSION 

Challenges associated with implementation of the MMBC program are listed below.  Generally, 
depot incentives do not cover depot collection operating costs, so the program does not qualify 
as being fully producer-funded as specified in the BC Recycling Regulation.  MMBC has 
committed to a full review of incentives by November 2016. 
 
Launch and Logistics 

• No start-up funding was provided for signage, advertising, outreach (only generic 
communication templates were provided by MMBC) 

• Depot program was not ready for launch on May 19, likely due to prioritization of 
curbside program launch 

• In March and April 2014, there was confusion over the identity of Green by Nature 
(MMBC post-collection service provider) sub-contractors and their roles on the Coast 

• Lack of timely information on format of collection and transport containers, frequency of 
pickup and storage required, to provide a fixed scope of work for collection contractors 

• Lack of resolution on collection/post-collection boundary (eg. responsibility for loading of 
post-collection vehicles) 

• Late arrival of important information such as collector contact information, reporting 
templates, collector ID, depot tags and affixing materials, resident education brochure 

• Use of cumbersome carbon-copy shipping tags instead of electronic options 
• Use of Encorp megabags in unsatisfactory condition for resident user interface 

 
Materials 

• Books not accepted and require separate program 
• Some film plastics, constituting a large volume of packaging materials, not being 

accepted until further notice 
• Some glass containers, such as non-domestic U.S. bottles and home brew wine bottles 

are excluded 
• Confusion over whether some materials such as ziplock bags and mason jars qualify as 

packaging 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 22,  2014 
TO:  SCRD Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Beth Brooks, Environmental Technician 

 Julie Clark, Sustainability and Education Coordinator 

RE:  DROUGHT MANAGEMENT PLAN –  
AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMMENTS 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report Drought Management Plan–Agricultural Advisory Committee Comments 
be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
 
The following resolution was adopted at the regular SCRD Board meeting held June 26, 2014 
(359/14, No. 27 in part): 
 

Recommendation No. 27 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of May 27, 2014 

AND THAT comments from the AAC committee members regarding the SCRD Drought 
Management Plan be formally referred to the SCRD Water Department for discussion at 
a future Infrastructure Services Committee meeting; 

AND THAT feedback be provided to the Planning and Development Committee and the 
Agricultural Advisory Committee about potential adjustments to the SCRD Drought 
Management Plan. 

The following resolution also provides direction that is relevant and was adopted at the regular 
SCRD Board meeting held April 10, 2014 (224/14 no.4 in part):        

 
AND FURTHER THAT staff have discussions with the farmers markets so that farmers 
are aware of the Drought Management Plan and what they have to do to be exempted 
from the restrictions. 

 

The purpose of our visit to the Agricultural Advisory Committee was to proactively engage with 
the farming community regarding the new outdoor water use restrictions, specifically, the new 
exemptions for commercial farms. The updated Drought Management Plan (DMP) was 
presented to the Agricultural Advisory Committee on May 27, 2014.  
 
The exemptions for farms are a new provision in the SCRD’s Drought Management Plan. In 
years past, commercial farms were subject to the same outdoor water use restrictions as 

Annex J
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residents. There are now two ways for farms to be exempted from water restrictions during 
stages 1 through 3: 1) have a water meter installed, free of charge, or, 2) demonstrate that crop 
irrigation is via low-flow technology (using less than 20 gallons per hour at 25 psi or less).  
 
The new exemptions are part of a comprehensive action plan that are needed to achieve both of 
the regional goals of increasing local food production and conserving drinking water that are 
committed to in We Envision and the (draft) Agricultural Area Plan. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Two themes emerged as areas of concern for the AAC members: 1) the types of irrigation 
technologies that are exempt from restrictions, 2) the cost of water after water meters are 
installed. A list of recorded comments from the meeting are attached in Appendix A. 
 
Exempt Irrigation Technology 
 
The concern expressed about irrigation types focused on the need to include “Drip Tape and T-
tape” in the list of exempt irrigation technologies. One committee member asserted that Drip 
and T Tape are commonly used by farmers on the Coast. Drip Tape is flat, flexible tube that has 
small, evenly spread perforations that allow water to seep to the root of the plant where it is 
needed most. T-Tape is a trademarked John Deer drip tape product. 
 
Acting on this concern, we researched the possible solutions and found that drip tape (most 
brands) each have a ‘high flow and low flow’ product. The low flow product specifications are 
sufficient to match the definition of “micro or drip irrigation system” exemptions in the drought 
management plan, meaning they operate at 20 gallons per hour, at 25 psi or less. 
 
Farmers have since been alerted, via flyers distributed at farmers markets, that low-flow drip 
tape is included in the exempt irrigation technologies. Flyers were distributed to farmers through 
the Roberts Creek Farmers Market, Sechelt Farmers Market and Gibsons Public Market, as well 
as events attended by the SCRD Water Conservation Assistant. 
 
Water Meters for Farms 
 
Some concern was expressed by farmers about installing water meters, fearful that water 
charges would not be affordable when a metered rate is established. 
 
AAC members were told that if farmers chose to opt for a meter today in order to be exempt 
from water restrictions, the SCRD commits to: 
 

• install the water meter free of charge;  
• not charge a metered charge for a minimum of one year; and 
• share their water consumption data with them  

 In all likelihood, it will be longer than one year before farmers are charged a metered rate due 
to the time required to implement metering and develop and adopt a new rate structure.  
 
Farms opting for water meters now have an opportunity to learn about their water consumption 
and make (conserving) changes to their water use before they are charged for a metered rate. 
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Meters on farm properties provide the SCRD with valuable previously unavailable information, 
such as: exactly how much water is being used? Are farms high water users or low water 
users? How much variability in water consumption exists across farms on the Coast? Other 
questions include: what type of irrigation technology are farmers using on the variety of crops 
grown on the Coast? What alternate sources of water for farm use are available? 
 
Sparse local data about farm water use currently inhibits informed policy and action work in this 
area. Specific data and research needs are detailed in section 2 of the (draft) Agricultural Area 
Plan. With this data policy, actions and conversation about the intersecting areas of Drought 
Management and farm water use will be more informed.  
 
Considerable work has been done to date in collaboration with farmers, and between the 
Planning and Infrastructure services departments of the SCRD to ensure that the objectives and 
actions of Section 2 of the (draft) Agricultural Area Plan meet the needs of all involved. If further 
conversation is needed about the priorities for conserving treated water on farms, this 
conversation is best suited to implementation of the Agricultural Area Plan, with farmers and all 
involved staff present.  
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Appendix A 
 
The May 27th AAC meeting minutes were adopted by the Board on June 26th:  The following are 
the verbatim comments recorded at the AAC meeting: 
 

• Propose that we exempt Class 9 farms. If growing produce for sale, permit exemption 
from regulations. Have a list of farmers to pass to the bylaw officer. It is not practical 
with emitters. Disappointed you didn’t bring this to us earlier on. There are other options 
out there.  

• Concern about cost with meters. 

• What is the rationale for metering? It doesn’t seem equitable. On a commercial basis, if 
growing grains, you would not do it with drip tape. 

• Expecting the farmer to put in expensive infrastructure isn’t realistic. It more applies to 
trees, shrubs, and grapes. When you are rotating your crops up to three times a year 
you can’t be fiddling with a drip system. 

• Types of watering systems used now: tape, soakers, flooding, overhead. There are 
under ten people growing a large amount of vegetables on the coast. Those are the 
ones that need the water. Let us somehow apply to be exempt from all of this. Most of 
us are quite responsible… give us the go ahead. 

• I am trying water catchment. I dug a few ponds, and use the rainwater. Maybe there are 
water catchment programs or methods. 

• My situation will be interesting, growing on multiple locations. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: August 5, 2014 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, General Manager Infrastructure Services 

RE:  LAKE RESTRICTIONS – VESSEL OPERATION RESTRICTION REGULATIONS 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the General Manager Infrastructure Services’ report dated July 24, 2014 
titled “Lake Restrictions – Vessel Operation Restriction Regulations” be received; 
 
AND THAT Chapman and Edwards Lakes be excluded from the Vessel Operation 
Restriction Regulation process as vessels are already restricted within the Class 
A Provincial Park; 
 
AND THAT the process to add McNeill and Harris Lakes to the Vessel Operation 
Restriction Regulations be considered for the 2015 workplan. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In July 2012, the SCRD received a complaint of seaplane landing and taking off in 
Garden Bay Lake.  The following resolution was adopted at the regular Board meeting 
of September 13, 2012: 
 
328/12   23   THAT the SCRD pursue methods to designate the surface of lakes used  
  as a drinking water source in the region as no landing zones. 
 
A staff report titled “Motor Craft Restrictions on Drinking Water Lakes” was provided to 
the February 7, 2013 Infrastructure Services Committee (Attachment A).  At the regular 
Board meeting of February 14, 2013, the following resolution was adopted resulting 
from that Infrastructure report: 
 
050/13  12 THAT the SCRD apply to add the following water bodies to the Vessel 

Operation Restriction Regulation to prevent the use of non-electric 
motorized vehicles and seaplanes on the water surface: Chapman Lake, 
Edwards Lake, McNeil Lake, Harris Lake. 

 
The purpose of this report is to present options for lake inclusion in the Vessel 
Operation Restriction Regulation (VORR). 

Annex K
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DISCUSSION 
 
In order to restrict seaplanes from landing in the listed lakes, they must be added to the 
Canada Water Aerodrome Supplement (CWAS).  Even then, the CWAS does not 
provide a list of restricted lakes.  Instead of listing every lake with restrictions, they 
choose to have a disclaimer instead.  The disclaimer is as follows: 
 
RESTRICTION AFFECTING SEAPLANES 

The Canada Shipping Act, 2001, through the Vessel Operation Restriction 
Regulations prohibits or imposes restrictions on the operation of vessels on 
certain lakes and waterways within Canada.  As a seaplane is considered a 
vessel while operating on the surface of a body of water, the Vessel Operation 
Restriction Regulations apply.  The bodies of water affected and applicable 
restrictions may be found in the Schedules to the Vessel Operation Restriction 
Regulations. 

 
Staff are aware of only one complaint where a seaplane landed on Garden Bay Lake 
which is already listed in the VORR and restricted to electric motors only.   
 
Vessel Operation Restriction Regulation Process 
 
The Vessel Operation Restriction Regulations, under the Canada Shipping Act 2001, 
regulate the operation of marine vessels on specific bodies of water in Canada. These 
regulations allow communities to address boating related conflicts by applying to 
Transport Canada for a Vessel Operation Restriction to enhance safety, protect the 
environment or the public interest. Restrictions can include no boat areas, engine power 
restrictions, speed limits and areas where certain activities are permitted.  Seaplanes 
are considered vessels on the waters’ surface. 
 
Application Requirements (from The Local Authorities’ Guide to Boating Restriction 
Regulations – Attachment B) 

• Clearly identify the problem 
• Identify all known contributing causes to the problem 
• Identify non-regulatory alternatives examined or attempted 
• Outline and document the public consultation that has been carried out 
• Establish and document why regulation is the only alternative 
• Outline and document impact assessments and cost/benefit analyses based 

on the decision to regulate 
• Ensure the nominated body of water has been accurately identified in terms 

easily understood by stakeholders 
• Ensure suitable methods are in place to allow compliance with regulations 
• Identify that enforcement is practical 
• Ensure the information required is concise and in a format acceptable for 

review and potential processing 
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• Once an application has been received, the regional Office of Boating Safety 
is responsible for ensuring that an application is justified, sufficient 
documented public consultation has been carried out, and the requirements 
of the Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation have been met, the 
application is then forwarded to the Office of Boating Safety, National 
Headquarters for further processing.  Publication through the Canada Gazette 
process will occur when the application is successful, and all questions have 
been answered or resolved. 

• When the process is properly followed, applications should be actioned and 
brought into force within one year or sooner if fast tracking is possible. 

• The applicant in any given case will vary.  An applicant can be any level of 
government or capable of completing the Boating Restriction Regulation 
process and maintaining any signs or buoys if required once an application is 
successful. 

  
Options for Restriction: 

1. Prohibition of all boats; 
2. Limitation of propulsion power or type of propulsion; 
3. Imposition of speed limits; or 
4. Restriction of towing activities such as waterskiing or regattas. 

 
The Application Process 
 

1. Public Consultation 
i. Determining who the stakeholders are 
ii. Notifying stakeholders of waterway concerns 
iii. Stakeholder Consultation 

2. Exploring non-regulatory alternatives 
3. Applying for a restriction 

 
The application process takes about two years.  The application goes to the local 
Transport Canada representative, Boating Safety Officer, Tim McCann.  He will assist 
the SCRD with the application process and will be available for questions or a 
presentation if desired.  Then the application is sent to Ottawa and then on to Treasury 
Board where it can sit for six to twelve months before a decision is made. 
 
Public Consultation 
The consultation stage is the most important.  It can be tailored to our community but 
must include the following:  

• all areas of the lakes in question 
• First Nations (included in all components of the application 

process) 
• Representation from the seaplane community 
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Consultation can be open houses or surveys or both.  The stronger the consultation 
process, the stronger the application.  If there is no opposition and the application is 
strong, of course, the greater the potential for success.   
 
Questions that need to be answered in the Consultation process: 

• What is the impact of the amendment/restriction? 
• Why are we doing this? 
• Do we actually need to do this? 
• Justification as to why the amendment is necessary 
• Is this something the community wants? Needs? Desires? 

 
Tetrahedron Park Exception 
Both Chapman and Edwards Lakes are located in the Tetrahedron Provincial Park 
which is a Class ‘A’ Park under the Ministry of Environment.  Class A parks are 
dedicated to the preservation of their natural environments for the inspiration, use and 
enjoyment of the public. A Class A park is Crown land designated under the Park Act or 
by the Protected Areas of British Columbia Act whose management and development 
are constrained by the Park Act. Sections 8 and 9 of the Park Act are the most pertinent 
in this regard, and direct that a park use permit must not be issued respecting an 
interest in land or natural resources “unless, in the opinion of the minister, to do so is 
necessary to preserve or maintain the recreational values of the park involved.”  The 
SCRD has a Park Use Permit (PUP) to allow for continued management of the 
Chapman watershed within the park as a community water supply for residents of the 
Sunshine Coast. 
 
A Management Plan for Tetrahedron Provincial Park was completed in January, 1997.  
One strategy of the Management Plan is to ensure that access to the park is controlled 
through limited road/trail routes in order to encourage responsible use, and to protect 
the park’s natural resources and facilities. 
 
Already in place is the following restriction on the Tetrahedron Park: 
 

• Prohibit aircraft landings, including ultralights, in the park except for 
emergency rescue procedures, research or management and maintenance 
of park facilities, and for purposes of the water purveyor to manage and 
maintain the region’s water supply. 

 
Staff consulted with the Park’s Area Supervisor for the Sunshine Coast, Dylan Eyers, 
who advised that putting further duplicating restrictions on the Park is neither practical 
nor necessary. 
 
Due to the protection offered through the Class A Park Status, it is recommended that 
the addition of Edwards and Chapman Lakes to the VORR not be pursued further.  With 
respect to McNeill and Harris Lakes, the following process must be followed in order to 
add them to the VORR. 
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NEXT STEPS 
 
Proposed McNeill and Harris Lake Engagement Plan: 
The proposed engagement plan consists of an open house in Pender Harbour as well 
as online engagement including Facebook ads and website information (Phase 1).  If 
there is significant concern raised during the open house phase, we may need to hold a 
facilitated meeting for seaplane operators and/or conduct a survey (Phase 2).  The 
estimated staff time costs for Phase 1 (staff time for open house planning, prep and 
execution) is approximately $5500.  Phase 2 (Facilitated meeting and online survey) 
costs are estimated at $5000 to $9000 depending on the survey design company’s 
costs. 
 

Engagement Goal: 

1. Ensure the public understands what VORR is, what and why changes are 
being proposed. 

2. Gauge support for the proposed lake restrictions. 

Target Audience: 
• Tofino Air 
• Harbour Air   
• Seaplane community 
• First Nations 
• DFO 

Additional Costs 
The costs for VORR will vary depending on the breadth of the consultation process.  If 
the application for Boating Restriction is accepted, the SCRD will be responsible for 
implementing a safety plan – this means proper placement and maintenance of 
authorized signs.  There are very specific requirements for what the signs should look 
like, how many are required and the size of the signs.  
 
Enforcement 
Part of this process is to identify a possible enforcement group such as RCMP, BC 
Conservation Officers, or some other enforcement group (we can designate new groups 
to enforce this particular regulation if necessary).  In addition the identified enforcement 
group needs to agree that they would enforce the restriction if necessary i.e. respond to 
complaints.    Transport Canada will not accept or approve applications where no 
enforcement mechanism has been identified.   
 
Timeline 
In order to create a new VORR, certain procedural and documentation requirements 
must be met.  Each September any proposed VORR that meets these requirements will 
be sent for approval in order to come into effect the following boating season.  The 
target is for the VORR to be implemented by the fall of 2016. 
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SUMMARY 
 
The federal government has legislative authority and jurisdiction over all Canadian 
waters.  Amending federal regulations is a lengthy process.  Every Canadian has a 
common law right to access water navigation.  Amendments require cost/benefit 
component as well as detailed documentation on the consultation process conducted.  
A successful application will prove that a restriction is the best way of dealing with the 
problem, those most affected have been consulted and the benefits of the restriction 
exceed its costs have been established.  Most importantly, a case has been made that 
both people and money will be used wisely to make this restriction work. 
 
Chapman and Edward Lakes already have seaplane restrictions under the BC Parks 
Management Plan.  Duplicating restrictions may result in unnecessary costs.   
 
The VORR application process is onerous and will take approximately 2-3 years to 
complete.  Due to significant time and cost requirements, staff recommend this project 
be identified for 2015 work plan consideration. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  January 24, 2013 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – February 7, 2013 
FROM: Bryan Shoji, GM Infrastructure Services 
RE: MOTOR CRAFT RESTRICTIONS ON DRINKING WATER LAKES 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the General Manager’s report entitled “Motor Craft Restrictions on Drinking Water 
Lakes” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD apply to add the following water bodies to the Vessel Operation 
Restriction Regulation to prevent the use of non-electric motorized vehicles and sea-
planes on the water surface:  Chapman Lake, Edwards Lake, McNeil Lake, Harris Lake. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following resolution was adopted at the regular Board meeting of September 13, 2012; 
 
328/12   23   THAT the SCRD pursue methods to designate the surface of lakes used  
  as a drinking water source in the region as no landing zones.     
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The following lakes within the Sunshine Coast Regional District currently hold restrictions to 
non-electric motorized craft: 
 

• Chapman Creek 
• Garden Bay Lake 
• Hotel Lake 
• Klein Lake 

• Mixal Lake 
• Trout Lake 
• Waugh Lake 

 
In order to place a new motorized craft restriction on a water surface there is an application 
process which includes a public consultation process.   
 
Below is an excerpt from the Canada Water Aerodrome Supplement (CWAS): 
 

RESTRICTIONS AFFECTING SEAPLANES 
The Canada Shipping Act, 2001, through the Vessel Operation Restriction 
Regulations prohibits or imposes restrictions on the operation of vessels on 
certain lakes and waterways within Canada.  As a seaplane is considered a 
vessel while operating on the surface of a body of water, the Vessel Operation 
Restriction Regulations apply. The bodies of water affected and applicable 
restrictions may be found in the Schedules to the Vessel Operation Restriction 
Regulations. 

Attachment A
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Timothy McCann, Boating Safety Officer for Transport Canada advises: 
 

“Pilots are expected to know of restrictions because of the disclaimer put in the 
front of the Water Aerodrome Supplement published by NAVCanada.  The 
RCMP, BC Conservation Officer Service, and BC Park Rangers are examples of 
groups authorized to enforce the Vessel Operation Restriction Regulations (i.e. 
write tickets for operating on a restricted lake).   
 
The best course of action would be to forward complaints to the RCMP.  They 
can follow up and issue a ticket if necessary, based on the discretion of the 
officer, it is important that any complaint include the identifying numbers on the 
aircraft.” 
 
 

A complete list of restricted lakes is available at 2011-2013 Freshwater Fishing Regulations 
Synopsis: Printed Version. (Appendix 1) 
 
There are still a number of community drinking water lake sources within the SCRD boundary 
that that are not registered in the Vessel Operation Restriction Regulations, including: 
 

• Chapman Lake 
• Edwards Lake 
• Ruby Lake 

• McNeil Lake 
• Harris Lake 

 
Of these lakes, it is our understanding that only Ruby Lake is actively used by float planes and 
for recreational boating.  The remaining lakes are only accessed by electric motorized boats for 
survey purposes and adding these four lakes to the restriction list is not anticipated to cause any 
operational hardships. 
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Transport Canada
Home > Marine Transportation > Marine Safety> Design, Equipment & Boating Safety
>Office of Boating Safety > The Local Author[Ues Guide to Boating Restriction Reguiations

The Local Authorities’ Guide to Boating Restriction Regulations

A user-friendly guide to the boating restriction process on Canadian
Waters (Version OBS 4.0)
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10 Introduction

Boating Restriction Regulations are used primarily to address safety concerns where no other Act,
regulation, or regulatory regime applies and where there is no other alternative than to restrict a
waterway.

Boating restrictions address concerns raised by the operation of all vessels (primarily pleasure craft).
Boating restrictions based on concerns other than safety, such as in the public interest or
environmental issues for example, may be considered as well on a case-by-case basis depending on
the evidence and alternatives available.

This guide is intended for provincial and territorial government departments and local government
authorities.

A boating restriction application is usually made for a specific body of water (or parts thereof), and
requires the applicant to hold stakeholder consultations at the local level. Proposed restrictions that
may have a national impact require a corresponding national consultation process.

Remember, a boating restriction application should not be the first step in dealing with waterways
safety concerns. In many instances use issues can be resolved by dialogue amongst stakeholders.
Acceptable non-regulatory agreements are also far more expedient and generally less costly.

When stakeholders can not arrive at a mutually acceptable non-regulatory solution, a boating
restriction may be the most effective way to resolve a waterway conflict. Before proceeding with an
application, the applicant, and or applicants, must contact their Regional Office of Boating Safety for
advice and direction. A contact list is included in the information section of this guide.

1.1 Overview: who does what?

The federal government has legislative authority and jurisdiction over all Canadian waters . A
provincial, territorial or federal government department may administer the application process for a
proposed boating restriction amendment on behalf of Transport Canada Marine Safety, Office of
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Boating Safety (CBS). Any level of government may apply for a boating restriction. Stakeholders and
affected parties will be involved as a part of the consultation process.

Levels of government requesting that a body of water be considered for a proposed restriction must
follow specific procedures that are overseen by either a regional CBS or in some cases, a Provincial
Designated Authority working with the CBS. The applicant may be required by either of these
authorities to provide further information in order for the application to proceed. The process is based
on the Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation.

The primary responsibility of the CBS and/or the designated authority is to review the applications to
ensure that a need for a designation under federal regulations has been established by the applicant:

• Clearly identifying the problem
• Identifying all known contributing causes to the problem
• Identifying non-regulatory alternatives that were examined or attempted
• Outlining and documenting the public consultation that has been carried out
• Establishing and documenting why regulation is the only alternative
• Outlining and documenting impact assessments and cost/benefit analyses based on the decision

to regulate.
• Ensuring the nominated body of water has been accurately identified in terms easily understood

by stakeholders and that First Nations, Inuit and Métis governments, communities and people
that have an interest in the area being considered are identified and included early on in the
process

• Ensuring suitable methods are in place to allow compliance with the regulations
• Identifying that enforcement is practical and that this responsibility is accepted by an

appropriate enforcement authority
• Ensuring the information required is concise and in a format acceptable for review and potential

processing

Once an application has been received, the regional CBS (with participation from other federal and
provincial departments, if required) is responsible for ensuring that a designation is justified, sufficient
documented public consultation has been carried out, and the requirements of the Cabinet Directive on
Streamlining Regulation have been met.

The application will then be forwarded to the CBS National Headquarters for further processing.
Publication through the Canada Gazette process will only occur if the application is successful, and all
questions have been answered or resolved.

If an application fails to meet the Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation, the regional CBS may
send it back to the applicant for further consultation or review or to request additional information or
substantiation. Returned submissions will include reasons for the return.

There are three common reasons why applications fail the regulatory process:

• The requirements of the Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation were not met. For
instance, other regulatory and non-regulatory alternatives have not been properly examined or
exhausted.

• The root of the problem was not properly identified. This is critical when examining alternatives
or solutions.

• The problem identified was more appropriately addressed through a different regulation or act.

When the requirements of the application have been met, non-regulatory alternatives deemed
ineffective and a boating restriction determined to be the best alternative, the review and publication of
the new restriction in the regulations will generally take less than one year if all of the steps of the
process have been followed and the required information has been provided.

L2 The Cabinet Directive on StreamHning Regulation in brief
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Transport Canada is responsible for ensuring that proposed boating restrictions meet the requirements
of the Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation. To assist applicants in preparing a complete
application package, an overview of the Policy is provided in section 1.3 of this guide.

The entire Policy can be obtained from the following Web site.

1.3 CabInet Directive on Streamlining Regulation 2

The Cabinet Directive on Streamlining Regulation ensures that any regulatory action results in the

greatest net benefit to Canadians. The Policy requires regulatory authorities to ensure that:

1. A problem or risk exists and can be clearly demonstrated, federal government intervention is
justified and regulation is the best alternative.

2. Canadians are consulted and are given an opportunity to participate in non-regulatory
alternatives, or in developing proposals for regulatory changes.

3. The benefits outweigh the costs to Canadians, their governments and businesses. When
managing risks on behalf of Canadians, regulatory authorities must ensure that the limited
resources available to all levels of government are used where they will have the strongest
impact.

4. Adverse impacts on the capacity of the economy to generate wealth and employment are
minimized and no unnecessary regulatory burden is imposed. In particular, regulatory
authorities ensure:

• Information and administrative requirements are limited to what is absolutely necessary
and that they impose the least possible cost

• The special circumstances of small businesses are addressed
• Parties proposing equivalent means to conform with regulatory requirements are given

proper consideration

5. International and intergovernmental agreements are respected and full advantage is taken of
opportunities for coordination with other governments and agencies.

6. Systems are in place to manage regulatory resources effectively.
7. Regulatory authorities must also ensure that regulations will be enforced and consequently

require that applications for new restrictions include a commitment by an enforcement body to
carry out these functions.

2.0 Process

There is a structured process that must be followed for a waterway or portion of a waterway to be
designated under the regulations. It applies to every request for a boating restriction, since requests
are assessed case-by-case. This process is not an absolute checklist, particularly in regard to
consultation, but rather a system to ensure the requirements of the Cabinet Directive are met. Regional
Offices of Boating Safety are key in assisting and providing advice on consultation and in facilitating
initiatives to resolve a waterway conflict or concern.

2.1 Public consultation: a three-step process

Public consultation is not a clearly defined step in the regulatory process. It is an ongoing component
designed to solicit from the public the best solutions to a given problem. It is also one of the main
mechanisms in identifying and addressing areas of concern.

Consultation can bring groups with diverging perceptions together, and provide a forum for them to
discuss and agree on ways to remedy their concerns, Many times, this process is successful and results
in non-regulatory solutions. Before consulting, develop a consultation plan and share it with your
regional Office of Boating Safety (CBS). The CBS can provide helpful ideas and direction to keep the
process on track.

A Note on Consultation

Public consultation is the most time consuming aspect of the regulatory process, and the
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most important. Unfortunately, it is also the part of the process that is least understood.
Proper public consultation is used not only to inform the public of the concerns and
problems of a particular waterway, but also to allow affected stakeholders to provide
input and suggestions to assist in resolving these issues, prior to further government
involvement. Public consultation is a way of ensuring that people and groups explore all
their potential avenues of action, prior to undertaking a regulatory initiative, The
consultation process may reveal that a restriction is not the best, or desired means, of
addressing the issues at a given location, or that a non-regulatory alternative may
resolve the situation.

Public consultation can identify a problem, lead to non-regulatory alternatives, measure the results of
those alternatives, and if all else fails, it can examine the most appropriate solution that resolves the
problem, while having the least impact. Consultations are an opportunity for stakeholders to be
involved in the process and provide input. A Boating Restriction Regulation application is not accepted
based on the number of people supporting a restriction, but rather on the basis of its merit and need.

The following steps are essential to successful consultation. The number of stakeholders affected by a
proposed boating restriction determines the level of resources needed to ensure full public consultation.
The quality of consultation will directly affect the federal government’s ability to process an application.
Also, if consultation has not been carried out in an appropriate manner, the CBS will not be in a
position to support or recommend that a submission move forward. Expect delays or returned
applications in such cases.

2.12 Step 1: Determining who the stakeholders are

Each waterway has its own, unique set of stakeholders. The applicant conducting the consultation must
ensure that affected stakeholders have the opportunity to provide input. The list of affected
stakeholders will include government and non-government groups and individuals. Examples include:

Possible non-government stakeholders

• Shore residents and property owners
• Marina operators
• Yacht clubs, boating and sailing organizations
• Boat rental agencies
• Private boaters
• Commercial operations, tour boats, ferries, logging, tow boats, sport and commercial fishing

organizations or groups
• First Nations, Inuits and Métis communities and peoples; national, regional and local Aboriginal

organisations and Aboriginal governments
• Foreshore lease holders
• Advisory councils
• Environmental groups
• Local Port or Harbour Authorities
• Community organizations
• Ski clubs, Yacht clubs, pleasure boating groups
• Individuals who use the waterway

Possible government stakeholders or agencies

• Transport Canada
• Fisheries & Oceans Canada
• Environment Canada
• Health Canada
• Department of Justice
• Heritage Canada
• Provincial / federal park authorities
• Provincial, regional, or municipal governments
• Provincial transportation agency
• Tourism ministry
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• Crown Lands
• Local, regional, provincial or federal law enforcement
• Provincial Ministry of Environment Offices

2.13 Step 2: Notifying stakeholders of waterway concerns

Once stakeholders have been identified, they must be informed of the concerns raised so that the

problem, if it exists, can be identified and an opportunity to find a non-regulatory alternative is fully

explored (prior to a proposed restriction) and the reason for it. How each stakeholder is notified and

given the opportunity to provide input may vary from area to area and for each stakeholder.

There are several ways to ensure notification. Examples of notification include:

• Posting notices at access points, marinas, ports, park information shelters, community notice

boards, local stores, etc.
• Organizing public meetings
• Appearing on local call-in radio I TV shows
• Placing notices in mailboxes of homes and businesses in the affected area

• Contacting associations directly and asking them to inform their members
• Sending notifications to government agencies
• Flyer campaigns
• Electronic notification through Web sites and e-mail notification

2.14 Step 3: Stakeholder consultation

In this stage of the consultation process, the stakeholder response is received, taken into account and

documented. If required, meetings are held and responses are compiled and summarized. Consultation
is used to determine the following aspects:

• What is the exact definition of the problem(s)?
• What are the causes of the problem(s)?
• Are there presently any regulations in place that may address the problem?
• What non-regulatory alternatives can be used?
• What is the best solution to address the problem?
• What are the costs and benefits of the causes and their possible solutions?

• What are the impacts of a regulation on businesses, property owners, and all other
stakeholders in the area?

• Is there anyone else who should be consulted? Who has been missed?
• What federal or provincial government agency is responsible for this type of issue?

A file on the consultation and results may include:

• Identification of the problem
• Identified causes
• Identified non-regulatory alternatives
• Comparative analysis leading to preferred solution
• Itemized and total summary of cost and benefits
• A list of stakeholders contacted and how they were contacted
• Copies of meeting minutes
• Letters and e-mails of support and opposition
• A list of phone call responses
• Copies of newspaper / magazine notifications, including dates and names of publications used

a Other relevant documentation

If the end result is a proposed regulation, expect the applicant to be questioned by the public and

various levels of government on the rationale behind the identification of the problem, alternate
solutions attempted or considered, and the thoroughness of consultation. Have this information

available, as it wlli be used to respond to the many queries received from the various offices (up to and
including Treasury Board analysts) involved in processing regulatory amendments. Accurate
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documentation will allow for proper evaluation and a clear record of events, and will support a case for
a restriction, if necessary.

Throughout the consultation process, the applicant must consider foremost that a restriction may not
be the best or only way of addressing the problem on the waterway in question. Consultation is a
component of the review process that must be satisfied, prior to submitting a proposed restriction to
the regional Office of Boating Safety (OBS). The first step should be a review of the Cabinet Directive
on Streamlining Regulation and dialog with the regional Office of Boating Safety before initiating this
process.

2.2 Exploring non-regulatory alternatives

Identifying a problem and proper consultation are key components in resolving a waterway concern.
Part of consultation is to explore non-regulatory or voluntary compliance initiatives that may resolve
the concern. It has been demonstrated on many waterways that non-regulatory initiatives can achieve
the same result as a boating restriction, without going through the time-consuming regulatory process.

A non-regulatory alternative can be as simple as an agreement between waterway users to respect
each other’s rights and operate in a courteous manner, or follow a voluntary code of conduct. Other
forms of non-regulatory alternatives can be signs posted around a waterway requesting operators to
reduce speed near narrow channels, near shore, around swimming areas or in areas where non-
powered pleasure craft such as canoes and kayaks may be adversely affected by the speed or wake of
a power-driven vessel. Signs such as “Please do not enter swimming area”, “Caution — swimming
area”, “Please reduce your wake”, “Hazards near shore”, “Please reduce speed near shore”, “Please
reduce speed when entering a narrow channel”, “In the interest of safety, all water-skiers please
operate in a counter-clockwise direction”, are a few examples of how signage can be used to improve
behaviour and increase safety on a waterway.

Voluntary compliance signs posted near a waterway cannot be mistaken for a federal prohibition if no
prohibition exists. Posted signs that could be mistaken for a boating restriction are not permitted under
federal legislation.

Signs indicating certain penalties already in regulations or Acts are also a good reminder to waterway
users. “Prohibition Against Careless Operation” under section 43 of the Small Vessel Regulations is a
good example. This section states “No person shall operate a small vessel in a careless manner,
without due care and attention or without reasonable consideration for other persons”. Regional Offices
of Boating Safety have sign templates indicating the types of operation this may include. Sign
templates are also available here

Signs reminding waterway users of prohibitions under the Fisheries Act, Wildlife Act, or other Acts and
regulations are also a good method of educating waterway users.

2.3 Applying for a restriction

INTRODUCTION:

The Boating Restriction Regulations (BRRs) allow for the restriction of boating activities, on a specific
body of water, in order to achieve safety, environmental, or public interest objectives. BRRs provide the
means to impose restrictions such as:

• Prohibition of all boats
• Limitation of propulsion power or type of propulsion
• Imposition of speed limits
• Restriction of towing activities such as waterskiing or regattas.

Restrictions can apply at all times or be specific to certain times of the day, week, months or seasons.
Submissions for a boating restriction under the BRRs can target a particular type or types of craft that
are the cause of a problem. There are presently some 2000 boating restrictions in effect on various
bodies of water across the country.
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PROCESS:

Step 1. Determine whether an alternate, effective, or non-regulatory means exist, such as working

with the community for support, and or providing education to achieve the objectives. Transport

Canada has trained personnel in each regional Office of Boating Safety across the country to

proactively work with applicants in seeking solutions to waterway conflicts.

Step 2. If an alternate resolution is not found, regional staff will assist the applicant as appropriate.

Step 3. The applicant must:

• Clearly identify the problem
• Identify all known contributing causes to the problem
• Identify non-regulatory alternatives that were examined or attempted

• Outline and document the public consultation that has been carried out
• Establish and document why regulation is the only alternative

• Outline and document impact assessments and cost/benefit analyses based on the decision to

regulate.
• Ensure the nominated body of water has been accurately identified in terms easily understood

by stakeholders
• Ensure suitable methods are in place to allow compliance with the regulations
• Identify that enforcement is practical
• Ensure the information required is concise and in a format acceptable for review and potential

processing
• Once an application has been received, the regional Office of Boating Safety (with participation

from other federal and provincial departments, if necessary) is responsible for ensuring that an

application is justified, sufficient documented public consultation has been carried out, and the

requirements of the Cabinet Directive an Streamlining Regulation have been met.

• The application will then be forwarded to the Office of Boating Safety, National Headquarters for

further processing. Publication through the Canada Gazette process will occur when the
application is successful, and all questions have been answered or resolved.

• When the process is properly followed, applications should be actioned and brought into force

within one year, or sooner if fast tracking is possible.
• The applicant in any given case will vary. An applicant can be any level of government or

capable of completing the Boating Restriction Regulation process and maintaining any signs or

buoys if required once an application is successful.

2.4 The review process

The application package sent by the applicant to the regional Office of Boating Safety (OBS) must

contain enough information to allow the CBS to review the file and ensure that the process followed

has met the requirements of the Cabinet Directive on Streamlining. It is in the applicant’s interest to

contact the regional CBS for guidance on non-regulatory alternatives and on developing the following

information if a boating restriction is the appropriate alternative:

• A description of the waterway including types of activity, access points, population, vessel types

and other water related activities
A chart or map clearly indicating the boundaries of the proposed site

A complete description of the perceived problem(s), complete with an analysis of all probable

causes and all potential solutions listing all of their pros and cons, etc.
• A summary of the consultation process, to include, as applicable

A list of major stakeholders, their positions, how they were contacted and by what
means
Copies of print advertisements used including their date, place and publication
Copies of posters/flyers and a list of locations displayed
Dates and stations used for call-in programs

o Copies of minutes of meetings
o Summary of e-mail/letters — for and against
o Summary of telephone calls for and against
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Summary of non-regulatory alternatives considered including reasons for continuing
with the proposed restriction, as well as why a particular restriction was selected
A copy of the cost/benefit analysis
A description of the compliance and enforcement mechanisms that will be put in place,
and a letter from the local enforcement agency confirming that they support the
proposed restriction and can enforce it

The regional CBS (and/or Designated Provincial Authority) will consider all aspects of the application
and determine whether or not there is enough evidence to apply for a proposed boating restriction.

If necessary, an assessment of the waterway by qualified federal, provincial or territorial officials may
be conducted to gather additional information to evaluate the waterway. The regional OBS will review
and assess the level of consultation that has been conducted and will ensure that a cost/benefit
analysis of the site(s) is prepared. Following this review, the regional CBS may recommend a proposed
restriction for forwarding or return it to the applicant for more information or for further consultation.
Recommended applications will be assembled and submitted to the Office of Boating Safety National
Headquarters (CBS NHQ).

If the application is complete at this level, the OBS NHQ will prepare a Regulatory Impact Analysis
Statement (RIAS) and other documentation. These documents will be in support of the designation and
will summarize the information contained in the application, including an outline of the public
consultations held, how the problem was defined, why this regulation was deemed the best solution,
the impacts a designation will have on stakeholders, and how the different facets of the Cabinet
Directive on Streamlining Regulation were satisfied.

The proposed amendment to the regulations to include the new site along with the accompanying RIAS
is processed through the legislative law-making process, and may be published in the Canada Gazette
Part I. The Gazette is published nationally and allows stakeholders one last opportunity to comment on
the proposed regulatory changes. If comments are received by the federal government during the
comment period that have already been addressed during the consultations, or if no comments are
received at all, the proposed sites may be published in the Canada Gazette Part II and could become
federal law at a date prescribed in the Regulation. In cases where comments are received that have not
been previously addressed, the RIAS may have to be revised to address those concerns and/or
additional consultations may have to be carried out.

Once the amendments have been published in Part II of the Canada Gazette, the OBS NHQ will inform
the regional OBS and designated provincial authority (if applicable), who will in turn inform the
applicant.
The applicant is responsible for ensuring that notification of the designation is given to the public. This
notification can be in various forms, and may include the posting of signage in the designated areas or
in public places close to the designated site. The applicant will be given ministerial authority to post any
necessary signage once the proposed restriction is published in Canada Gazette Part II.

3.0 Placement of Signs Overview

If you are reading this section, it is likely your application for a Boating Restriction has been accepted.
You have proven that a restriction is the best way of dealing with the problem, consulted with those
most affected, established that the benefits of the restriction exceed its costs, and ensured that
agreements between the federal and provincial governments concerned are respected. Most
importantly, you have made a case that both people and money will be used wisely to make this
restriction work.

In this section you will find information on how to determine the number and style of signs you will
need to implement approved Boating Restrictions. Information is provided on how and from where you
can purchase these signs.

3.1 Implementing a Safety Plan

The success of your Boating Restriction depends on people knowing that there is a restriction and what
it requires them to do. In large part this means the proper placement of authorized signs. As on any

http://www.tc.gc.caleng/marinesafety/debs-obs-resources-publications-restriction-menu-436... 8/8/201488



The Local Authorities’ Guide to Boating Restriction Regulations - Transport Canada Page 10 of 19

highway, visible and easily understood signs must be posted at appropriate places on the waterway, to
increase the chance of people behaving the way you want them to.

The legal responsibilities which flow from an approved Boating Restriction are fairly simple. The
sponsoring municipality or province is responsible for:

• posting signs using the required graphic elements; and
a maintaining the signs.

This section will help you to fulfill these two obligations. There are no hard and fast rules for the
number of signs or their placement but well-placed signs will increase the chances of a successful
restriction.

32 Increase visibility for transient boaters

Consider what kind of boaters use the waterway. Are many of them day visitors using launching areas?
Are many boaters just passing through? If the waterway sees a great deal of this kind of transient
traffic, you may need more signs, particularly at launching areas and other points of entry. Ask yourself
whether official boating restriction signs are sufficient. Perhaps you will need to erect a small billboard
with a mapof the lake (like a shopping mall map complete with “you are here”) showing restricted
areas and other helpful information such as hidden shallows.

3.3 Increase visibility for regular users

Are most operators of boats familiar with the area? Are most of the boaters local cottagers or
residents? A cost-effective solution is possible when you are dealing with boaters who return season
after season. Install just a few signs in high traffic areas, but rely mainly on distributing pamphlets
which outline the nature of the boating restrictions.

3.4 Where and How to Place the Signs

When it comes to deciding where to place signs, there are few hard and fast rules, and some general
guidelines. In addition to these, apply your own knowledge of the waterway and the behaviour of the
boaters who use it.

Access points to the restricted waterway are natural places for signs, and these can include any public
launching area. Signs at launching areas should be clearly visible, facing the Iandward side of the
shore. If the restricted waterway is a river or channel, signs should be posted at all entry points to the
restricted zone. If your restriction was motivated by a concern for swimmers, post signs on buoys at
the edges of the restricted zone.

Signs are most often posted in the spring. Choose spots that will not become overgrown with foliage as
the season progresses, to ensure visibility and to reduce maintenance chores.

Before you decide where to place signs, talk with the local office of the enforcement agency that will be
policing the boating restriction.

If you have decided to place a sign on a buoy in navigable waters, you must first check with the
Navigation Protection Program (NPP) of Transport Canada. The NPP is responsible for authorizing the
placement of any “work”, such as a dock, buoy, or pier in any navigable water in Canada.

3.5 Size and Height of Signs

The minimum size for a land-based boating restriction sign is 60 cm in diameter or width. For floating
signs, the minimum diameter or width is 30 cm.
To determine an effective size for readability, it is important to know how far the boat will be from the
sign when it first needs to be understood. Most sign makers can be consulted for advice on the
appropriate size, but here are a few guidelines:

• If the operator of the boat is no more than 30 metres from the sign and travelling at a
maximum of 15 km/h, the lettering should be a minimum of 5 cm high and symbols, such as a
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propeller, no less than 20 cm high. A single sign would thus be 45 cm in diameter, or “medium
sized”.
If the operator of the boat is no more than 60 metres away and travelling as fast as 60 km/h,
then the lettering should be a minimum of 10 cm high and the symbols no less than 40 cm
high. The size of a single sign would thus be 75 cm in diameter, that is “large”.

Water does not remain calm, and that should be taken into consideration when installing both floating
signs and those on shore:

• The lower edge of a symbol on a buoy should be at least 40 cm above the surface of the water.
• The lower edge of a sign on land should be at least 2 metres above calm water.

3.6 What the Signs Should Look Like

Until now, this guide has provided a menu of ideas for promoting compliance, for where to place signs
and for determining how big they should be. But when it comes to the actual look of the signs, you
have no choice at all. For the sake of consistency and visibility, there are a number of regulations
governing the appearance of Boating Restriction signs. There are no short cuts.

3.7 General requirements

Every sign must be marked at the lower edge in black with the words Transport Canada and Transports
Canada and be accompanied by the Canadian flag logo. Many printers will know this combination of
name and flag as the “FIP”, which stands for Federal Identity Program. All signs have to be bordered by
a band in international orange, and the width of that band must be one-twelfth of the width or
diameter of the sign.

All of the graphic elements required can be found at the three links below,. You can take these pages to
a sign maker, or your sign maker can download the corresponding files from this Web Site directly.

• Borders and Shanes
• Symbols for types of restrictions
• Time-limited Symbols

3.8 How to Order Signs Prepare a specs sheet

You can use the specifications sheet in the appendix to help you refine the order or tender which you
can take to a sign maker. For each type of sign, the specifications should include:

• Quantity Use the discussion above and your own knowledge of your needs, to determine the
number of signs you will need.

• Size The specs sheet provides you with a table with dimensions for three sizes of signs.
• Artwork to be used. As mentioned earlier, the Boating Safety Infoline at 1-800-267-6687 can

provide you with hard copies of the required artwork for your sign maker. The different graphic
elements can be combined to produce all of the signs required by the regulations. A sign maker
can expand these to any size. In addition, electronic versions of these signs in a format called
“JPEG” can be downloaded from this Web Site.

• Colours International orange is specified in the regulations for borders and slashes because it is
more weather-resistant than fluorescent paint, which can deteriorate in less than three years.

• Materials Experience has shown that vinyl-coated aluminum is the best material for a durable
sign. Another choice is pressure treated or marine plywood.

• Sign posts Posts can be of wood, cadmium, stainless or white-painted galvanized steel, or
aluminum. You will want to ensure that the posts and signs are of complementary materials, as
some combinations of metals lead to early corrosion.

3.9 Choose a sign-maker

To choose a sign maker, ask any local agency that regularly orders signs, such as the highway
department, for the name of a reputable business or service. Any firm which makes road signs should
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be able to make signs for boating restrictions. But you will want to ensure that they can obtain

international orange.

3.10 Maintenance of Signs

The level of government that obtained the boating restriction is responsible for all sign maintenance

and sign replacement, including all costs.

With modern materials, it can be ten years or more before a sign shows obvious signs of deterioration.

However, signs should be checked two or three times each season to ensure they have not been

vandalized, obscured by plant growth or in any other way altered. Always check your signs after storms

and heavy rains. Any buoy used to display signs must be removed at the end of the season (if

applicable) and stored until spring.

The Boating Restriction Regulations provide protection for the signs. It’s an offence to place or remove

a sign without proper authorization. It’s also an offence to alter, conceal, damage or destroy an

authorized sign or to use a sign or sign post as a mooring. Any one who fails to follow these regulations

can be fined up to $500. The level of government that obtained the boating restriction is responsible for

all sign maintenance and sign replacement, including all costs.

With modern materials, it can be ten years or more before a sign shows obvious signs of deterioration.

However, signs should be checked two or three times each season to ensure they have hot been

vandalized, obscured by plant growth or in any other way altered. Always check your signs after storms

and heavy rains.

Any buoy used to display signs must be removed at the end of the season (if applicable) and stored

until spring.

The Boating Restriction Regulations provide protection for the signs. It’s an offence to place or remove

a sign without proper authorization. It’s also an offence to alter, conceal, damage or destroy an

authorized sign or to use a sign or sign post as a mooring. Any one who fails to follow these regulations

can be fined up to $500.

4.0 Specifications Guide for Ordering Signs

This section has two purposes. First, you can print this section, and then fill it out with the necessary

information for your sign maker. Second, by clicking on the various small pictures (called thumbnails)

shown below, you can download the graphics which you will need to give to your sign maker.

4.1 How to use this section

Sign makers appreciate receiving what they have to print as a series of black and white graphics (called

colour separations), which they then combine and print in various colours to give you a complete sign.

For this reason, the various signs have been divided into various graphic elements which each

represent a different colour. In most cases, you will need to pick at least one thumbnail from each of

four categories of graphic elements.

When you click on these thumbnails, the graphic will open in a second window, possibly hidden behind

this one. These graphics will look huge, but they will print on a single piece of paper. I suggest that you

print this new window, and also save it as a file. The easiest way to save the file is to click on the

graphic and hold your Macintosh mouse until a menu pops up which gives you the alternative to save

the file. In Windows, right click on the mouse for the same effect.

4.2 Specifications Sheet

Name of applicant (Municipality or Town)

Street Address

City Province
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Postal Code

Email

Telephone Fax

Name of waterbody

4.3 Federal identity flag (FIP)

Transport Transports
Canada Canada

iC)

t , Trnsprt Tra-at
0 $ Cni ‘ii

4.4 Limitations of restrictions

Chose one. Click on the appropriate thumbnails in the right-hand column to provide you with down
loadable artwork.

Limitations of restrictions

Use rhomboid or circle.
Notime,orcompasspomt

___

Use orange semi-circle on green box with shaded clock.

Limited to times of the day

_____

Use orange semi-circle on green box with shaded days of
the week

Lmited to times of the week

Use orange semi-circle on green box with shaded monthly
calendar.

Limited to times of the year

Use orange semi-circle on green box with shaded compass.

Limited by compass points

_____

http://www.tc.gc.caJeng/marinesafety/debs-obs-resources-publications-restriction-menu-436... 8/8/201492



The Local Authorities’ Guide to Boating Restriction Regulations - Transport Canada Page 14 of 19

4.5 Number of restrictions

Click on the appropriate thumbnail in the right-hand column to provide you with down-loadable artwork

Number of restrictions

Use rhomboid or circle.

One restriction c CS xJ
Use rhomboids or circles in a cartouche.

Two restrictions in one area c:::
Three or more restrictions in one area Design your own elongated cartouche.

4.6 Type of restriction(s)

Choose one or more. Click on the appropriate thumbnail in the right-hand column to provide you with

down-loadable artwork.

Use numbers and “Max Km/h”.
123 5 5

Speed control (5, 10, 25,40, 55, or 70 km/h) ‘0 4 G TO
MK,m 7 8 23 1

9 0 40 7S

Use numbers and “Max kW”.

Parks and controlled access power limit
MAX kW 1 2 5 55

4S i 10
7 8 23 75
9 040?,S

Use propeller and slash.

Power driven vessels prohibited A
Use propeller with gas pump and slash.

Power driven vessels prohibited except electric

Use “Regatta” or “Régate” and slash.

Permit required to hold a regatta

Water-skiing prohibited
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Use ‘SKI” and slash.

SKI®

Use rhomboid.

MI vessels prohibited

47 Quantity

Number of Signs

Number of public entry points: Use one sign per entry point.

Number of signs required for shorelines or buoys where significant boating requires notice
of a restriction: (e.g. at swimming area, narrows, or shallows: Use enough signs along shoreline
so that one is always visible.

4.8 Size

Check as appropriate

Small’ Floating signs 30 cm diameter: Multiply supplied
artwork by 2.

Medium Signs at public entry points. Land-based signs 45 cm in diameter.: Multiply
30 metres from slow boats. supplied artwork by 3.

Lar e’ Land-based signs for high-speed boats less than 75 cm in diameter: Multiply
60 metres away. supplied artwork by 5.

4.9 Colours

Check as appropriate No Substitutions

Colours
International Orange
Black
Flag Red
Green

4.10 Materials for signs

Check one

Materials for signs
Vinyl-coated aluminum
Pressure-treated plywood
Other

4.11 Sign posts

Check one
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Sign posts
White-painted galvanized steel
Aluminum
Other

5.0 Examp’e Scenario

5.1 Linden Lake SEE ATTACHED DOCUMENT

Linden Lake is approximately 1.5 kilometres long and a maximum of one kilometre wide, and its
eastern half approximately 600 metres at its widest point. It is primarily surrounded by private
property, except for a portion of the western shore that is part of a public park, and a public launch
ramp at the end of Linden Lake Road, adjacent to the park.

The population in the area has grown in recent years, resulting in an increase in all aspects of
waterway usage including swimming, canoeing, kayaking, fishing, waterskiing and wakeboarding. Many
long-term residents around the lake expressed their concern and unhappiness with the increased use of
the lake, particularly by power boaters “hot-dogging”, wake jumping, and buzzing close to other
vessels and their docks. Their concerns ranged from potential damage to docks from wakes, to fears of
wakes overturning smaller non-powered craft, and even the disturbance of what was once a quiet
restful place to live being affected by noise and what some residents described as “chaos on the
water”.

During a Property Owners Association meeting a decision was made to approach the municipality to
limit the number of powerboats to those owned by property owners or to ban them from the lake
completely.

The municipality informed the property owners the responsibility for waterways rested with the federal
government and they could do nothing to help.

The property owners association contacted the Office of Boating Safety COBS) and expressed their
concerns regarding the activities on Linden Lake, and requested a restriction or ban on powerboat use.
The OBS provided background information on how the processed worked, and indicated that there may
be non-regulatory options or other regulations already in place to improve the situation on Linden Lake.
The owners at this point said that they had taken a vote and 98% of the property owners felt that a
restriction was the best way to address their concerns. The OBS advised that in order to help them
resolve their concerns, proper consultation and an evaluation of the waterway concerns had to be
conducted. Consultation and an opportunity to become involved in the process must include all users or
those with an interest in the waterway and could not be limited to one specific group. The municipality
or some other level of government also should be involved as the process develops.

After reading the Guide and doing some research, the property owners association approached the
municipality for support in contacting stakeholders and assisting them in following the process in the
Local Authorities Guide. The municipality agreed given the number of safety concerns raised by
residents.

Their first step taken was to identify as many users of the waterway as possible and examine ways of
contacting them. It was suggested a good way to start would be to post information signs at the boat
launch, notices on the park bulletin board, police station, city hall, and a few businesses catering to
waterway users as well as an ad in the local paper. This was done over a couple of months during the
period of time that was identified as the peak use period for Linden Lake ensuring widespread
notification.

The signs and notices essentially said that there were concerns regarding safety and the present use of
Linden Lake, and that the property owners association were seeking a boating restriction or some other
resolution to concerns they identified and anyone wishing to comment to contact the local municipality.

Within the first month there appeared to he quite a split in opinion on the future of Linden Lake with
some people agreeing that there were problems while others felt that since there have been no
accidents or injuries, there was no problem.
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After discussing the issue further with CBS and receiving clarification regarding what was available to
assist in resolving some of the issues, the municipality decided to hold a meeting to clarify the
problems, and find some possible common ground or understanding. In the interest of fairness, an
individual who had no strong feelings one way or the other was appointed as chair of the meeting. The
municipality sent out notices of the meeting and representatives from both groups were in attendance.

Despite some individual opposing views, it was identified at the meeting by both groups that wakes
from some vessels could cause problems for small craft, and high speed near shore around the
swimming areas and possibly the docks along the shoreline was not a safe thing to do. It was also
discovered that the noise concerns were mainly from music on board a couple of unidentified vessels
during one or two parties that were so loud shoreline residents couldn’t sleep. What was not readily
identified was what has the community done to try and improve the situation other than some
members seeking a ban or restriction? What could they do?

This is the point where alternatives were identified and explored. Everyone knew by now that a boating
restriction was an option but could not be considered as the only solution at this time, especially when
a ban would be considered too heavy handed given the problems identified.

Several options were explored. One option was a voluntary code of conduct amongst the power boaters
who lived in the area to not travel at high speed near shore, or cause large wakes around the docks or
smaller vessels. Although it was agreed that this might work for most local users, it may not help in the
case of transient vessels coming from other areas for a day then leaving. It was noted that there were
some existing regulations that if advertised, may increase safety and cooperation amongst users.
Under the Boating Restriction Regulations, all waterways in their province were subject to a 10-km/hr
speed limit within 30 metres from shore. There were signage templates available through the CBS and
the municipality could post a sign as a reminder to boaters. There was also a regulation against
careless operation under the Small Vessel Regulations. Careless operation may include but is not
limited to - weaving through other vessels at high speed, jumping waves or wakes, operating an engine
at peak RPM causing excessive noise, operating a vessel in circular or criss-cross patterns for extended
periods of time in the same location, or causing an excessive wake. Signage templates were also
available through the CBS or on their Web site.

Although engine noise (muffler requirements) are a federal responsibility, excessive noise from music
on board vessels could be regulated by a local by-law if necessary and wake boarders and water-skiers
agreed to set times of day they would operate and water-ski in the largest part of the lake in a
counter-clock wise direction. This would be advertised by a sign at the boat launch and be self-policing.

The end result was no restriction could be justified at this time, and most people were willing to give
the options discussed a try to see if the majority of concerns were resolved.

6O Contact Information

Atlantic (Newfoundland and Labrador)

Office of Boating Safety
Transport Canada, Marine Safety

100 New Gower Street, Suite 740
P.C. Box 1300
St. John’s, Newfoundland
A1C 6H8

Tel: 709-772-6915 or toll-free at 1-800-230 3693
Fax: 709 772-3072
brian

Atlantic (Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island)

Office of Boating Safety
Transport Canada, Marine Safety
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45 Alderney Drive
P.O. Box 1013
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia
52Y4K2

Tel: 902-426-7525 or call toH-free at 1-800-387-4999
Fax: 902-426-7585
sandraincalls@tc.gc.ca

Quebec

Office of Boating Safety
Transport Canada, Marine Safety

901, Cap-Diamant
Room 253
Quebec City, Quebec
G1K-4K1

Tel: 418-648-5331
Fax: 418-648-7337
ucie.pagnontc..ac..ca

Ontario

Office of Boating Safety
Transport Canada, Marine Safety

100 Front Street South
Sarnia, Ontario
N7T-2M4

Tel: 1-519-383-1972
Fax: 1-519-383-1989

Prairie and Northern (Mberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Yukon, Northwest Territories and
Nunavut)

Office of Boating Safety
Transport Canada, Marine Safety

PC Box 8550, 344 Edmonton Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba
R3C 0P6

Tel: 867-920-7024
Fax: 204-984-8417
stephen.sherburne@tc.pc.ca

Pacific (British CoJumbia)

Superintendent of the Office of Boating Safety
Transport Canada, Marine Safety

620-800 Burrard St.
Vancouver, BC
V6Z-2J8

Tel: 604666L2766
Fax: 604 666 5444
sean. payne@tcQcca
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ettuvernement
‘of Canada du Canada ....1C.LL LCL’.LU.• Government of Canada Cabinet Directive on Streamhning Reguaton*

The Directive replaced the Government of Canada Regulatory Policy April 1, 2007
• The Office of Boating Safety
• Transoort Canada

‘ Constitution Act, Section 91(10)

Treasury Board Secretariat, Program Branch - Regulatory Affairs, Managing Regulation in Canada:
Regulatory Reform and Regulatory Processes. Minister of Supply and Services Canada, 1996.

Date modified: 2014-02-19
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 6, 2014, 2014  

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee, September 4, 2014  

FROM: Trevor Fawcett, Parks Planning Coordinator 

RE: Gibsons Landfill Material Surfacing at Sprockids 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Infrastructure Services Committee receives for information the Parks Planning 
Coordinator’s report entitled ‘Gibsons Landfill Material Surfacing at Sprockids’ for 
information; 

 

BACKGROUND 

At the July 24, 2014 regular meeting of the Board, the following recommendation was adopted: 

Recommendation No. 15   Gibsons Landfill Material Surfacing at Sprockids 

THAT staff report to the next Infrastructure Services Committee meeting regarding 
the monitoring and assessment of hazards from the former Gibsons landfill site as 
materials are being exposed over time, and addressing remedial action required. 

DISCUSSION 

Sprockids is a recreation site in Area F managed in partnership by Recreation Sites and Trails 
BC and the SCRD. Within the site is a decommissioned landfill on land leased by the SCRD. 
This lease allows for recreation use; while the lease area forms part of the trail system, it is not 
part of the recreation site. Directly east of the lease area is Block 5 which is owned by the Town 
of Gibsons. The landfill extends into Block 5 which also forms part of the trail system but is not 
part of the recreation site. Excavated material from Block 5 was used to cover the landfill when it 
was decommissioned in 1986. These areas are shown on the map attached as Appendix A. 

In May 1996, the SCRD commissioned Dayton and Knight to prepare a Landfill Closure Plan for 
the landfill. The report indicates that during its operation, the landfill ‘was generally uncontrolled 
in which waste was simply dumped and burned. The burn residue was then spread out by 
machine. Burning of waste at the site was discontinued after 1980.  Cover material was 
obtained from an area adjacent to the site (Block 5). Between 1980 and 1986, the site was 
restricted to the land filling of stumps and non-putrescible waste and was only operated 
seasonally. The landfill was closed in 1986.    

During a site inspection by Dayton and Knight in 1996, they observed exposed waste protruding 
from the slopes of the landfill. On November 15, 2013, SCRD staff from Parks and Infrastructure  
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completed an investigation of the site and noted areas of exposed material. These areas 
correspond with observations made by Dayton and Knight (Appendix B). The top of the landfill 
also had an area of exposed material caused by erosion from trail users.  

Based on observations made by Dayton and Knight and SCRD staff 18 years later, the landfill 
cover is stable and not adversely affected by erosion. One area of exposed landfill material from 
erosion was caused by trail use. SCRD Parks crew covered the exposed material with road 
base on and around the trail. 

The areas on the slope where material is exposed do not form part of the trail system. These 
areas are well up the slope and do not pose a risk to bike riders or hikers using the trails. To 
avoid future risk, the SCRD will not construct or permit to be constructed any trails on the fill 
slopes. As a precaution, the SCRD will be closing a 10 metre section of steep trail that traverses 
the fill slope. This section of trail is only used by experienced bike riders and not very often 
based on the vegetation growing across the trail. 

If remedial options for the exposed material on the slopes is needed in the future it would 
include excavating or increasing the cover. The existing exposed material is metal which tends 
to get entangled, possibly requiring a larger excavation than planned. A large excavation could 
cause problems by destabilizing adjacent landfill material. The other option is to cover the 
exposure with backfill. Backfilling on the existing slope is possible and shouldn’t affect the 
existing access road at the bottom of the slope. The estimated cost of remediation for these 
areas is $3000.00 to $5000.00. Either of these options will require permission from the Town of 
Gibsons as the exposed material is on their land.  

SCRD staff has been in discussion with Gibsons staff regarding Block 5. Their staff are 
reviewing this block and will be reporting to their Council with recommendations.  

North of the landfill and well within the boundaries of the recreation site are a number of 
abandoned cars and other vehicles. This was obviously a popular site to dump old cars before 
the site became a park. Although visible from the Langdale Falls Trail, these wrecks do not pose 
a risk to trail users. 

SCRD Parks staff, Recreation Sites and Trails BC and the biking community have worked 
together for many years to create a safe recreation area in Sprockids. Identified risks have been 
quickly resolved to keep the trails safe for all users. 

 
SUMMARY 

The conclusion from visiting the site and historical information is that the landfill slopes are 
stable and very little material is being exposed by erosion or slippage. Areas identified as posing 
a risk to park users have been remediated.  

Parks staff will continue to monitor the skills area and the nearby slope where some exposure 
has been seen.   Parks staff will be in communication with Infrastructure if an updated review of 
the closed landfill needs to be completed.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 20, 2014 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Carolyn Mortensen, Manager, Parks Services 

RE: RUFFUM ROAD PROJECT FUNCTION 665 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the report Ruffum Road Project Function 665 be received; 
 
AND THAT funds be reallocated to Ruffum Road within the 2014 Budget Work Plan 
towards improvements at Ruffum Road and Marine Drive; 
  
AND THAT the remaining unused gas tax funds from this project be allocated to the 2014 
Marine Drive project as necessary. 
 

BACKGROUND 

The 2014 Financial Plan included $90,000 to review and make improvements to the Ruffum 
Road/Marine Drive intersection for pedestrian, bike and vehicular traffic in anticipation of an 
eventual bikeway/walkway project. Binnie Engineering was hired (project engineer Sharon 
Goddard) at a total project cost of $12,500 to conduct an engineering survey, prepare a base 
plan and conceptual design and to complete a construction estimate for regrading and paving.  
Due to a subdivision condition, a private individual has paid funds in lieu to MoTI (Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure) for repaving, our goal was to integrate with that work.  

To date only the engineering survey and preliminary review have been done by Binnie at a cost 
of $3031.15.  

DISCUSSION 

In April 2014, Binnie recommended, based on the site survey and preliminary analysis, that the 
project be abandoned for 2014 and that the funding be better spent on the Marine Drive project.   

At the May 22, 2014 regular meeting of the Board, the following resolution was adopted; 

296/14  Recommendation No. 10 Ruffum Road Project Function 665 

 THAT the report regarding the Ruffum Road Project Function 665 be 
received; 

 AND THAT the Ruffum Road project be deferred until the future when 
overall planning, collaboration with the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure, and greater certainty exist; 

Annex M
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 AND FURTHER THAT the Area F gas tax funds from the Ruffum Road 
project be set aside to be used as contingency funds for the Marine Drive 
2014 project if required.  

At the May 24, 2014 regular meeting of the Board, the following resolution was adopted; 

425/14 cont. Recommendation No. 7 Budget Project Status Report – July 2014 – 
Line 45 

 THAT a meeting be held in August 2014 with Sunshine Coast Regional 
District (SCRD) staff, Directors Turnbull and Nohr and Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI) staff to discuss the Area F from 
Granthams, past and including Ruffum Road Bicycle and Walking path 
project. 

The meeting with Directors Nohr and Turnbull, SCRD staff and MoTI was held on July 31, 2014 
and since that meeting the following has been determined; 

1. MoTI will be repaving a 40m section up Ruffum Road from Marine Drive by November 
2014. 

2. The accuracy of the property lines still needs to be determined. The fit in of road grade 
for Ruffum Road may not involve property infringement as Ruffum Road is on a MoTI 
right of way. 

3. Future bikeway/walkway work for this section of Marine Drive by the SCRD would 
involve removal of $17,000 of newly paved road in order to fit in the bikeway/walkway 
with the driveway and existing grade of Ruffum Road.  

4. At two site meetings in August 2014, with MoTI staff and contractor, geotechnical 
engineer, and SCRD staff present, determined it would be possible that the 
bikeway/walkway could be fit in to accommodate the change in grade to develop the 
future bikeway/walkway.  

5. Both property owners adjacent to this section of Ruffum Road are supportive of 
improvements being made to Ruffum Road.   

6. A geotechnical report would need to be conducted to confirm stability of the banks on 
either side of Ruffum Road at the intersection of Ruffum Road and Marine Drive.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Staff are investigating two possible options for fit in of the grade at the intersection of Ruffum 
Road and Marine Drive.   A second site meeting the week of August 25, 2014 will determine 
which option is most desirable to all parties involved.  SCRD Utilities will also need to be 
consulted as there is a waterline running under Ruffum Road which may cause additional 
complications and cost. The estimated cost is approximately $50,000 in addition to the $17,000 
that MoTI is contributing to the repaving of the bottom section of Ruffum Road.    
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This estimate would include the following: 

• excavation in order to fit in the grade to accommodate a 1.5m bikeway/walkway 
• installation of Lock Block retaining walls with drainage system  
• repair of road base and driveway 
• possible moving of one power pole and landscape repair  
• geotechnical review and testing 
• contingency 

    
The cost to repave the remainder of Ruffum Road to Sentinel Road would be an additional 
$25,400.00, however, the upper portion of Ruffum Road is in better condition and this does not 
fit in with the scope of the bikeway/walkway function. Therefore, staff are not recommending 
that this additional section be repaved under the 665 function.   

SUMMARY 

The Marine Drive Bikeway/Walkway is an important part of the Sunshine Coast transportation 
plan and is a highly used route for biking and walking traffic between the BC Ferry terminal and 
Lower Gibsons.    

Funds for Ruffum Road were previously allocated to this project in the 2014 work plan and the 
SCRD has an opportunity to work collaboratively with MoTI to make proper improvements to 
this intersection which will allow a future bikeway / walkway through this difficult intersection. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 20, 2014 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Carolyn Mortensen, Manager, Parks Services 

RE: MARINE DRIVE BIKEWAY / WALKWAY UPDATE 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the report Marine Drive Bikeway / Walkway Update be received for information; 
 
 
 

BACKGROUND 

The SCRD submitted a grant proposal to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure 
(MoTI) for a Cycling Infrastructure Partnerships Program Grant (CIPP) for the Marine Drive 
Bikeway / Walkway project in Area F, which includes a 465m bikeway / walkway north from 
Soames Road on Marine Drive. 

The Sunshine Coast Regional District was successful in acquiring $100,000 or 50% of total 
eligible project costs, whichever is less, in grant funding towards construction of the 2014 
Marine Drive bikeway / walkway project. 

The grant funding can be used specifically for cost shareable items such as pavement, 
shouldering, signage, traffic control and project management.  Non cost shareable items include 
items such as design and planning, landscaping, lighting, new curbs, gutters and parking.  

In addition to the grant funding, $299,008 of gas tax funding for Area F has been allocated in the 
2014 budget for the Marine Drive Bikeway / Walkway project. 

At the July 24, 2014 regular meeting of the Board, the following resolution was adopted;  

Recommendation No. 23 Cycling infrastructure Partnerships Program Grant- Marine Drive 

 THAT the Manager, Parks Services’ report titled “Cycling Infrastructure 
Partnerships Program Grant – Marine Drive” be received; 

 AND THAT the Corporate Officer and Chair be authorized to sign the 
grant agreement between the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure (MoTI) and the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) 
regarding the grant funding for 2014 Marine Drive Bikeway / Walkway 
project; 
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 AND THAT staff report back to the September 2014 Infrastructure 
Services Committee meeting regarding how to include this project in the 
2014 work plan; 

  AND FURTHER THAT the current Marine Drive Bikeway / Walkway 
project be extended north to continue towards the ferry terminal. 

The grant agreement between the SCRD and MoTI has been signed as of August 8, 2014. 

DISCUSSION 

Currently, the project design needs to be amended. Four hydro poles need to be relocated and 
the Project Manager will be working with MoTI and Telus to schedule the relocation of the power 
poles.  Once the project design is amended, the Request for Proposal (RFP) will be completed 
and construction can begin.   

The total cost of the project will not be determined until the RFP process is completed. Any 
remaining funds from the 2014 Financial Plan will be carried forward to 2015 to continue work 
on the Marine Drive Bikeway / Walkway towards the BC Ferry Terminal.  

Binnie & Associates has completed a design plan for Marine Drive and staff are proposing that 
the 2015 Marine Drive bikeway / walkway project continue from the end of the 2014 project 
location for approximately an additional 300m towards the BC Ferry terminal.   A review of the 
design for this next section could be completed in 2014. The remaining funds from the 2014 
project would be available to allow for the 2015 project to continue in late spring if included in 
the 2015 Financial Plan.  

SUMMARY 

At this time, exact project costs are not known until the RFP process is completed.  Further 
verbal updates will be provided monthly at the Community Services Committee meetings.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

   
DATE: August 28, 2014 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: John France - CAO 

RE:  TELUS TOWER - GIBSONS 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Infrastructure Services Committee receives the TELUS TOWER - 
GIBSONS report for information. 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
At the July 24, 2014 meeting of the SCRD Board the following resolution was adopted: 
  
Recommendation No. 21     
 
Joint Sunshine Coast Regional District and Gambier Islands Trust Committee Meeting  
Minutes from July 3, 2014 
 
 THAT the Joint Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) and 

Gambier Islands Trust Committee Meeting minutes from July 3, 
2014 be received as amended; 

 
 AND THAT staff report back to the September 2014 Infrastructure 

Services Committee meeting with the outcomes of the meeting 
between the SCRD and TELUS regarding new tower proposed  

 for Gibsons / Langdale. 
. 
DISCUSSION 
 
Staff have attempted to contact the Telus via email two times, with no response. Staff 
followed up with a telephone contact on August 27, and we were advised that both of 
the original contacts for the project have left their respective firms. Calls were placed 
with both of the new contacts, no response received as yet.  
 
Staff can provide a verbal update at the meeting if additional information is available. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: August 26, 2014 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 4, 2014 

FROM: Administrative Assistant, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR JULY & AUGUST 2014 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

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

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

UTILITIES DIVISION 

 WATER TREATMENT PLANT 
In June the Chapman Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 547,484 m3, a 15.5% 
increase over the five year average.  
 
In July the Chapman Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 678,140m3, a 0.5% 
increase over the five year average.  
 
In July the South Pender Harbour Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 57,816m3. 
 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

• 3 water meters were installed in June and 4 in July. 
 

CAPITAL WORKS 
The South Pender Harbour Water Treatment Plant began delivering clean, treated drinking 
water to residents on June 27th.   The plant has been running smoothly since 
commissioning with no emergency shutdowns.  The SCRD hosted a Media Tour which 
resulted in 2 great articles in local newspapers: The Harbour Spiel and The Local Weekly.  
The Treatment Plant is 98% complete. 
 
Pender Harbour water meter installations began on August 11th and will continue until early 
December.  All the major public communications around the water metering project are 
complete:  The SCRD mailed a letter to every household in the area, Neptune mailed an 
Information booklet to every household and two open houses were held (one in North and 
one in South Pender Harbour). This project is 5% complete. 

 
Mains Replacement Program 

• The Beach Avenue Mains upgrade is 98% complete. 
 

Water Upgrades  
• The Marine Drive water upgrades (new valve, hydrant relocation and new water 

services) in preparation for the bike path project is 25% complete.  
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SUSTAINABILITY DIVISION 

 SOLID WASTE 

• The SCRD garbage collection contractor is picking up garbage from the Gibsons 
Chamber of Commerce Visitor Information Centre on Stewart Road, with the 
Chamber supplying the collection bags. 

• The Pender Harbour transfer station construction tender was issued on Aug 21st  
and closes September 16th.  

• A waste composition audit was performed at the Sechelt landfill the week of August 
11 – results will be brought to October Infrastructure Services Committee. 

• The 3rd Annual Backroad Trash Bash will be held in Pender Harbour on September 
13.  The event will be based at the Lions Park Hall with materials going to the 
Pender Harbour landfill. 

• Another successful Islands Cleanup event was run throughout July.  
• All three SCRD recycling depots will be operating under the MMBC program as of 

September 2nd. 

TRANSPORTATION AND FACILITIES DIVISION 

TRANSIT 
Staff and BC Transit are currently working on finalizing the Oct-March transit schedules. 
 
PORTS 
Curb painting and other routine seasonal repairs are ongoing as per quarterly inspections.   
 
FLEET 
Staff have been working on a transmission swap between Bus 8085 and 8079 as well as 
other transmission work to 8091.  The aging low-floor New Flyer buses continue to have 
regular mechanical issues.    
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
PUBLIC WHARVES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

June 2, 2014 
  

 
DRAFT MINUTES FROM A PUBLIC WHARVES ADVISORY COMMITEE MEETING  
HELD AT FRANK WEST HALL, 1224 CHASTER ROAD, GIBSONS, BC.  
  

PRESENT PWAC Members        Nancy Donaldson, Chair 
    Tony Flynn 
    Roger Sayer 
    Kate-Louise Stamford 
     
ABSENT WITH REGRETS    Bruce Wallis 
 
ALSO PRESENT Manager of Transit and Fleet   Rob Williams 
 Manager of Transit and Ports   Jose Martinez 
 Facilities Maintenance Technician  Jesse Agnew 
 Recording Secretary   Rob Williams 
 

    

 

CALL TO ORDER  10: 30 a.m. 
 
AGENDA The Agenda was adopted as circulated.  
 
MINUTES  
 
The following amendment was made to the minutes of March 31, 2014: 
 

• Page 2, Section Ports Strategic Plan – Local Island Resources line 3: Replace “$250.00 
to $120.00 or less”. 

 
By general consensus, the Public Wharves Advisory Committee adopted the meeting minutes of 
March 31, 2014 as amended. 
 
REPORTS 
 
Keats Landing Crank Handle Management 
 
Mr. Williams reported that Recommendation No. 3 from the March 31, 2014 Public Wharves 
Advisory Committee minutes was not approved as per the May 1, 2014 Infrastructure Services 
Committee minutes.  The current crank handle management system will remain as is. 
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NEW BUSINESS 
 
Utilization of Local Island Resources       
 
Mr. Williams reminded the Committee that the utilization of local island resources is an ongoing 
topic of discussion in order to help identify processes and people to increase efficiencies with 
ports maintenance. 
 
Mr. Flynn expressed that it would make sense that only emergency repairs be done by qualified 
Island residents.  
 
Committee members indicated they would send qualified local Island contractor contacts to the 
SCRD to follow up on.  
 
Keats Landing Wharf Work 
 
The Facilities Maintenance Technician gave an update on recent repairs at Keats Landing, 
including removing the door from the shed, installing a non-slip walking path, removing the 
bollard insert, and installing three speed bumps (3”).    
 
Ms. Donaldson noted that the speed bumps are too large and that kids have tripped on them and 
golf carts have trouble moving over them.  It was also stated that someone had cut out the middle 
of the speed bumps. 
 
The Facilities Maintenance Technician mentioned he would be on the island later in the week 
and would review the situation. 
 
Mr. Flynn commended the Facilities Maintenance Technician for the work that he had done 
recently and asked that an extra rung be added to the top of the ramp. 
 
Ms. Donaldson and Mr. Flynn asked if the community could paint the shed.  Mr. Williams 
indicated that a formal response would be provided. 
 
A quarterly inspection by SCRD of the public docks was scheduled to be held in the near future. 
Some members indicated they would attend visits on their island. 
 
It was noted that there is room for a second member from Gambier on the Committee. Mr. 
Williams mentioned he would take a look at the Committee terms of reference and report back. 
 
Ms. Donaldson conveyed that she would see if the Camp could remove overgrown shrubs from 
around the signs at the start of the dock. 
 
Keats Island Community Information Meeting Update 
 
The Committee agreed to wait to see the notes from the recent Keats Island Community 
Information Meeting before making further recommendations on Keats Landing wharf work. 
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Gambier Island Community Information Meeting 
 
No community information meeting was scheduled at this time. 
 
Ms. Stamford reported she attended the SCRD Protocol meeting with the Squamish First Nation, 
where the New Brighton Dock was discussed. 
 
Old Pilings 
 
Recommendation No. 1 Removal of old pilings 
 
The Public Wharves Advisory Committee recommended that in the future the SCRD look at 
removing all old pilings. 
 
Herring Nets 
 
Recommendation No. 2 Support for herring populations at docks 
 
The Public Wharves Advisory Committee recommended that staff look into installing herring 
nets at all docks to support herring populations. 
 
ROUNDTABLE 
 
NEXT MEETING September 22, 2014 
 
ADJOURNMENT 11:36 a.m. 
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DearChairNohr:

The Regional District of Fraser-Fort George invites you to join our call for changes to the provincial
Recycling Regulation. We are interested in seeing changes that would compel product stewards to
deliver EPR programs in all communities where fees are collected to support these programs.

The Recycling Regulation is a strong piece ot legislation, but falls short in holding product stewards
accountable for delivering EPA programs that are accessible, or that don’t shift the responsibility for
collection to other levels of government. Many stewardship programs have a standard established
to recover 75% of the materials they produce. However this standard can be easily achieved by
focusing serving on large urban centres with dense populations.

In short, the regulation does not provide for equitable service levels for rural and urban areas and
consumers.

A recent review of the accessibility of stewardship programs in our region showed that out of 14
different stewardship categories, only six were available to residents in McBride and Mackenzie,
while seven were available in Vatemount. These communities are two to three hours driving time
from large centres such as Prince George where a full suite of stewardship services are offered. As
such, residents in and around these smaller centres face significant challenges when it comes to.
participating or engaging in recycling programs.

The Printed Paper and Packaging (PPP) stewardship program is the newest program and at this
time in our region, there are no provisions for access to this program outside of Prince George. And
unlike other EPA programs, there are no alternatives through retailers, making curbside and depot
collection challenging for small and rural communities.

We understand there are several other communities in the province that are also facing this
challenge. The lack of reasonable access to stewardship programs make it challenging for Regional
Districts to meet waste diversion targets as established in their Regional Solid Waste Management
Plans.

The Regional District of Fraser-Fort George has submitted a resolution on this issue for
consideration at the UBCM convention this fall. We ask you to consider supporting the resolution
and add your voice to the call for change.

The resolution is as follows:

WHEREAS the Minister of Environment approved a Packaging and Printed Paper Stewardship Plan
that allows the Producers of packaging and printed paper to achieve a Province wide recovery rate
of 75% and the Producers can meet this recovery rate by focusing service delivery in denser and
more populated regions of the Province and consequently avoid service delivery in rural and small
communities;

July 23, 2014

Gary Nohr, Chair
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1

Head Office:
155 George Street
Prince George BC
V2L 1P8

Telephone:
(250) 960-4400
Long Distance
from within
the Regional District:
1-800-667-1959

Fax: (250) 563-7520

http:/!ww. rdffq. bc.ca

Municipalities:
McBride
Mackenzie
Prince Geo,pe
Valemount

Electoral Areas:
Chilako River-Nechako
Crooked River-Parsnip
Robson Valley-Canoe
Salmon River-Lakes
TaborLake-Stone Creek
Willow River-Upper Fraser
Woodpecker-Hixon

G’.ADMSTN\CHAIRMAN\LETTERS\RD Ir re Pray Recycing Peg docx
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Letter to: Regional District Chairs R ECTVED
Re: Changes to the Provincial Recycling Regulation

-— AUG
Page 2

AND WHEREAS many of the rural and small communities will not have 62qj6ollection services even
though these communities have retail services that will be paying fees to the stewardship agency in support of the
operation of collection services for residential packaging and paper products;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT NCLGA and UBCM lobby the Minister of Environment on behalf of all BC Local
Governments that the Extended Producer Responsibility Regulation be amended to ensure that in any community where
a regulated product or material is retailed to a residential consumer that collection services for these same products be
made available.

The most practical solution to address this unfairness in service delivery is to have the Minister of Environment amend the
Recycling Regulation so that it meets a simple principle that where regulated products/materials are distributed that there
is also a collection service for these same products/materials. Where this may not be practical, the Minister also has the
ability to prescribe increased service performance standards that would ensure that small and rural communities are
reasonably served.

We thank you for your consideration and took forward to your support.

Sincerely,

Art Kaehn
Chair

AK:RM:jg

G:ADMSTN\CHARMANLETTERS’PD Itr re Prov Aecycflrig Regdocx
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Susan Hunt

Subject: FW: Chief Clarence Louie - Friday 12th September 2014
Attachments: Chief Clarence Louie - Sponsorship Packagepdf; ATT00001.htm; ccbajogos_lg.jpg;

ATT00002.htm

Onginal message
From: Coast Community Builders Association
Date:2014-08-06 2:09 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Garry Nohr
Cc: Clark Hamilton
Subject: Chief Clarence Louie - Friday 12th September 2014

Dear Garry.

Further to your earlier telephone conversation, the CCBA invites the SCRD to become a sponsor for our annual pro-voc-a-talks ecnt.

This exciting event will he held on September 12 at the Rockwood Centre in Sechelt at 8:00 pm. It is an evening of insightful discussion and this year we arehonoured to have. Chief Clarence Louie. who is a First Nations Chief from Osovoos and CRC) of the Osoyoos Indian Band Dcsclopment Corporation.

Clarence represents in a very powerful way the following attributes based on the social and economic development of the Nk’Mip First Nations Community inOsovoos. BC: Innovation. creativity, sustainable social and economic development. enireprencurialism. collaboration in the hand and with the Communit,diversity, determination and focus

Your sponsorship will help assure the success of pro-voc-a-talks. Please find attached more intorniation on this exciting esent and its’ sponsorship leiels.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns. I look forward to speaking with you at our earliest convenience.

Sincerely.

1

Annex S
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Ref: 156222

August 9, 2014

Mr. Garry Nohr, Chair
and Members of the Board

Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1

Dear Chair Nohr and Members of the Board:

On behalf of the joint Provincial-Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM) Green Communities Committee
(GCC), we would like to extend our congratulations for your successful efforts to measure and reduce
your corporate greenhouse gas emissions for the 2013 reporting year.

As a signatory to the Climate Action Charter (Charter), you have demonstrated your commitment to
work with the Province and UBCM to take action on climate change and to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions in your community and corporate operations.

Climate change is a global challenge. The work that your local government has undertaken to measure
and reduce its corporate emissions demonstrates strong climate leadership and sets the stage for
broader climate action in your community. This leadership and commitment is essential to ensuring the
achievement of our collective climate action goals.

As you are likely aware, the GCC was established under the Charter to support local governments in
achieving their climate goals. In acknowledgement of the efforts of local leaders, the GCC is again
recognizing the progress and achievements of local governments such as yours through the multi-level
Climate Action Recognition Program. A description of this program is attached to this letter for your
reference.

As a Charter signatory who has completed a corporate carbon inventory for the 2013 reporting year and
has demonstrated familiarity with the Community Energy and Emissions Inventory, you have been
awarded Level 2 recognition — ‘Measurement.’

In recognition of your achievements, the GCC is very pleased to provide you with ‘green communities’
branding for use on official websites and letter heads. An electronic file with the 2013 logo will be
provided to your Chief Administrative Officer. Also included with this letter is a 2013 Green
Communities window decal, for use on public buildings.

.12

Annex T
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Mr. Garry Nohr, Chair and Members of the Board
Page 2

Congratulations again on establishing your corporate emissions inventory and your overall progress. We
wish you continued success in your ongoing commitment to the goal of corporate carbon neutrality and
your efforts to reduce emissions in the broader community.

Sincerely,

Jay Schlosar Gary Macisaac
Assistant Deputy Minister Executive Director
Local Government Division Union of British Columbia Municipalities

Enclosures
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In acknowledgment of the ongoing efforts of local leaders, the joint Provincial-UBCM Green
Communities Committee (GCC) is pleased to be continuing the

for BC local governments for the 2013 reporting year. This is a multi-level program that
provides the GCC with an opportunity to review and publicly recognize the progress and
achievements of each Charter signatory.

Recognition is provided on an annual basis to local governments who demonstrate progress on
their Charter commitments, according to the following:

Level 1: Progress on Charter Commitments
All local governments who demonstrate progress on fulfilling one or more of their Charter
commitments will receive a letter from the GCC acknowledging their accomplishments.

Level 2: Measurement
Local governments who have completed a corporate carbon inventory for the reporting year and
demonstrate that they are familiar with the Community Energy and Emissions Inventory (CEEI)
will receive a ‘Climate Action Community 2013’ logo, for use on websites, letter head and similar,

Level 3: Achievement of Carbon Neutrality
Local governments who achieve carbon neutrality in the reporting year will receive a ‘Climate
Action Community Carbon Neutral 2013’ logo, for use on websites, letter head and similar.

To be eligible for this program, local governments will need to complete a Climate Action
Revenue Incentive Program (CARIP)/Carbon Neutral Progress Report and submit it to the
Province in accordance with the program guidelines. Determination of the level of recognition
that each community will receive will be based on the information included in each community’s
annual CARIP report. Additional information on CARIP reporting is available online at:
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