
 INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE 

Thursday, March 5, 2015 
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 

AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 1:30 p.m. 

AGENDA 

1. Adoption of the Agenda 

REPORTS 

2. Manager Transit and Fleet 
Free Ticket Policy     
(Voting – B, D, E, F, Sechelt, SIGD, Gibsons) 
 

Annex A
pp 1 – 3 

3. Manager Transit and Fleet 
Roberts Creek Earth Day Event    
(Voting – B, D, E, F, Sechelt, SIGD, Gibsons) 
 

Annex B
pp 4 – 5 

4. Manager Transit and Fleet  
History of Ports Funding Allocation  
(Voting – B, D, E, F) 
 

Annex C
pp 6 – 12 

5. Manager Transit and Fleet 
Halkett Bay Dock Repairs   
(Voting - B, D, E, F) 
 

Annex D 
pp 13 – 14  

6. Manager Waste Reduction and Recovery 
Drywall Disposal Communications  

(Voting – All Directors) 
 

Annex E
pp 15 – 16 

7. Manager Utility Services   
Middlepoint Water Supply Update   
(Voting – A, B, D, E, F, Sechelt) 
 

Annex F
pp 17 – 30 

8. General Manager Infrastructure Services 
Regional Water [370] Universal Water Metering – Phase 1 – Planning 
and Outreach, Budget Proposal & Supporting Information    
 (Voting – A, B, D, E, F, Sechelt) 
 

Annex G
pp 31 – 32 

9. Administrative Assistant   
Monthly Report for February    
(Voting – All Directors) 
 

Annex H
pp 33 – 34 

IN CAMERA 
 

That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with section 90(1) (a) of the 
Community Charter “personal information about an identifiable individual who holds or is being considered for a 
position as an officer, employee or agent of the municipality or another position appointed by the municipality.”  
 
ADJOURNMENT        
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  February 12, 2015 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – March 5, 2015 

FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 

RE: Free Transit Ticket Program Policy 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleet’s report entitled “Free Transit Ticket Program 
Policy” be received;  
 
AND THAT the draft Free Transit Ticket Program Policy contained within this report be 
adopted;  
 
AND FURTHER THAT direction be provided on an annual budgetary limit for the free transit 
ticket program. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
At the February 5, 2015 Infrastructure Services Committee meeting staff presented a report 
outlining the SCRD Free Transit Ticket Program that provides a monthly allotment of 
complimentary transit tickets to Sunshine Coast social services (Sunshine Community Services, 
Ministry of Child and Family Development, Sunshine Coast Mental Health, etc.).  The 
complimentary tickets are distributed by the various agencies to their clients who do not have 
the financial means to access the transit service.  It was noted that a $6,700 increase in the 
value of free transit tickets were given out between 2013 and 2014.  The total value of tickets 
distributed in 2014 equalled $20,230, which was solely funded through taxation.  As such, staff 
recommended that a formal policy be created in order to ensure a proper management 
framework and financial controls are is in place for this program. 

The following resolution was adopted at the February 12, 2015, regular Board meeting: 

067/15 Recommendation No. 2 Free Transit Ticket Program 

 THAT the Manager Transit and Fleet’s report dated January 21, 2015 
titled “Free Transit Ticket Program” be received; 

 AND THAT a formal policy be created for the free transit ticket program 
and brought back to a future Infrastructure Services Committee meeting 
for consideration; 

 AND FURTHER THAT the budgetary limits for the free transit ticket 
program be reviewed following adoption of the policy. 

Annex A
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DISCUSSION 
 
The draft Free Ticket Program Policy is attached (Attachment A).  In summary, the scope of the 
policy is defined, along with the reason for the policy and authority to act, as well as the ticket 
distribution and reconciliation procedure.   
 
It is recommended that the draft policy be adopted.  Staff further request Board direction on an 
annual budget limit for the program.  The current 2015 budgeted amount for this program is 
$14,000. 

2



Approval Date:  Resolution No.  

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  
 

Sunshine Coast Regional District 
 

BOARD POLICY MANUAL 
 

 
Section: Infrastructure Services ? 

Subsection: Transit ? 

Title: Free Ticket Program ? 
 
POLICY 
 
BC Transit and the SCRD continually work to ensure equal access to the transit service.  Transit 
fares are a financial barrier for some residents on the Sunshine Coast.  Upon request, the 
SCRD may provide local social service agencies, without prejudice, a specified allotment of 
complimentary transit tickets to be distributed to agency clients who do not otherwise have the 
financial means to access the SCRD transit service for employment, health, or recreation 
purposes.   
 
REASON FOR POLICY 
 
To provide direction to SCRD staff regarding the management of the transit free ticket program.  
 
AUTHORITY TO ACT 
 
Delegated to staff. 
 
PROCEDURE 
 
The following summarizes the distribution and reconciliation process for the SCRD free ticket 
program: 
 

1. Local social service agencies will submit monthly free ticket requests to transit staff.   
 

2. Transit staff will provide approved agencies, subject to availability, a monthly allotment of 
free transit tickets; value of total annual ticket distribution not to exceed the SCRD Board 
approved budget amount for this program. 
 

3. Transit staff will record the amount of tickets distributed and arrange for pick up or 
delivery of the tickets with service agencies. 
 

4. Service agencies will distribute tickets to clients as needed and complete the free ticket 
distribution reconciliation form.  Completed forms will be forwarded to transit staff at the 
end of each month.  
 

5. At the conclusion of every month transit staff will forward the link of the Free of Charge 
Ticket Distribution document to finance staff. 

Attachment A
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  February 13, 2015 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – March 5, 2015 

FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 

RE: Roberts Creek Earth Day Event 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Infrastructure Services Committee receive the report entitled “Roberts Creek 
Earth Day Event” be received;  
 
AND THAT the SCRD provide an annual extra community bus running between Davis Bay 
and Sunny Crest Mall via Lower Road in place of the regular Route #1 Sechelt – Langdale 
during the day of the Roberts Creek Earth Day event (schedule to be determined based on 
annual event timelines);  
 
AND FURTHER THAT $100 be provided annually through the transit operating budget to 
the Roberts Creek Earth Day Event Committee in order to compensate the musicians 
performing on the extra shuttle bus the day of the event. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
Since 2008 the SCRD has been supporting the Roberts Creek Earth Day Event by providing an 
extra shuttle bus the day of the event.  This extra transit service runs between Davis Bay and 
Sunnycrest Mall via Lower Road in place of the heavy-duty bus scheduled on the regular Route 
#1 Sechelt – Langdale.  The schedule has typically been the same each year starting from 
Davis Bay at 11:30 am with the last trip at 4:30 pm.  Providing this extra service ensures the 
regular transit schedule is not compromised and helps support the event by providing an 
alternative transportation option.  The cost for this extra service is approximately $1,000 ($500 
covered by the SCRD) and is accommodated through the cost-shared Annual Operating 
Agreement (AOA) with BC Transit.   

In order to help promote the Earth Day event and provide a festive spirit musicians have been 
authorized to play music on the shuttle bus the day of the event.  This has also been supported 
by BC Transit as a way of attracting interest to the transit service in an effort of increasing 
ridership.  In the past, a small honorarium ($100) has been given to the Roberts Creek Earth 
Day Event organizers to provide thanks and appreciation to the performers.    

DISCUSSION 
 
As per the attachment, the Roberts Creek Earth Day Event organisers are requesting that we 
again support the Roberts Creek Earth Day event on April 26, 2015.  In order to help maintain 
transit service levels and support the Earth Day event it is recommended that the SCRD provide 
an extra shuttle bus annually with a similar schedule in the past the day of the event that runs 

Annex B
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between Davis Bay and Sunnycrest Mall.  It is also recommended that $100 be provided 
annually through transit budget to the event organisers in order to compensate the musicians for 
playing music on the shuttle bus. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  February 10, 2015 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – March 5, 2015 

FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 

RE: History of Ports Funding Allocation Changes  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleets’ report dated February 10, 2015, titled “History of 
Ports Funding Allocation Changes” be received for information.   
 

 

BACKGROUND 

The SCRD Board approved the following resolutions from the Round 1 budget meeting on 
February 5th 2015: 
 
065/15              Recommendation No. 9        Ports [345] – 2015 R1 Budget Proposals 

The Corporate and Administrative Services Committee recommended that the 
Manager, Transit and Fleet’s report titled “Ports [345] – 2015 R1 Budget 
Proposals” be received; 

AND THAT the following budget proposals be referred to 2015 Round 2 Budget 
pending a staff report to the March 5, 2015 Infrastructure Services Committee 
Meeting with the history of Ports [345]: 

 Budget Proposal 1 – MANDATORY – 2015 Ports Capital Work Plan, 
$120,000 funded through Taxation and Capital Reserves; 

 Budget Proposal 2 – MANDATORY – Bylaw Amendment Regarding Ports 
Funding allocation, $3,500 funded through Taxation; 

 Budget Proposal 3 – Annual Ports Capital Reserve Contribution, $50,000 
funded through Taxation; 

065/15 Recommendation No. 10        Langdale Dock [346] – 2015 R1 Budget 
Proposals 

The Corporate and Administrative Services Committee recommended that the 
Manager, Transit and Fleet’s report titled “Langdale Dock [346] – 2015 R1 
Budget Proposal” be received; 

AND THAT the 2014 Deficit be funded by reducing the contribution to reserves in 
2015; 

AND THAT the budget for Langdale Dock [346] be moved to adoption; 

Annex C
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AND FURTHER THAT the Ports [345] staff report to the Infrastructure Services 
Committee Meeting March 5, 2015, include information pertaining to Langdale 
Dock [346], specifically, components of the function and the total impact on 
taxation for the islanders. 

History of Gibsons Withdrawal & New Funding Allocation 
 
In 2008 the Town of Gibsons (ToG) expressed concerns to the SCRD regarding their 
participation in the Ports Function and requested a formal service review.  A service review 
committee was established and a formal service review conducted by the SCRD between 2007-
2008.  At the end of the review process, the SCRD Board felt the concerns raised by the ToG 
had been addressed and were being monitored.  The Town was informed of the Board’s 
decision through an official response letter.  The following resolution was adopted at the 
June 26, 2008, Board meeting regarding this matter: 
 
307/08 Recommendation No. 11        Ports Service Review 

THAT the referral from the Ports Service Review Committee meeting of June 5, 
2008 be received for information; 

AND THAT the Board advise the Town of Gibsons that the issues they brought 
forward have been addressed and are being monitored and that there are no 
grounds for their withdrawal from the Ports service; 

AND THAT a letter be sent to the Town of Gibsons requesting they reconsider their position 
based on the issues addressed by the process.The ToG submitted a second formal request to 
withdraw from the SCRD Ports Function by letter dated September 4, 2013.  Following review 
and discussion of the request, the Board adopted the following resolution at their September 12, 
2013 meeting:    
 
394/13            Recommendation No. 3        Service Withdrawal – Ports Service 

THAT the correspondence distributed by Director Tretick dated September 4, 
2013 from the Town of Gibsons, regarding withdrawal from Ports Service be 
received; 
 
AND THAT staff prepare a report on process and ramifications of a service 
withdrawal, for the October 2013 Infrastructure Services Committee meeting. 

 
At the October 3, 2013, ISC meeting a staff report was presented outlining that if the ToG 
withdrew from the Ports Function the service establishment bylaw would need to be amended 
through the consent of 2/3 the participants and the approval of the Inspector of Municipalities.  A 
table was also provided illustrating the ToG’s 2013 financial contribution of $44,317 (20%) to the 
Ports Function and that this amount would be absorbed by the remaining four funding partners if 
ToG withdrew.  The Board then adopted the following resolutions at their October 10, 2013a 
regular meeting: 
 
449/13 Recommendation No. 2        Town of Gibsons Request to Withdraw From Ports 

Service [345] 
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THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report entitled “Town of 
Gibsons Request to Withdraw from Ports Service [345]” be received; 
 
AND THAT the Town of Gibsons’ request to withdraw from the Ports Service 
function be approved; 
 
AND THAT staff expedite the relevant bylaw and Ministry approval documents in 
order to complete the withdrawal process by the end of 2013; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT staff provide a report to a future Infrastructure Services 
Committee that outlines how the Ports Service function will operate in future 
years utilizing only the current funding contributions from the four participating 
electoral areas. 

 
At the November 7, 2013, ISC meeting a staff report was provided highlighting the new funding 
allocations to the remaining four partners with ToG removed from the service.  Options 
regarding the future use of capital reserve funds were also included in the staff report.  
  
A special ISC meeting was held on December 10, 2013, where various Ports items were 
discussed including remaining 2013 and proposed 2014 work plan items along with the 
recommendation to update the Ports Business Plan.   
 
At the March 6, 2014, ISC meeting discussion ensued regarding the equity amongst funding 
partners within the Ports Function and that the Electoral Area Directors for D and E raised an 
ongoing concern over increasing costs associated with the function.  The following resolution 
was adopted at the March 13, 2014 Regular Board meeting: 
 
164/14  Recommendation No. 1  Funding Ports 

THAT a report on the means of mitigating financial contributions to the ports 
function from Areas D & E be brought forward to the April Infrastructure Services 
Committee. 

 
A staff report was presented at the April 3, 2014, ISC meeting summarizing the concern raised 
by Areas D and E regarding the current funding allocation and that an amendment could be 
made regarding apportionments within the existing service bylaw but this would require due 
process as per the Local Government Act.  The following resolutions were approved: 
 

224/14  Recommendation No. 2  Funding Ports 

THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleet’s report dated March 26, 2014 titled 
“2015 Ports [345] Funding” be received;  
 
AND THAT a report be brought forward to the June Infrastructure Service 
Committee providing information on Ports funding apportionment options;  
 
AND THAT the report include how funding of extraordinary capital maintenance 
costs would be addressed. 
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224/14  Recommendation No. 3  Funding Ports – Area B Islands 

THAT the potential for higher funding apportionment to Area B Islands be 
included in the Funding Ports report for the June Infrastructure Services 
Committee. 
 

At the June 5, 2014, ISC meeting staff presented several alternate funding apportionment 
options for the Ports Function including fixed apportionment, set annual contribution, and a 
budget allocation with multiple factors i.e. (population, assessment, number of ports, etc.).  The 
following resolutions were adopted at the June 12, 2014 regular Board meeting: 
 
325/14  Recommendation No. 3 Ports Funding 

The Infrastructure Services Committee recommended that the Manager of 
Transit and Fleet’s report dated May 22, 2014 titled “2015 Ports [345] Funding” 
be received; 
 
AND THAT the topic of Ports Funding be brought back to the July Infrastructure 
Services Committee meeting for further discussion. 
 
Director Turnbull opposed. 

 
The June 5, 2014, ISC staff report regarding ports funding was presented again at the July 3, 
2014, ISC meeting as the Committee required more time to consider the various ports funding 
options.  No decision could be reached and the following resolution was adopted at the July 10, 
2014 regular Board meeting: 
 
385/14  Recommendation No. 6 2015 Ports [345] Funding 

 
The Infrastructure Services Committee recommended that the Manager of 
Transit and Fleet’s report dated June 24, 2014 titled “2015 Ports [345] Funding” 
be received; 
 
AND THAT the topic of 2015 Ports [345] Funding be referred to the July 
Corporate and Administrative Services Committee meeting. 

 
The June 5, 2014, ISC staff report regarding ports funding was presented at the July 24, 2014, 
Corporate and Administrative Services committee as per the July 3, 2014, Board resolutions.  
The following resolution was adopted at the July 24, 2014 regular Board meeting: 
 
425/14            Recommendation No. 5 2015 Ports [345] Funding 

The Corporate and Administrative Services Committee recommended that the 
Manager, Transit and Fleet’s report titled “2015 Ports [345] Funding” be received; 

AND THAT a workshop be held in September 2014 with staff and all function 
participants to determine a process for Ports [345] Funding.  
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A ports funding workshop was held with Directors representing all four Electoral Areas Ports 
Function participants on September 8, 2014, to further discuss and reach consensus on a new 
ports funding allocation.  The following is an excerpt from the minutes taken from the meeting: 

The Transit Manager gave a brief overview and reason for the workshop. 

Discussion ensued regarding ports funding options. 

 Areas D & E do not want to contribute towards the Town of Gibsons’ funding share of 
the service. 

 Areas D & E have no concern contributing their past financial share towards the 
operation and maintenance of the existing docks to maintain current level of service. 

 Areas D & E do not want to contribute funds to service or asset enhancements. 

 Suggested option to satisfy is to fix the percentage contribution from D & E to maintain 
current level of service and set up a new function to fund enhancements that would only 
be funded by B & F.  Possible AAP required. 

 
The notes from the September 8, 2014, Ports Funding Workshop were included on October 2, 
2014, ISC meeting agenda along with a staff report outlining a new proposed ports funding 
allocation. .  The proposed funding allocation included a 5 year (2009-2013) allocation 
percentage prior to Gibsons withdrawing for Areas D and E, with Areas B and F splitting the 
remainder 30/70 based on the number of ports in each area.  The following table summarizes 
the pre-Gibsons withdraw average percentages for all partners between 2009-2013 compared 
to the 2014 and new proposed percentages: 
 

Item Area B  Area D Area E Area F TOG Total  
With Gibsons  

(5 year Avg, 2009-13) 20% 17% 12% 31% 19% 100% 

Post Gibsons Withdrawal (2014) 29% 21% 15% 35% 0% 100% 
New Contribution 21% 17% 12% 50% 0% 100% 

    
To deal with ports enhancements, a new service function was proposed for Areas B and F 
funding partners as agreed during the workshop.  The funding allocation would be the same as 
the allocation proposed for the existing ports service, or Areas B and F would split the total 
budget 30/70 based on the number of docks in each area.  It was recognized that the process to 
establish a new function for ports enhancements would not be able to be completed in 2014, 
therefore, the following resolutions were  adopted at the October 9, 2014 regular Board meeting: 
 
503/14            Recommendation No. 8       Ports [345] Funding Allocation 

The Infrastructure Services Committee recommended that the Manager of 
Transit and Fleet’s report dated September 15, 2014 titled “Ports [345] Funding 
Allocation” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT an amendment to Ports Local Service Establishment Bylaw No. 1038 
be added to the 2015 work plan to reflect the following cost apportionment: 
 

10
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                        Area B – 21% 
Area D – 17% 
Area E – 12% 
Area F – 50% 

 
AND THAT the creation of a new service to fund Ports service level 
enhancements from Areas B and F be added to the 2015 Work Plan at the 
November meeting; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the relative funding apportionment and the relationship to 
property tax assessments be reviewed every five years. 

 
Amending the current Ports Service Bylaw and the creation of a new Ports Enhancements 
Service Bylaw has been added to the 2015 staff work plan and is pending budget approval for 
the additional administrative and legal costs to complete this project.  The change in 
apportionments would not take effect until 2016.    
 
Langdale Dock 
 
A service establishment bylaw was created in 2011 to enable the entering into a lease 
agreement with BC Ferries for SCRD Electoral Area F-Islands to have access to the Stormaway 
marine float.  SCRD Electoral Area F-Islands is the sole funding participant in the service.  The 
following table outlines the 2014 and proposed 2015 (R1) total taxation breakdown and budget 
for the Langdale Dock [346] function: 
 

 Tax Rate per $100,000 of Assessed Value  
Year Residential Major Industry Business/Other Total Budget 
2014 $7.32 $24.89 $17.93 $32,826 

2015 (R1) $7.60 $25.84 $18.62 $34,401 
Variance +$.28 +$.95 +$.69 +$1,575 

  
It has recently come to the attention of both BC Ferries and Area F island residents that 
commercial water taxis from Horseshoe Bay have been using the SCRD leased float.  To help 
recover a portion of the lease fees, the SCRD Board passed the following resolution at their 
September 11, 2015, meeting: 
 
455/14 Recommendation No. 7        Water Taxi Use 

THAT the SCRD submit a formal proposal to BC Ferries to charge commercial 
water taxis that provide a scheduled service from Horseshoe Bay to Langdale 
Dock an appropriate user fee for use of Langdale Dock.   

 
A formal letter was sent to BC Ferries on October 1, 2014, requesting approval to implement a 
$600 annual fee on Horseshoe Bay commercial water taxis using the Langdale Dock with 100% 
of the revenue retained by the SCRD.  Staff have had several discussions with BC Ferries who 
have recently agreed to the proposal and will amend the lease agreement once the SCRD 
confirms the commercial operators that will be charged the user fee.  Staff are currently working 
to confirm the regularly scheduled Horseshoe Bay water taxis using the dock. 
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New Brighton Dock  
 
On November 12, 2013, the Squamish Nation entered into a five year transfer agreement with 
the Federal Ministry of Transportation for the operation and maintenance of the New Brighton 
Dock on Gambier Island.  The SCRD continues to evaluate the future operating direction of the 
Ports Function and an email was sent on January 23rd, 2015, to a Squamish Nation 
representative inquiring if they would be interested in maintaining some SCRD docks if there 
was a future decision to outsource the maintenance of the docks.  To date, no response has 
been received from the Squamish Nation regarding this matter.          
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  February 17, 2015 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – March 5, 2015 

FROM: Rob Williams, Manager of Transit and Fleet 

RE: Halkett Bay Dock Repairs  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Transit and Fleets’ report titled “Halkett Bay Dock Repairs” be 
received for information;  
 
AND THAT the Board approve an increase of $20,000 to the Halkett Bay Dock repair 
project (2014 carry-forward) and funded from the Ports Capital Reserve; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the 2015 Financial Plan be amended accordingly. 
 
 

 

BACKGROUND 

A staff report was presented at the December 4, 2015, Infrastructure Services Committee 
meeting outlining necessary abutment and piling repairs to the Halkett Bay Dock, as well as 
identified crane repairs on all docks.  It was noted that vehicle access would be restricted at the 
Halkett Bay Dock until repairs could be complete based on a safety assessment conducted by 
staff and a marine ports contractor.  At the time, staff had been provided a cost estimate to 
complete the abutment repairs and requested approval from the Board to transfer the necessary 
funds from the Ports Capital reserve to the operating budget.  The following resolution was 
adopted at the December 11, 2014 regular Board meeting: 

 

583/14 Recommendation No. 3 Ports Crane Inspection and Halkett Bay 
Dock Repairs 

 THAT the Manager Transit and Fleet’s report dated November 19, 2014 
titled “Dock Cranes and Halkett Bay Dock Repairs” be received; 

 AND THAT the transfer of $55,000 from the Ports Capital Reserve to the 
2014 Operating Budget be approved in order to proceed with required 
repairs on all SCRD dock cranes and the Halkett Bay dock.   

DISCUSSION 

Staff have been soliciting official written quotes for qualified marine contractors in order to 
proceed with the necessary abutment and footing repairs at the Halkett Bay Dock.  Following 
discussion with contractors, the project scope of work has been adjusted to include two piling 
replacements to take advantage of the timing of concurrent work involving the crane removal, as 
one of the bearing pile replacements would require the removal of the crane in order to access 

Annex D
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the piling, and to maximize capital repair dollars as a significant portion of the cost for dock 
repairs is mobilizing equipment and resources to complete the work.     
 
Due to the expanded scope of work, the dock repair quotes did come in higher than the original 
estimate, however, staff feel that all the repairs should be completed together to prevent 
duplication of mobilization costs associated with breaking up the work.  As such, it is 
recommended that an additional $20,000 be transferred from the Ports Capital Reserve to the 
2015 operating budget to proceed with both the required abutment and footing repairs, along 
with identified piling replacements. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  February 16, 2015 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – March 5, 2015 

FROM: Robyn Cooper, Manager of Waste Reduction & Recovery 

RE:  DRYWALL DISPOSAL COMMUNICATIONS 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the report titled “Drywall Disposal Communications” be received for information; 
 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

At the November 13, 2014 Board meeting the following recommendation was adopted: 
 
539/14 Recommendation No. 7 Drywall Disposal 
  

THAT staff report to a future Infrastructure Services Committee Meeting with a 
communication plan and timeframe for reissuing drywall disposal information (e.g. 
print ads and updated website).  

 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of the communications plan is to ensure that residents and the business sector 
have up-to-date information about where to take gypsum drywall for disposal, and specifically 
what to do with drywall which could be contaminated with asbestos.   
 
Local landfills are operated under the SCRD’s Solid Waste Management Plan which is 
consistent with Provincial regulations.  Consequently, our procedures for accepting drywall are 
based on whether the drywall is “clean” or whether it is “contaminated.” Drywall is considered 
clean if asbestos-free, or contaminated if contains asbestos.     
 
Unused sheets and scraps of drywall (e.g. from new construction) are accepted as clean drywall 
at either the Sechelt Landfill or Pender Harbour Landfill during operating hours. The clean 
drywall is hauled to New West Gypsum’s recycling facility in New Westminster.   
 
Old or used drywall from a renovation or demolition which contains signs of drywall mud, joint 
compound, tape, paint or textured finishes indicates that it may be contaminated with asbestos.  
Therefore, it is required that used drywall first be tested by a qualified lab for presence of 
asbestos.   
 

 If certified test results show no asbestos, the procedure is the same as for “clean” 
drywall. A copy of the certified test results are required.    

Annex E
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Landfill staff may conduct spot checks on materials, as we are liable for the safety of our 
staff and for the material we send to the recycling facility, where spot checks are also 
conducted.   

 
 If certified test results show presence of asbestos, the owner of the building under 

renovation or demolition should contact a qualified company for advice and to assist with 
proper removal and disposal if necessary. Drywall containing asbestos is not accepted 
at either SCRD landfill because of Provincial regulations for disposal.  
 
For convenience purposes, the SCRD has made available on our website a list of private 
companies that test, remove or dispose of drywall with asbestos.   

 
 
 
COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 
 
Information about drywall disposal will be distributed as follows: 
 

TACTIC 2015 TIMELINE 
Information on SCRD website  
(Asbestos & Drywall web page created) 

February (completed) 

Ad in Coast Reporter Bulletin March, April, July, September 
Brochure  March 
Social Media (Facebook and Twitter) Monthly 
Email / Memo update to landfill staff  February (completed) 

 
 
At year end, the drywall communication plan and tactics will be evaluated and updated as 
required for 2016.   
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  February 25, 2015 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – March 5, 2015 

FROM: Dave Crosby, Manager of Utility Services 
  Bryan Shoji, General Manager, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MIDDLEPOINT WATER SUPPLY UPDATE 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Utility Services and General Manager, Infrastructure Services 
Report dated February 25, 2015 titled “Middlepoint Water Supply Update” be received. 
 
AND THAT the Middlepoint Water Supply project be considered during the next update of 
the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

In October 2007 there was a petition request received by the SCRD to supply Regional water to 
the Lower Middlepoint area (49 parcels from Mercer Road to Iska Road).  Subsequent to that 
request, some preliminary engineering and costing were completed and two staff reports (see 
Attachment ‘A’) were presented at the September and October 2009 Infrastructure Services 
Committee meetings with a recommendation to present the report to the Lower Middlepoint 
residents.  At the regular Board meeting of September 10, 2009, the following resolution was 
adopted: 
 
377/09  Recommendation No. 21  Lower Middle Point Water Supply 

THAT the staff report entitled “Lower Middle Point Water Supply” be 

received; 

AND THAT staff present this report to the Lower Middle Point 

community to determine if there is adequate support for this project; 

AND THAT a copy of this report be sent to Nicholas Simons for his 

information; 

AND FURTHER THAT discussion on this matter be deferred to the 

October 2009 Infrastructure Services Committee meeting. 

  

Annex F
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee 

Regarding Middlepoint Water Supply Update Page 2 of 2 
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At the regular Board meeting of November 12, 2009, the following resolution was adopted: 

457/09  Recommendation No.7   Middlepoint Watermain Extension - Funding 

THAT the Manager of Utility Services’ and General Manager of 

Corporate Services’ report entitled “Middlepoint Watermain Extension - 

Funding” be received; 

AND THAT staff be directed to present this second report regarding 

Middlepoint Watermain Extension to the Lower Middlepoint community; 

AND THAT the funding options presented in this report form the basis 

for a Board Policy related to funding water service extensions; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff clarify in their presentation that the 

community must choose only one of the presented options. 

 
The report’s findings were presented at an Open House at Coopers Green Hall on March 13, 
2010 where 16 residents attended (see Attachment ‘B’).  Staff outlined the area under 
consideration for Regional water service and the cost recovery options available to the residents 
for the $2.4 million (2009 dollars) project.  Staff outlined the next step in the process being 
provision of a formal petition for service that would be produced by Regional District staff and 
circulated by the proponents to the residents.  Staff advised the property owners to discuss the 
information amongst themselves and advise the SCRD of their preferred cost recovery option 
and confirm their desire to move to formal petition.  No further response has been received from 
the property owners concerning the petition. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Correspondence has recently been received from two residents of the Middlepoint area 
requesting that the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) again consider the provision of 
water supply to this area.  The original request for water supply to the Middlepoint area was for 
approximately 25% of the overall subject area with an estimated cost of $2.4 million.  The recent 
letters are requesting water supply for the entire general area which is between the Regional 
Water System and the South Pender Water System.  A preliminary cost estimate for this 
extended service is between $10 and $15 million, subject to detailed engineering design.   
 
This project is not identified in the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan (CRWP).  Over $36 
million of projects are identified in the CRWP to service the needs of the entire region over the 
next 25 years.  If the Middlepoint watermain extension initiative is a priority, it is recommended 
that the Board consider this project during the next update of the CRWP.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT

DATE: September 2, 2009

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee —, September 3, 2009

FROM: Chuck Steemers, Engineering Tech., Infrastructure Services

RE: Lower Middle Point Water Supply

RECOMMENDATIONS - -.

THAT the staff report entitled “Lower Middle Point Water Supply” be received by the
Infrastructure Services Committee for information.

AND THAT Infrastructure Services staff be directed to present this report to the Lower
Middle Point community to determine if there is adequate support for this project.

BACKGROUND

At the regular Board meeting of November 8, 2007, the following Board resolution (546/07)
was adopted;

Recommendation No. 13— Lower Middlepoint Area Water Supply

THAT the letters from Director Rees, and the letter from Lori S. Pickering dated
October 22, 2007 regarding the petitions associated with Ms. Pickering’s “Access to
Drinking Water Petition” and Map, be received;

AND THAT staff have the package of information put in the infrastructure system to
service Donnelly Road as soon as possible;

AND THAT a feasibility study be completed prior to applying for grant funding for the
extension; on the understanding that if the project does not proceed, costs for the
feasibility study will be funded from gas tax revenues for Areas A and B.

Attachment  A
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee
Middle Point Water Supply Page 2 of 4

DISCUSSION

Infrastructure staff has proceeded with conducting the feasibility study to supply Chapman
water to the Lower Middle Point area and have developed options for funding this project.

Middle point area residents representing 37 of 49 properties that would benefit from the
proposed water main extension signed a petition to have Sunshine Coast Regional District
water service extended to their area. The issue driving this request was the lack of safe
potable water. The Middle Point area has little surface water, shallow soils with bedrock at
or near the surface for much of the area. Most properties have wells drilled into the bedrock
that have high levels of naturally occurring arsenic that require residents to install expensive
in-house treatment systems, buy bulk water or use the contaminated water increasing the
risk of serious health problems.

Proposed Extension
Based on a hydraulic review of the proposed water main extension for the Middle Point
Area, it was determined that a 250mm main line and a balancing reservoir would be
required to provide for adequate fire flows and peak hourly flows. The water main extension
will consist of a 250 ductile iron water main extending from the existing 250mm water main
at the North end of Mercer Road on Highway 101 to Iska Road with 200mm water
distribution mains branching into Donnelly Drive and Iska Road. A total of 4.3 Kilometers of
piping will be required for this project and a 100,000 gallon reservoir is required and would
likely be located on Iska Road, east of the Highway with a top elevation of 92.5m to match
the existing Secret Cove reservoir. The extension will be able to serve 49 existing parcels
along the proposed water main route. A sketch of the proposed water main and properties
to be served is attached in Appendix “A”.

Cost Recovery

In 2004, the Board approved framework for a policy to extend water servicing to new areas.
Based on this policy framework, the Board adopted a recommendation to recover costs for
the Mercer Road water main extension financed by the SCRD through an amendment in the
Sunshine Coast Regional District Revised Water Rates and Regulation Bylaw No. 422 to
include a separate schedule for collecting an additional connection fee for the properties
benefitting from a water main extension. The fee is collected when the property owner
applies for a water service connection or a subdivision is created that requires connections.
This method has a specified time period for cost recovery and the costs per connection were
based on an estimate of the existing and future potential parcels that could be connected to
the water system over this specific time period. The proposed Middlepoint water main
extension could be funded following the same framework as the Mercer Road extension.
Based on experience from the Mercer Road Project, staff recommends that the time period
for repayment of the project be over a twenty year period.

N:\lnfrastructure & Public Works\5600 Water Supply & Distribution\5600-04 Water Mains\Middlepoint WM Extension\2009-SEP-02
ISC Staff Report - Lower Middlepoint Water Supply.doc
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services CommitteeMiddle Point Water Supply

The following connections are expected over the twenty year period.

Page 3 of 4

Total Number of Estimated number of parcelsParcels that connected to the waterwould potentially system over a twenty yearbe served by the period
proposed water
main extension

. Number of existing parcels that
could be serviced by the water main 49 49extension. 41 parcels are built on
Based on current zoning and
elevation limitations, the estimated
number of new parcels that could be 24 *created by subdivision and be
serviced in the future by the
proposed water main extension

Total number of parcels 102 73
Based on approximately 2% annual growth.

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS

It is anticipated there will be full recovery of the costs over a twenty year period with annualinterest charges added to the unit water connection fee to offset the financial costs ofcarrying the project costs. The cost per parcel would be calculated by dividing the estimatedexisting and potential new lots that would connected to the water system by the total costsof the water main extension. The Sunshine Coast Regional District has two options forfinancing this project, which is with or without a government grant.
The total estimated cost of this project is $2,400,000. Using the above formula, thefollowing estimated unit fees would need to be charged for full recovery. In either option, theproperty owner would also be required to pay the standard fee for installing a water serviceconnection as well as the Unit Connection Fee.

Option 1 — No Government Grant

Total Estimated Cost
Total number of potential connections
(Over a twenty year period)

$2,400,000
73

Unit Connection fee = Total cost divided by 73 = $32,900

Option 2 — With a Government Grant providing funding for 2/3 of the project.

N:\nfrastructure & Public Works\5600 Water Supply & Distnbution\5600-04 Water Mains\Micldlepoint WM Extensiori\2009-SEP-02
SC Staff Report - Lower Middlepoint Water Supply.doc
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee

Middle Point Water Supply
Page 4 of 4

Total Estimated Cost $2,400,000

Total Estimated Cost less Grant $800,000

Total number of potential connections 73

(Over a twenty year period)

Unit Connection fee = Total cost divided by73 = $10,960

Financial costs of carrying the debt have not been included in the above estimates.

Summary

The Lower Middle Point Water Supply project would be self financed with cost recovery by

existing properties and future subdivision of Lands. The project would be funded initially by the

SCRD through the SCRD Regional Water Service Function however it will require significant

resources if constructed and the cost of carrying the financial burden for Option 1 will be

significant for the Regional Water Budget. There are no guarantees that costs will be recovered

in the 20 year period for either option.

Recommendation

Option Two be utilized as the cost recovery option for funding the Lower Middle Point Water

extension, making the project subject to receiving a 2/3Id government grant.

N:\Infrastructure & Publlc Works\5600 Water Supp’y & Distribuflon\5600-04 Water Mains\Middlepoint WM Extension\2009-SEP-02
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SCRD STAFF REPORT

DATE: October 26, 2009
TO: Infrastructure Services Committee — November 5, 2009
FROM: Dave Crosby, Manager of Utility Services

Joan Merrick, General Manager of Corporate Services
RE: MIDDLE POINT WATER MAIN EXTENSION - FUNDING

RECOMMENDATION(S)

THAT the Manager of Utility Services’ report dated October 26, 2009, entitled“Middle Point Water Main Extension - Funding” be received.
AND THAT Infrastructure Services staff be directed to also present this second report tothe Lower Middle Point community.

AND THAT the funding options presented in this report form the basis for a Board Policyrelated to funding service extensions.

BACKGROUND

The following resolution was adopted by the Board at its regular meeting held September 10,2009 (377/09 No.21)
THAT the staff report entitled “Lower Middle Point Water Supply” bereceived;

AND THAT staffpresent this report to the Lower Middle Pointcommunity to determine if there is adequate supportfor this project;
AND THAT a copy of this report be sent to Nicholas Simons for hisinformation;

AND FURTHER THAT discussion on this matter be deferred to theOctober 2009 Infrastructure Services Committee meeting.
Mercer Road Water Main Extension Summary

As a background to funding options to be presented in the report, this summary is provided forthe Mercer Road water main extension project which was constructed in late 2005 at a total costof $940,949, and was partially offset by a grant of $577,454. Based on a report from February2006 the board approved a repayment option that would allow the property owners to pay a feeas they connect to the system. It was originally projected that 36 current properties plus anadditional 100 newly developed properties (within 10 years) would connect to the system. Theconnection fee $ 2630.50 was based on the total internally funded cost, $363,495, divided by136 total connections. The connection fee is indexed at 4.75% annually and will continue until

N:\Infrastructure & Public Works\5600 Water Supply & Distribution\5600-04 Water Mains\Midcilepoint WM Exterision\2009-OCT-26
sc Staff Report - Middlepoint WM Extension Funding.doc
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee

Regarding Middlepoint Watermain Extension
Page 2 of 3

the full recovery is made. To date only 51 properties have connected ($134,697) leaving

$228,798 plus interest as the balance still to be recovered.

DISCUSSION

MIDDLE POINT WATER MAIN EXTENSION

Finance staff was requested by Infrastructure staff to review this project as it relates to funding

options for the Lower Middle Point water main extension project. As outlined in the previous

staff report, Lower Middle Point Water Supply; September 2, 2009, the extension would include

4.3 km of piping and a 100,000 gallon reservoir. There are 49 existing parcels along the

proposed water main route; potential subdivision could over time (20+ years) create up to 53

additional parcels. The total cost is estimated to be $2,400,000. If 2/3’ grant funding was

received, then the recoverable amount could be reduced to $800,000. However, grants are not

guaranteed and it is likely that any grant received for this project would reduce the chance of

receiving a grant for other water projects currently in water capital plan.

Staff are proposing three options for this potential project. Staff does not advocate a similar

arrangement to the Mercer Road project for three reasons:

1. The costs are significantly higher

2. The Regional District would be required to borrow (except under option 1 )for this project

and would need to undertake a public approval process

3. The Mercer Road project has shown that the recovery is unpredictable

The advantage of the following proposed methods of recovery is that the Regional District would

not be required to provide internal financing for the project and would be assured of 100%

recovery on the project within a reasonable time period. In addition, the parcel tax would be the

most equitable as it would apply to both improved and unimproved lots equally. The parcel tax

would also be reduced as more parcel are created through subdivision.

Option 1: Full payment in advance

The 49 parcels would have to agree to pay a proportionate share of the cost prior to the

Regional District agreeing to undertake the project (This could be based on development

potential).

Option 2: Create a new service and finance for 20 years

Under this option the property owners would need to petition the Regional District for a new

service. In order to establish a new service approval from 50% plus one is required based on

both assessed value and number of parcels. Once the service is established the RD could

then borrow the funds to construct the water main. The debt costs would be recovered by way

of a parcel tax applied to each of the 49 parcels plus any additional parcels created through

subdivision. The properties in the new service would also become part of function 370 Regional

Water for which they would also be assessed the regular user fees and parcel taxes.

N:\lnfrastructure & Public Works\5600 Water Supply & Distribution\5600-04 Water Mains\Middlepoint WM Extension\2009-OCT-26
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee
Regarding Middlepoint Watermain Extension

Page 3 of 3

Option 3: Combined Method

Under this method the property owners would pay a combination of Option 1, 50% and Option
2, 50%.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

With out Grant With 2/3rd Grant

Option 1 pay up front * I $ 48,980 $ 16,327 I

I Option 2 annual parcel tax ** I $ 6,231 I $ 2,077 I
Option 3 pay up front * $ 24,490 $ 8,163

annual parcel tax $ 3,115 $ 1,038

Based on:

Cost $ 2,400,000 $800,000

Annual debt costs $ 305,297 $ 101,766

*basedon4gparcels
** to be adjusted downward as more parcels are created

N:\Infrastructure & Public Works\5600 Water Supply & Distribution\5600-04 Water Mains\Middlepoint WM Extension\2009-OCT-26
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
PUBLIC MEETING

MIDDLEPOINT WATERMAIN EXTENSION
MARCH 13, 2010

PRESENT: Chair Director Area B G.Nohr
Director Area A E.Graham
Manager of Utility Services D.Crosby
Manager of Corporate Services J.Merrick
Planner II A.AlIen
Recording Secretary J. Alford

PUBLIC: 16

CALL TO ORDER 1:02 p.m

Director Nohr opened the meeting by making introductions and welcoming the public.

1. Dave Crosby, Manager of Utility Services addressed the public with regards to the proposed
Middlepoint watermain extension project. Dave has been contacted by property owners in the
Middlepoint area requesting that the SCRD investigate the viability of constructing a watermain
extension to the Middlepoint residents. At this time the properties in question are receiving water
from private wells.

Should the extension go ahead, the water supply would come from the Chapman Creek water
system (Regional water service) and would be provided by running a 250mm (10”) watermain
along the highway to a proposed reservoir site. A new reservoir would also need to be constructed
as part of this project.

Staff have completed a preliminary investigation of the proposed area and confirm that cost
estimate to complete this project would be in the region of $1,400,000 for the watermains.
Approximately $250,000 to construct a new reservoir and $122,000 for water to feed the
reservoir. Approximately 30% of the total costs would be contingency engineering fees. Total
estimated cost for the project is $2,400,000.

Also, you must take into account the “other associated costs”:
• Annual parcel tax for proposed new service — estimated at $4,000 per year
• Cost to bring waterline from SCRD connection onto property to dwelling —

this cost would differ with each property but you could be looking at
possibly $20,000

Attachment B
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• Annual user fee — SCRD annual water user fee for 2010 is $191.45

• Installation of pressure system (only applicable to parcels east of the
highway)

The proposed extension would service all properties along the highway on the water side (maps
were provided to show the properties that could be included). It is possible that the properties on
the east side could be serviced but this service could not cover new subdivisions. Properties in
question could possibly install a pressure system to pump the water up the hill, but would need
each lot individually assessed by an engineer to determine.

2. Andrew Allen, Planner II addressed the public from a planning perspective. He explained the
existing zoning and bylaws in the affected areas which fall under both electoral areas A and B.
Andrew advised that if this watermain extension goes through, this could lead to property owners
in this area applying for subdivisions. The property owners in Electoral Area A would also be in a
position to request re-zoning as the OCP supports 4,000 square metre parcels in waterfront areas,
and amendments to the bylaw which could allow for much smaller subdivision lots than are
existing. The parcel sizes for subdivision purposes are different in both electoral areas providing
for different density provisions.

3. Joan Merrick, Manager of Corporate Services addressed the financial details of this proposed new
service. Joan advised that to proceed with this watermain extension legislation states that support
would be required from a minimum of 50% of property owners, and minimum 50% of assessed
property values. The next step of the property owners is to decide if they wish to petition the
SCRD to request that this service be implemented. The petition question will be drafted by the
SCRD and provided to the proponents for distribution (Lori Pickering).

If the petition is successful and the estimated costs of construction is $2,400,000 there are two
options for funding this project:

a. Pay up front — approximately $49,000 as a one time payment from each property owner
in the proposed service area

b. Borrow — the SCRD would borrow the $2,400,000 on behalf of the property owners and
the property owners would re-pay this loan to the SCRD (would need to establish a new
parcel tax) at a rate of approximately $4,000 annually for up to 20 years (this rate could
be reduced depending on future subdivisions of the affected lots)

Joan also advised that the costs payable by the property owners could be significantly reduced if the
SCRD were to be successful with a grant application for this project. 2/3 of the costs could possibly be
received from grant funding. Joan stated clearly that there is no guarantee that we would be successful in
a grant application for this project and that there are higher priorities set by the Board for grant
applications at this time. le; metering, North Pender water treatment plant and expansion of the Chapman
Creek water treatment plant.

The floor was openedfor questions as follows:
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• Could the new service not be serviced by the existing reservoir?
No. A new reservoir is needed to fulfill this project. The new reservoir would be smaller
than the existing reservoir located in Secret Cove

• If the extension were to go ahead, would property owners existing lines be damaged
during construction?

Existing lines should not be affected. Any existing lines would be checked out before
construction starts. If anything was damaged, the SCRD would immediately repair the
damage

• Where would the proposed waterline run?

The line would run along the highway where the existing bike path currently runs. The
SCRD would ensure that the bike path is returned to its existing state after the line is
installed

• If this project was to go ahead, what is the expected timeline until completion?
We would expect the project to be completed within a year

• What aboutfire protection? Where would you installfire hydrants?
The standard is that afire hydrant in installed at the entrance of each road (where
possible) and then fire hydrants would be installed every 150m

• What if the majority want the service but I do not wish to be part of it, can I opt out?
No. Legislation states that if you are included in the service area and front the water
system then you would have to pay. There is not an option to opt out on an individual
basis

• What if I choose not to connect to the SCRD waterline?
You will still have to pay the associated costs for this watermain extension. Should you
still wish not to hook up to the line, you will not be charged the annual userfee (approx
$191.45 for 2010)

• I don’t think most of the property owners would even consider going forward with this
project unless we knew we got the grant funding, can we go ahead and apply for the
grant and then decide?

The funding is only offered to “shovel ready” projects. We would need to establish the
service and then applyfor the grant funding. We cannot guarantee or speculate whether
we would be successful. If we were successful on the grant application, this could reduce
the annual parcel tax (pay back) to approximately $1,300 per year which is much more
palatable. Although we have based these estimations on the existing 49 parcels that
would benefitfrom this new service, these costs could also be reduced by future
subdivisions. le; should one, or more, of the benefitting parcels decide to subdivide, then
the new parcels would be factored into the repayment scheme. Any parcel benefitting
from the new service (during the 20 year payback period) would have to pay

• You say that there are already high priority projects on the burnerfor grant funding.
Why should those be higher priority than our?
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The Board decides which projects are high priority and give staff direction. These are

existing/ongoing projects that the Board has given clear direction to staff are high

priority and the Board has directed staff to applyfor the grantfunding

• What is the life expectancy of the new waterline?

With the materials that we use for our waterlines we would estimate the life expectancy

to be around 80—100 years

• We have arsenic in our wells. Why would this not be made a priorityfor grant

funding?

Staff cannot answer that question. We do not know how the provincial and federal

government decide which projects are prioritizedfor receiving funding. But, we do know

that they appear to be very conscious offunding water conservations projects. Also we

do not know if the funding money is distributed somewhat by receiving area, le; a

significant amount of funding has already been provided to Pender Harbour area, in the

area of 6—7 million dollars

• What if we payfor this service now and then the SCRD joins this service to the Pender

water system?

Something like that could be 20 years off. It’s just so far into the future that we really

couldn’t comment on this eventuality at this time. Also for the long term we would look

at all lakes in the Pender area to ensure that we utilize them effectively

• Could we help swing the grant by saying that we would subsidize the water use by

using our private wells also?

We always like to encourage that you use private well waterfor things like irrigation etc,

but this would not help the cause for grant funding. You would also have to use 2

separate lines which is just more expense

Dave Crosby advised all present that he feels that enough preliminary work has been done on this project

to be classed as “shovel ready”, therefore the SCRD could apply for grantfunding should the property

owners advise us that they want to proceed with the project. The SCRD could have the petition question

drafted and forwarded to the proponents for circulation within about a month.

Staff advises that the interested property owners discuss their options further and advise the SCRD of

their wishes.

ADJOURNED: 2:10 P.M
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SCRD STAFF REPORT  
   

DATE:  February 25, 2015 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – March 5, 2015 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, General Manager Infrastructure Services 

RE: REGIONAL WATER [370] UNIVERSAL WATER METERING – PHASE 1 - PLANNING 

AND OUTREACH, BUDGET PROPOSAL 4 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the General Manager Infrastructure Services’ report dated February 25, 2015 titled 
“Regional Water [370] Universal Water Metering – Phase 1 – Planning and Outreach, 
Budget Proposal 4 Supporting Information” be received; 
 
AND THAT the Regional Water [370] Universal Water Metering – Phase 1 Round 2 budget 
proposal be updated to incorporate a 0.6 FTE temporary Water Conservation Assistant 
staff position in place of the contract position proposed in Round 1. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

During the 2015 Round 1 budget process, Regional Water [370] Budget Proposal 4 was 
presented to secure $50,000 from existing user fees in order to retain a contracted professional 
to develop and implement a communication and citizen engagement plan as the first phase of 
the Regional Water Universal Metering project.  The Regional Water Universal Metering project 
is identified as the highest priority project in the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan that was 
adopted in 2013. 
 
While presenting this budget proposal during 2015 Round 1 budget discussions, staff suggested 
including an option to utilize a temporary staff position in place of a contracted professional to 
carry out the work, which led to the following resolution that was adopted at the February 12, 
2015, regular Board meeting: 
 

065/15 Recommendation No. 18 Regional Water Service [370] – 2015 R1 

Budget Proposals 

 THAT the following budget proposal be referred to 2015 Round 2 Budget 

and updated with information concerning the addition of a 0.6 FTE: 

 Budget Proposal 4 – Universal Water Metering – Phase 1 – 

Planning and Outreach, $50,000 funded through Existing User 

Fees; 

 AND THAT staff report to the March 5, 2015 Infrastructure Services 

Committee Meeting with a funding model and rationale for the addition of 

0.6 FTE for this project. 

Annex G
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee 

Regarding Regional Water [370] Budget Proposal 4 Supporting Information Page 2 of 2 

 

N:\Infrastructure & Public Works\5600 Water Supply & Distribution\5600-03 Water Meters\2015-FEB-19 Regional Universal 
Metering Ph1 Rationale for Additional FTE staff report.doc 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

As noted in the budget proposal, the original plan was to retain a contracted professional to 
develop and implement the universal metering communication and engagement plan over a one 
year period, as a precursor to the actual meter installation program.  This process was carried 
out for the Pender Harbour universal metering project with much success, resulting in an 
informed and receptive community, zero installation refusals, and only minor complaints 
resulting from construction and not the metering purpose or method.   
 
The Pender communication and engagement work was developed and implemented by in-
house staff, specifically the Sustainability and Education Coordinator and the Water 
Conservation Assistant.  However, as the Regional Water System consists of over 11,000 
service connections versus 1,400 in Pender Harbour, it was determined that staff did not have 
the capacity to carry out a program of this magnitude, leading to the request for a contract 
professional with an estimated level of effort of 21 hours per week for 50 weeks (equivalent to 
0.6 FTE positions). 
 
Upon further consideration, it was suggested that combining the 0.6 FTE contract position with 
the 0.33 FTE Water Conservation Assistant position into a single 0.93 FTE temporary position 
would enable a more enhanced and consistent delivery of all the water conservation and 
metering initiatives over one year, as well as enhancing the ability to recruit a more experienced 
and qualified candidate.  A single position would also require less supervisory oversight, leading 
to additional efficiencies, and can be accommodated within the same funding level that was 
proposed for the contracted professional. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

   
DATE: February 23, 2015 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – March 5, 2015 

FROM: Administrative Assistant, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR FEBRUARY 2015 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Administrative Assistant, Infrastructure Services’ report titled “Monthly 
Report for February 2015” be received.    
 

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

UTILITIES DIVISION 

 WATER TREATMENT PLANT   
In January the Chapman Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 343,872 m3, a 
5.8% increase over the five year average.  
 
In January the South Pender Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 30,042 m3. 
 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
 

 7 water meters were installed in various areas of the Regional water system. 
 

CAPITAL WORKS 
 

 99% complete: North Pender Harbour Meter Project (8 installs remaining). 
 99% complete: South Pender Harbour Meter Project (8 installs remaining). 
 Pinning of the McNeill Lake dam has resumed. 

TRANSPORTATION AND FACILITIES DIVISION 

TRANSIT 
Spring transit schedules are currently being drafted in order to align with BC Ferry schedule 
changes. 
 
FLEET 
The BC Transit fleet inspector recently made a visit in order to further investigate the low 
power issue with unit 8079 considering this bus has been out of service for several months. 
 
PORTS 
Major crane repairs identified during the 2014 inspections have begun with the two major 
cranes at Halkett Bay and Keats Landing starting first.   
 

  

Annex H

33



Infrastructure Services Monthly Report for February 2015       Page 2 

 
SUSTAINABILITY DIVISION 

 
SOLID WASTE 
A WildSafe BC Program application for a 2015 Community Coordinator for the SCRD was 
submitted.  The SCRD will be notified mid-March if successful. 
 
The contract for the construction of the Pender Harbour Transfer Station was awarded. 
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