INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE
Thursday, October 15, 2020
SCRD Boardroom, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, B.C.
AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

9:30 a.m.

AGENDA
1.

Adoption of Agenda

PRESENTATIONS AND DELEGATIONS
2.

Soren Poschmann and Sarah Barbosa, ISL Engineering and Land
Services Ltd.
Regarding Eastbourne Water System Upgrades – Feasibility
Study

Annex A
pp 1 - 18

REPORTS
3.

Results Feasibility Study Upgrades Eastbourne Water System
Project
Manager, Capital Projects / General Manager, Infrastructure
Services
Regional Water (Voting – A, B, D, E, F and Sechelt)

Annex B
pp 19 - 111

4.

Dam Safety Reviews, Operations and Maintenance Manuals, and
Dam Emergency Plans – Update
Manager, Capital Projects
Regional Water (Voting – A, B, D, E, F and Sechelt)

Annex C
pp 112 - 114

5.

Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program – Rural and Northern
Communities 2020 Grant Funding Application - Woodcreek Park
Wastewater Treatment Plant System Upgrade and Ports Capital
Renewal
General Manager, Infrastructure Services / General Manager,
Planning and Community Development
(Voting – All)

Annex D
pp 115 - 120

6.

Water Services – Pipes, Valves and Fittings Contract Term
Extension
Manager, Utility Services
Regional Water (Voting – A, B, D, E, F and Sechelt)

Annex E
pp 121 - 123
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7.

Curbside food waste ‘Green Bin’ collection program- Update
Manager, Solid Waste Services
Regional Solid Waste (Voting – All)

Verbal

8.

Contract Award for Recycling Depot Site and Site Operations for
Residential Packaging and Paper Products (PPP) in Pender
Harbour
Manager, Solid Waste Services
Regional Solid Waste (Voting – All)

Annex F
pp 124 - 131

9.

Islands Clean Up 2020 Program Update
Solid Waste Programs Coordinator
Regional Solid Waste (Voting – All)

Annex G
pp 132 - 136

10. Mintie Road Garbage Bin – Update
Solid Waste Programs Coordinator
Regional Solid Waste (Voting – All)

Annex H
pp 137 - 139

11. Summary of SCRD Solid-waste related resolutions to the AVICC,
UBCM and FCM
Manager, Solid Waste Services
Regional Solid Waste (Voting – All)

Annex I
pp 140 - 142

12. Transit Schedule Options Winter and Spring 2021
General Manager, Infrastructure Services /
Manager, Transit and Fleet
Public Transit (Voting – B, D, E, F, Sechelt, SIGD, Gibsons)

Annex J
pp 143 - 146

13. 2020 - Q3 Quarterly Report
General Manager, Infrastructure Services
(Voting – All)

Annex K
pp 147 - 158

14. Solid Waste Management Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee
Meeting Minutes of September 15, 2020
Regional Solid Waste (Voting – All)

Annex L
pp 159 - 161

15. Water Supply Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes of
October 5, 2020
Regional Water (Voting – A, B, D, E, F and Sechelt)

Annex M
pp 162 - 164

COMMUNICATIONS
16. Honourable Minister George Heyman, Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change Strategy dated October 1, 2020
Regarding BC Recycling Regulation to include Mattresses, Bulky
Furniture and Carpets
(Voting – All)
NEW BUSINESS

Annex N
pp 165 - 167

Infrastructure Services Committee Agenda – October 15, 2020

IN CAMERA
That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in
accordance with Section 90 (1) (e), (j) and (k) 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”;
“information that is prohibited, or information that if it were presented
in a document would be prohibited, from disclosure under section 21
of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act” and
“negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed
provision of a municipal service that are at their preliminary stages
and that, in the view of the council, could reasonably be expected to
harm the interests of the municipality if they were held in public”.

ADJOURNMENT
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ANNEX A

Eastbourne Water System Upgrades
Feasibility Study – Draft Results
Sunshine Coast Regional District

1

The Eastbourne water system is
overtaxed and at risk of being
unsustainable for meeting the
water demands.
• The system is nearly solely reliant on precipitation
and struggles to meet demands, particularly in
summer months.
• Increasing summer vacationers to the area is
further exacerbating the issue.
• ISL was engaged to undertake a feasibility study of
the system to ensure a continually safe and reliable
drinking water source for the residents.

Introduction
Existing System and Objectives

2

1

1

2020/10/05

Introduction
Existing System and Study Area
Study Area and Site Location

• Located on the eastern portion of Keats Island, the
Eastbourne community consists of 178 currently
serviced lots and an estimated population of 409.
• Water is currently sourced from:
• Two 6.1 m depth dug wells (Old East Well and Gordon
Well)
• A 91.4 m depth bedrock well (Drilled Well)
• A trench and sump, collecting surface water and shallow
groundwater (Collector Well)

• Treatment includes arsenic removal for the Drilled
Well, filtration, UV and chlorination.
• Water is then stored in treated water storage tanks
and gravity fed to residences.
• The Study Area for the hydrogeology investigation
was chosen to be the Eastbourne area and general
eastern portion of the island.
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Introduction
Feasibility Study Objectives
• To provide options and opportunities for the
Regional District to improve System efficiency, water
availability and sustainability for Eastbourne
residents by means of:
• Evaluating the performance of the current well network.
• Reviewing the existing water storage and distribution
network to provide recommendations on improvements
to System efficiency, pressure and supply.
• Determining the volume of water currently supplied by
the System, the amount needed and the supply deficit.
• Completing a desktop hydrogeological investigation of
potential aquifers to supply additional groundwater to
the system.
• Choosing potential exploratory drilling locations for
further study and providing recommendations to
improve System supply.

Treatment Plant, Drilled Well and Raw Water Tanks

4

2

2

2020/10/05

• Although the current well network is known to be
unable to provide enough water during the summer
months, pumping rate and water level data from
December 2013 to July 2020 was reviewed.
• This was completed to quantify the observed
trends of the wells going dry in the summer and to
comment on the feasibility of continuing to utilize
only the existing wells.
• Pumping rates and water levels for the Gordon,
Old East and Collector wells was analysed. Only
pumping rates for the Drilled Well were available.

Existing Well Data
Review
Assessment of Pumping Rate and Water
Level Data
Left: Gordon Well
Right: Drilled Well
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Existing Well Data Review
Results
• From April to November every year the
water levels in the wells flatten, indicating
they are or have gone dry.
• Pumping rates are generally steady
throughout the year, which is a function of
demand more than availability of
groundwater.
• Wells appear unable to provide required
volumes. This is particularly true during
the peak summer months when customer
demand is at its highest.
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Existing Well Data Review
Results
• The reliance on precipitation is
apparent when comparing the water
levels to daily precipitation.
• Water levels rise in the winter and
spring and large precipitation events
correlate to a rise in water levels first
observed within two to three days
following the event.
• Even in rainier summers, water levels
drop to dry or nearly dry levels.
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Existing Well Data
Review
Results
• Water levels in the Gordon, Old
East and Collector wells are
returning to noted high levels,
indicating the wells are remaining
efficient.
• Drilled Well shows diminished
usage or reduced capacity to
provide useable volumes of
groundwater.
• No apparent loss of production
volumes in the other wells.
• Outside of slight fluctuations, there
is no significant difference between
average summer (May through
September) and winter volumes,
which may be a result of demand.
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Existing Well Data Review
Conclusions
• Confirms that wells are going dry in the summer.
• The maximum sustainable pumping rates from the
wells cannot be calculated with any certainty due to
the reliance on the wells on precipitation.
• It is likely that the wells can provide more water than
is currently pumped in the winter months and held in
storage, but that exact amount cannot be quantified
with the existing data and is reliant on the amounts
of precipitation received.
• It is reasonable to assume that the sum of the
annual average daily flow rates from each of the
wells corresponds to the maximum available water
supply from the existing wells. This amount equates
to 0.24 L/s.
Old East Well
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An assessment of the Eastbourne
water distribution system was
undertaken to determine:

System Engineering
Review

• Average day and maximum day demands for the
current population and the population at build-out.
• Minimum and maximum pressures in the system
under existing and future conditions.

Assessment of the Existing Water
Distribution System and Build-out
Conditions

• Note potential upgrades to improve operations and
maintenance.

10

5

5

2020/10/05

Existing Water System
Distribution Network
• 5,521 m of water distribution mains.
• Pipes range from 25 mm to 50 mm.
• All watermains are made of either PVC or HDPE.
• Not set up to provide fire flow protection.
Diameter

Material

mm

Total Length
m

25

PVC

1,463

38

PVC

391

50

HDPE

3,667
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Existing Water System
Storage
• Potable water is stored in seven plastic totes
adjacent to the WTP.
• Each tote has a capacity of 7,500 L
• Total capacity of 52,500 L

• There are two community plastic totes active as
storage tanks located on Esplanade Road.
• One has a capacity of 7,500 L, while the other has a
capacity of 15,000 L
• Total capacity of 22,500 L

• Each property serviced by the System has its own
storage tank.

Raw Water Storage Tanks and Water Treatment Plant
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Existing Water System
2.5

Demands
• Distribution data reviewed from 2016 to 2020.

• Cumulative data was separated into daily
volumes, and converted to a flow rate.
• Average day demand (ADD) based on five
years of data is 0.22 L/s.
• ADD being approximately equal to the well
supply (0.24 L/s) volumes illustrates that supply
is nearly equal to demand.
• Maximum day demand (MDD) generally about
0.45 L/s.

2

Daily Demand (L/s)

• Provided data was cumulative, and zeroed in
April 2018.

1.5

1

0.5

0

Date

• Derived demands (existing conditions):
• ADD – 0.23 L/s
• MDD – 0.44 L/s (1.92 x ADD)
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Model Development
New Model Build
• Used Bentley WaterCAD
CONNECT Edition Update 2 to
make the model.
• A new model was developed for
this project, for the following
reasons:
•
•
•
•
•

Variations in pipe sizing
Different alignments
Missing infrastructure
Outdated demands
Ensuring model represented
correctly spatially

• Recommended to update model
with more accurate LiDAR data,
if/when available.
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Existing System Assessment
Pressure Results - ADD
• Criteria:
• Maximum allowable
pressure of 850 kPa.
• Ensure positive
pressures to reach each
property’s tank.
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Existing System Assessment
Pressure Results - MDD
• Criteria:
• Maximum allowable
pressure of 850 kPa.
• Ensure positive
pressures to reach each
property’s tank.
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Future System Assessment – Full Build-Out
Comparison to Existing
• Increase of 0.05 L/s under average day demand conditions.
• Minimal pressure decreases between existing and future conditions.
• Future system MDD is equal to 0.54 L/s.

Scenario
ADD

MDD

Horizon

Highest Pressure
kPa
psi

Existing

583

84.56

Future

582

84.41

Existing

580

84.12

Future

578

83.83

Location

Lowest Pressure
kPa
psi

At the intersection of
Oak Lane and
Esplanade Road.
Modelled Elevation
= 10.23 m

146

21.18

146

21.18

145

21.03

144

20.89

Location
On Gavin Road, at the
intersection with the
WTP watermain.
Modelled Elevation
= 54.96 m
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Existing & Future System Assessment
Findings
• The System is adequate in supplying
positive pressure to each serviced tank
under ADD and MDD conditions.
• Minimal head losses suggests that
pipe sizing is adequate for these
demand conditions.
• Reservoir storage is sufficient to
accommodate existing and future
demands.
• Potential O&M improvements include:
• Pipe looping
• Burying any exposed pipes
• Ensuring proper pipe pressure
ratings
Example distribution pumps
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Supply Deficit

• Quantifying how much water is needed in
Eastbourne is difficult, as supply is nearly equal to
demand.
• A target demand needed to be determined that was
realistic, attainable and supplied residents with
more water than what was currently available.

How Much is Water is Available and What
is Needed

19

Supply Deficit
How Much is Water is Available and What is Needed
• Given the low ADD, particularly when compared to
other Regional District areas, the determination of
how much water is needed is difficult.
• The future system MDD of 0.54 L/s was
determined to be a realistic and attainable target
demand.
• Current available supply from the existing wells is
0.24 L/s.
• This leads to a supply deficit of 0.30 L/s.

20

10

10

2020/10/05

Supply Deficit
Increased Storage Options
• One option to reduce the supply deficit was to
increase raw water storage to pump more water
from the existing wells during the fall and winter.
• To meet the target demand in the summer by
means of storing water all year from the existing
wells alone, an additional 4,000 m3 of raw water
storage would be needed.
• This would require over 500 additional raw water
storage tanks the same size as what is at
Eastbourne currently, or a reservoir equivalent to
the size of the two concrete reservoirs on Reed
Road.
• This is likely not feasible and increased raw water
storage can be considered alongside an additional
source of water.
Raw Water Storage Tanks
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To determine potential aquifers
that could provide additional
quantities of water to the System,
a desktop study was undertaken
that consisted of:
• Summarizing the information included in provincial
aquifer and water well databases.

Desktop
Hydrogeological Study

• Determining the surficial and bedrock geology of
the study area.
• Reviewing publicly available relevant academic
studies and hydrogeological investigations.

Investigation of Potential Aquifers

• Completing a risk register of the potential aquifers.
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Desktop Hydrogeological Study
Aquifer Locations
• Aquifer 547 is unconsolidated
sand and gravel that
corresponds to the unit the
Gordon, Old East and Collector
wells are completed in.
• Aquifer 548, a fractured, mostly
igneous bedrock aquifer that
the Drilled Well is completed in.
• Wells have a median depth of
53.3 m below ground surface, a
median yield of 0.25 L/s.
• The highest yield recorded in
this aquifer is 2.21 L/s.
• Groundwater flow and yield
values are highly dependent on
the fracture network and if the
well intersects it.
Aquifer Locations
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Desktop Hydrogeological Study
Registered Water Well and
Licence Locations
• 16 registered water wells and
one licence.
• The licence has a 1944 priority
and is likely not in use.
• Six of the wells are registered
to the Regional District, the
remaining 10 are private.
• Of the wells with information on
total depths, six are installed
within the surficial sands and
gravels (Aquifer 547) and five
are in the bedrock (Aquifer
548).
• When recorded, well yields
from wells completed in
bedrock range from 0.03 to
0.69 L/s.
Wells and Licence Locations
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Desktop Hydrogeological Study
Summary and Risk Register
Parameter

Aquifer 547 (Unconsolidated
Sand and Gravel)

Depth Range

Typically less than 10 m bgs

Anticipated Well Yield (L/s)

Likely on the order of the existing
wells, approximately 0.08 L/s

Reliance on Precipitation

High

Less reliant than Aquifer 547 but still
susceptible to seasonal and climatic
fluctuations

Groundwater Quality

Good in the current System wells

Potential for increased arsenic

Risk of Encountering Higher
Salinity Water
Potential Connection with
Surface Water

Aquifer 548 (Bedrock)
Greater than 20 m bgs
The deepest well noted is 115.8 m
bgs
Median yield of 0.25 L/s
Highest yield recorded of 2.21 L/s

Low

Increased risk with depth

Likely directly connected

Lower risk of direct connection

Risk of Contamination

High

Lower than Aquifer 547, however
there is a risk of contamination in
locations where overlying material is
not present

Potential Impacts to Surrounding
Users
Potential for Increased
Treatment Requirements

Low, as the Regional District is the
primary user
Low, water quality is expected to be
similar to the existing wells

Probability of Success to
Provided Increased Volumes to
the System

Low

Low, as there are few surrounding
users
Low, water quality will likely be similar
to the Drilled well
Higher than Aquifer 547. Fracture
networks are difficult to predict and
ensuring they are encountered during
a drilling program is problematic

Wells and Licence Locations
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• A site visit was conducted on July 2, 2020 to
observe the System and inspect potential drilling
locations.
• A private well that the Regional District is
considering acquiring was also examined.

Drilling Location
Evaluation

• Building on the findings of the desktop
hydrogeological study and site visit, potential
exploratory drilling locations were chosen.

Site Visit and Choosing of Exploratory
Test Hole Sites

• A high level engineering feasibility analysis of the
potential locations was completed.
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Drilling Location Evaluation
Site Visit

Private Well

Potential Drilling Site 1

Potential Drilling Site 2

Potential Drilling Site 3
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Drilling Location Evaluation
Private Well
• The Regional District is considering acquiring a
privately owned well near the WTP.
• Well has a driller’s estimated yield of 0.38 L/s at an
approximate total depth of 152.4 m below ground
surface.
• The upcoming pumping test should be completed
following provincial licensing standards and
analyzed by a qualified hydrogeologist.
• If the results of the pumping test confirm the driller’s
estimated yield, the Regional District should
advance conversations regarding acquiring the well
as the well could more than double the current
System capacity.

Private Well
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Drilling Location Evaluation
Potential Drilling Locations
• Considerations:
•
•
•
•

Land ownership
Locations of septic fields
High and low yielding well locations
Wells normally considered low-yielding
could have a significant impact on the
System’s capabilities

• Three locations identified during the
site visit and are ranked in order of
probability of success.
• Areas are upslope, away from
residences and in areas accessible for
a drilling rig.
• Two other generalized areas identified
that can be considered if the three
locations are not successful.
Potential Drilling Locations
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Drilling Location Evaluation
Potential Exploratory Drill Sites and Private Well Feasibility Characteristics and Estimated Costs
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Conclusions and
Recommendations
Summary and Next Steps

31

Conclusions
• The Gordon, Old East and Collector wells are going dry in the summer and the Drilled Well shows diminished
usage or capacity. The existing wells are reasonably assumed to be able to provide a maximum annual
average of 0.24 L/s.
• The results of the modelling indicate that the existing System pipe sizing and reservoir storage is adequate to
meet the ADD and MDD for both the existing and future demands.
• In collaboration with the Regional District, the target demand for Eastbourne was chosen to be 0.54 L/s,
resulting in a supply deficit of 0.30 L/s.
• The bedrock aquifer is the best candidate aquifer but has the risk of not intersecting fractures in the
exploratory test hole locations that were identified.
• The private well that the Regional District requires confirmation of the sustainable pumping rate but could
eliminate the supply deficit and is the most cost effective option to add additional supply to the System.
• Three potential exploratory drill sites were identified, all of which are all feasible to be added to the System.
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Recommendations
Water Sourcing
• Find a new or supplementary source of water as soon as possible:
Regardless of the private well outcome, conduct an
exploratory well drilling program to add two
supplementary or backup water sources. Drill the
locations in the order of priority until sufficient
volumes to eliminate or exceed the supply deficit are
reached, including the private well volume.

Analyze the upcoming pumping test data from the
private well and calculate a sustainable pumping
rate. If it is over 0.1 L/s, advance negotiations to
acquire the well.
Approximate total cost to add the well to the System:
~$123,000

Approximate total cost to drill, install and add each
well to the System: ~$400,000 to $430,000

Alongside the private well determinations and exploratory drilling program, further assessment of increased water storage
should be undertaken:
- If additional wells meet the target demand, additional water storage should have preliminary siting and conceptual
engineering design completed.
- If additional wells do not meet the target demand, design water storage to supplement the additional wells with higher
volumes pumped from the existing wells during the fall and winter months.
- Without additional wells, 4,000 m 3 of raw water storage would be needed to store water pumped during the fall and winter,
but this does not reduce the reliance on precipitation.
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Recommendations
Operational
• Improvements to the System to be considered:
• Acquiring detailed LiDAR data and subsequently revisiting the junction elevations in the model.
• Ensuring residents are well informed of available water supply deficiencies and methods that can be applied for water
conservation.
• Consider pipe looping, burying any exposed pipes, and ensuring proper pipe ratings to improve operations and
maintenance of the System.
• Confirm the capacity of the existing WTP to ensure it is capable of treating the target demand of 0.54 L/s.
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Thank You
Soren Poschmann, P.Geo.
Sarah Barbosa, P.Eng., ENV SP
403-254-0544
SPoschmann@islengineering.com
SBarbosa@islengineering.com
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ANNEX B
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Remko Rosenboom, General Manager, Infrastructure Services
Stephen Misiurak, Manager, Capital Projects

SUBJECT:

RESULTS FEASIBILITY STUDY UPGRADES EASTBOURNE WATER SYSTEM PROJECT

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Results Feasibility Study Upgrades Eastbourne Water System
project be received;
AND THAT staff prepare a 2021 Budget Proposal for the drilling, testing and development
(including design, permitting, construction and commissioning) of two wells and auxiliary
infrastructure for the Eastbourne Water System;
AND FURTHER THAT the preliminary design and cost estimates for any required
additional storage and treatment capacity be included in the scope of this project.
BACKGROUND
The Feasibility Study Upgrades, Eastbourne Water System project was undertaken in 2020. A
$40,000 budget for this project was approved with resolution (004/20) and ISL Engineering Inc.
(ISL) was retained to do the work. This project was a desk top level study focused on assessing
the possibilities to improve the water supply and redundancy for the Eastbourne Water System.
The purpose of this report is to provide the Board with an update on the results of this study and
to seek direction on next steps.
DISCUSSION
The results of the Feasibility Study Upgrades Eastbourne Water System project are included in
Attachment A to this report. In support of the Board’s decision making regarding next steps, staff
have summarized and analyzed the relevant results in this report.
Analyses of current water system
The current water supply for the Eastbourne Water System consist of four wells; one drilled and
three shallow dug wells. The shallow wells usually run dry in the summer months, as they are
dependent on precipitation, while the yield of the drilled well is slowly decreasing over time.
Combined, these wells are able to meet demand in the winter months. However, that is not the
case during most of the summer months. Every summer a total ban on outdoor use of water is
declared on the Eastbourne Water System and the water supply is rationed. The degree of
rationing is dependent on the available supply at a given point in time. When rationing is in place,
every household will receive a certain allocated amount of water in their private tank every few
days. The amount of water and the frequency of it being provided depends on the water supply
availability and is managed by the system operator.
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In addition to the fact that water supply is limited to residents during the summer months, the
dependency on precipitation for water supply is also of concern. During the summer months,
when the aquifer levels have dropped, the water supply to the community is very dependent on
precipitation. Climate change is increasing the vulnerability of the water system by reducing
precipitation during the spring, fall, and summer.
The current annual average daily demand is calculated to be at approximately 0.24 l/s. No
increase is observed in the total summer demand even though the population in the summer is
significantly higher than in the winter. This is the result of water rationing.
Analyses confirmed that the current source supply wells and distribution system is sufficient for
the current water supply.
The current water supply is insufficient to provide fire flow to the community.
Analyses of target water situation
Staff defined the desired water supply based on a scenario where all the residents are present
during the summer months, all vacant lots are fully developed, and no water rationing is required.
In this scenario it is anticipated that a flow of 0.54 l/s would be sufficient if the current outdoor
watering restrictions and water conservation measures widely adhered to by the residents
continued. As the current water supply is limited to 0.24 l/s, the water supply deficit is 0.30 l/s.
To reduce the dependency of this water system of summer precipitation and to increase its
resilience to climate change, it is recommended to increase the water supply in excess of the
anticipated daily usage of 0.54 l/s, which would enable the system to meet target demand as well
as provide a degree of redundancy to the current water supply wells.
It has been assessed that the current water distribution system has sufficient capacity to
distribute the desired 0.54 l/s without causing any major concerns.
While it would be desired from a community perspective that the water system provide for fire
flow, this would increase the water supply deficit even further and would require major upgrades
to the distribution system. This would result in substantial capital cost and therefore, is not
considered to be a realistic pursuit at this point in time.
Options
ISL analyzed the options and concluded that additional wells in the bedrock aquifer (Aquifer 548)
would be the preferred method to increase the water supply to the community.
ISL identified three locations for the SCRD to confirm the feasibility of as a future water supply
source. ISL also confirmed that a private well with surplus capacity should also be further
explored. As a bedrock aquifer, Aquifer 548 has high variability from well to well. It is anticipated
that these sites could provide 0.30 l/s and hence it is anticipated that two additional wells would
be required to address the water supply deficit and to decrease the system’s reliance on summer
precipitation.
Cost estimates for the development of two production wells at each of the new well sites vary
between $380,000 and $425,000, while the development of the private well is expected to cost
approximately $125,000 (excluding any costs to obtain access to this well). These cost estimates
2020-Oct-15 ISC staff report Results Feasibility Study Upgrades Eastbourne Water System project
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include the costs for the installation of water mains but not any potentially required upgrades to
the water treatment system.
Creating the desired flow of 0.54 l/s with only additional water storage would require
approximately 50 times the storage volume that is currently available. Creating such storage
volume would require very significant investments in infrastructure and potentially land. Storage
is therefore not recommended as the sole focus at this point in time. The creation of a smaller
water storage capacity in addition to additional water supply wells is a more feasible option. This
could be assessed once the test drilling program has been completed.
Communication
In early October, a summary of the results of this project was sent to the Eastbourne community
and they were invited to provide comments to staff. Staff will continue to communicate with the
community about the progress on this project.
On October 5, 2020 ISL presented the results to the Water Supply Advisory Committee.
Timeline and Next steps
Staff recommend that a 2021 budget proposal be prepared for the drilling, testing and the full
development of two production wells and auxiliary infrastructure. One of these wells could be the
private well.
Once the potential productivity and water quality of the two new wells is confirmed, an
assessment is required to determine if additional treatment and storage capacity would be
required. If required, the preliminary design and cost estimates are recommended to be included
in the 2021 budget proposal.
Any input received from the community would be considered while drafting the budget proposal.
Financial Implications
An assessment of the potential funding options for the development of the two production wells
will be included in the 2021 budget proposal.
STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
The Feasibility Study Upgrades Eastbourne Water System project supports the SCRD Board’s
2019-2023 Strategic Plan to plan for and ensure year-round water availability now and in the
future.
CONCLUSION
The Feasibility Study Upgrades Eastbourne Water System project was initiated to explore
potential solutions to the current water supply situation in the Eastbourne Water System.
The study concluded that the four wells currently used are insufficiently productive to supply the
community with a reasonable amount of water year-round and that the changing climate will only
reduce the reliability of those wells. It is, therefore, recommended to drill, test, design and
develop two new wells in the bedrock aquifer and the development of a 2021 budget proposal for
2020-Oct-15 ISC staff report Results Feasibility Study Upgrades Eastbourne Water System project
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this work is recommended. The preliminary design and cost estimates of any required additional
storage and treatment capacity would also be included in the budget proposal.
Attachments:
Attachment A – ISL Engineering Inc. report with results of the Feasibility Study Upgrades
Eastbourne Water System project

Reviewed by:
Manager

CFO/Finance

GM
CAO

Legislative
Other

X– D. McKinley

2020-Oct-15 ISC staff report Results Feasibility Study Upgrades Eastbourne Water System project
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Attachment A

Eastbourne Water System Upgrades
Feasibility Study
Sunshine Coast Regional District

Final Report
October 2020
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ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd. is an award-winning full-service
consulting firm dedicated to working with all levels of government and the
private sector to deliver planning and design solutions for transportation,
water, and land projects.

Integrated Expertise. Locally Delivered.
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Executive Summary
The Sunshine Coast Regional District (the Regional District) operates the Eastbourne Water System
(the System) on Keats Island where water supply is limited. The System is heavily reliant on
precipitation and is annually at risk of being unsustainable for meeting the basic water demand of the
largely seasonal properties in the Eastbourne community. To improve water supply to the System,
and to ensure a continually safe and sustainable drinking water source for their residents, the
Regional District engaged ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd. to undertake a feasibility study for
upgrades to the System. This study reviewed the existing operation and capacity of the wells and
System to determine the supply deficit and to make recommendations for improved supply, efficiency,
pressures and distribution. Additionally, a desktop hydrogeological investigation was completed to
provide options for additional groundwater supply sources. Raw water storage options were also
investigated to alleviate the supply deficit.
A review of the water level and pumping rate data from December 2013 through July 2020 from the
existing wells (Old East, Gordon, Collector and Drilled wells) quantified that the wells are going dry in
the summer months and all but the Drilled Well are directly reliant on precipitation. The Drilled Well
has recently shown either diminished usage or reduced capacity to provide groundwater, with an
average daily pumping rate of less than 0.02 L/s in 2019. The maximum sustainable pumping rates
from the wells cannot be calculated with any certainty due to the reliance on the wells on precipitation
and the wells being pumped inconsistently based on the demand. The reasonable assumption was
made that the sum of the annual average daily flow rates from each of the wells corresponds to the
maximum available water supply from the existing wells. This amount equates to 0.24 L/s.
An analysis of the existing water distribution network was undertaken by means of creating a new
WaterCAD model of the System. A current average day demand (ADD) was calculated to be 0.23 L/s
using a consumption rate of 49 litres per person per day, identified in the Comprehensive Regional
Water Plan. This further demonstrates the relationship between the supply from the existing wells
being nearly equivalent to the demand. The future System demands were calculated to be an
additional 0.05 L/s based on a 2.3 persons per lot density on the remaining 38 lots not currently
developed. The maximum day demand (MDD) was calculated using a 1.92 x ADD peaking factor,
which equates to a demand of 0.54 L/s considering both existing and future demands. The results of
the modelling indicate that the existing System pipe sizing and treated water reservoir storage is
adequate to meet the ADD and MDD for both the existing and future demands. It should be noted that
storage capacity is not currently the limiting factor in residents being supplied enough water, the
ability of the existing wells to provide enough water is the limitation.
Due to the low ADD, the determination of how much water Eastbourne residents require is difficult.
Providing equivalent amounts of water to Eastbourne as other water systems in the Regional District
is likely not feasible given the location and hydrogeological conditions of Keats Island. Therefore, a
realistic and attainable target water demand needed to be calculated that reflects that current demand
is very low and nearly equal to supply and acknowledges that additional water sources are needed to
improve the sustainability of the System. In collaboration with the Regional District, it was determined
that the future demand MDD should be the target demand volume for the System. This demand of
0.54 L/s (existing ADD of 0.23 L/s + future build-out demand of 0.05 L/s multiplied by a peaking factor
of 1.92) is likely more representative of the demand on a typical summer weekend day. This demand
is also consistent with the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan and historic pumping records.
Although this amount would not supply residents with the same volumes of water as other Regional
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District systems, meeting the target demand would more than double the existing average available
water supply.
Considering the target demand of 0.54 L/s and the current available supply of 0.24 L/s, there is a
supply deficit of 0.30 L/s. This supply deficit provides a goal for a supply volume for any new water
source wells or storage solutions to be able to provide the target demand.
A calculation of the storage volumes required to store water in the fall and winter months to meet the
target demand in the summer was completed, and approximately 4,000 m 3 of additional storage
would be needed to meet the demands utilizing the existing wells alone.
The fractured bedrock underlying the currently utilized surficial sands and gravels appears to be the
best candidate aquifer for an exploratory drilling program. It has the highest potential of providing
sustainable year-round volumes of groundwater to the System. The biggest risk is that fracture
networks are problematic to predict and map and encountering them with a drilling program with any
certainty or predictability is difficult.
The site visit was conducted on July 2, 2020 and identified a private well that the Regional District
may have an opportunity to acquire. If the driller’s yield estimate of 0.38 L/s is confirmed by means of
a pumping test and a calculation of the sustainable pumping rate, the addition of this well to the
System would reduce the supply deficit to zero. In addition to the private well, three potential
exploratory drill sites were identified and prioritized. The locations should be drilled to depths of
between 90 and 120 m below ground surface, and were chosen based on hydrogeological conditions,
land ownership, drill rig access and the potential for nearby septic fields. A feasibility and approximate
cost analysis was conducted on the private well and three potential drilling well locations. All locations
are feasible to be tied into the System utilizing either pumping or gravity feed to the water treatment
plant, with minimal cost differences between the two methods. Not including the cost to acquire the
private well, adding this well onto the System is the most cost effective option.
Recommendations provided for the Regional District to improve System efficiency and meet the
target water demand are as follows:
 Steps should be undertaken as soon as possible to find an additional and supplementary water
source for the System to eliminate the supply deficit and reduce the reliance on precipitation:
 Analyze the pumping test data from the private well and calculate a sustainable pumping rate. If
the rate is calculated to be 0.10 L/s or higher, the Regional District should advance negotiations
to acquire this well. 0.10 L/s was chosen as a cut off because even though it is a relatively low
pumping rate, it would reduce the supply deficit by a third. Approximate costs of adding the
private well to the System are on the order of $123,000, plus the cost of acquiring the well.
 Regardless of the results of the private well pumping test and sustainable pumping rate
calculations, an exploratory well drilling program should be conducted. It is recommended to
plan the drilling program under the assumption that all three locations will be drilled. At least two
source wells are recommended to be added to the System for backup and redundancy, so at
least one additional new wells will be required depending on the results of the private well
pumping test. The intent is to use these two source wells as the primary water supply and
supplementing with the existing wells as needed. The additional wells will further reduce the
reliance of the System on precipitation and seasonality, and if sufficient sustainable volumes of
water are found, can allow Eastbourne residents to have less restrictive water use. Further, cost
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savings are realized when drilling multiple wells with one drilling rig mobilization, and it is
unknown if the current water demand is a function of supply and if water demand will increase
once supply increases. The exploratory drilling locations should be drilled in the order of priority
identified. If sufficient volumes to eliminate or exceed the supply deficit amount are identified
between the private well and two additional newly installed wells, the remaining location need
not be drilled. Approximate costs for adding additional groundwater source wells to the System
are on the order of $400,000 to $430,000 per well.
 Alongside the private well determination and exploratory drilling program, further assessment of
increasing the water storage should be undertaken:
 If the additional wells supply enough volume to meet the target demand, additional water
storage should have preliminary siting and conceptual engineering design completed. The
final sizing of the storage can be determined following the results of the exploratory well
drilling program.
 If the additional wells do not meet the target demand, additional water storage can also have
preliminary siting and conceptual engineering design completed, such that storage
supplements the additional water obtained from the new wells with a higher volume pumped
from the existing wells during the fall and winter months. Again, the amount of raw water
storage needed is dependent on the results of the exploratory well drilling program.
 Without additional wells, constructing additional raw water storage tanks or reservoirs on the
order of 4,000 m3 would be needed to meet the target demand by means of storing water in
the fall and winter. However, continuing to utilize the existing wells alone is not considered
feasible nor does it reduce the reliance of the System on precipitation.
 The existing System can be improved by means of the following:
 Acquiring detailed LiDAR data and subsequently revisiting the junction elevations in the model.
 Ensuring residents are well informed of available water supply deficiencies and methods that
can be applied for water conservation. Water conservation should remain an integral focus and
community value of Eastbourne residents.
 Consider pipe looping, burying any exposed pipes, and ensuring proper pipe ratings to improve
operations and maintenance of the System.
 Confirm the capacity of the existing WTP to ensure it is capable of treating the target demand of
0.54 L/s, as an examination of treatment capabilities and rates was outside the scope of this
study.
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The Sunshine Coast Regional District (the Regional District) operates the Eastbourne Water System
(the System) on Keats Island where water supply is limited. The productivity of the current supply
sources has declined, particularly during summer months when precipitation is lower. Seasonal
decline has recently been observed to be exacerbated by an increase in summer vacationers to the
island. The System is overtaxed and is annually at risk of being unsustainable for meeting the basic
water demand of the largely seasonal properties in the Eastbourne community.
To improve water supply to the System, and to ensure a continually safe and sustainable drinking
water source for their residents, the Regional District has engaged ISL Engineering and Land
Services Ltd. (ISL) to undertake this feasibility study for upgrades to the System (the Project). This
study aims to provide options and opportunities for the Regional District to improve System efficiency,
water availability and sustainability for Eastbourne residents.

1.1

Background

Located on the eastern portion of Keats Island, the Eastbourne community has potable water
provided by the Regional District. Water supply is limited and is currently provided by two 6.1 m depth
dug wells (referred to as the Old East Well and the Gordon Well), a 91.4 m depth drilled well installed
into bedrock (Drilled Well) and a trench and sump system that collects surface water and
groundwater (Collector Well) (Figure 1.1). Raw water is stored in three plastic totes prior to treatment
that includes arsenic removal for the Drilled Well, and filtration, UV disinfection and chlorination for all
sources. Treated water is then pumped into seven 7,500 L plastic totes prior to being gravity fed
throughout the System. A total of 178 currently serviced lots are included in the System and the
estimated population is 409. The population is highly seasonal, however there has been an anecdotal
increase in year-round population in Eastbourne.

1.2

Scope of Work

The scope of work of the feasibility study is as follows:
 Evaluating the performance of the current well network.
 Reviewing the existing water storage and distribution network to provide recommendations on
improvements to System efficiency, pressure and supply.
 Operations and maintenance (O&M) recommendations to improve the level of service.
 Determining the volume of water currently supplied by the System, the amount needed and the
supply deficit.
 Completing a desktop hydrogeological investigation of potential aquifers to supply additional
groundwater to the system.
 Choosing potential exploratory drilling locations for further study and providing recommendations to
improve System supply.
 Summarizing public engagement efforts.
The general study area chosen for the desktop hydrogeological investigation was chosen to be the
Eastbourne area and eastern portion of the island where data existed (Figure 1.1).
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Although the current well network is known by the operators and Eastbourne residents to be unable
to provide sustainable volumes of water to the System in the summer months, the current aquifer and
well performance was assessed by means of analyzing pumping rate and water level data from
December 4, 2013 to July 2, 2020. This was completed to quantify the observed trends of wells going
dry in the summer months, to approximate the maximum available supply from the wells and to
comment on the feasibility of continuing to utilize only the existing water sources in the future.
The data provided by the Regional District was processed to determine daily pumping rates for each
water source, calculated from totalizer readings. Further information on flow rate calculations are
provided in Sections 3.1 and 3.3. Water levels were translated from measurements provided in inches
below the top of the well casing to metres below top of casing. Due to the large difference in elevation
between the Gordon Well location and the other wells (approximately 39 m), the water levels were not
converted to elevations for comparison purposes. The Drilled Well water levels were not measured
due to the lack of a sounding tube installed in the well and a long enough water level tape not being
readily available. High, or static, water levels were estimated from the operator’s experience with
monitoring the wells regularly.
A chart of the pumping rate and water level data for all wells is included in Figure 2.1. From April to
November every year the water levels drop significantly, and the wells remain nearly dry. The wells
going dry is apparent by the flattening of water levels observed in the summer. Pumping rates are
relatively steady, although they match with the operational process of demand being lower in the
winter and higher in the summer, and the wells being unable to provide enough water to meet the
higher summer demand (Sections 3.1 and 3.3).
Utilizing precipitation recorded by Environment Canada at the Gibsons Gower Point station, a chart of
water levels and total daily precipitation is included in Figure 2.2 (Government of Canada, 2020). The
correlation between the shallow groundwater levels and precipitation is apparent, as water levels rise
in the rainy fall and winter seasons. Two to three days after large rainfall events, a corresponding
water level rise is also noted. Even in relatively wet summers water levels in the wells still decreased
to nearly dry levels, indicating their inability to provide the required volumes of water.
Plots of the individual well pumping rates and water levels are included in Figure 2.3. These indicate
that at the Gordon, Old East and Collector wells, water levels are returning to the noted high/static
levels in the winter. This suggests that the wells are remaining efficient. The Drilled Well shows either
diminished usage or reduced capacity to provide groundwater. The well was constructed in 2004 and
may need maintenance and well rehabilitation if this has not been conducted recently. Well
maintenance and rehabilitation activities commonly include: removing, inspecting and conducting any
repairs needed on the pump and downhole equipment; running a borehole camera in the well to inspect
the borehole for encrustation, cave-ins or other loss of well efficiency; and rehabilitating the well by
means of physical or chemical stimulation to improve the capacity of the wellbore to transmit water.
The total summer flow rates (defined for the purposes of this study as May through September when
a majority of vacationers are likely in Eastbourne), winter and total annual average flow rates for each
well are provided in Table 2.1 for years where a complete dataset is available. There is no apparent
loss of production from the Gordon, Old East or Collector wells from 2014 through 2019, and the drop
in usage or production from the Drilled Well is further apparent. There is no significant difference
between the average rates in summer and winter, which again may be due to the increased demand
in the summer more than the capability of the well to provide additional flow.
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Table 2.1: Individual Well Average Daily Flow Rates
Gordon Well
Year

Summer

Winter

Old East Well
Total

Summer

Winter

Collector Well
Total

Summer

Drilled Well

Winter

Total

Summer

Winter

Total

L/s
2014

0.08

0.10

0.09

0.06

0.09

0.08

0.09

0.08

0.08

0.04

0.02

0.03

2015

0.06

0.07

0.06

0.05

0.07

0.06

0.08

0.07

0.07

0.04

0.05

0.04

2016

0.08

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.11

0.06

0.08

0.04

0.03

0.03

2017

0.09

0.06

0.08

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.08

0.05

0.07

0.04

0.02

0.03

2018

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.05

0.06

0.05

0.08

0.06

0.07

0.02

0.02

0.02

2019

0.07

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.10

0.07

0.09

0.03

0.00

0.01

Average

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.06

0.07

0.06

0.09

0.07

0.08

0.04

0.02

0.03

In summary, the existing well data review confirms that the wells are going dry in the summer months
and appear unable to provide higher production rates. The Drilled Well may be able to be
rehabilitated to provide additional volumes, but the original driller’s yield estimate of 0.12 L/s is likely
not feasible, and rehabilitation of the Drilled Well is not recommended at this time. The Gordon, Old
East and Collector wells are directly dependent on precipitation.
The maximum sustainable pumping rates from the wells cannot be calculated with any certainty due
to the reliance on the wells on precipitation and the wells being pumped inconsistently based on the
demand. They are able to provide more water in times of higher precipitation and less in times with
less precipitation. Further, the pumping rates likely illustrate demand in the winter months, which is
known to be less than in the summer and reflect supply in the summer when precipitation is scarce. It
is likely that the wells can provide more water than is currently pumped in the winter months and held
in storage, but that exact amount cannot be quantified with the existing data and again is reliant on
the amounts of precipitation received. For the purposes of this Project, it is reasonable to assume that
the sum of the annual average daily flow rates from each of the wells corresponds to the maximum
available water supply from the existing wells. This amount equates to 0.24 L/s when pumping rates
are not rounded.
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FIGURE 2.1
PUMPING RATES AND WATER LEVELS
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FIGURE 2.2
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3.1

Existing Water System

The System is comprised of approximately 5,521 m of water distribution mains. The water distribution
system detailed with regards to pipe diameter and material are shown in Figures 3.1 and 3.2,
respectively. The watermains are either polyvinyl chloride (PVC) or high-density polyethylene
(HDPE), while pipes range from 25 mm to 50 mm in diameter. All 25 mm and 38 mm watermains are
composed of PVC, while all 50 mm watermains are made from HDPE. Table 3.1 below summarizes
the water distribution system based on both diameter and material.
Table 3.1: Water Distribution System Summary
Diameter

Material

mm

Total Length
m

25

PVC

1,463

38

PVC

391

50

HDPE

3,667

Potable water is stored in seven plastic totes adjacent to the water treatment plant (WTP), which each
have a capacity of 7,500 L. This provides a total storage capacity at the WTP of 52,500 L (52.5 m3).
The System is currently fed by gravity, given the higher topography at the WTP in relation to the
serviced properties. There are thus no distribution pumps at this facility.
Each property serviced by the water distribution system is equipped with its own storage tank,
servicing each household individually either by gravity or a pump. There are two community plastic
totes active as storage tanks on Esplanade Road. These community storage tanks are 7,500 L and
15,000 L in size, for a cumulative storage volume of 22,500 L (22.5 m3).
Operationally, the Regional District has developed a method to control distribution and limit flows in
order to mitigate the dry conditions and additional usage from the increased summer population.
Water storage and distribution is managed daily during the summer months. The System is divided
into five separate zones, of which water is rotated into and stored on each lot. The rotation is
determined on a number of factors including the number of residents known to be in the area,
elevation of each zone, size of the zone, and number of connections. The Regional District limits
distribution during weekdays in order to accumulate a larger volume for weekend demands.
The System is not set up to provide fire flow protection. This is due to the size of the current
distribution mains, restricted water supply, limited storage capacity at the WTP, and absence of fire
protection. An assessment of the requirements to develop fire protection for the System is provided in
Appendix A.
Distribution data was provided from December 4, 2013 to July 2, 2020. The data is generally
cumulative, noting that the totalizer was zeroed in April 2018 when the meter was replaced. The
distribution data represents the total volume leaving the WTP/well as it enters the distribution system.
This data was separated into daily volumes and converted to a flow rate. Analysis was performed for
the last five years of data and is summarized in Table 3.2.
A flow graph of the consumption data over the five-year timeframe is illustrated in Figure 3.3. Certain
days show no increase in the daily demand, while subsequent days will show a more substantial
increase. Thus, it appears that there are certain daily flows that are cumulative over approximately
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two to five days. This would explain the spikes and drops in demand that are otherwise unwarranted,
as shown below in Figure 3.3. It should be noted this number differs slightly from the 0.24 L/s
calculated to be the total supply from all wells as it considers only the last five years and the January
through July data from 2020.
Table 3.2: Water Consumption Summary
Year

Total

Average Day Demand

m3

L/s

2016

6,579

0.21

2017

7,326

0.23

2018

5,908

0.19

2019

6,885

0.22

2020

4,339

0.27

Average

6,207

0.22

2.5

Daily Demand (L/s)

2

1.5

1

0.5

0

Date

Figure 3.3: Water Consumption Data from All Wells

3.2

Hydraulic Model Development

Bentley WaterCAD CONNECT Edition Update 2 was used to assess the System. WaterCAD is a
powerful analysis tool that utilizes pump curve and elevation data and routes flows through the
physical distribution system. In this manner, pressure results are obtained, and available fire flow at
any location in the water distribution system can be estimated.
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A new WaterCAD model specifically for the System was developed. The existing Small Systems
Regional District model was used for reference. There were noted discrepancies between the current
infrastructure that is shown in the Regional District’s database versus the existing model from 2011,
likely due to upgrades in recent years. This included some variations in pipe sizing, different
alignments/missing infrastructure, and likely outdated demands. Another key factor in the
development of a new model was wanting to ensure it is represented correctly geospatially, using the
same coordinate system as the Regional District’s database files.
To develop the model, all available GIS data relevant to the water system in the study area obtained
from the Regional District’s Open Data Portal was reviewed in detail. Watermains were then imported
into the WaterCAD model using the provided shapefiles. Junctions were created in the model at any
breaks in the pipe shapefiles and at pipe intersections. Once the data was imported it was inspected
to ensure proper connectivity.
Junction elevations were then populated. As the topographic information provided did not fully cover
the extent of the water distribution system, some of the elevations in the model were extracted from
the existing Small Systems Regional District model. A similar approach was undertaken for the
elevation of the WTP/treated water storage tanks. It is recommended that detailed light detection and
ranging (LiDAR) data is obtained and subsequently junction elevations are revisited in the model.
A shapefile containing the parcels in the study area along with a CAD file with the water
services/meters were used to make a preliminary estimate of all the serviced lots currently consuming
water. This preliminary estimate was reviewed and updated by the Regional District to ensure all
existing lots were being accounted for. Doing so also allowed for a comprehensive understanding of
the lots to be serviced in the future. There are 178 currently serviced lots and 38 lots to be serviced at
ultimate build-out conditions. All serviced lots are residential.

3.3

System Demands

To derive System demands, a 2.3 persons/lot density was applied for a population of 409. This
density is consistent with the approach undertaken in the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan (Opus
DaytonKnight Consultants Ltd., 2013). A consumption rate of 49 litres per person per day (L/p/d) was
applied, also based on the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan. An average day demand (ADD) of
0.23 L/s was calculated based on the existing population of 409. When compared to the metered
data, the average flow from 2016 to 2020 is 0.22 L/s, and is nearly equivalent with the calculated
ADD. This further demonstrates the relationship between the supply from the existing wells
(calculated to be 0.24 L/s) being nearly equivalent to the demand. A consumption rate of 49 L/p/d is
well below average for a municipality, however given the unique circumstances of the System,
including limited water resources and water conservation requirements among residents, along with
agreeance with the metered data, this is considered acceptable.
A similar approach was taken to derive the future System demands. Using a density of
2.3 persons/lot on the remaining 38 lots, a population of 87.4 was calculated for an additional average
day demand of 0.05 L/s. The demands were divided spatially per serviced lot and attached to the
nearest junction in the model.
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3.4

Design Criteria

The design criteria used to assess the water distribution system was derived from the Comprehensive
Regional Water Plan (Opus DaytonKnight Consultants Ltd., 2013), the Master Municipal Construction
Documents (MMCD) Design Guidelines (MMCD, 2014), typical municipal servicing standards, and
fire flow requirements from the Fire Underwriters Survey (Fire Underwriters Survey, 1995). In
addition, water demands were determined as described above in Section 3.3.

3.4.1 Consumption Rates
The existing and future System consumption rate utilized in this analysis is based on the
Comprehensive Regional Water Plan document and was confirmed through a review of the historic
consumption data. This consists of a residential consumption rate of 49 L/p/d, as described above.

3.4.2 Peaking Factors
A factor of 1.92 x ADD was used to establish maximum day demand (MDD) for both the existing and
future scenarios. The MDD peaking factor is consistent with the one utilized in the Comprehensive
Regional Water Plan document and was also verified through the historic consumption data.

3.4.3 Assessment Scenarios
Model runs to analyze the water distribution system under existing and future conditions were
undertaken. Scenarios reviewed included:
 Average day demand
 Maximum daily demand
 Maximum day demand plus fire flow (provided in Appendix A)

3.4.4 Operating Pressure Criteria
Water distribution systems within the Regional District are generally assessed using the following
criteria based on a variety of industry standards, including those applied in the Comprehensive
Regional Water Plan and the MMCD Design Guidelines:
1. Maximum allowable pressure of 850 kPa (123.28 psi), noting that services above 515 kPa
(74.69 psi) must be protected by pressure reducing valves (PRVs)
2. Minimum residual pressure in the System under MDD + fire flow of 140 kPa (20.31 psi)
It is noted that since each property is equipped with a storage tank, meeting the minimum and
maximum allowable pressures is not as critical. Low pressures will be controlled by each lot’s tank,
either via gravity or the pumping system to each property. High pressures will also be regulated by
the tanks to avoid excess leakage/potential service failures on each lot. Regulating the high
pressures via the tanks likely negates the need for localized PRVs. The focus of this assessment will
be on the distribution mains with the assumption that individual lot services are adequate. The key
pressure criteria applied within this study is to maintain pressures below 850 kPa and ensure positive
pressure to each individual lot tank is achieved.
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3.4.5 Fire Flow Criteria
Fire flow criteria was based on the Fire Underwriters Survey recommendations (formerly the Insurer’s
Advisory Organization). Fire flow requirements can be reduced by up to 50% for facilities equipped
with sprinkler systems. Given the residential land use, this is not expected to be applicable here, but
is stated for reference regardless.
The fire flow criteria for this analysis is 30 L/s for a one hour duration, as per the rural residential
standard for the Fire Underwriters Survey.

3.4.6 Reservoir Storage
Reservoir storage is designed for the following, as per the MMCD Design Guidelines.
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑉𝑜𝑙𝑢𝑚𝑒 = 𝐴 + 𝐵 + 𝐶
Where,
A = Fire Storage (from Fire Underwriters Survey Guide)
B = Equalization Storage (25% of Maximum Day Demand)
C = Emergency Storage (25% of A + B)
To meet the minimum fire flow criteria stipulated by the Fire Underwriters Survey for rural residential
developments, fire storage in this document is calculated at 30 L/s for one hour. It is noted that fire
storage is only required under the scenarios where the System has been upgraded to distribute fire
flows (Appendix A).

3.5

Existing System Assessment and Upgrades

3.5.1 Existing Model Assessment
The results of the existing ADD and MDD assessments are shown in Figures 3.4 and 3.5,
respectively. The results suggest that generally in both scenarios the pressures are dipping below the
stipulated criteria in the north (red contours), and some higher pressures are observed along the
coast (blue contours). However, positive pressures are maintained throughout, and no nodes exceed
a pressure of 850 kPa. The System operators noted anecdotally that historically parcels with lower
pressures have gotten less water than parcels with higher pressures.
Given the elevation range of the study area, which is roughly 10 m to 55 m, this is expected for a
single pressure zone system as typically only a range of 25 vertical meters is possible within one
pressure zone. Considering only the elevations (excluding any losses throughout the System), any
property at an elevation greater than approximately 40 m will have generally low pressures and any
property at an elevation less than approximately 18 m will have generally high pressures.
Head losses throughout the distribution System do not seem significant, suggesting that the pipe
sizing is adequate for these demand conditions. A summary of the highest and lowest pressures
under each scenario, along with their locations, is shown in Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3: Existing System Pressure Ranges
Scenario

Figure

Highest Pressure
kPa

psi

ADD

3.4

583

84.56

MDD

3.5

580

84.12

Lowest
Pressure
kPa
psi

Location
At the intersection of
Oak Lane and
Esplanade Road.
Modelled Elevation
= 10.23 m

146

21.18

145

21.03

Location
On Gavin Road, at
the intersection with
the WTP connection.
Modelled Elevation
= 54.96 m

Given the System does not have current fire protection, it was assumed that it was inadequate to
supply fire protection, so an assessment was not run for existing conditions. It is also noted that for
fire flow analysis, minimum System residual pressure is 140 kPa, which is already nearly happening
under static conditions, meaning fire flow available would be near zero regardless.
The required reservoir storage was calculated based on the criteria stipulated above, which consists
of the equalization and emergency storage. Fire storage was omitted from this calculation as there is
currently no fire protection under existing conditions. The existing System has an MDD of 0.44 L/s,
amounting to a daily volume of 38 m3. Thus, a storage volume of 11.88 m3 is necessary based on this
criteria.
The current tank storage capacity of 52.5 m3 is currently greater than the required storage volume,
indicating the System is sufficient with regards to these standards. This is noted as a positive as it
provides security of supply, which is important for such a small System without other reserves to draw
from. It is acknowledged that the issue is sourcing the water to fill the tanks, and ensuring that heavier
demands are met, such as on weekends and during the summer.

3.5.2 Potential Existing System Upgrades
Generally speaking, the distribution system is adequate in supplying potable water to each property in
terms of pressures (i.e., maintains positive pressures and does not exceed 850 kPa). On a more
localized level, individual properties with high pressures could be mitigated by installing localized
PRVs. Properties with low pressures could be managed by increasing their pumping capacity from
the individual tank to each home. Residents would need to identify and remediate any of these issues
individually.
As noted, a fire flow analysis including the upgrades required to effectively provide fire protection is
described in Appendix A.

3.6

Future System Assessment and Upgrades

3.6.1 Future Model Assessment
The results of the future ADD and MDD assessments are shown in Figures 3.6 and 3.7, respectively.
These results assume that fire flow upgrades detailed in Appendix A have not been implemented (i.e.,
existing system infrastructure with future demands). Similar to existing conditions, the results suggest
that generally in both scenarios the pressures are dipping below the stipulated criteria in the north
(red contours), and some higher pressures are observed along the coast (blue contours). However,
positive pressures are maintained throughout, and no nodes exceed a pressure of 850 kPa.
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Head losses throughout the distribution system remain relatively low under future conditions as well,
suggesting that the pipe sizing is adequate for these future demands. A summary of the highest and
lowest pressures under each scenario, along with their locations, is provided in Table 3.4.
Table 3.4: Future System Pressure Ranges
Scenario

Figure

ADD
MDD

Highest Pressure
kPa

psi

3.6

582

84.41

3.7

578

83.83

Lowest Pressure

Location
At the intersection
of Oak Lane and
Esplanade Road.
Modelled Elevation
= 10.23 m

kPa

psi

146

21.18

144

20.89

Location
On Gavin Road, at
the intersection with
the WTP watermain.
Modelled Elevation
= 54.96 m

Reservoir storage requirements under future conditions is equal to 14.58 m3, based on an MDD of
0.54 L/s. This is acceptable given that the System can store 52.5 m3 at the WTP.

3.6.2 Potential Future System Upgrades
Like the existing System, areas with higher pressures can be mitigated by installing localized PRVs.
Areas with lower pressures can be mitigated by increasing the pumping capacity for the pumps
supplied within lot owners’ tanks. Again, it is noted that residents would need to identify and
remediate these issues individually.

3.7

Operations and Maintenance Improvements

In addition to the ongoing water level and flow rate monitoring already conducted, there are certain
upgrades that can be made to the System to improve O&M, with the intent to improve reliability.
These are described in the following sub-sections below.

3.7.1 System Looping
Throughout the System there are some dead-end watermains at the ends of cul-de-sacs or at the
limits of developments. In some cases, these dead-end mains are unavoidable, however, wherever
possible looping is recommended as it provides overall benefits to the system.
Adding looping to the System would provide redundancy/resiliency in the event of a watermain failure
or repair. With a looped network, a smaller segment of pipe can be isolated through valves allowing
for any work to be completed. This avoids having to shut down a larger portion of the water system,
especially if that watermain services a number of households.
In the System, watermain shut-downs do have less of a risk to residents since each property is
equipped with a storage tank. Additionally, residents are not guaranteed water supply every day on a
regular basis, so are more adapted to depleted supplies. Implementing a fully looped system (with the
exception of dead-end roads) would provide added benefits in the form of further resiliency to the
System. It would also better support a fire flow protection system, in the event that a fire flow
protection system becomes feasible or desirable.
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3.7.2 Depth of Cover
It is understood that there are segments of watermain within the System that are not buried and are
above ground. Though burying watermains would in theory make some aspects of O&M more difficult
(harder to make repairs or detect water leakage), there are also a number of benefits.
Firstly, it prevents watermains from potentially freezing. This is not as big of a concern on Keats
Island, as daily minimum temperatures seldom drop below zero degrees Celsius. However, in the
event that Keats Island experiences any unprecedented record lows, the System would be better
suited to function normally.
Burying the watermains also provides mechanical protection from external loads. For example, if
there is an errant vehicle that runs off the road, it could potentially impact the watermain and cause a
watermain failure. If it is buried, the risk of damage is greatly reduced as there is less exposure to
some of these unforeseen variables.
The MMCD Design Guidelines stipulate a minimum cover of 1.0 m, except where otherwise indicated
by local authority. It is recommended that watermains within the System are buried at least to a 1.0 m
depth and adjusted as needed to provide clearance from any other underground utilities.

3.7.3 Pipe Pressure Rating
As noted in Section 3.5, the existing System is exerting pressures in the range of 580 kPa under ADD
and MDD conditions. Though these pressures are below the maximum pressure of 850 kPa
threshold, the pressures are on the high end of what is generally accepted in municipalities. To
reduce the risk of pipe deflections which can lead to watermain failures, pressure pipes with a
sufficient pressure class rating are generally implemented. It may be the case that the existing
watermains already meet the pressure rating criteria, as the typical watermain pressure ratings are in
the range of 160 psi to 165 psi (1,103 kPa to 1,138 kPa). Further investigation into the pressure rating
of existing watermains could be undertaken to ensure this is sufficient.
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Supply Deficit
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Analysis of the existing distribution data reviewed over the past five years suggests that the demand,
averaged daily over the five year timeframe, is 0.22 L/s. Similarly, the calculated demand based on
the stipulated consumption rate of 49 L/p/d and a population of 409 provides an ADD of 0.23 L/s.
Analysis of the pumping rate and water level data provided suggests the current wells can provide at
most, an annual average of 0.24 L/s. The similarity in these calculations indicates that, on average,
supply is equal to demand. It should be noted that this ADD is quite low compared to other areas of
the Regional District (Opus DaytonKnight Consultants Ltd., 2013). Further, it is likely that the ADD is
low because of the lack of supply; that is, if Eastbourne residents had more water available to them,
they would likely use more.
Due to this low ADD, the determination of how much water Eastbourne residents require is difficult.
Providing equivalent amounts of water to Eastbourne as other water systems in the Regional District
is likely not feasible given the location and hydrogeological conditions of Keats Island (Section 5.0).
Therefore, a realistic and attainable target water demand needed to be calculated that reflects that
current demand is very low and nearly equal to supply and acknowledges that additional water
sources are needed to improve the sustainability of the System.
In collaboration with the Regional District, it was determined that the future demand MDD should be
the target demand volume for the System. This demand of 0.54 L/s (existing ADD of 0.23 L/s + future
build-out demand of 0.05 L/s multiplied by a peaking factor of 1.92) is likely more representative of
the demand on a typical summer weekend day. Although this amount would not supply residents with
the same volumes of water as other Regional District systems, meeting the target demand would
more than double the existing average available water supply.
Considering the target demand of 0.54 L/s, and the current available supply of 0.24 L/s, there is a
supply deficit of 0.30 L/s. This supply deficit provides a goal for a supply volume for any new water
source wells or storage solutions to be able to provide the target demand of 0.54 L/s. This is
illustrated below in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1: Supply Deficit

4.1

Increased Storage Options

The existing wells are likely able to provide more water in the winter and fall when rainfall events are
more prevalent. This presents the option of storing water during these heavier precipitation periods to
offset the drier, summer months. To accomplish this, additional raw water storage volumes would be
needed at the WTP to store the supplemental raw water from the winter and fall months. A raw water
reservoir would be the likeliest option for this scenario. Assuming the existing wells can function as is
and continue to supply 0.24 L/s, an additional 0.30 L/s would be needed to reach the target demand.
To establish a timeline, “summer months” were defined from the beginning of May to the end of
September, for a total of 153 days. The deficit of 0.30 L/s is equivalent to a daily volume of 25.92 m3,
thus a total volume of 3,966 m3, or approximately 4,000 m3 would be needed for the raw storage
reservoir.
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5.0
Desktop Hydrogeological Study
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To determine potential aquifers that could provide additional adequate quantities of water to the
System, a desktop hydrogeological study was undertaken. This consisted of reviewing the provincial
aquifer and water well databases for pertinent information (Province of British Columbia, 2020). The
study area chosen for the assessment was the Eastbourne area and eastern portion of the island
where aquifer and water well data exist. This corresponds to the area shown in Figures 5.1 and 5.2.
There are two aquifers that the province has mapped on the island, referred to in their database as
aquifers 547 and 548 (Figure 5.1). The aquifer factsheets are provided in Appendix B. Aquifer 547 is
a shallow, low-yielding, unconsolidated sand and gravel unit that underlies a majority of the
Eastbourne community. The mapped extents are predominantly a function of the data available,
which is the water well records from the wells the Regional District and others have installed in this
unit. This results in an area in the middle of Eastbourne where the aquifer is mapped as not present,
which is likely a function of one well record not indicating any sand and gravel. Therefore, this area
may not have the aquifer present due to topography or it may be present due to erroneous data. The
median well depth is noted to be 5.33 m; this aquifer corresponds to the completion unit of the
Gordon, Old East and Collector wells and is directly recharged by and dependent on precipitation. As
such, it has been shown to be unsustainable, is not considered as a potential aquifer for future use
and is removed from further consideration.
Aquifer 548 is a bedrock aquifer mapped throughout Keats Island and underlying Aquifer 547 in
Eastbourne. Most of the aquifer corresponds to the Bowen Island Group and is greenstone, chert and
greywacke and the northeastern part of the island consists of quartz diorite (Cui, Miller, Schiarizza, &
Diakow, 2017) (Province of British Columbia, 2020). Wells completed in this aquifer have a median
depth of 53.3 m and a median yield of 0.25 L/s. The median well yield is 0.25 L/s. Recharge to the
aquifer is likely predominantly through precipitation. The Regional District noted that there are only
two small watercourses that run intermittently on the island throughout the year, suggesting that most
precipitation infiltrates into the underlying aquifers. Groundwater flow in this aquifer is fracture
dominated, which results in drastically different well yields depending on whether the fractures are
intersected in a particular well. Groundwater quality information is sporadic, but increased arsenic
concentrations with depth is possible, as seen in the Drilled Well. There is also the increased
potential of encountering higher salinity water with depth.
Within the study area, there are 16 registered water wells and one license (Figure 5.2). The one
licensed diversion is for 0.1 L/s from Bonner Creek, registered to William Steen with a 1944 priority.
Given the priority date and location of this license in park lands, it is likely not still in use. The
registered water wells are a combination of active and abandoned wells, with one listed as an altered
well that was deepened. Six wells are registered to the Regional District and 10 are registered to
private owners. Of the 11 well records with depth information, six were drilled to less than 6 m depth
and the remaining five were drilled from 44.2 to 80.8 m. These two depth intervals correspond to the
shallower Aquifer 547 and the bedrock Aquifer 548. Recorded well yields for wells completed in
bedrock range from 0.03 to 0.69 L/s. Two private wells on Gordon Road have noted yields of 0.63 L/s
and 0.69 L/s and are drilled to depths of 50.3 m below ground surface (bgs) and 44.2 m bgs,
respectively.
The fractured bedrock Aquifer 548 underlying the currently utilized surficial sands and gravels
appears to be the best candidate aquifer for an exploratory drilling program. It has the highest
potential of providing sustainable year-round volumes of groundwater to the System. It has a lower
risk of being hydraulically connected to surface water and susceptibility to contamination from the
surface. The risks are that fracture networks are difficult to predict and map and encountering them
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with a drilling program with any certainty or predictability is problematic. There is not publicly available
fracture mapping or drilling data to reduce that risk. The aquifer is likely recharged through
precipitation, so although it should be higher yielding and more sustainable, it will still be susceptible
to seasonal and climatic fluctuations. Finally, there is the risk of encountering saline water and having
increased arsenic concentrations with depth. A summary of the aquifer properties and risks is
included in Table 5.1 below. The colour code corresponds to the implicit benefit or risk level, with
green indicating a low risk or high benefit, yellow a moderate risk and benefit and red a high risk or
low benefit.
Table 5.1:

Potential Aquifer Summary and Risk Register

Parameter

Aquifer 547 (Unconsolidated
Sand and Gravel)

Aquifer 548 (Bedrock)

Depth Range

Typically less than 10 m bgs

Greater than 20 m bgs
The deepest well noted is 115.8 m bgs

Anticipated Well Yield
(L/s)

Likely on the order of the existing wells,
approximately 0.08 L/s

Median yield of 0.25 L/s
Highest yield recorded of 2.21 L/s

Reliance on Precipitation

High

Less reliant than Aquifer 547 but still
susceptible to seasonal and climatic
fluctuations

Groundwater Quality

Good in the current System wells

Potential for increased arsenic

Risk of Encountering
Higher Salinity Water

Low

Increased risk with depth

Potential Connection
with Surface Water

Likely directly connected

Lower risk of direct connection

Risk of Contamination

High

Lower than Aquifer 547, however there
is a risk of contamination in locations
where overlying material is not present

Potential Impacts to
Surrounding Users

Low, as the Regional District is the
primary user

Low, as there are few surrounding
users

Potential for Increased
Treatment Requirements

Low, water quality is expected to be
similar to the existing wells

Low, water quality will likely be similar
to the Drilled well

Low

Higher than Aquifer 547. Fracture
networks are difficult to predict and
ensuring they are encountered during a
drilling program is problematic

Probability of Success to
Provided Increased
Volumes to the System
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6.0
Site Visit and Drilling Location
Evaluation
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A site visit was conducted by Soren Poschmann, P.Geo. of ISL, accompanied by Regional District
personnel and System operators on July 2, 2020. The WTP, existing wells and overall System was
visited, and two newly drilled wells were also examined. One well, recently installed in the western
portion of Eastbourne, was anecdotally noted to have a driller’s yield estimate of 3.15 L/s (Figure 6.1).
This well was thought to have been drilled to a total depth of 85.3 m bgs, and likely intersected a
larger fracture network within the bedrock. The second well examined is described in the following
subsection.

6.1

Potential Acquiring of a Private Well

The Regional District was approached by a private resident who recently drilled a well on their
property, located near the System (Figure 6.1). This well was examined during the site visit. It has a
driller’s yield estimate of 0.38 L/s and was drilled to a total depth of 152.4 m bgs with a static water
level around 25.6 m bgs. The System operators are planning to conduct a pumping test at this well,
which should be completed following the provincial guidelines for licensing a groundwater source
(Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016). If the results of the pumping test result in a calculated sustainable
pumping rate that confirms or is near the driller’s yield estimate, the Regional District should consider
acquiring this well to be added to the System. The addition of 0.38 L/s to the System would reduce
the supply deficit to zero by adding this well alone.

6.2

Drilling Location Evaluation

As identified during the site visit, potential drilling locations must take into account that a majority of
the land in Eastbourne is privately owned. Road allowances were considered for exploratory testhole
drilling but obtaining easements for a permanent source well may be difficult. If a test well is drilled in
a road allowance and finds a viable fracture zone, there is the risk that the same fracture zone is not
encountered on a nearby easement. Further, built out lots utilize septic fields, so having at least a 30
m setback limits the space available. Therefore, exploratory drilling locations were focused upslope,
away from the majority of the residences and septic fields and where there is less of a chance of
intercepting saline water with depth. It also allows for the potential for gravity flow to the WTP.
Given the low supply conditions within the existing System, a well that would normally be considered
low yielding could provide significant improvements to the ability of the System to provide a
sustainable source of water to residents. To this end, and utilizing the information collected from the
desktop hydrogeological study and site visit, potential locations for further investigation by means of a
drilling program were identified (Figure 6.1). These locations were inspected during the site visit and
are summarized below in Table 6.1. The sites should have sufficient space for a drilling rig, and the
numbering of the sites corresponds to their ranking in terms of probability of success. As with
Table 5.1, the colour code corresponds to the implicit benefit or risk level, with green indicating a low
risk or high benefit, yellow a moderate risk and benefit and red a high risk or low benefit.
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Table 6.1:

Summary of Proposed Exploratory Drill Sites
Site 1

Site 2

Site 3

Location

South of the Intersection of
Silver Gale Road and Keats
Road

Intersection of Silver Gale
Road and Keats Road

On Silver Gale Road, North
of Keats Road

Explanation

Closest to the high yielding
(3.15 L/s) private well visited
during the site visit; highest
probability of intersecting
fractures

Land access is possible as it
is in an old road allowance
and there is sufficient room
for a drilling rig

Lowest ranked as a nearby
well record drilled to 44.2 m
bgs only yielded 0.03 L/s and
a seasonal watercourse is
nearby

There are also two general areas highlighted in Figure 6.1 that may be worthwhile conducting
exploratory drilling in if land access and ownership is possible and if the three sites identified are not
successful. It should be noted that the Drilled Well likely did not intercept the fracture zones apparent
in the private wells on Gordon Road and the two recently drilled wells observed during the site visit.
Therefore, drilling some distance away from the Drilled Well is recommended.
The exploratory drilling at each location should be conducted to depths of 90 to 120 m bgs to
examine the potential for fracture zones. Drilling should be conducted methodically such that if higher
zones yield viable quantities of water they can be assessed during drilling. A generalized
methodology for conducting an exploratory drilling program and pumping tests is provided in
Appendix C.

6.2.1 Engineering Feasibility and Estimated Costs of Proposed Drilling Locations
The three potential exploratory drill sites and the private well site would need to convey raw water to
the WTP in order to get treated prior to distribution. A number of characteristics are pertinent to these
locations to determine the feasibility of conveying flows to the WTP, either via a pressurized pumped
system or by gravity. These characteristics are summarized below in Table 6.2.
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Table 6.2: Potential Exploratory Drill Sites and Private Well Feasibility Characteristics and Estimated
Costs
Site 1

Site 2

Site 3

Private
Well

Distance to WTP1

890 m

800 m

910 m

310 m

Elevation2

75 m

82 m

93 m

74 m

Capacity3

0.38 L/s

0.38 L/s

0.38 L/s

0.38 L/s

Option 1: Pumped to WTP
Required Pipe Diameter

50 mm

50 mm

50 mm

38 mm

Velocity

0.19 m/s

0.19 m/s

0.19 m/s

0.34 m/s

Friction Losses

1.014 m

0.911 m

1.037 m

1.344 m

Minor Losses

0.009 m

0.007 m

0.009 m

0.026 m

Total Losses

1.023 m

0.918 m

1.045 m

1.370 m

Estimated

Costs4

Drilling, Installing and
Testing Well5

$80,000

$80,000

$80,000

n/a6

Submersible Pumps, Piping
and Electrical

$203,000

$185,000

$207,000

$82,000

Contingency Fees (30%)

$84,900

$79,500

$86,100

$24,600

Engineering and
Hydrogeology Fees (20%)

$56,600

$53,000

$57,400

$16,400

Estimated Total Cost

$424,500

$397,500

$430,500

$123,000

Option 2: Gravity Feed to WTP
Slope

0.57%

1.51%

2.54%

1.32%

Required Pipe Diameter

39 mm

33 mm

30 mm

33 mm

Nominal Pipe Diameter

50 mm

38 mm

38 mm

38 mm

Estimated Costs4
Drilling, Installing and
Testing Well

$80,000

$80,000

$80,000

n/a6

Submersible Pumps, Piping
and Electrical

$203,000

$173,000

$193,350

$82,000

Contingency Fees (30%)

$84,900

$75,900

$81,900

$24,600

Engineering and
Hydrogeology Fees (20%)

$56,600

$50,600

$54,600

$16,400

Estimated Total Cost

$424,500

$379,500

$409,500

$123,000

1

Distance calculated by following the alignment of the district’s parcels, to avoid encroaching on private property. This is
therefore within the existing roadway dedication, mainly on Keats Road.
2
Elevations estimated from Google Earth in the absence of detailed topographic information for the area.
3
An optimistic estimate of 0.38 L/s has been assumed to be the sustainable long-term pumping rate for each potential well site.
4
Cost estimates are approximations only. They assume electrical connections are within 30 m of the wells, no structures are
installed around the wells and do not take into account cost savings from drilling multiple locations in the same mobilization.
5
Assuming a 120 m deep well to be drilled.
6
Private Well costs for drilling, installation and testing would be equal to the acquisition cost from the landowner and are thus
not estimated here.
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With regards to pumping the raw water to the WTP, as the capacities of these sites are all assumed
to be the same, there are minimal differences between these characteristics. The larger friction losses
for Site 3 are attributed to the longer pipe length required to convey the flows. The slightly larger
minor losses for Sites 1 and 3 are due to additional 90 degree pipe bends being required based on
their locations. Velocities within the pipes are quite low but given the friction losses that would occur
within a smaller pipe size (i.e., 25 mm or 38 mm), a smaller size was deemed as not recommended.
The existing Gordon Well has an average flow of 0.08 L/s and is 50 mm in diameter, resulting in a
velocity of 0.04 m/s. Thus, when compared to the Gordon Well, these sites would be adequate.
As all sites are situated at a higher elevation than the WTP, in theory the flows could be conveyed by
gravity, noting that a submersible pump would be required regardless to extract raw groundwater
from the well. In this case the pump would be sized to get the raw groundwater to ground level. Due
to the larger slopes achieved at Sites 2 and 3 as well as at the Private Well, the required nominal pipe
size would be 38 mm, however, would increase to 50 mm for Site 1. For simplicity, the nominal pipe
size for Sites 2 and 3 and the Private Well could also be increased to 50 mm. This would provide
additional capacity in the event that these potential well sites can yield more than 0.38 L/s either
through future expansions or increased well capabilities.
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7.0
Public Engagement
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Feedback from Eastbourne residents was solicited via a mail-out that summarized the results of this
study. The mail-out is included in Appendix D. As of the time of issuing this report, the mail-out was in
the process of being sent.
Additionally, the results of this Project were presented to the Regional District’s Water Supply
Advisory Committee on October 5, 2020, and feedback received was incorporated into this report.
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8.0
Conclusions
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This feasibility study for upgrades to the System presents the following conclusions:
 The existing well pumping rate and water level data from December 4, 2013 to July 2, 2020 were
reviewed, and confirms that the Gordon, Old East and Collector wells are going dry in the summer
months. These wells are wholly dependent on precipitation. The Drilled Well shows either
diminished usage or reduced capacity to provide groundwater. The sum of the annual average
daily flow rates from each of the wells was reasonably assumed to correspond to the maximum
available water supply from the existing wells, which equates to 0.24 L/s.
 The results from the ADD and MDD scenarios under both existing and future conditions suggest
that pressures are generally high near the coast (lower elevated areas) and generally low in
towards the northeast (higher elevated areas). This is expected given there is a single pressure
zone, and that the elevation ranges between 10 m and 55 m. The System is adequate when
considering supplying only positive pressure to individual tanks and not exceeding a pressure of
850 kPa. Head losses throughout the distribution system do not seem significant, suggesting that
the pipe sizing is adequate for the existing and future demand conditions. The plastic tote storage
capacity is adequate to meet the treated water ADD and MDD for both the existing and future
conditions. It should be noted that storage capacity is not the limiting factor in residents being
supplied enough water, the ability of the existing wells to provide enough water is the limitation.
 The current ADD was calculated to be 0.23 L/s, illustrating the relationship between the supply of
the wells being nearly equivalent to the demand. The future system demands were calculated to be
an additional 0.05 L/s at full build-out of the lots. In collaboration with the Regional District, an MDD
of 0.54 L/s, incorporating existing and future demands was determined to be the target demand for
the System. This target demand provides a realistic and attainable goal to increase the water supply
in Eastbourne and is likely more reflective of the demand on a typical summer weekend day.
 Comparing the available water supply from the existing wells of 0.24 L/s and the target demand of
0.54 L/s, there is a supply deficit of 0.30 L/s that is required to be met by means of additional
groundwater sources or by an increase in storage to divert more water in the fall and winter
months. Approximately 4,000 m 3 of additional raw water storage would be needed to meet the
target demand utilizing the existing wells alone to fill storage capacity in the fall and winter.
 The fractured bedrock aquifer underlying the currently utilized surficial sands and gravels appears
to be the best candidate aquifer for an exploratory drilling program. It has the highest potential of
providing sustainable year-round volumes of groundwater to the System. The biggest risk is that
fracture networks are problematic to predict and map and encountering them with a drilling
program with any certainty or predictability is difficult.
 The acquisition of the private well with the reported driller’s yield of 0.38 L/s would reduce the
supply deficit to zero if the driller’s yield estimate is confirmed by means of a pumping test and a
calculation of the sustainable pumping rate.
 Three potential exploratory drill sites were identified considering land ownership, drilling rig access,
avoidance of septic systems and best estimates of hydrogeological conditions. These locations
were ranked and are all feasible to be tied into the System utilizing either pumping or gravity feed
to the water treatment plant, with minimal cost differences between the two methods. Not including
the cost to acquire the private well, adding this well onto the System is the most cost-effective
option.
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9.0
Recommendations
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Recommendations for the Regional District to consider to improve System efficiency, water
availability and sustainability for Eastbourne residents are presented below.
Steps should be undertaken as soon as possible to find an additional and supplementary water
source for the System to eliminate the supply deficit and reduce the reliance on precipitation:
 Have the pumping test data from the private well analyzed by a qualified hydrogeologist. If the
sustainable pumping rate is calculated to be 0.10 L/s or higher, the Regional District should
advance negotiations to acquire this well to be added to the System. 0.10 L/s was chosen as a cut
off because even though it is a relatively low pumping rate, it would reduce the supply deficit by a
third. Approximate costs of adding the private well to the System are included in Table 6.2.
 Regardless of the results of the private well pumping test and sustainable pumping rate calculations, an
exploratory well drilling program should be conducted. It is recommended to plan the drilling program
under the assumption that all three locations will be drilled. At least two source wells are recommended
to be added to the System for backup and redundancy, so at least one additional new wells will be
required depending on the results of the private well pumping test. The intent is to use these two source
wells as the primary water supply and supplementing with the existing wells as needed. The additional
wells will further reduce the reliance of the System on precipitation and seasonality, and if sufficient
sustainable volumes of water are found, can allow Eastbourne residents to have less restrictive water
use. Further, cost savings are realized when drilling multiple wells with one drilling rig mobilization, and
it is unknown if the current water demand is a function of supply and if water demand will increase once
supply increases. The exploratory drilling locations should be drilled in the order of priority identified. If
sufficient volumes to eliminate or exceed the supply deficit amount are identified between the private
well and two additional newly installed wells, the remaining location need not be drilled. Approximate
costs for adding additional groundwater source wells to the System are included in Table 6.2.
 Alongside the private well determination and exploratory drilling program, further assessment of
increasing the water storage should be undertaken:
 If the additional wells supply enough volume to meet the target demand, additional water storage
should have preliminary siting and conceptual engineering design completed. The final sizing of
the storage can be determined following the results of the exploratory well drilling program.
 If the additional wells do not meet the target demand, additional water storage can also have
preliminary siting and conceptual engineering design completed, such that storage supplements
the additional water obtained from the new wells with a higher volume pumped from the existing
wells during the fall and winter months. Again, the amount of raw water storage needed is
dependent on the results of the exploratory well drilling program.
 Without additional wells, constructing additional raw water storage tanks or reservoirs on the
order of 4,000 m3 would be needed to meet the target demand by means of storing water in the
fall and winter. However, continuing to utilize the existing wells alone is not considered feasible
nor does it reduce the reliance of the System on precipitation.
The existing System can be improved by means of the following:
 Acquiring detailed LiDAR data and subsequently revisiting the junction elevations in the model.
 Ensuring residents are well informed of available water supply deficiencies and methods that can
be applied for water conservation. Water conservation should remain an integral focus and
community value of Eastbourne residents.
 Consider pipe looping, burying any exposed pipes, and ensuring proper pipe ratings to improve
O&M of the System.
 Confirm the capacity of the existing WTP to ensure it is capable of treating the target demand of
0.54 L/s, as an examination of treatment capabilities and rates was outside the scope of this study.
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10.0
Authorization
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This document entitled “Eastbourne Water System Upgrades: Feasibility Study” has been prepared
by ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd. (ISL) for the use of the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
The information and data provided herein represent ISL’s professional judgment at the time of
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Fire Flow Analysis
The following information is meant to provide a framework to the requirements of a fire flow system if
it becomes feasible at some point in the future.

Existing Conditions
In order to supply the Eastbourne Water System (the System) with adequate fire flow, a number of
upgrades would be needed. A fire pump would be required at the water treatment plant (WTP) to
supply adequate flows to the System in the case of a fire. Significant pipe upsizing would also be
needed along watermains intended to provide fire flows. This would consist of upsizing to 200 mm for
all watermains intended for fire flows. This upgrade is shown in Figure 1, while fire flow results are
shown in Figure 2. Fire flow analysis was performed on all nodes along the implemented fire flow
pipes in an iterative manner using a minimum pressure constraint of 140 kPa (20 psi). Additionally, a
sufficient supply of water (i.e., 30 L/s) is needed to meet the demands.
It is noted that generally hydrants are required at 150 m intervals, thus dead-end mains less than
75 m to a proposed hydrant were left as is. The assumption is that fire protection can be provided to
that distance. Doing so also limits the needs of additional looping throughout the study area.
Additional fire storage would also be needed at the WTP. Supplying 30 L/s for one hour would require
a fire storage volume of 108 m3. Including equalization/emergency storage, the storage would need to
be upsized by 67.38 m3 to provide a total storage volume of 119.88 m3.
Cost estimates were prepared for the implementation of fire flow protection. These costs are
summarized in Table 1 below, with the assumption that existing pipes are upsized as assessed
above. Cost savings might be realized if a separate fire system is installed independent of existing
infrastructure but following the same sizing criteria. Fire mains could be run under grassed areas
adjacent to the road or potentially drilled to limit costs associated with watermain removals. Drilling
would depend on the geotechnical conditions in the study area.
Table 1:

Fire Flow Protection Upgrade Cost Estimate Summary in 2020 Dollars

Item

Quantity

Units

Unit
Cost

Sub-Total

Contingency
(30%)

Engineering
(15%)

Total Cost
(Rounded to
Nearest $1,000)

200mm
Watermain

3,430

metre

$345

$1,183,350

$355,005

$177,503

$1,716,000

Existing
Watermain
Removal

3,430

metre

$75

$257,250

$77,175

$38,588

$373,000

Potable
Reservoir
Storage

68

cubic
metre

$102,000

$30,600

$15,300

$148,000

$102,000

Fire Hydrant

26

item

$8,000

$208,000

$62,400

$31,200

$302,000

Fire Pump
(including
genset)

1

item

$300,000

$300,000

$90,000

$45,000

$435,000

$2,050,600

$615,180

$307,590

$2,973,000

Total:
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In addition to the cost estimate noted above, it is important to note that the development of a fire flow
system would trigger the need for an entirely new fire department. This would result in additional
costs required for the community.

Future Conditions
A fire flow assessment was performed under future conditions assuming the fire protection upgrades
stipulated above have been implemented. The results of this analysis are shown in Figure 3. Results
suggest that there would be sufficient fire flow throughout the System when considering future
demands, if the upgrades proposed under existing conditions are implemented.
Reservoir storage requirements without fire flow protection under future conditions is equal to
14.58 m3, based on an MDD of 0.54 L/s. If considering fire flow protection in the event that it becomes
feasible to implement a fire protection system, this would increase again by 108 m3 for an overall
required storage of 122.58 m3. The current storage capacity would therefore be deficient by 70.08 m3.
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Aquifer Description (Mapping Report):
Confined sand and gravel aquifer associated
with glacio-marine environments near the
coast (subtype = 4c).
Aquifer Details
Region

South Coast

Water District

Vancouver

Aquifer Area

0.7 km2

No. Wells Correlated to Aquifer

6

Vulnerability to Contamination

Moderate

Productivity

Low

Aquifer Classification

IIIB

Hydraulic Connectivity1

Not Likely

Aquifer Stress Index

Method not
applicable confined aquifer

No. Water Licences Issued to Wells

0

Observation Wells (Active, Inactive)

None

1

Based on broad regional assessment

Disclaimer:
Use of information from Aquifer factsheets (accessed by BC government website) is subject to limitation of liability provisions (further described on that website). That information is provided by the BC government as a public service on an “as is” basis, without warranty of any kind, whether express or implied, and
its use is at your own risk. Under no circumstances will the BC government, or its staff, agents and contractors, be responsible or liable to any person or business entity, for any direct, indirect, special, incidental, consequential or any other loss or damages to any person or business entity based on this factsheet or
any use of information from it.
Detailed methods for all figures are described in the companion document (Aquifer Factsheet - Companion Document.pdf).
Factsheet generated: 2019-03-06. Available from: https://s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/aquifer-docs/00000/00547_Aquifer_Factsheet.pdf.
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Aquifer Description (Mapping Report):
Fractured crystalline (igneous intrusive or
metamorphic, meta-sedimentary, metavolcanic, volcanic) rock aquifer (subtype =
6b).
Aquifer Details
Region

South Coast

Water District

Vancouver

Aquifer Area

6.2 km2

No. Wells Correlated to Aquifer

12

Vulnerability to Contamination

Moderate

Productivity

Low

Aquifer Classification

IIIB

Hydraulic Connectivity1

Not Likely

Aquifer Stress Index

Method not
applicable confined aquifer

No. Water Licences Issued to Wells

1

Observation Wells (Active, Inactive)

480

1

Based on broad regional assessment

Disclaimer:
Use of information from Aquifer factsheets (accessed by BC government website) is subject to limitation of liability provisions (further described on that website). That information is provided by the BC government as a public service on an “as is” basis, without warranty of any kind, whether express or implied, and
its use is at your own risk. Under no circumstances will the BC government, or its staff, agents and contractors, be responsible or liable to any person or business entity, for any direct, indirect, special, incidental, consequential or any other loss or damages to any person or business entity based on this factsheet or
any use of information from it.
Detailed methods for all figures are described in the companion document (Aquifer Factsheet - Companion Document.pdf).
Factsheet generated: 2019-03-06. Available from: https://s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/aquifer-docs/00000/00548_Aquifer_Factsheet.pdf.

86

(Interactive map)

Observation Well #480 (Well record)

Aquifer #548

Monthly Groundwater Level1 with Precipitation from Climate Normals2

Groundwater Levels and Long-term Trend

For more information regarding
trends in groundwater levels see
Environmental Reporting BC

Piper Plot

No summary at this point
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Detailed methods for all figures are described in the companion document (Aquifer Factsheet - Companion Document.pdf)
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Exploratory Drilling Program Generalized Methodology
The exploratory drilling program for Eastbourne should be conducted to depths of 90 to 120 m bgs,
utilizing a smaller diameter (152 mm) drilling bit and casing to reduce costs. Drilling and sample
logging should be completed methodically to evaluate potential fracture zones during drilling.
Drilling should be conducted using a dual rotary rig or similar rig capable of bedrock drilling. A
sanitary surface seal to a depth of 18 ft. (5.5 m) should be installed first, as per regulations. Drilling
through overburden, if present, and into bedrock should be completed to the agreed upon maximum
depth, or until a viable water producing zone has been encountered. Drill cuttings and produced water
must be managed on site as per previously agreed upon methods with the Regional District.
Drill cuttings and lithological information should be recorded every 1.5 to 3 m depth. If a water
producing zone is encountered, drilling should stop and the borehole should be airlifted to obtain a
driller’s estimate of the yield. If the zone appears to yield a previously agreed upon minimum rate
(suggested 0.15 to 0.25 L/s), drilling should stop and the results communicated to the Regional
District. If the borehole does not appear to yield at least this amount or if a viable zone is not
encountered prior to the total depth being reached, next steps can be discussed with the Regional
District. There is the potential for fracture networks being encountered deeper than 120 m bgs, but
there is currently no data beyond this depth.
Once the borehole has reached the total depth agreed upon, the well should be left with 152 mm
steel casing in the borehole and open hole over the water bearing unit. It should be capped as per
regulations. Depending on the results of the drilling program, it can have a pumping test conducted,
be used as a monitoring well, and/or be used as a source well.
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Executive Summary
This document intends to guide and summarize the processes required for demonstrating that a new
source well is capable of providing a sustainable yield, based on the Water Sustainability Act (WSA)
and the Water Sustainability Regulation in British Columbia (BC). Specifically, the requirements and
methodologies to be followed to conduct a pumping test that will meet licensing requirements for a
water source well are described.
If it is determined that a technical assessment will be needed, these are the steps involved in
designing and conducting a constant rate pumping test.
Test Design
A desktop assessment should be completed, compiling publicly available data regarding the aquifer
and related geologic and hydrologic units:
• Depths

• Locations of springs

• Water levels

• Information on all on-site and all nearby
wells within a 1 km radius

• Potential for artesian conditions

• estimates of regional transmissivities

• Saturated thickness

• Any other pertinent data

• Locations of aquifer boundaries

Equipment: A motorized pump and power supply, drop pipe, check valves, a method of transporting
water to the chosen discharge location, water level monitoring tape and pressure transducers with
data loggers, a way to measure the pumping the rate (flow meter, bucket and stopwatch), water
quality field parameter measuring device (pH, electrical conductivity, temperature, etc.) and laboratory
provided sampling bottles, if needed.
Pumped Water Discharge: Particular care needs to be paid to determining where discharge water
will travel to during a pumping test. Discharging water directly adjacent to the pumping well may
cause the water to recirculate back into the well, becoming an accidental source of recharge. Water
must also not be allowed to create a nuisance by accumulating in or flowing to an inconvenient
location, such as private residences. Further, it must not be allowed to flow directly into a water body,
impacting the water quality of the instream environment. Discharging into a natural flow channel at
some distance from the well, into a municipal stormwater system, or reusing the water for irrigation
purposes are suitable options.
Observation Wells: According to the guidance document (Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016), there must
be at least one observation well monitored for a pumping test if the proposed diversion rate is ≥ 100
m3/day and for proposed diversion from fractured bedrock aquifers, unless there is a defensible
reason not to do so. The observation well should be installed in the same aquifer as the pumping
well, and ideally located a distance of 15 to 150 m from the pumping well
Duration of Constant Rate Pumping Test: This is dependent on the aquifer type. Unconsolidated,
confined aquifers should be pumped for a minimum of 24 hours, unconsolidated, unconfined aquifers
for 48 hours and fractured bedrock for 72 hours.
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Pump Installation: The pump should be placed above the top of the aquifer or uppermost major
water-bearing fracture. This will allow for maximizing the amount of available drawdown for the
pumping test and will reduce the potential for water levels to drop below the top of the aquifer.
Step Rate Pumping Test: The step rate pumping test establishes the rate at which water will be
pumped for the constant rate pumping test. This consists of a sequence of several short-duration,
constant-rate discharge tests, run at progressively higher pumping rates.
• A minimum of three to four steps of at least 60 minutes duration each should be conducted, with
the pumping rates increased at each step. The exact rates of the steps are dependent on the
desired rates from the well but generally should consist of 25-50%, 50-75%, 100% and over 100%
of the desired rate. Pumping rates should be kept constant at the chosen rate throughout the step
and the pump should not be turned off between steps. Rates should be adjusted in the field based
on the aquifer response.
• Field parameters (pH, electrical conductivity and temperature) should be recorded every 30
minutes throughout the test along with observations on visual changes in water quality (turbidity,
colour, bubbles, etc.).
• Following the last step, note the time, shut off the pump and monitor the water levels at the same
frequency as during the pumping. Ensure the well recovers to static levels before beginning the
constant rate test. It is common to let a well recover overnight prior to beginning the constant rate
test.
Constant-Rate Pumping Test
A constant-rate pumping test is conducted to determine the hydraulic properties (i.e., transmissivity
and storativity) of an aquifer and to determine the long-term sustainable yield for the well.
• The pumping test should be conducted during a dry period when seasonal precipitation events will
not impact the groundwater levels, as this can lead to an over estimation of the well yield.
• If the well is within 1 km of coastal environments, monitor the saltwater content during the pumping
test. This will determine if the aquifer experiences seawater intrusion.
• Conduct the constant rate pumping test at a rate that is not less than the maximum pumping rate
anticipated during operation.
• During a constant rate pumping test the pumping rate must be measured correctly and recorded
regularly. At the beginning of the test, the pumping rate should be set as quickly and accurately as
possible and should not vary more than ±5% throughout the test. Any adjustments made to the
pumping rate should be recorded.
• Flow rate measurements should be taken and recorded at regular intervals. Water level and flow
rate manual measurements should be taken prior to, during and immediately following the pumping
period.
• Once the pump has been turned off, collect recovery water level data for at least the length of time
as the pumping test, or until the water levels have recovered to 90% of the pre-test static water
levels, whichever happens first.
For more information please contact Soren Poschmann, P.Geo., Lead, Hydrogeology
sposchmann@islengineering.com
403.254.0544.
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1.0

Introduction

This document intends to guide and summarize the processes required for demonstrating that a new
source well is capable of providing a sustainable yield, based on the Water Sustainability Act (WSA)
and the Water Sustainability Regulation in British Columbia (BC). Specifically, the requirements and
methodologies to be followed to conduct a pumping test that will meet licensing requirements for a
water source well are described.
In addition to this document, regulations and guidelines should be reviewed and followed throughout
the groundwater licensing process. The regulations and guidelines include, but are not limited to, the
following:
 Water Sustainability Act (Province of British Columbia, 2014)
 https://www.bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/14015
 Water Sustainability Regulation (Province of British Columbia, 2016a)
 https://www.bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/36_2016
 Guidance for Technical Assessment Requirements in Support of an Application for Groundwater
Use in British Columbia (Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016)
 http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/acat/documents/r50847/TechAssess_1473197338159_31948
80156.pdf
 Determining the Likelihood of Hydraulic Connection (Province of British Columbia, 2016b)
 http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/acat/documents/r50832/HydraulicConnectMW3_14743116844
26_4310694949.pdf
 Guide to Conducting Pumping Tests (Province of British Columbia, Undated)
 https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/environment/air-land-water/water/waterwells/guide_to_conducting_pumping_tests.pdf
 Guidance Document for Determining Groundwater at Risk of Containing Pathogens (GARP)
(Province of British Columbia, 2017)
 https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/environment/air-land-water/water/waterquality/howdrinking-water-is-protected-in-bc/garp_assessment_oct_2017.pdf
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2.0

Regulatory Framework

The authorization to divert and use groundwater is regulated by issuing a licence or use approval. An
authorization is required for all non-domestic groundwater use in BC. Domestic groundwater use up
to 2 m3/day per dwelling on a parcel is exempt from an authorization under the WSA. Other
exemptions for an authorization exist, such as the use of deep groundwater in northeast BC for oil
and gas purposes, and the WSA and appropriate regulations and guidelines should be consulted
prior to undertaking a groundwater authorization project. Further, the Ministry of Forests, Lands,
Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development (FLNRORD) can also be consulted to ensure
the correct regulations are being followed and the required information collected.
2.1.1

Licences

Water licences allow licensees to divert, store and use specific quantities of water for one or more
water use purposes. A water licence may also authorize works related to the diversion and use of the
water.
The licence provides a right in time (priority) to divert an authorized amount of water for specific
purposes such as agricultural, commercial, industrial, municipal, irrigation, and recreational uses. The
licence identifies the holder’s name, address, legal land location, and priority number based on the
date a completed application was received; the maximum quantity of water the holder may divert
annually; the maximum pumping rate; the expiry date; and the conditions under which the diversion
can take place. The Licence application form can be found at https://portal.nrs.gov.bc.ca/web/client//water-licence-application. An application and annual water rental fee may apply.
2.1.2

Use Approval

A use approval entitles its holder to divert and use water from an aquifer, and to temporarily construct
works for a term not exceeding 24 months.
2.1.3

Additional Requirements

The proposed groundwater use may also be subject to additional requirements under other
enactments (i.e., Drinking Water Protection Act, Oil And Gas Activities Act, Environmental
Assessment Act, etc.). It is the responsibility of the applicant to ensure additional requirements under
the WSA or other regulations are met and permits or certificates are obtained.
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3.0

Self-Screening Tool

The preliminary self-screening tool is meant to inform the need for a technical assessment, and if
required, will determine whether a field component will be required by the Statutory Decision Maker
(SDM).
The self-screening tool relies on desktop assessments to determine the risk of the proposed
groundwater diversion to the aquifer and to surrounding users. The main factors addressed by the
self-screening tool are:
 The proposed quantity of water to be diverted and used: Pumping a well draws down the
groundwater level around the pumping well. This can potentially increase the risk of impacts to
other water users and hydraulically connected streams and aquifers in the area.
 The type of aquifer that will be diverted from (i.e., unconsolidated, bedrock): General
assumptions on the productivity of the well can be made based on the type of aquifer, as
drawdown is more predictable for unconsolidated material rather than bedrock.
 The potential for impacts to other users (domestic wells and licensed diversions),
inferred from proximity: Pumping wells are considered to have the potential to impact or
influence existing domestic wells and other licensed users with a 1 km radius.
Table 3.1: Preliminary Self-Screening Tool (Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016)
Proposed
Quantity of Water
Use1
≤ 10 m3/day (0
Points)
> 10 m3/day but not
exceeding 100
m3/day (1 Point)

Existence of Other Users2 Within a 1
km Distance of Proposed Point of
Diversion

Type of Aquifer
Unconsolidated sand and gravel (0
Points)
Bedrock (1 Points)

None (0 Points)
Present (1 Points)

> 100 m3/day (2
Points)

-

-

Points:

Points:

Points:
Total Points:

Notes:
1.

Average daily use

2.

Domestic wells and licensed stream or groundwater diversions

The total points from the Table 3.1 Preliminary Self-Screening Tool are used to determine the need
for a technical assessment in Table 3.2 below.
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Table 3.2: Preliminary Self-Screening Tool Results (Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016)
Total Points from
Table 3.1
0 Points

Guidance on the Need for a Technical Assessment
A technical assessment is not necessary, unless required by the SDM.

1 - 2 Points

Desktop technical assessment is sufficient, unless specific field-based testing is required
by the SDM.

> 2 Points

Desktop technical assessment and field-based testing are necessary as part of the
technical assessment. This will require a pumping test to be conducted by a qualified
professional.

If it is determined that a technical assessment is to be completed, it must be conducted by a qualified
professional. If there is doubt regarding the need for a technical assessment, guidance should be
sought from FLNRORD prior to undertaking further work or submitting a licence application.

4.0

Desktop Technical Assessment

A desktop technical assessment for groundwater diversions is highly beneficial, as the impacts of well
pumping are greatly dependant on site-specific conditions. It also allows for pre-planning and design
of the pumping test, offering insights into the potential flow rates the well can yield, surrounding water
users, options for observation wells, potential pumping test water discharge locations, etc.
If it is determined that a technical assessment must be completed, all available information regarding
the aquifer and the site should be collected and reviewed during this phase. This involves the
collection and analysis of existing data regarding the aquifer and related geologic and hydrologic
units. All available information on the aquifer itself, such as depths, water levels, the potential for
artesian conditions, saturated thickness, locations of aquifer boundaries, locations of springs,
information on all on-site and nearby wells within a 1 km radius (construction, well logs, pumping
schedules, etc.), estimates of regional transmissivities, and other pertinent data should be collected.
Similar wells drilled in the same geologic formation and area can provide general approximations for
typical water levels and yields, and the water quality.
Through the collection and analysis of publicly available data, the following questions should be
addressed in the technical assessment (Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016):
 Is the well capable of supplying the quantity of water for the proposed use?
 How may the proposed quantity affect the remaining available groundwater supply from the
aquifer (based on the hydrogeologists judgement, local experience, and/or analysis of collected
data)?
 What potential impacts the proposed diversion and use may have on surrounding groundwater
users?
 Is the source aquifer hydraulically connected to streams or going to impact surface water?
 Are there any other relevant issues (e.g., flowing artesian conditions, issues with the well or
other works, aquifer supply limits, water quality)?
These questions should also be considered throughout the field (pumping test) portion of the
assessment, and in the final technical report to be submitted to the SDM.
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5.0

Test Design

5.1

Equipment

The equipment commonly utilized in a pumping test are as
follows:
 A motorized submersible pump and power supply
installed on drop pipe or tubing in the well. Ideally the
pump has a check valve installed to limit flowback into
the well at the end of the tests
 A method of transporting the water a distance away
from the wellhead to mitigate recirculation of water
into the aquifer (discharge pipe, irrigation hose, etc.)
 Water level monitoring tape and ideally, pressure
transducers with data loggers

Equipment used during a low flow rate constant rate
pumping test

 A means to control and measure the pumping rate (flow control valves, flow meter, bucket and
stopwatch, etc.)
 Water quality field parameter measuring device (pH, electrical conductivity, temperature, etc.)
and laboratory provided sampling bottles, if needed.

5.2 Pumped Water Discharge
Particular care needs to be taken with the discharge
arrangements for pumping tests, especially if the test is
going to last for several days. Discharging water directly
adjacent to the pumping well may cause the water to
recirculate back into the well, becoming an accidental
source of recharge. Water must also not be allowed to
create a nuisance by accumulating in or flowing to an
inconvenient location, such as private residences.
Further, it must not be allowed to flow directly into a
water body, impacting the water quality of the instream
environment. Discharging into a natural flow channel at
some distance from the well, into a municipal
stormwater system, or reusing the water for irrigation
purposes are suitable options. In some cases, it may be
necessary to have on-site storage and treatment for the
discharged water. In all cases, the necessity for obtain
permits for temporary storage and disposal should be
assessed.
Settling, treatment and storage tanks for pumped water
discharge

5.3 Observation Wells

An observation well is used to monitor water levels
during a pumping test. It allows for calculations of additional aquifer parameters, such as storativity,
and also provides a dataset of water level changes that are not subject to sudden fluctuations in
pumping rates or wellbore storage effects.
islengineering.com
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According to the guidance document (Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016), there must be at least one
observation well monitored for a pumping test if the proposed diversion rate is ≥ 100 m 3/day
and for proposed diversion from fractured bedrock aquifers, unless there is a defensible reason
not to do so. If there is a concern that the aquifer may be hydraulically connected to streams or other
aquifers, it is up to the qualified professional to determine if it is necessary to monitor streams and
wells drilled into different subsurface units.
The observation well should be installed in the same aquifer as the pumping well, and ideally located
a distance of 15 to 150 m from the pumping well. Existing wells may be used if they are within the
same aquifer and the well owner has provided consent. The observation well used should not be
pumped during the step or constant rate pumping tests.

5.4

Duration of Constant Rate Pumping Test

Based on the guidance document (Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016), the following are the minimum
expected times to conduct the pumping test, unless there is a defensible reason to not do so as
determined by the qualified professional conducting the study:
Table 5.1: Minimum Durations of Constant Rate Pumping Tests (Todd, Wei, & Lepitre, 2016)

Unconsolidated, confined aquifers

Minimum Length of
Pumping Test
24 hours

Unconsolidated, unconfined
Fractured

48 hours
72 hours

Aquifer Type

5.5

Pump Installation

The pump should be placed above the top of the aquifer or uppermost major water-bearing fracture.
This will allow for maximizing the amount of available drawdown for the pumping test and will reduce
the potential for water levels to drop below the top of the aquifer. Water levels being drawn into the
aquifer may result in formation collapse, well screen plugging and loss in well and aquifer efficiency.

5.6

Test Setup

Following mobilization to the site, installation of the test pump, discharge hose and associated
infrastructure, all pumping and observation wells, as well as any surface water bodies that require
monitoring, should have static (pre-pumping) water levels measured and recorded. Pressure
transducers programmed to record water levels at one-minute intervals should be installed in all wells
and surface water bodies requiring monitoring during the tests. The general weather, temperature
and precipitation levels throughout the testing period should also be recorded. If public barometric
data, such as airport or government weather stations, is not available nearby, a pressure transducer
can be used to measure and record barometric pressures. This data is then used to barometrically
compensate the water level readings taken by the pressure transducers. Ideally the tests should be
conducted during a time of the year when precipitation events do not cause groundwater levels to
quickly rise in the tested aquifer.
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6.0

Step Rate Pumping Test

The step rate test is designed and conducted prior to the constant rate test to establish the
relationship between pumping rates and drawdown for the well being tested. It helps to establish the
rate at which water will be pumped for the constant rate pumping test. The step rate test consists of a
sequence of several short-duration, constant rate discharge tests, run at progressively higher
pumping rates. General guidelines for conducting a step rate pumping test are as follows:
 A minimum of three to four steps of at least 60 minutes duration each should be conducted, with
the pumping rates increased at each step.
 The exact rates of the steps are dependent on the desired rates from the well but generally
should consist of 25-50%, 50-75%, 100% and over 100% of the desired rate. Pumping rates
should be kept constant at the chosen rate throughout the step and the pump should not be
turned off between steps. The rates should be adjusted in the field based on the aquifer
response and pump and infrastructure limitations. The final step rate should be chosen to stress
the aquifer as much as possible without causing the water levels to fall to the pump intake.
 For each step, record the time of start and manually measure the water level in the well every 30
seconds for the first 10 minutes, then every minute until 30 minutes have elapsed, then every 5
minutes until the end of the step. This frequency assumes that water levels are not rapidly
changing near the end of the step; if they are then an increased monitoring frequency is
required.
 Record the pumping rate at multiple times throughout the step test, generally at least every 10 to
20 minutes.
 Field parameters (pH, electrical conductivity and temperature) should be recorded every 30
minutes throughout the test along with observations on visual changes in water quality (turbidity,
colour, bubbles, etc.).
 Following the last step, note the time, shut off the pump and monitor the water levels at the
same frequency as during the pumping. Ensure the well recovers to static levels before
beginning the constant rate test. It is common to let a well recover overnight prior to beginning
the constant rate test.
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Figure 6.1: Outline of Step Test (International Committee of the Red Cross, 2011)
Figure 6.1 displays the ideal relationship achieved between drawdown and yield, as water levels in
the well approach equilibrium at the end of each step. If, nearing the end of a step and the water level
is still falling rapidly, it can be decided to extend the length of step, and therefore all sequential steps
to achieve a more accurate depiction of the well performance.
The information derived and analysed from the step rate test informs the pumping rate to use for the
constant rate pumping test. A rate is needed that is at least as much as the desired maximum
licensed rate but that will not cause water levels to drop to the pump intake level during the entire
duration of the test.
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7.0

Constant Rate Pumping Test

A constant rate pumping test is conducted to determine the hydraulic properties (i.e., transmissivity
and storativity) of an aquifer and to determine the long-term sustainable yield for the well. This is
determined by pumping water from the well at a constant rate, while water levels are monitored both
in the pumping well and ideally, surrounding wells and/or surface water bodies.

7.1

General Guidelines

The following are general expectations which should be met during the pump test and can also be
referenced in the Guide To Conducting Well Pumping Test (Province of British Columbia, Undated):
 The pumping test should be conducted during a dry period when seasonal precipitation events
will not impact the groundwater levels, as this can lead to an over estimation of the well yield.
 Conduct the constant rate pumping test at a rate that is not less than the maximum pumping rate
anticipated during operation.
 During the constant rate pumping test, keep the pumping rate consistent such that it does not
vary more than ±5%.
 If a water sample is collected, this is typically done near the end of the pumping test once
conditions have stabilized.
 If the well is within 1 km of coastal environments, monitor the saltwater content during the
pumping test. This will determine if the aquifer experiences seawater intrusion.
 Once the pump has been turned off, collect recovery water level data for at least the length of
time as the pumping test, or until the water levels have recovered to 90% of the pre-test static
water levels, whichever happens first.

7.2

During the Pumping Test

During a constant rate pumping test the pumping rate must be measured correctly and recorded
regularly. At the beginning of the test, the pumping rate should be set as quickly and accurately as
possible and should not vary more than ±5% throughout the test. Any adjustments made to the
pumping rate should be recorded. Flow rate measurements should be taken and recorded at regular
intervals. Water level and flow rate manual measurements should be taken prior to, during and
immediately following the pumping period, at intervals as described below in Table 7.1.
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Table 7.2 Minimum Manual Measurement Frequency: Constant Rate Test and Recovery Period
Observation Well Water Level / Flow Rates

Pumping Well Water Levels
Every minute for the first 10 minutes

Every 10 minutes for the first 60 minutes

Every 2 minutes from 10 minutes to 20 minutes

Every 30 minutes from hours 1 to 2

Every 5 minutes from 20 minutes to 1 hour

Every 60 minutes for the remainder of the test
Final water level measurement just prior to end of
pumping
Repeat from the beginning for the frequency of
monitoring during the recovery period
-

Every 10 minutes from hours 1 to 2
Every 30 minutes from hours 2 to 4 hours, assuming
water levels are levelling off
Every 60 minutes for the remainder of the test,
increase frequency if sudden changes are observed
Final water level measurement just prior to end of
pumping
Repeat from the beginning for the frequency of
monitoring during the recovery period

Note this table assumes that pressure transducers are being used in all wells and recording water levels at a frequency of once
per minute

Field parameters during the pumping test will provide important information and should be recorded,
taking note of the date and time of sampling and a brief description of the weather conditions,
groundwater temperature, pH, electrical conductivity, and bubbles, colour and odour, if any
If water quality samples are to be taken, they should be collected near the end of the pumping test
when conditions have stabilized. Consult the laboratory for sampling procedures, sampling bottles,
coolers and holding times for delivery of water quality samples to the laboratory.
It is also important to note that if there is a problem during the pumping test, such as a pump failure or
an interruption to the power supply, ideally the constant rate test should be restarted from time zero
following the well recovering to static levels. However, professional judgement can be used based on
the water levels observed before and after the pump shutdown, how long the interruption lasted and if
the dataset is still valid to determine accurate aquifer properties to determine if the tests needs to be
restarted.

7.3

Recovery Period

After the pump has been shut-off, it is important to monitor the water levels as the well recovers. The
information collected during the recovery period is used to verify the results of the pumping test and
provides a dataset unencumbered by further variables introduced during pumping. Measurements
should be taken at a similar frequency as during the pumping test, and taken to the same length of
time, or until the water levels have recovered to 90% of the pre-test static water levels, whichever
comes first.
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8.0

Technical Assessment Report

The results of the desktop assessment and pumping test must be compiled, analyzed and assessed
in a technical assessment report to be submitted to the SDM. It must be completed by a qualified
professional with a competency in hydrogeology.
A quantitative assessment of the aquifer parameters, drawdown and long-term yield will be required,
and is generally based on, but not limited to, the following:
 A conceptual model of the aquifer and assumptions, including identification and location of any
aquifer boundaries
 Analysis of hydraulic conductivity, transmissivity and storativity
 Pumping test data and interpretation using various methods (i.e., Theis, Cooper-Jacob, etc.)
 Theoretical long-term yield of proposed production well
 Likelihood of hydraulic connection to streams and other aquifers
 Potential impacts to surrounding users
The technical assessment report will provide valuable information which will aid the SDM in their
decision on the application for authorization. Further details are available in Todd, Wei, & Lepitre
(2016), including a checklist of questions for SDM reviewing the application which is a useful tool that
should be referenced prior to submission of the report.
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sposchmann@islengineering.com
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EASTBOURNE WATER SYSTEM UPGRADES
Feasibility Study Project Update | October 2020
Introduction
The Eastbourne community water system is limited in
its capacity to provide enough water to residents,
particularly in the dry summer months. Three of the
four wells (the Collector Well, Old East Well and
Gordon Well) are going dry in the summer. These
sources are insecure, unsustainable and subject to
impacts from climate change. The other source, a
deeper groundwater well referred to as the Drilled
Well, has produced low volumes of water since its
installation. A feasibility study is underway to examine
the state of the current water system in Eastbourne,
how much more water is needed, and potential
options to provide more water into the system.
Image 1: Gordon Well

Eastbourne Water System: Current Conditions
Water levels and pumping rates
from the four existing water
sources from 2013 to 2020 were
analyzed. This confirmed that wells
were going dry in the summer and
unable to keep up with demand.
The reliance of the three wells
on rainfall was also confirmed as
water levels in the wells rose after
heavy rains. This demonstrates
the precariousness of relying on
precipitation alone for water.

Water Wells Percentage Full with Water

Increase in well water
levels seen 2 to 3 days
after large precipitation
events

Wells nearly dry over
the summer

The network of water distribution
piping is able to provide additional
volumes of water to residents
without the need for upgrades.
Jan.

Feb.

Mar.

Apr.

May.

Jun.

Jul.

Aug.

Sep.

Oct.

Nov.

Dec.

Figure 1:Illustrating water levels in supply wells in 2019, demonstrating the wells going nearly
dry in the summer and the reliance on precipitation
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There is currently a supply deficit
between what the current water
sources can provide and the
calculated target water demand.

EASTBOURNE WATER SYSTEM UPGRADES
Feasibility Study Project Update | October 2020
From 2016 to July 2, 2020, Eastbourne residents
used an average daily water amount of 0.23 litres per
second (L/s). This average value is quite low and it
is nearly equal to the average maximum amount the
wells can provide (0.24 L/s). Since the amount the
wells can provide is nearly equal to the average daily
water amount, there is a lack of currently available
water. Further, demands in the summer are higher,
but the demand is limited by how much water is
available to be supplied by the wells.
The target water demand to meet Eastbourne’s
requirements is estimated to be an average of
0.54 L/s. This has been calculated based on industry
best practices to forecast a population’s maximum
daily water demand and exploring what can be
reasonably achieved by adding additional water
sources or storage to the existing system.

Flow Rate (L/s)

How Much Water Does Eastbourne Need?

Figure 2: Illustrating Eastbourne’s current water supply and the deficit of
water needed to meet the target demand
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Two ways to increase water supply are by adding one
or more additional water sources to the system or by
increasing water storage to fill up in the rainy winter
months. Adding storage alone does not reduce the
reliance on precipitation, and it is estimated that over
500 new storage tanks the same size as the existing
tanks in Eastbourne would be needed.

d

What Are the Options for Supplying
Enough Water?

Legend
To provide Eastbourne residents with a sustainable
Potential Drill Sites
amount of water year-round, additional sources
Figure 3: Potential Well Drilling Sites Identified During Site Visit
of water and/or more storage is needed. Deeper
bedrock groundwater wells are recommended over
Questions?
additional shallow sources that are dependent on
Please
send
us your comments before
precipitation. Potential locations for drilling are shown
Friday, October 30, 2020:
on Figure 3. Significant amounts of storage would
be required to store winter rainfall to be used in the
Sunshine Coast Regional District
summer. The SCRD anticipates water conservation to
Stephen Misiurak, P.Eng.
remain a strong community value in Eastbourne and
Manager - Capital Projects, Infrastructure
throughout the Sunshine Coast.
Stephen.Misiurak@scrd.ca
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ANNEX C
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee, October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Stephen Misiurak, P. Eng. Manager, Capital Projects

SUBJECT:

CONTRACT FOR DAM SAFETY REVIEWS, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE MANUALS,
AND DAM EMERGENCY PLANS - UPDATE

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Contract for Dam Safety Reviews, Operation and Maintenance
Manuals, and Dam Emergency Plans - Update be received;
AND THAT the contract with wsp Canada Inc. for upgrades to the SCRD Dams be
increased by $19,470 to $117,876 (plus GST);
AND FURTHER THAT the delegated authorities be authorized to execute the contract.

BACKGROUND
Currently, the SCRD has a contract with wsp Canada Inc. to perform dam safety reviews,
prepare dam operation and maintenance manuals, and prepare dam emergency plans for three
reinforced concrete dams that the SCRD owns and operates. The assessed dams are:
Chapman Lake, Edwards Lake, and McNeil Lake. The SCRD also requested a dam
Consequence of Failure assessment and dam safety review of a fourth SCRD owned earthen
ancillary Saddle dam, located at the opposite end of McNeil Lake.
When the Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued for this project part of the proposal was that
following completion of the dam inspections, wsp Canada Inc. would prepare a scope of work
and estimate for their work to complete structural improvement recommendations and costing
for the Chapman Lake and Edwards Lake dams. The dam inspections were completed in July
2020.
The purpose of this report is to request an amendment to the contract with wsp Canada Inc. to
include the additional work required to provide a comprehensive and complete assessment of
all four dam sites.

DISCUSSION
The current contract value for the evaluation of the Chapman Lake, Edwards Lake and McNeil
Lake dams and the optional analysis of the McNeil Lake Saddle Dam Consequence of Failure is
a combined total of $98,406. The contract was based on the scope of work outlined in the RFP
and is within existing budget. A summary of the breakdown of costs for each of the dams is
included in Table 1.
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Table 1. Current cost breakdown for each dam and within approved budget
Site

Fee

Allocated Budget

Chapman

$30,000

$40,000

Edwards

$30,000

$40,000

McNeil / McNeil Saddle

$32,000

$40,000

Total

$98,406

$120,000

The results of this project will be presented at a Committee meeting in Q4 2020. One of the
findings of the work completed as part of the current scope of work is the need for several
structural improvements to the dams at Chapman Lake and Edwards Lake. Staff and the
Contractor agree on the added value of the completion of the preliminary design of these
upgrades including a Class C cost estimate, and the preparation of a summary technical memo.
Such preliminary designs and cost-estimates would form the basis for 2021 budget proposals
for the completion of the required updates to the dam infrastructure in 2021.
Staff and the Contractor also agree on the added value of a dam safety review of the McNeil
Lake dam and the McNeil Saddle dam combined.
The total cost for this additional work is $19,470. Staff recommend to amend the contract with
wsp Canada Inc. to include this additional work.
Financial Implications
If this contract amendment is supported by the Board, the updated contract value would be
$117,876 and would not exceed the approved budget of $120,000 as included in the 2020-2024
Financial Plan.
Timeline for next steps
Following Board adoption, staff will prepare an amended contract for signing by the delegated
authorities.
Final reporting including safety reports, operations and maintenance manuals, and emergency
response plans for all dams will be presented at a Q4 2020 Committee meeting.

STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
N/A

CONCLUSION
The purpose of this report is to seek approval to amend the SCRD’s contract with wsp Canada
Inc. to allow for the completion of preliminary design and Class C cost estimates for
infrastructure upgrades required for Edwards Lake and Chapman Lake and a comprehensive
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dam safety review for the McNeil Lake / Saddle Lake dam. The amended contract value would
be $117,876 (excluding GST) which is less than the approved budget of $120,000.

Reviewed by:
Manager
GM
X – R. Rosenboom
CAO
X – D. McKinley

Finance
Legislative
Purchasing

X – B. Wing
X – V. Cropp
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ANNEX D
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Remko Rosenboom – General Manager, Infrastructure Services
Ian Hall – General Manager, Planning and Community Development

SUBJECT:

INVESTING IN CANADA INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM – RURAL AND NORTHERN
COMMUNITIES 2020 GRANT FUNDING APPLICATION – WOODCREEK PARK
WASTEWATER SYSTEM UPGRADE AND PORTS CAPITAL RENEWAL

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program – Rural and Northern
Communities 2020 Grant Application - Woodcreek Park Wastewater Treatment Plant
System Upgrade and Ports Capital Renewal be received;
AND THAT staff submit applications for grant funding through the Investing in Canada
Infrastructure Program – Rural and Northern Communities for:
a) the Woodcreek Park Wastewater Treatment Plant System Upgrade; and
b) the Ports Capital Renewal Project;
AND THAT the Board supports the Woodcreek Park Wastewater Treatment Plant System
Upgrade project and commits to its share ($75,000) of the project, as well as cost
overruns;
AND FURTHER THAT the Board supports the Ports Capital Renewal Project and commits
to its share ($20,000) of the project as well as cost overruns.

BACKGROUND
The Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program – Rural and Northern Communities (ICIP-RNC)
is a Federal/Provincial grant program established to help support the needs of British
Columbia’s small, rural and remote communities by providing capital infrastructure funding for
various project types. Under the program’s Green Infrastructure – Environmental Quality
Outcomes (EQ), wastewater projects are considered eligible projects. In addition, under the
programs core outcome for improved and/or more reliable road, air and/or marine infrastructure,
ports capital renewal projects are considered to be eligible.
The purpose of this report is to provide information on potential grant applications for the
Woodcreek Park WWTP System Upgrade project and the Ports Capital Renewal Project and to
seek Board support for the submission of these grant applications.
The Woodcreek Park Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) provides treatment of liquid waste
water to 73 properties within the Woodcreek Park subdivision, located in Electoral Area E. The
Facility and Operations Permit was turned over to the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD)
in 1995 and a new treatment facility was installed in 1999.
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The existing wastewater treatment system at Woodcreek Park is composed of various tankages
including septic tanks, recirculating tanks and pump tanks as well as a recirculating sand filter
and effluent disposal fields. The current treatment system is not functioning to original
specifications and has numerous performance concerns including significant issues with the
sand filter and aeration system as well as problems related to inflow and infiltration. In addition,
the SCRD has received recent advisories from the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
Strategy indicating compliance issues with our current effluent permit due to effluent quality and
flow related results at the facility.
The SCRD retained MSR Solutions Inc. engineering consultants in 2020 to assist with analyzing
the current treatment system and recommend cost-effective solutions to address the system
deficiencies as well as provide detailed design and a set of bid-ready tender documents for
construction.
The Ports function has a capital plan that identifies work required to maintain critical
infrastructure in service. Each year a number of projects are planned and delivered to replace
end-of-life dock components. The next round of projects includes repair or replacement of the
West Bay float, replacement of the Keats Landing float, replacement of cross braces at Gambier
Harbour and replacement of several bearing piles and cross braces at Eastbourne.

DISCUSSION
Options and Analysis
Wastewater Project Description
The analysis by MSR Solutions Inc. to date indicated that the Woodcreek Park WWTP system
has numerous deficiencies to the treatment and collection system and addressing all of them in
a comprehensive project scope is recommended. Such project would include replacing the
secondary treatment system (i.e. recirculating sand filter), improvements to the primary
treatment system, aeration system, inlet piping and collection system.
The SCRD is already under contract with MSR Solutions Inc. to finalize the engineering
assessment report and to prepare detailed designs and cost estimates. This work is still
underway and the final results will be presented at the Committee meeting later in Q4 2020.
MSR Solutions Inc. is under contract to support the SCRD with the tendering process and the
oversight of the construction phase of this project.
This construction phase for which it is recommended that the SCRD apply for grant funding
under the ICIP-RNC program will include:
•

Primary Construction

•

Construction Management Engineering and Contract Management

•

Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy (MoE) Permitting.

Ports Project Description

Through ongoing maintenance inspections and periodic major (dive) inspections, staff
maintain information about capital priorities for docks. While base information is used to
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guide general areas for investment based on age of infrastructure, unplanned failures
can occur since dock components tend to degrade from the inside out (i.e. damage is
not always visually apparent during inspection) and due to extreme weather.
Reviewing current capital projects, the items most aligned with grant criteria and at a state of
readiness are:
•

Replacement of float at West Bay – end of life; timber components and flotation failing
(has previously been considered for major reconstruction; grant support would enable
replacement which offers a good value proposition)

•

Replacement of float at Keats Landing – end of life; flotation failing

•

Replacement of up to five cross braces at Gambier Harbour

•

Replacement of up to four bearing piles, bases and cross braces at Eastbourne.

ICIP-RNC Grant Program
The ICIP-RNC grant program is currently accepting applications under a second intake with an
application deadline of October 22, 2020. Staff have reviewed the eligibility criteria of the
program and confirm that the Woodcreek Park WWTP System Upgrade project defined above is
eligible and meets one or more of the desired outcomes identified in the Green Infrastructure Environment Quality sub-stream. The ports capital renewal project appears to be eligible under
the core RNC outcome: Improved and/or more reliable road, air and/or marine infrastructure..
The ICIP-RNC program allows Regional Districts to submit one application per intake for each
community and defines a community as a settlement area or established service area. Staff
have been in communication with grant coordinators for this program and have confirmed that
the community for this project under consideration will be considered as Electoral Area E –
Elphinstone for the Woodcreek Park WWTP system project and Area F for the Ports Capital
Renewal project. Given that the population of both areas is < 5,000, this program will provide
funding contributions up to 100% for all eligible costs for both projects.
See contribution figures in Table 1 (below).
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Table 1: Rural and Northern Communities Program Funding Splits
Ultimate Recipient

Government of
Canada
Contribution (up to)

Province of British
Columbia
Contribution (up to)

Total Senior
Government
Contribution (up to)

Ultimate Recipient
Contribution (up to)

50%

40%

90%

10%

60%

40%

100%

0%

Local government
with a population
between 5,000 –
25,000
Local
government with
a population <
5,000

Given the favorable funding contributions of this grant program (i.e.100% funding of eligible
costs), staff are recommending that the SCRD apply for grant funding towards the entire scope
of the projects identified above in a hope to receive maximum funding towards the capital
infrastructure improvement needs of the Woodcreek Park WWTP system and for ports capital
renewal.
While the majority of expenditures for both projects would be considered eligible and fully
funded if approved for funding, ineligible costs would consist of internal wages, employee
benefits as well as internally levied building permit fees and/or any cost overruns.
Financial Implications
Wastewater Project
Staff and the engineering consultants have determined the cost estimate for the required
upgrades to the Woodcreek Park WWTP system at $844,000. This budget is inclusive of all
related site works, material supply, primary construction and additional engineering and/or
permitting associated with the replacement and remediation of treatment and collection systems
included in the scope of work for this final phase. The budget estimate includes a 30%
contingency to allow for unanticipated cost overruns or minor scope changes.
Table 2: Woodcreek Park WWTP System Upgrade Budget Estimate
Eligible Project Expenditures
Treatment System
Collection System
Engineering and Other
Contingency @ 30%
Taxes
Subtotal
Ineligible Project Expenditures
Salaries, Benefits, Misc., Cost Overruns

$436,200
$50,000
$85,000
$172,800
$25,000
$769,000

$75,000
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Total
$844,000
If successful in the proposed grant application for this project, the SCRD would receive 100% of
the eligible costs of this project. Staff are recommending that the Board approve a grant
application under the ICIP-RNC of $844,000.
As stated earlier, as part of the application requirements under this program, a resolution
committing to the SCRD’s share of any ineligible costs and potential over-runs related to the
project must be submitted. The majority of expenditures for this project would be considered
eligible and fully funded if approved for funding, however ineligible costs such as internal wages
or employee benefits as well as internally levied building permit fees and/or any cost overruns
would have to be funded with existing Woodcreek Park WWTP reserves. Staff have
conservatively estimated the total value of non-grant funded expenditures to be $75,000 (see
above) and one of the grant requirements is that the Board commit to funding this share of the
project costs.
Current uncommitted reserve levels for the Woodcreek Park WWTP function total approximately
$162,000 and would hence be sufficient to fund the ineligible costs. The associated Financial
Plan amendment would only be required if the grant funding would be approved.
The uncommitted reserve levels are inadequate to solely fund a one-time capital purchase of
this magnitude. In the absence of grant funding, options for funding a project of this value would
include long term debt or a combination of a partial transfer of reserves and long or short-term
debt.
Given the relatively small number of parcels and ‘users’ within the Woodcreek Park WWTP
service area, funding a project of this size without Provincial or Federal assistance (i.e. grant
funds) would result in a considerable requirement to increase fees and charges. If for example,
the total project costs were $844,000 the estimated increase in annual fees per parcel would be
approximately $643/parcel (30-year debt @ 3.0% interest).
Ports Capital Renewal Project
The estimated project value is $623,313, including a 25% contingency. Through the ports
capital plan and reserves, funds are available to address potential overages (for which SCRD
would be responsible). The current uncommitted capital reserve balance is $495,000 and
annual capital funding of $315,000 is budgeted. Approximately $50,000 is currently budgeted for
work at the West Bay float.
If the grant is received, staff would evaluate impacts on future taxation and contributions to
reserve with an eye to maintaining/enhancing the financial sustainability of the service. A report
to a future Committee would provide analysis and recommendations.
The majority of expenditures for this project would be considered eligible and fully funded if
approved for funding, however ineligible costs such as internal wages or employee benefits
and/or any cost overruns would have to be funded with existing base budget or reserves. Staff
have conservatively estimated the total value of non-grant funded expenditures to be $20,000
and are requesting that the Board commit to funding this share of the project costs with existing
operating reserves. The associated Financial Plan amendment would only be required if the
grant funding would be approved.
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Timeline for next steps or estimated completion date
If resolved by the SCRD Board, staff will submit an application for funding under the ICIP-RNC
on or before October 22, 2020 for the Woodcreek Park WWTP System Upgrade and Ports
Capital Renewal projects.
According to Ministry statements, funding announcements will likely be made in the Spring of
2021.
During the grant application review period by the Ministry, and based on Board direction
received, staff will continue working with MSR Solutions Inc. towards the completion of detailed
design and pre-tender planning for the Woodcreek Park WWTP System Upgrade project. If the
SCRD is successful in its ICIP-RNC application for funding, tendering for construction will likely
commence in the summer of 2021 with construction starting in the late Summer/fall of 2021.
Tendering of ports projects would follow funding decision/announcement.

STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
This project supports the SCRD Strategic Plan’s Strategic Focus Area 2: Asset Stewardship as
well as the Corporate Financial Sustainability Policy Section 4.3.1 by making an effort to access
alternative funding sources.

CONCLUSION
The ICIP-RNC is a Federal/Provincial grant program that provides funding support to smaller
communities for capital infrastructure improvement projects. The Woodcreek Park WWTP
System Upgrade and Ports Capital Renewal projects are eligible projects under this program
and staff are recommending that the SCRD submit an application for funding under the ICIPRNC program by the intake deadline of October 22, 2020. For the Woodcreek Park WWTP
System Upgrade project it’s recommended that the Board approves staff to submit a grant
application under the ICIP-RNC of $844,000. For the Ports Capital Renewal project approval is
requested for an application under the ICIP-RNC of $325,000.
If successful in its application for funding the SCRD could receive 100% of the eligible costs of
this project. The grant program does not fund internal wages, benefits, cost overruns and other
ineligible expenditures of which staff have estimated to be $75,000 for the Woodcreek Park
WWTP System Upgrade project and $20,000 for the Ports Capital Renewal project. It is
recommended that these non-grant expenditures be funded with existing function reserves.
As part of the requirements for the ICIP-RNC grant application, the SCRD is required to submit
a Board Resolution that endorses the projects, commits to our share of project funding and
recommends that staff submit an application for funding under this program.

Reviewed by:
Manager X - S. Walkey
GM
CAO
X – D. McKinley

Finance
Legislative
Other

X – B. Wing
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ANNEX E
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Shane Walkey, Manager, Utility Services

SUBJECT:

WATER SERVICES - PIPES, VALVES & FITTINGS CONTRACT TERM EXTENSION

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Water Services – Pipes, Valves & Fittings Contract Term Extension
be received;
AND THAT the SCRD exercises the right to extend the existing contract with ICONIX
Waterworks Limited Partnership for Water Services – Pipes, Valves & Fittings for an
additional final one (1) year period in the amount up to $204,581 (plus GST).

BACKGROUND
The Utilities Services Department purchases and maintains an inventory of pipes, valves and
fitting in order to maintain water and wastewater systems. This ensures repairs are addressed in
a timely manner and supplies are available for new servicing and system renewal.
In 2016, the SCRD requested offers from qualified companies to supply and deliver water and
wastewater services with pipes, valves and fittings on an “as and when required basis” and
signed a three (3) year contract with ICONIX Waterworks Limited Partnership (formerly Corix
Water Products Limited Partnership) (ICONIX).
The term of the contract with ICONIX is November 1, 2016 to October 31, 2019 with options to
renew for two (2) one (1) year periods.
In October 2019, the SCRD renewed the contract with ICONIX for an additional year from
November 1, 2019 to October 31, 2020.
The purpose of this report is to review the option to extend the original term of the contract with
ICONIX for another final one (1) year term extending the contract to October 31, 2021.

DISCUSSION
ICONIX has provided the SCRD with waterworks materials since 2016 and has since exercised
the contract to satisfaction. The contract was renewed for another one (1) year term in 2020 and
staff have remained satisfied with the level of service. The contract with ICONIX has expedited
the procurement process which has led to better efficiency within the Utility Services
department.
Options and Analysis
Staff have remained contented with the level of service and quality of material supply from
ICONIX since the contract renewal last year. ICONIX continues to offer shipping and unloading
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of pipe, valves and fittings at no cost which is of added value to the SCRD. Staff have found
reliability in the supply, delivery and material and the pricing has remained competitive.
ICONIX has provided the SCRD with updated pricing for material supply for the term of
November 1, 2020 to October 31, 2021. This pricing submission was evaluated and compared
to current market pricing, original contract pricing and 2020 pricing from ICONIX. Table 1
outlines the average annual increase since 2016, overall percentage increase(s) since 2020 and
the proposed percentage increases for 2021.
Table 1: ICONIX Contract Pricing Comparison (%)
Average Annual
Increases
(2016 - 2019)

Annual Increases
(2019-2020)

Proposed Annual
Increases
(2020-2021)

Fittings

1.67%

5.00%

5.00%

Bends

1.67%

5.00%

5.00%

Hydrants

1.67%

0.00%

5.00%

Valves

1.58%

0.00%

3.51%

Meter Boxes

2.10%

0.00%

7.08%

Pipe

0.00%

7.13%

6.30%

Misc.

1.68%

3.34%

1.68%

Staff have found ICONIX’s pricing to be acceptable, competitive and recommend that the
additional final one (1) year term be signed with ICONIX for the supply of pipes, valves, fittings
and other materials identified in the original contract documents.
Financial Implications
Staff have reviewed historical and anticipated material quantities that will be required over the
next one (1) year contract term and have estimated the figures in Table 2 (below).
Table 2: Contract Value Estimate
2020/2021 Contract Value Estimate

$163,665

25% Contingency

$40,916

One (1) Year Contract Upset Value

$204,581 (plus GST)

The estimated annual quantities of material that were considered when calculating the
2020/2021 values were based on historical and anticipated material supply requirements.
However, the total quantity of items purchased will be determined as and when required by the
volume of work approved through the budget process, level of third party servicing
requirements, and planned and reactive maintenance.
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In addition to the base costs, it is recommended that a 25% contingency be added into the final
purchase order value to allow for variations in projects and/or scheduled and reactive
maintenance during this next contract term.
The purchase of the pipes, valves and fittings will be funded through annual operations and
capital budgets as approved through annual budgeting processes. Costs will be allocated to the
service function that the work is being carried out within.

STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
The procurement of materials to support the improvement of capital infrastructure is consistent
with Section 4.10 Capital Maintenance and Replacement of the District’s Financial Sustainability
Policy.
Scheduled maintenance and capital asset repairs and betterments are consistent with
organizational Asset Management principles.

CONCLUSION
The SCRD entered into a three year contract in 2016 with ICONIX for the supply of waterworks
materials, which expired on October 31, 2019. The contract was extended for another one (1)
year period in October 2019 which will expire on October 31, 2020. The contract includes the
option to extend the original contract for up to two (2) one (1) year periods.
Staff have reviewed the submission of updated pricing from ICONIX and recommend exercising
the right to extend the contract for an additional final period of one (1) year for the supply and
delivery of pipes, valves & fittings for SCRD utility infrastructure work to ICONIX Waterworks
Limited Partnership, with a maximum 2020/2021 annual upset value of $204,581(plus GST).
.

Reviewed by:
Manager
GM
Interim CAO

X – R. Rosenboom
X-D. McKinley

CFO/Finance
Legislative
Other (Purchasing)
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X-B. Wing
X-V-Cropp

ANNEX F
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Robyn Cooper, Manager, Solid Waste Services

SUBJECT:

CONTRACT AWARD FOR RECYCLING DEPOT SITE AND SITE OPERATIONS IN PENDER
HARBOUR FOR RESIDENTIAL PACKAGING AND PAPER PRODUCTS (PPP)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Contract Award for Recycling Depot Site Operations in Pender
Harbour for Residential Packaging and Paper Products (PPP) be received;
AND THAT a contract for operating a Recycling Depot for Residential PPP in Pender
Harbour be awarded to GRIPS for a 3 year term expiring November 30, 2023 in the
amount up to $481,853 (plus GST);
AND THAT the 2020-2024 Financial Plan be amended accordingly;
AND FURTHER THAT the delegated authorities be authorized to execute the contract.

BACKGROUND
An in camera staff report was brought forward to the July 16, 2020 Infrastructure Services
Committee to award contracts for Request for Proposal (RFP) 2035505 for recycling depot site
and site operations for residential packaging and paper products (PPP) in Gibsons and Sechelt
(included as Attachment A). The report was in camera due to an invitational RFP process that
was to be initiated for a depot location in Pender Harbour.
The purpose of this report is to outline the outcome of the invitational RFP process.

DISCUSSION
Staff initiated an invitational RFP process whereby staff solicited a proposal from GRIPS, the
current contracted service provider for recycling depot site and site operations for residential
PPP in the Pender Harbour area.
To align with the other two depots, the contract term proposed was three years with options to
extend up to two additional one year terms. The three year term is from December 1, 2020 to
November 30, 2023.
Staff reviewed the proposal, determined it met the requirements and recommend that a contract
be awarded to GRIPS.
Name

Total Contract Value
(in the amount up to, not including GST)

GRIPS

$481,853
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A summary of the contract costs for each year of the term is in Table 1. Values have been
rounded up to the nearest dollar.
Table 1 – Contract costs for providing recycling depot services for residential PPP
Depot Location

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Total

Pender Harbour

$152,848

$160,490

$168,515

$481,853

GRIPS has stated that the increased costs are due to providing above living wage and providing
an annual wage increase to the two site attendants who oversee the PPP portion of the
recycling depot. The increase over the current rate is approximately 7.56% in year 1 and 5% in
each subsequent year.
Financial Implications
The recycling depots are administered through the [350] Regional Solid Waste Service and are
funded from taxation as well as the financial incentives received from Recycle BC as outlined in
the July 16, 2020 Infrastructure Services Committee report (Attachment A.)
Based on the existing budget and proposal, there would be a shortfall of approximately $10,736
in year 1 of the contract.
Subject to contract award, an amendment to the 2020-2024 Financial Plan for recycling depots
will be required. Taxation will increase by approximately $10,736 in 2021 and by a further
$7,642 in 2022 and $8,025 in 2023 to fund the increased costs for the Pender Harbour recycling
depot.

STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
The purchasing process followed for this service is aligned with the SCRD Purchasing Policy.
Supports the Solid Waste Management Plan’s target of 65%-69% diversion by providing
recycling options for residential packaging and paper products.

CONCLUSION
An invitational RFP process was followed to procure recycling depot site and site operations for
residential PPP in Pender Harbour.
The proposal received by GRIPS, the SCRD’s current service provider, met the SCRD’s
requirements.
The term of the contract is three years with two additional one-year renewal options, at the
SCRD’s discretion.
It is recommended that a contract for Recycling Depot Site and Site Operations for Residential
PPP in Pender Harbour be awarded to GRIPS in the amount up to $481,853 (plus GST).
A budget and Financial Plan amendment are required.
2020 OCT ISC Staff Report Contract Award Recycling Depot for Residential PPP in Pender Harbour
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Attachments:
Attachment A - July 16, 2020 In Camera Staff Report Request for Proposal (RFP) 2035003
Contract Award for Recycling Depot Site and Site Operations for Residential
Packaging and Paper Products (PPP)
Reviewed by:
Manager
GM
X-R.Rosenboom
CAO
X-D. McKinley

Finance
Legislative
Purchasing
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Attachment A
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT

IN CAMERA

TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – July 16, 2020

AUTHOR:

Robyn Cooper, Manager, Solid Waste Services

SUBJECT:

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP) 2035003 CONTRACT AWARD FOR RECYCLING
DEPOT SITE AND SITE OPERATIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL PACKAGING AND PAPER
PRODUCTS (PPP)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Request for Proposal (RFP) 2035003 Contract Award for Recycling
Depot Site and Site Operations for Residential Packaging and Paper Products (PPP) be
received;
AND THAT a contract for operating a Recycling Depot for Residential PPP on the South
Coast be awarded to Gibsons Disposal Ltd. for a 3 year term expiring November 30, 2023
in the amount up to $1,148,520 (plus GST);
AND THAT a contract for operating a Recycling Depot for Residential PPP in Sechelt be
awarded to Salish Environmental Group Inc. for a 3 year term expiring November 30,
2023 in the amount up to $431,400 (plus GST);
AND THAT the 2020-2024 Financial Plan be amended accordingly;
AND FURTHER THAT the delegated authorities be authorized to execute the contract.

BACKGROUND
The Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) has a contract with Recycle BC to provide
regional depot recycling services for residential packaging and paper products (PPP) until
December 31, 2023.
The SCRD has separate contracts to operate depots under the Recycle BC Program in Pender
Harbour, Sechelt and on the South Coast in Gibsons with GRIPS, Salish Soils and Gibsons
Recycling Depot respectively. All three contracts are set to conclude on November 30, 2020
with no remaining extension options.
As such, and in accordance with the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s (SCRD) Purchasing
Policy, Request for Proposal (RFP) 2035005 was issued on May 26, 2020 and closed on June
26, 2020. One addendum was issued. The RFP sought qualified companies to provide a site
and site operations for residential PPP for three locations, Pender Harbour, Sechelt and the
South Coast. Bidders could bid on one, two or all three locations. The RFP sought proposals for
a contract term of three years with options to extend up to two additional one year terms.

127

Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee – July 16, 2020
Request for Proposal (RFP) 2035505 Contract Award for Recycling Depot Site and Site
Operations for Residential PPP
Page 2 of 5

DISCUSSION
Materials Collected
There are nine categories of packaging and paper products (PPP) materials that are accepted
at recycling depots that operate under the Recycle BC Program. A summary of the categories
including some examples for each category is provided in Table 1 and total tonnages by depot
location in Table 2.
Table 1 - Summary of Materials Collected in the Recycle BC Depot Recycling Program
Category

Examples

Paper

Newspapers, inserts and flyers, magazines, writing paper

1

Paper packaging for dry
goods
Cartons and paper cups 2
Containers, plastic

Corrugated cardboard, egg carton, paper towel roll, flour bag

Milk or milk-type cartons, ice cream container, paper cups
Plastic jugs, bottles or jars used for milk, cooking oil, dish
soap, vitamins, plant pots, rigid plastic packaging for toys
Containers, aluminum or steel Aluminum cans/lids, foil take-out containers or pie plates,
empty aerosol containers e.g. air freshener, tins for food, tea
or chips
Containers, glass
Clear or coloured non-deposit glass bottles and jars
Plastic bags and overwrap
Bags for groceries, dry cleaning, bread, newspaper, bags for
produce, bulk foods, frozen vegetables, overwrap on
mattress
Foam packaging
Plastic foam containers and trays used for meat and
produce, foam egg cartons, foam cups and bowls for take-out
food
Other flexible plastic
Stand-up and zipper lock pouches, crinkly wrappers and
packaging 3
bags e.g. potato chips, cereal bags, woven and net plastic
bags e.g. avocado
Table 2 – Summary of Recycling Depot Annual Tonnage
Depot

2017
Tonnage

2018
Tonnage

2019
Tonnage

Pender Harbour

144

125

142

Sechelt

247

261

296

South Coast

813

848

840

1,204

1,234

1,278

Total
(Tonnes)

Does not include books. Books are excluded from the BC Recycling Regulation and are thus not included in the
Recycle BC Program.
2 Juice cartons and boxes, beverage bottles are part of the Encorp “Return-It” Program not the Recycle BC Program.
3 New product category started January 1, 2019.
1
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Financial Incentives
The current Recycle BC program offers three types of financial incentives for recycling depots:
•

Material financial incentive – rate based on tonnage with differing rates by material type;

•

Non-material financial incentive - a rate per household for education and service
administration.

•

Baling incentives – rate based on tonnage with differing rates by material type.

Material Financial Incentives
The total material financial incentives for each depot is variable and is determined by the
tonnage and type of material received.
Additionally, the material financial incentives differ based on whether or not the depot is in a
community where the majority of residents have curbside recycling services. Depots in
communities without curbside recycling services receive higher incentive rates. Currently, all
depots receive the higher material rates.
The 2020 budgeted amount for anticipated material financial incentives is $156,601.
Non-Material Financial Incentives
In 2014, the SCRD first implemented the Recycle BC Program for depot recycling services, the
SCRD Board directed that the financial incentives for service administration be used to offset
internal administration costs and the financial incentives for education be used for education
and be included in the budget (Recommendation # 068/15). The 2020 budget amount is
$28,000.
Baling Incentives
Any baling incentives received by the SCRD are paid directly to the contracted depot operator in
addition to the annual contract rate. This was outlined in the RFP and thus, the baling incentives
are factored into the depot operations annual contract rate.
In 2019, the baled incentives were $95,708 for Gibsons Disposal Ltd. and $5,985 for GRIPS.
Amounts are inclusive of GST.
RFP Analysis
Two compliant proposals were received. Led by Purchasing, the evaluation team consisted of
four team members. The evaluation committee reviewed and scored the proposals against the
criteria set out in the RFP. Staff recommend that a contract be awarded to Gibsons Disposal
Ltd. for the South Coast recycling depot and to Salish Environmental Group Ltd. for the Sechelt
recycling depot. They met the specifications as outlined in the RFP and are the best value
overall for the above-mentioned project.
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No proposals were received to operate a recycling depot located in Pender Harbour. However,
GRIPS indicated on July 2, 2020 that they are interested in continuing to operate a recycling
depot for residential PPP in Pender Harbour. Procurement will need to be re-initiated.
Total Contract Value
(in the amount up to, not including GST)

Name

$1,148,520

Gibsons Disposal Ltd.

$431,400

Salish Environmental Group Inc.

A summary of the contract costs for each year of the term is in Table 3.
Table 3 – Contract costs for providing recycling depot services for residential PPP
Depot Location

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Total

South Coast

$364,320

$382,536

$401,664

$1,148,520

Sechelt

$139,560

$143,760

$148,080

$431,400

Gibsons Disposal Ltd. has stated that the increased costs are to increase the wages for the
three full-time site attendants who oversee the PPP portion of the recycling depot to a living
wage. The increase over current rate is 10% in year one with 5% in years 2 and 3.
Salish Environmental Group Inc. stated they were able to maintain current operational costs
with an increase for inflation only. There is one full-time site attendant dedicated to the PPP
portion of the recycling depot. The increase over current contract rate is 3% in year 1 and 3% in
each subsequent year.
Financial Implications
The recycling depots are administered through the [350] Regional Solid Waste Service and is
funded from taxation as well as the financial incentives received from Recycle BC as outlined
earlier in this report.
Based on the existing budget and RFP results, there would be a shortfall for the South Coast
recycling depot of approximately $33,120 in year 1 of the contract and a shortfall of $4,080 for
the Sechelt recycling depot in year 1 of the contract.
Subject to contract award, an amendment to the 2020-2024 Financial Plan for recycling depots
will be required. Taxation will increase by approximately $33,120 in 2021 and by a further
$18,216 in 2022 and $19,128 in 2023 to fund the increased costs for the South Coast recycling
depot. Taxation will increase by approximately $4,080 in 2021, $4,200 in 2022 and $4,320 in
2023 to fund the increased costs for the Sechelt recycling depot.
Should the SCRD receive a substantial increase to the tonnage and thus the material financial
incentives received by Recycle BC by the end of 2020 as compared to the budgeted amount,
then the 2021 budget for the revenue would be increased and the taxation amounts would be
decreased accordingly.
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Timeline for next steps
Staff will do an Invitational Request for Proposal for site and site operations for residential PPP
in Pender Harbour by the end of July 2020.

STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
The purchasing process followed for this service is aligned with the SCRD Purchasing Policy.
Supports the Solid Waste Management Plan’s target of 65%-69% diversion by providing a
recycling options for residential packaging and paper products.

CONCLUSION
In accordance with the SCRD’s Purchasing Policy, RFP 2035005 was issued for recycling depot
site and site operations for residential PPP. The term of the contract is three years with two
additional one-year renewal options, at the SCRD’s discretion.
Two compliant proposals were received.
It is recommended that RFP 2035005 Recycling Depot Site and Site Operations for Residential
PPP for a location on the South Coast be awarded to Gibsons Disposal Ltd. in the amount up to
$1,148,520 (plus GST) and for a location in Sechelt be awarded to Salish Environmental Inc. in
the amount up to $431,400 (plus GST).
A budget and Financial Plan amendment are required.
No proposals were received for a recycling depot location in Pender Harbour. An RFP will be reissued.
Reviewed by:
Manager
GM
X - R. Rosenboom
CAO
X – D. McKinley

Finance
Legislative
Purchasing

X – T. Perreault
X – V. Cropp
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ANNEX G
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Andrea Patrao, Solid Waste Programs Coordinator

SUBJECT:

ISLANDS CLEAN UP PROGRAM 2020 UPDATE

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Islands Clean Up Program 2020 Update be received;
AND THAT the SCRD provide annual islands clean up service for Nelson Island.

BACKGROUND
At the July 23, 2020, Corporate and Administrative Services Committee meeting the Board was
presented with a report outlining various options for reducing Regional Solid Waste [350]
service levels (see report Regional Solid Waste [350] Service Levels as a result of COVID-19).
At the July 30, 2020 Board Meeting, the following resolution was adopted:
284/20 (part) Recommendation No. 6

Regional Solid Waste [350] Service Levels

THAT the Nelson Island Clean Up proceed in 2020;
AND THAT the level of participation from this clean-up be used to assess future
service levels for this program.
The purpose of this report is to provide an update regarding the participation of residents during
the 2020 Nelson Island Clean Up event and to seek direction from the Board on future service
levels.

DISCUSSION
Islands Clean Up Events and Participation
The Islands Clean Up program is a series of events based on the island serviced and access.
Service is provided at individual docks for residents that do not have road access. For those
residences that do have road access, containers are delivered onto the island and residents
self-haul materials to the containers. To provide the Islands Clean Up service, a barge,
containers and hauling services are required and are provided by a contracted service provider.
Currently, the SCRD provides the Islands Clean Up to the following islands within Electoral
Areas A, B, and F: Gambier (and surrounding), Keats (and surrounding, Nelson, Thormanby
and Trail).
Participation by island is included in Table 1. The household count is estimated based on
number of flag stops or attendees at land events. For land events, the actual number of
households is likely higher than reported due to residents bringing their neighbour’s material
along with their own and staff are not always aware of this arrangement.
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Table 1 – Participation by Island Event
Island Event Name

2020
Household
Count

2019
Household
Count

2018
Household
Count

Gambier Flag Stops

159

150

102

Gambier – New Brighton
(land event)

100

75

N/A

Keats – Land events

98

100

N/A

Keats Flag Stops

68

45

68

Nelson Flag Stops

69

17

19

Thormanby and Trail flag stops

80

80

N/A

574

467

-

Total Participation

Nelson was added to the Islands Clean Up program in 2018 and 2020 showed a much greater
level of participation compared to the first two years. The increase in participants for Nelson
Island brings it to a similar level of participation to that of the other islands. Generally, there was
similar or slightly higher participation across the other Islands in 2020 when compared to 2019.
The bulk of the increased registrations for Nelson Island were due to two new stratas that
registered a communal location where residents came together and consolidated their material
for pick up at one location. There was also an increase in participation from previously
registered stratas compared to previous years.
After each event the feedback to staff is always positive and residents greatly appreciate the
provision of this service. This year Solid Waste staff also received inquiries from three residents
on Hardy Island and one in Jervis Inlet requesting to be included in the service. Currently, Hardy
Island and Jervis Inlet are not included in the area serviced.
Materials Accepted
Each year, garbage, scrap metal and cardboard are accepted. Due to the pandemic residential
packaging and paper products was not collected in 2020. As well, there are special items that
require additional handling that are accepted on a rotating basis. The special items for 2020
were fridges (propane and electric), freezers and mattresses. Earmarked for 2021 special item
collection are paint, propane tanks, tires and lead acid batteries. Staff have developed a twoyear cycle for special items, so there will be no longer than two years between collections.
Staff compared the household garbage tonnages of the last three years for each island event as
another gauge of participation and level of service required. This summary is included as Table
2. Garbage includes furniture such as couches, chairs or carpet.
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Table 2 – Garbage Tonnage by Island Event
Garbage Weight in Tonnes (t)

Island Event Name

2020

2019

2018

Gambier Flag Stops

6.36

5.32

4.56

Gambier – New Brighton
(land event)

5.22

Keats – Land events

3.01

14.87

17.44

Keats Flag Stops

2.78

Nelson Flag Stops

2.58

0.15

1.32

Thormanby and Trail flag stops

3.43

3.02

2.35

23.38

23.36

25.66

Total Tonnage

Based on overall participation and tonnage of garbage, the average tonnes per household is
0.040 tonnes/household or 40kg/household in 2020, 0.05 tonnes/household or 50kg/household
in 2019. For Nelson Island, the average was 0.032 tonnes/household or 32kg/household.
For Nelson Island specifically, the tonnage increase in 2020 correlates with the increase in
participation.
Islands Clean Up Budget
The Islands Clean Up is funded from Regional Solid Waste [350]. The approved 2020 budget
for the Islands Clean Up is $128,897. The budget funds the contracted services, disposal or
recycling fees, materials, supplies and outreach. A summary of 2020 program costs by island
event and per participating household is provided in Table 3. SCRD staff time to coordinate and
attend each event is in addition to the aforementioned budget.
Table 3 – 2020 Islands Clean Up Program Costs
Estimated Program Costs

Island Event Name

2020 Event
Cost

Households

Cost/Household

Gambier Flag Stops

$22,200

159

$139.62

Gambier – New Brighton
(land event)

$15,500

100

$155.00

Keats – Land events

$19,500

98

$198.98

Keats Flag Stops

$17,200

68

$252.94
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Nelson Flag Stops

$28,700

69

$415.94

Thormanby and Trail flag stops

$25,900

80

$247.71

$129,000

574

-

$21,500
per island event

97
per island event

$224.74
per participant

Total
Average
Options and Analysis

With respect to the requested assessment of future service levels staff for this service have
prepared three options for the Committee’s consideration.
Option 1: Provide annual islands clean up service for Nelson Island
Option 1 is status quo, providing the Islands Clean Up service for Nelson Island on an annual
basis.
Given that there was increased participation in the 2020 event providing the service in 2021
could likely see a continuation of similar participation levels and would be year four of the
service.
This option would not require any changes to the program delivery or any change to the
approved budget. However, this option does not provide any reduction to the Regional Solid
Waste [350] budget.
Staff recommend this option.
Option 2: Reduce islands clean up service to every other year for Nelson Island
Option 2 would result in no service in 2021 for Nelson Island with service in 2022 and then
every other year after that. Residents would be required to hold onto their materials until 2022 or
deliver to a disposal site.
Every other year service would be problematic for the collection of special items which rotates
each year. i.e. Special items collected in 2021 would need to be collected in addition to the 2022
special items for Nelson Island. This may be problematic and would require additional
conversation with the contracted service provider to determine how this could be achieved.
There may or may not be additional expenses to accommodate the missed collection of special
items.
Given this year’s increased participation on Nelson Island and the problematic collection of
rotating special items, staff do not recommend this option.
Option 3: Reduce islands clean up service to every other year for all islands
For Option 3, the 2021 islands clean up would be cancelled for all participating islands and
would continue in 2022 and every other year after that. Residents would be required to hold
onto their materials until 2022 or deliver to a disposal site.
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This option would result in special items being collected every four years instead of every other
year. E.g. paint collected in 2022, then not again until 2026.
This option would result in a reduction to the Regional Solid Waste [350] budget of
approximately $128,897 plus applicable taxes every other year.
The contract with the service provider would require amending.
Although there is significant savings every other year, staff do no recommend this option due to
the participation by island residents and impact to the special items collection. As well, this
option would likely not be well received by island residents.
Financial Implications
Option 1 has no financial implications. The service proceeds as per the approved budget for
Regional Solid Waste [350].
Option 2 would result in a reduction to the Regional Solid Waste [350] 2021 budget by
approximately $29,000 and every other year.
Option 3 would result in a reduction to the Regional Solid Waste [350] 2021 budget by
approximately $129,000 and every other year.
Timeline for next steps
Staff will implement the service levels in 2021 based on the direction provided by the Board.
Communications Strategy
If Option 2 or 3 is chosen, then staff would develop a communications plan to accommodate
these changes and implement them in solid waste program planning.

STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
N/A

CONCLUSION
The SCRD provides an annual Islands Clean Up program to participating islands within SCRD
Electoral Areas A, B and F. In 2018, Nelson Island was added. Participation has grown from 20
to 69 over the three years for Nelson Island and remained consistent for the other participating
islands. Despite the costs of providing the service, given the increased participation for Nelson
Island and participation from the other islands, staff recommend continuing with the Islands
Clean Up program on an annual basis.
Reviewed by:
Manager
GM
X-R.Rosenboom
CAO
X-D. McKinley
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ANNEX H
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Andrea Patrao, Solid Waste Programs Coordinator
Robyn Cooper, Manager, Solid Waste Services

SUBJECT:

MINTIE ROAD GARBAGE BIN - UPDATE

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Mintie Road Garbage Bin – Update be received;
AND THAT the SCRD remove the roadside bin located on Mintie Road and return it to the
Halfmoon Bay Community Association.

BACKGROUND
At the October 16, 2008 Board Meeting, the following resolution was adopted:
469/08 (part) Recommendation No. 20

Halfmoon Bay dock Garbage Dumpster

1) THAT the bear proof garbage container to be purchased by the Halfmoon
Bay Community Association for use by boaters and the travelling public be
placed at the Halfmoon Bay dock;
2) THAT costs associated with the collection and disposal of refuse from the
container for the period May – October each year be budgeted for under
Function 350 (Regional Solid Waste).
In 2008-2009 a bear proof manual-emptying style bin was purchased by the Halfmoon Bay
Community Association for use at the Halfmoon Bay dock. During the installation, it was
determined that the dock was not accessible by a service vehicle due to there being no place for
a service vehicle to turn around safely. The Halfmoon Bay General Store owner at the time
agreed to have the bin located across the street from their store and moved their large garbage
and cardboard bins to make the space available. The SCRD’s curbside garbage collection
service provider offered to collect the bin as part of the weekly curbside services in Halfmoon
Bay and the SCRD provides the garbage bags. The bin is emptied each Wednesday and the
garbage added to the contents of the curbside collection truck. This is the service that continues
today.
This garbage bin service is the only of its kind provided by the SCRD.
The purpose of this report is to provide the Board with an update on service issues associated
with the garbage bin on Mintie Road.
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DISCUSSION
Current service delivery concerns
SCRD staff have received ongoing complaints from the public, curbside service provider and
business owners on Mintie Road regarding the garbage bin.
The complaints received reported that it’s common that after a weekend in the summer months
the bin was full and extra garbage was being left next to the bin. The types of garbage being left
beside the bin included empty cups, wrappers, dog poop bags and full bags of garbage and
would continuously be added to until service day. Residents reported trying their best to help
clean up the garbage around the bin. Besides, the SCRD’s curbside service provider reports to
staff on a weekly basis throughout the summer months about having to take extra garbage from
beside the bin as well as reporting that wildlife was accessing this extra garbage.
Staff followed up with these complaints by reaching out to the local businesses and with the
residents who reported. In these discussions with the residents, it was shared that the bin was
being utilized by visitors to the local business, local residents and the public travelling by RV or
trailers.
In discussions with local business owners and residents in the area, the concerns of misuse and
overflowing bin are every year, not just this year.
Options and analyses
It was determined that the business owners did not have the capacity to open their locked bins
for public use as they were concerned it would only attracted more waste being dumped.
Staff discussed the possibility of increasing service with the contracted curbside service
provider. Currently the bin is serviced at no charge on Wednesdays along with manual
collection of curbside garbage service for residents in Halfmoon Bay. It was determined that the
contractor is not able to increase service in this area and replacing the bin with a large overhead
bin was not an option due to space constraints.
The SCRD Park division indicated that the relocation of a garbage bin of any size in the George
Cormack Park would most likely not address the current concerns and would have substantial
finical implications for the parks function and would not align with the services provided in other
parks.
Staff subsequently reached out to the Halfmoon Bay Community Association, as the original
requestor of that bin, and informed the Association of resident and business owner concerns.
The Association reached out to members of the community and informed the SCRD that they
were supportive of removal of the bin since there appeared to be no other way to improve the
service.
Based on discussion with residents, local business owners and the contracted curbside
collection service provider, staff surmise that the garbage bin is being used beyond its initial
intention The bin was intended for boating and travelling visitors and is instead being used by
RV and trailer visitors, tourists and residents.
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Both visitors and residents would have access to other waste disposal options as was
presented to the Board at the March 19, 2020 Infrastructure Services Committee, in the report
titled Garbage Drop-off Service Options for Non-Permanent Residents and Tourists. This report
determined that there are several reasonable options for tourists and non-permanent residents
to dispose of their waste in a responsible manner.
As well, the garbage bin has also become a wildlife attractant. Although the bin is designed to
be bear proof, due to the overuse during summer months, the bin overflows and thus becomes
an attractant for wildlife.
Based on the issues, feedback and discussions outlined in this report, staff recommend the
removal of the garbage bin and return it to the Halfmoon Bay Community Association.
Financial Implications
There would not be any long term financial implications and bin removal costs could be funded
from Regional Solid Waste [350] within approved budget.
Timeline for next steps
Staff anticipate removal of the garbage bin in Q4 2020.
Communications Strategy
Staff would promote the local disposal options through the SCRD’s various communication
methods and would liaise with the residents and business owners in Halfmoon Bay regarding
the upcoming service level change.

STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
N/A

CONCLUSION
The garbage bin located on the side of Mintie Road in Halfmoon Bay is serviced once per week
year round and overflows during the summer months. The garbage bin is being used as an
alternative to household collection and other uses beyond the intended use. As well, an
overflowing garbage bin is a wildlife attractant. Staff investigated several possibilities to address
the issues and based on those results, this report provides three options for the Committee’s
consideration.
Staff recommend the removal of the garbage bin and returning it to the Halfmoon Bay
Community Association as this would remove a wildlife attractant and would no longer
encourage uncontrolled disposal of waste.
Reviewed by:
Manager
GM
X-R. Rosenboom
CAO
X-D. McKinley
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ANNEX I
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Robyn Cooper, Manager, Solid Waste Services

SUBJECT:

SUMMARY OF SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT (SCRD) SOLID WASTE
RELATED RESOLUTIONS TO THE ASSOCIATION OF VANCOUVER ISLAND AND COASTAL
COMMUNITIES (AVICC), UNION OF BC MUNICIPALITIES (UBCM) AND FEDERATION
OF CANADIAN MUNICIPALITIES (FCM)

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the report titled Summary of SCRD Solid waste related resolutions to the AVICC,
UBCM and FCM be received.

BACKGROUND
The Association of Vancouver Island and Coastal Communities (AVICC) is one of five area
associations of local governments operating under the umbrella of the Union of BC Municipalities
(UBCM). AVICC represents the interests of the various local governments of Vancouver Island,
Sunshine Coast, Powell River and the Central Coast.
The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) is a national association that represents more
than 2,000 municipalities across Canada to advocate for municipalities of all sizes to be sure their
citizens’ needs are reflected in federal policies and programs.
AVICC, UBCM and FCM hold annual conventions that provide members with the opportunity to
bring forward issues and concerns from their communities through resolutions.
AVICC encourages members to focus resolutions on new issues of provincial or AVICC-wide
interest. Resolutions endorsed at AVICC will be automatically submitted to UBCM for
consideration at their annual Fall Convention. FCM encourages members to focus resolutions on
issues that are the direct responsibility or concern of Canadian municipalities and fall within the
jurisdiction of the federal government, and/or provincial and territorial governments acting at the
inter-provincial/territorial level.
At its May 28, 2020 meeting, the SCRD Board made the following recommendation:
190/20 (in part)

Recommendation No. 3

Regional Diversion – Annual Update

AND FURTHER THAT staff bring forward a report to a future Committee
meeting that includes all solid waste-related resolutions the SCRD brought
to the Association of Vancouver Island Coastal Communities (AVICC),
Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) and Union of BC Municipalities
(UBCM) in the past ten years.
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The purpose of this report is to provide the Committee with the requested list of all solid waste
related resolutions that the SCRD has brought forward to AVICC, FCM and UBCM in the past ten
years.

DISCUSSION
Over the past ten years, the SCRD has brought forward eight solid waste related resolutions to
AVICC, all of which were forwarded to UBCM. Five of those resolutions were endorsed by UBCM
and there have been no solid waste related resolutions made to FCM.
A summary of the solid waste resolutions that the SCRD has brought forward to AVICC and
UBCM for the period 2010 to 2020 is listed in Table 1.
Table 1 - Summary of AVICC and UBCM solid waste related resolutions from January 2010 to
Present
Resolution
Title
Construction
Waste – EPR
Illegal Dumping
Asbestos
Contaminated
Gypsum
Illegal Dumping
Enforcement
Derelict and
Abandoned
Vessels
Abandoned
Vehicles
Marine Debris
ICI Printed
Paper and
Packaging
Recycling
Regulation
Amendment

SCRD Board
Resolution No.
& Date
280/10
June 24/10
066/11
Feb 10/11
Mar 8/12
108/12
June 14/12
June 28/12
256/12
072/16
Feb 11/16
026/20 rec.
No. 10
Jan 30/20
015/20 rec.
No. 8
Jan 23/20

To AVICC
(date)

AVICC
Decision

Feb 18/11

Endorsed

Mar 9/12
(emerg)

Not admitted
for debate

Feb 18/16

Not admitted
for debate
(R37 Block C referred to
R30 District of
Saanich )

Cancelled due
to COVID-19

Referred to
UBCM

Cancelled due
to COVID-19

Referred to
UBCM

235/20 rec.
No. 12
June 11/20

To UBCM
(date)

UBCM
Decision

6/25/10

Endorsed
Endorsed

June 22/12

B81 Endorsed

June 29/12

B29 Endorsed
referred to
District of
Saanich
resolution B22
Endorsed

Jun 30/20
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STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
Submission of resolutions to AVICC, UBCM and FCM is in alignment with the SCRD’s strategic
value of Collaboration and also supports SCRD’s mission to provide leadership and quality
services to our community through effective and responsive government.

CONCLUSION
The SCRD is a member of AVICC, UBCM and FCM. As part of the membership, the SCRD can
bring forward issues and concerns from their communities through resolutions to each of those
associations.
Over the past ten years, the SCRD has brought forward eight solid waste resolutions to AVICC,
all of which were forwarded to UBCM. Five of those resolutions were endorsed by UBCM and
there have been no solid waste related resolutions made to FCM.

Reviewed by:
Manager
GM
X – R. Rosenboom
CAO
X-D. McKinley

Finance
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ANNEX J
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Remko Rosenboom, General Manager, Infrastructure Services
James Walton, Manager, Transit and Fleet

SUBJECT:

TRANSIT SCHEDULE OPTIONS WINTER AND SPRING 2021

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Transit Schedule Options Winter and Spring 2021 be received;
AND THAT staff are directed to work with BC Transit to continue the current conventional
transit schedule based on approximately 80% of the originally budgeted amount of
service hours until mid-May 2021.
BACKGROUND
At the July 23, 2020 Board meeting the Board adopted the following recommendation:
267/20(in part)

Recommendation No. 1

Transit Schedule Options Fall 2020

AND THAT staff request BC Transit to incorporate the balance of the SCRD
Local Transit Fund in the upcoming amendment to the 2020-2021 Annual
Operation Agreement;
AND THAT staff are directed to work with BC Transit on the development and
implementation of a September-December 2020 conventional transit schedule
based on approximately 80% of the originally budgeted amount of service
hours.
The purpose of this report is to seek confirmation of the service level for the conventional transit
service between early January and mid-May 2021.
DISCUSSION
Status of Current Service
The graph below depicts the ridership to date in 2020 compared to earlier years.
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The graph indicates that since June the ridership has average at about 22,000 per month, while
during the same period in the last couple of years it was at least double that amount. With the
current amount of service hours and schedule there are very minimal concerns expressed by
drivers and riders with respect to safety in and the capacity of the buses.
Due to the status of the pandemic, SCRD and BC Transit staff are not expecting a significant
increase in ridership in the upcoming months or in early 2021. If a noticeable increase were to
occur, the current amount of service hours and schedule would have the capacity to absorb this
without creating any substantial concerns for the safety of passengers and drivers or the on-time
performance of the buses.
Since the start of the pandemic several drivers have opted to retire or are less able to take shifts.
At the same time it is currently challenging to hire new drivers.
Status of financial support
The SCRD will share in $86 million in financial support announced from the federal and
provincial governments to support transit services provided by TransLink, BC Transit and BC
Ferries. This funding is intended to respond to transit-related revenue losses and incremental
COVID-19 expenses experienced. The funding will cover both the current and subsequent
operating years (April 1, 2020 to March 31, 2022).
Due to the current interregnum the Province and/or BC Transit is not able to provide additional
details on the allocation of these funds or provide the amended Annual Operating Agreement
(AOA) for this operating year (April 1, 2020 - March 31, 2021) to the SCRD. Consequently, the
uncertainty remains about which portion of the costs and reduced revenue since the start of the
pandemic will be covered by BC Transit.
Staff are hopeful that the amended AOA will be received in time to be presented at a Committee
meeting late Q4 2020. Until such time staff are not able to present a comprehensive overview of
the current financial status of the transit service or a financial outlook for this service for 2021.

2020-Oct-15 ISC staff report Transit schedule winter and spring 2021

144

Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020
Transit Schedule Options Winter and Spring 2021

Page 3 of 4

Service level January 2021 and onwards
The current conventional transit schedule is in effect until January 9, 2021. Staff will need to
collaborate with BC Transit shortly on any potential changes to the schedule after this date and
start the scheduling process for drivers and support staff.
Given the apparent stabilization of ridership in the conventional transit service and the ability to
serve the current and any increase in ridership with the current amount of service hours, the
current amount of service hours are sufficient to meet current and near future demand. It is not
likely that increasing the amount of service hours early in 2021 would trigger an increase in
ridership. If the amount of service hours were to increase substantially, staff would be challenged
to find sufficient drivers to fill the shifts without incurring significant additional costs due to
overtime.
It is common for the SCRD’s winter and spring schedule for the conventional transit to continue
until just before Victoria Day when the ridership usually increases and the ferry schedule
changes. The current ferry schedule is not expected to change before mid-May 2021.
Staff are therefore recommending the continuation of the current schedule based on 80% of the
regular amount of service hours until mid-May 2020. If the ridership were to increase
substantially triggering safety and capacity concerns, staff will inform the Board and seek
direction on next steps.
Financial Implications
The financial implications of the continuation of the current schedule based on 80% of the regular
amount of service hours for this time of year is expected to align with those presented in the
report Transit Schedule Options Fall 2020 presented at the July 16, 2020 Infrastructure Services
Committee.
Staff will bring forward to Committee the amended AOA for the current operating year
(April 1, 2020- March 31, 2021) as soon as it has been received and reviewed, most likely late
Q4 2020. Until such time, staff are not able to provide an update on the significance of the
announced provincial and federal financial support for the transit budget in 2020 and 2021.
Timeline and Next steps
Based on the direction by the Board, staff will work with BC Transit to develop and implement a
schedule for the period January to mid-May 2021.
STRATEGIC PLAN AND RELATED POLICIES
This report aligns with the Board’s Financial Sustainability Policy.
CONCLUSION
As per the direction from the Board provided in July 2020 the current schedule for the
conventional transit service is based on 80% of the original budgeted amount of service hours.
The current conventional transit demand seems to be met with this schedule. A modest increase
in ridership is also expected to be supported without any substantial concerns.
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Due to the current interregnum, clarity about the significance of the announced provincial and
federal report for the transit budget in 2020 and 2021 is not expected until late Q4 2021.
Staff are therefore recommending the continuation of the current schedule based on 80% of the
regular amount of service hours until mid-May 2020.
Reviewed by:
Manager

CFO/Finance X - B. Wing

GM
CAO

Legislative
Other

X– D. McKinley
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ANNEX K
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT STAFF REPORT
TO:

Infrastructure Services Committee – October 15, 2020

AUTHOR:

Remko Rosenboom, General Manager, Infrastructure Services

SUBJECT:

INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES DEPARTMENT – 2020 Q3 REPORT

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled Infrastructure Services Department – 2020 Q3 Report be received.
BACKGROUND
The purpose of this report is to provide an update on activities in the Infrastructures Services
Department for the Third Quarter (Q3) of 2020: July 1 – September 30.
The report provides information from the following divisions: Water, Wastewater, Transit and Fleet,
Solid Waste Programs and Solid Waste Landfill Operations.
This report does not provide a detailed overview of all projects within the Department. Such
overview is included in the Budget Project Status report which is frequently presented to the Board.
COVID-19 impacts to divisional work plans
Since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic a significant amount of staff resources have been
redirected to ensure all essential and other services could continue to be provided in a safe
manner. This has impacted the progress on projects and initiatives in all divisions that were
originally included in the work plans for this year.
Utilities Services Division [365, 366, 370]
The Utilities Division serves three water service areas, the North Pender Water Service Area [365],
the South Pender Water Service Area [366], and the Regional Water Service Area [370]. The
Regional Water Service Area includes the Chapman water system as well as the smaller systems
of Egmont, Cove Cay, Granthams, Soames Point, Langdale, and Eastbourne. The Utilities Division
is also responsible for 18 wastewater facilities in Areas A, B, D, E, and F.
The SCRD water systems supply potable water to approximately 23,000 residents between
Egmont and Langdale. This includes operations and maintenance of the Langdale, Soames Point,
Granthams Landing, Eastbourne (Keats Island), Chapman/Gray Creek including the Chapman
Creek Water Treatment Plant, the South Pender Harbour Water Treatment Plant, Cove Cay,
Egmont and the North Pender Harbour Water Systems. In addition to water for drinking, these
water systems supply potable water used for fire protection, recreation (pools and ice rinks),
industrial use and irrigation.
Combined, the SCRD Water Systems consist of over 407 km of watermains, 16 storage reservoirs,
15 pump stations, 29 pressure reducing valve stations, 1,407 fire hydrants, 10 chlorination stations
and approximately 11,354 water connections.
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The quarterly report includes information about larger capital works and projects, and noteworthy
program developments, as well as, monthly water treatment volumes from the Chapman Creek
Water Treatment Plant and the South Pender Water Treatment Plant.
PROJECTS - CAPITAL WORKS
Watermain Replacement Program
o

Mark Way / Chris Way Watermain Replacement
 The design drawings are complete for the replacement of 50 mm PVC
watermain that is required due to emergency repairs. The permit
applications have been submitted to the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure (MOTI). The construction timeline is dependent on receipt of
MOTI construction permit and crew availability. Anticipated construction in
Q4 2020.

o

Chaster Road Watermain Replacement
 The final design and construction drawings are complete for the
replacement of approximately 750 m of 200 mm ductile iron watermains on
Chaster Road, between Frank West Hall and Pratt Road, on Pratt Road,
between Chaster Road and Malaview Road, and on Hough Road, between
Malaview Road and Chaster Road. Construction is estimated to begin in late
2020.

o

Eastbourne Watermain Burying
 The design drawings are complete for the replacement and burying of the
above-ground 2 inch PVC pipeline on Keats Island. Construction is
anticipated to begin in late Q4 2020, currently awaiting the necessary
permits for construction.

o

Exposed Watermain Rehabilitation
 Tendering of this project has been deferred to Spring/Summer 2021 due to
competing priorities of water supply expansion projects.

Water Projects
o

Groundwater Investigation– Phase 4 A Church Road well field
 Phase 4 A will result in completion of the final design, procurement of all
the required permits and issuance of formal tender documents in Q4 2020.
Construction on the well field is estimated to begin in Q1 2021 followed by
completion of construction estimated for summer 2021. Electoral approval
for a $9,000,000 long term loan was obtained in early summer 2020.
Tendering for the construction phase of this project is contingent upon
obtaining the required water license from the Province, along with the BC
Hydro and other related permits. The tendering is anticipated to occur in
November with contract award to follow early January 2021. The new
production well was drilled in late June and early July to a depth of 190
feet and the subsequent pumping test resulted in an expected amount of
water flow.
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o

Groundwater Investigation Phase 3 – Gray Creek
 A kick off meeting was held with the Consultant in mid-July and several site
visits have taken place to identify the most suitable location for the test well
within this area. Discussions with the private property owner stalled and a
test well is currently planned to be drilled in a District of Sechelt Statutory
Right of Way. Drilling is scheduled for late October/ early November 2020.
A summary technical report will be presented to the Board at a Special ISC
meeting on January 6, 2021.

o

Groundwater Investigation Phase 2 – Part 2
 Drilling at the Mary Anne West Park location, just off of Chaster Rd, began
in late September and was advanced to a depth of 440 ft below ground. The
screen intake was installed and pump testing occurred in early October. The
remainder of the well sites to be drilled in late October/ early November 2020
are at the BC ferry terminal location adjacent to the SCRD Langdale well
and along Harmon Rd, adjacent to District Lot 1312, within Roberts Creek.

o

Raw Water Reservoir(s) – Feasibility Study Phase 4
 The draft Green House Gas Emissions and Hydro Power analysis have
been completed. The Consultant is waiting for the Provincial permit
authorization for the geotechnical test borings to occur, which is tentatively
scheduled for early November. The results of the Phase 4 study are
scheduled to be presented at a Special ISC meeting on January 6, 2021.

o

Chapman, Edwards, McNeil Lake Dam Safety Audit
 The field investigation at each of the dam sites was completed in July 2020
and all subsequent analyses are completed. A contract amendment report
to allow additional work to be completed is part of this Committee’s agenda
and the final report will be presented at a Q4 2020 Committee meeting.

o

Chapman Water Treatment Plant Chlorination Project
 The Consultant is working on delivering the 90 percent design package to
the SCRD, followed by preparation of formal bid documents and
construction tendering in Q1 2021. Construction and commissioning is
expected in late 2021.

o

Chapman Creek Water Treatment Plant UV Upgrade
 The new UV system will be designed for redundancy while the current UV
system only employs a single UV module and regulatory requirements is to
have multiple UV systems to allow for redundancy in case of failure of a
single unit. Planning for this project has begun, upgrades to take place in
2021.

o

Chapman Creek Water Treatment Plant Residual Disposal and Planning
 The Chapman Creek Water Treatment Plant produces residuals from the
water treatment process. The residual storage ponds are at capacity and a
temporarily measure is in place to avoid overflow. The RFP proposals for
residual removal have been reviewed and all proposals are exceeding the
budget. Staff are currently assessing alternative approaches for this project.
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o

Chapman Creek Water Treatment Plant Hot Water Upgrade
 The current gas water boilers are oversized and inefficient. Right sizing
these tanks will enable cost savings on future gas usage. Replacement of
aged infrastructure to reduce breakdowns and service interruption is best
practice for asset management. Staff are coordinating this project with the
onsite hypochlorite generation project to find efficiencies and cost savings.
Upgrades will be completed by the end of Q1 2021.

o

Garden Bay UV Reactor Purchase
 2019 budget included the purchase of a second UV reactor for the Garden
Bay pump station to provide redundancy as there is currently only one unit.
The UV unit has been installed and final valve modifications and automation
is underway. Commissioning has been delayed due to staff and contractor
availability and is expected to take place in Q4 2020.

o

Langdale Well Upgrade
 The award report for the contract to undertake the construction of the
upgrades is part of this Committee’s agenda. The construction will be
initiated shortly and is anticipated to be completed in Q1 2021.

o

Eastbourne Water Feasibility Study
 The consultant has completed its site assessment, hydrological assessment
and the results of this investigation are included in a final report which is the
topic of a presentation and a staff report on this Committee’s agenda.

o

Chaster Well Surface Seal
 Preliminary design is complete and drafting of the tender documents is
postponed pending the results of the pump tests and water quality from the
recently drilled Mary Anne West Park test well.

o

Cove Cay Pump Station Rebuild
 The Cove Cay pump station is in need of upgrades such as a new roof,
siding and interior work. All existing pump station interior infrastructure
requires upgrading including pump, motors, controls and fittings. A new
intake line should also be considered as part of this upgrade as the current
line is shallow and made of inferior piping. Road access to this pump station
is challenging to drive on and a hard surface such as concrete or asphalt is
proposed. Preliminary planning for this project has begun, upgrades to take
place in 2021.

o

Cemetery Reservoir Fencing and Road Access
 In recent years reservoir road access has been impacted by flooding and
erosion of the road surface. Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure has
repaired the road access portion of this project. Fencing and final road work
is to be completed by SCRD staff and contractors in Q4 2020.

Wastewater Projects
o Woodcreek Wastewater Plant
 The final report with recommendations on the design and associated costs
to address the operations concerns with this facility is anticipated shortly
and will be presented to the Board at a Q4 2020 Committee meeting.
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Curran Road Outfall Maintenance
 The Curran Road Outfall ballasts have been installed. Contractor still has
to supply the inspection report and further outfall maintenance
recommendations.

OPERATIONS - WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
CHAPMAN WATER TREATMENT PLANT
In the Q3 2020, the Chapman Creek Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 1,349,793 m3
of potable water to residents, a 1% decrease over the three year average.

Chapman Water Treatment Plant Monthly Flow
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SOUTH PENDER WATER TREATMENT PLANT
In the Q3 2020, the South Pender Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 134,640 m3 of
potable water to approximately 2,300 full and part-time residents of Madeira Park, Francis
Peninsula and the surrounding area. This is a 7% decrease over the three year average.

South Pender Harbour Water Treatment Plant
Monthly Flow
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Note: The 2020 data is based on a new flow meter which is providing more accurate data than the
meter used in 2018 and 2019
Transit and Fleet Maintenance [310, 312]
In contrast to most BC Transit systems, the SCRD functions as both the Local Government
partner and the service contractor in relationship with BC Transit. This provides a clearer picture
of costs than would otherwise be the case.
Transit
The new fare structure and the DayPASS on board were implemented on July 1st. Transit
operated at 80% of the regular scheduled summer hours due to COVID19 and seating capacity
remained around 70%. The average monthly ridership for Conventional buses throughout the
summer was 22,000 trips which is about half of the monthly average from the summer of 2019.
Revenue has increased significantly over the summer months. The actual monthly revenue might
differ slightly to what is presented in this graph due an increased irregularity in the timing of
registration of cash revenue.
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Conventional Transit Ridership by Month
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Fleet
The replacement of the entire motor of eight Nova buses has started, taking several weeks per
bus to complete. To date six replacements have been completed with another two buses
scheduled for over the next few months.

Solid Waste [350, 355]
The Solid Waste Division provides solid waste management for the Sunshine Coast. In British
Columbia, Regional Districts are mandated by the Provincial Environmental Management Act to
develop Solid Waste Management Plans. The SCRD’s Solid Waste Management Plan
2011(SWMP) guides how the SCRD manages its solid waste including waste diversion
programs, services and disposal activities.
The division oversees the operation and maintenance of the Sechelt Landfill and the Pender
Harbour Transfer Station. The division also maintains the contracts for curbside garbage and
food waste collection services for Electoral Areas B, D, E and F, three recycling depots and
green waste recycling program.
The SCRD adopted the Regional Organics Diversion Strategy in January 2018. The goal of the
Strategy is to develop a financially sustainable roadmap that will lead to a robust, region-wide
organics diversion program.
The quarterly report provides an update on current projects, diversion programs, services and
monthly statistics.
SOLID WASTE PROGRAMS
Curbside Food Waste Collection
The SCRD’s curbside food waste collection program, “Green Bin,” launched on October 6, 7 and
8, 2020. Coinciding with the launch, garbage collection has been reduced to every other week.
Launching soon is the SCRD Collects App. The collection app will allow residents to receive
program and service notifications, view individualized collection schedule and access to a “what
goes where” directory. Program details to date can be found at www.scrd.ca/curbside-food.
Love Food Hate Waste 2020 Provincial Campaign
SCRD staff received social media campaign materials that have been added as part of seasonal
holiday content to help the community with ways to reduce their food waste.
Metro Vancouver Municipal Waste Reduction Coordinator Committee (MVMWRCC)
Staff attended Committee meetings on July 15, 2020 and September 16, 2020 and received
updates from Metro Vancouver regarding initiatives to update their Solid Waste Management
Plan to include the circular economy, Love Food Hate Waste campaign involvement, textile
waste reduction of the Think Thrice Campaign and work being targeted for food waste packaging
reduction. In general the municipalities of Metro Vancouver have delayed or changed
engagement plans for waste reduction, repair cafes and single use plastics bylaws due to
COVID-19.
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British Columbia Product Stewardship Council (BCPSC)
Staff attended Council meetings on September 23, 2020 and on September 30, 2020. Staff
received updates regarding updates to extended producer responsibility (EPR) plans for Recycle
BC and Encorp.
Islands Clean Up 2020
A summary report on this year’s program implementation is part of this Committee meeting’s
agenda.
The 2020 Islands Clean Up program proceeded throughout the months of July and August with
minor changes to the operations to keep the public and staff safe due to the pandemic. These
included requiring residents to handle their waste without assistance from staff, distancing
requirements for residents and no collection of household recyclables such as paper or
containers (cardboard was collected).
The SCRD collected approximately 23.4 tonnes of household garbage and durable goods, 26.5
tonnes of scrap metal, 66 mattresses and 72 fridges and freezers (electric and new for 2020,
propane powered fridges).
The number of participants is estimated based on the number of registrants (for flag stops) and
the number of people participating at the land events.
Islands Clean Up Event

Event Date

Gambier Islands – flag stops
Keats Island – flag stops
Keats Island – land events
Gambier Island – land event
Nelson Island – flag stops
Thormanby and Trail Islands –
land and flag stops

July 11, 2020
July 18, 2020
July 18, 2020
July 18, 2020
August 8, 2020
August 30, 2020 (post-poned due to the
weather from August 29, 2020)

Estimated
Participants
159
68
98
100
69
80

SOLID WASTE OPERATIONS
Statistics – Landfill
The tonnage presented includes a combined total of all material from the Pender Harbour
Transfer Station that is transferred to the Sechelt Landfill for burial and all material received at
the Sechelt Landfill and buried. This includes: residential curbside garbage, self-hauled garbage,
commercial garbage, roofing (buried starting in 2019), dead animals, asphalt, asbestos, durable
goods (e.g. couches, chairs), concrete, dirt and rocks, Styrofoam (non-recyclable) and share
shed items not removed for reuse.
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Buried at Sechlet Landfill (Tonnage)
Pender Harbour Transfer Station and Sechelt Landfill
2020 - January to August only
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The residential curbside garbage tonnage presented includes a combined total of garbage
collected curbside from residential dwellings in the Town of Gibsons, Sechelt Indian Government
District, District of Sechelt and Sunshine Coast Regional District. Curbside residential garbage is
then delivered to the Sechelt Landfill and buried.

Residential Curbside Garbage (Tonnage)
District of Sechelt, Sechelt Indian Government District, SCRD and
Town of Gibsons combined
2020 January to August only
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Statistics – Recycling
The SCRD has an agreement with RecycleBC to provide residential packaging and paper products
(PPP) Depot Recycling Services in Gibsons, Pender Harbour and Sechelt. The SCRD contracts
these services to Gibsons Recycling, GRIPS and Salish Soils respectively. The data presented is
provided by RecycleBC and is updated as it is received. The data represents the combined monthly
weight (by tonne) of the materials dropped off at the three recycling depots.

Depot Recycling Tonnage
Pender, Sechelt & Gibsons Depot Combined
2020 - January to August only
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Statistics - Green Waste
The SCRD green waste recycling program provides collection locations for residents to self-haul
and drop-off yard and garden green waste at the South Coast Residential Green Waste Drop-off
Depot, Pender Harbour Transfer Station, and Salish Soils. The SCRD also provides commercial
sector green waste drop-off at the Pender Harbour Transfer Station and Sechelt Landfill. The
collected green waste is hauled and processed in Sechelt into compost.
The data presented provides the combined weight (by tonne) of green waste dropped off at the
SCRD locations.
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Green Waste Tonnage
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ANNEX L
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN MONITORING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
September 15, 2020

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN MONITORING
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING HELD VIA ZOOM

PRESENT:
(Voting Members)

ALSO PRESENT:
(Non-Voting)

REGRETS:

Chair
Vice-Chair

I. Winn
S. White
D. New-Small
G. Bennett
P. Robson

Director, Electoral Area E
Director, Electoral Area A
Manager, Solid Waste Services
Solid Waste Programs Coordinator
Infrastructure Services Assistant/Recorder

D. McMahon
L. Lee
R. Cooper
A. Patrao
M. Martel

Public

0

PMAC Members

J. Boyd
B. Hetherington
S. Higginson
M. Cambon

Directors, staff, and other attendees present for the meeting participated by means of electronic or other
communication facilities in accordance with Sunshine Coast Regional District Board Procedures Bylaw 717.

CALL TO ORDER

11:00 a.m.

AGENDA

The agenda was amended to include the following:
•

Discuss September 17, 2020 Infrastructure Services
Committee Agenda

MINUTES
Recommendation No. 1

PMAC Meeting Minutes of June 16, 2020

The Solid Waste Management Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee recommended that the
Solid Waste Management Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee meeting minutes of
June 16, 2020 be received.
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PMAC Meeting Minutes of July 21, 2020

The Solid Waste Management Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee recommended that the
Solid Waste Management Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee meeting minutes of
July 21, 2020 be received.
PRESENTATIONS AND DELEGATIONS
Robyn Cooper, Manager, Solid Waste Services, provided a verbal update on the curbside food
waste collection program which included:
•
•
•
•
•

Program launch date is week of October 6, 2020.
Minimal feedback from residents so far with basic questions on how program works and
some queries on opting out.
No questions or concerns on bi-weekly garbage collection.
Waste Management currently sorting and tracking bin numbers and green bins with
starter kit to be delivered to residents by September 30, 2020.
Communication on program: press release in the Coast Reporter, SCRD website,
introductory brochure mailed out in early August, half page ad in September 4, 2020
Coast Reporter, full page ad in Sep 3 The Local Weekly, and social media ramping up in
final weeks.

Discussion included the following:
•

•

Overview of auditing, tracking participation and contamination:
o Waste Management has level of tracking capability.
o Staff will go out ahead of trucks in the first two weeks of program to track
participation and contamination.
o Staff will be positioned at Salish Soils to take photos and notes of loads delivered
for first two weeks.
o Staff will send out invite to PMAC committee members for volunteers to assist
with these first two weeks of tracking.
Concerns about provisions for families using disposable diapers with bi-weekly garbage
collection. Existing solutions would apply, i.e. second can with extra tag or deliver to
landfill.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
Recommendation No. 3

SCRD Board Resolutions Related to Solid Waste

The Solid Waste Management Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee recommended that the
table titled SCRD Board Resolutions Related to Solid Waste – July 2020 be received.
Discussion included the following:
•
•
•

Process for mattresses to become part of an Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)
Program (preferred approach for mattresses.)
Concern about illegal dumping.
Coupon program funding and discontinuation date.
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NEW BUSINESS
PMAC feedback of District of Sechelt and Town of Gibsons waste collection App
Discussion included the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Favourite features included the calendar, service notifications, “what goes where” search
option, easy to find in app store and load.
The sorting game available in the Town of Gibsons app had some performance issues.
E.g. branches
The App provided new information and having a calendar would be helpful with the
transition to bi-weekly garbage.
Suggested that being able to import the collection calendar into an already existing
personal calendar on a smart phone would be helpful.
The “what goes where” function is useful however it can be difficult to navigate to see all
of the information available and it was suggested to see if there is a way to make it
easier to navigate.
The plastics category for recycling is difficult to sort and separate, it would be helpful to
link to more detailed information for residents who may need more assistance sorting.

PMAC review of SCRD Recycling Directory Review for integration with SCRD Collects App
Discussion included the following:
•
•

Incorporation of the Directory into the SCRD Collects App.
Inclusion of both the Directory in the current format to allow several items to be viewed
at once and the App which allows one item at a time to be viewed.

Review of upcoming ISC Agenda
Discussion included the following:
•
•

Request to have ISC Agenda as standing item on PMAC agenda if the ISC meeting is
after PMAC.
BC Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy article regarding approval of
municipal bans on single-use plastics.
o Link to article: https://news.gov.bc.ca/releases/2020ENV0051-001715
o Future engagement opportunities to provide feedback on potential changes to
the Community Charter to increase regulation opportunities by local government.

NEXT MEETING

Tuesday October 20, 2020

ADJOURNMENT

12:50 p.m.
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ANNEX M
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
WATER SUPPLY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
October 5, 2020

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE WATER SUPPLY ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
HELD VIA ZOOM.

PRESENT:
(Voting Members)

Chair
Vice-Chair

S. Thurber
D. McCreath
D. Marteinson
T. Beck
M. Hennessy
T. Adams
J. Bowen

Director, Area D
Director, Area F
Director, Area A

A. Tize
M. Hiltz
L. Lee

GM, Infrastructure Services
Water Sustainability Coordinator
Manager, Capital Projects
Administrative Assistant/Recorder

R. Rosenboom
R. Shay
S. Misiurak (part)
T. Ohlson

Public

5

ALSO PRESENT:

(Non-voting)

Directors, staff, and other attendees present for the meeting participated by means of electronic or other
communication facilities in accordance with Sunshine Coast Regional District Board Procedures Bylaw 717.

CALL TO ORDER

3:31 p.m.

AGENDA

The agenda was adopted as amended to include the following
item of New Business:
•

Update on Groundwater Investigation

PRESENTATIONS AND DELEGATIONS
Soren Poschmann and Sarah Barbosa of ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd. addressed
the Committee regarding Eastbourne Water System Upgrades – Feasibility Study.
Discussion included the following:
•
•
•
•

Importance of increased supply as well as water conservation efforts
Calculation of average daily water demand and the impact of seasonal residents on
statistics
Supply being limiting factor of the Eastbourne Water System
Importance of redundancy and backup well
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BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
The Committee Chair, Shanti Thurber initiated the conversation with the Water Supply Advisory
Committee on the following:
Public Input
Discussion included the following:
•
•
•

Purpose of public engagement
Roles and responsibilities regarding public engagement
Belief that there is a need for public input now

Recommendation No. 1

Public Input

The Water Supply Advisory Committee recommended that the WASAC be permitted to gather
information from the people of the Sunshine Coast and then decide which platform to use to
solicit this information.
Public Education
Discussion included the following:
•

Education needs to include the importance of conservation alongside increasing supply

Groundwater Exploration Working Group
Discussion included the following:
•
•

Determination that separate working group not necessary
New Standing Item for future WASAC Agendas:
o Update on current water supply projects

Recommendation No. 2

Aquifers and Groundwater Sources

The Water Supply Advisory Committee recommended that staff invite Consultants to provide a
technical presentation in summary form to WASAC on the background and update on aquifers
and groundwater sources on the Sunshine Coast.
Meters and Leaks
The Water Supply Advisory Committee moved this item to the next meeting.
REPORTS
Recommendation No. 3

List of Water Resources

The Water Supply Advisory Committee recommended that the report titled List of Water
Resources be received.
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COMMUNICATIONS
Recommendation No. 4

Correspondence Sechelt and District Chamber of Commerce

The Water Supply Advisory Committee recommended that the correspondence from the Sechelt
and District Chamber of Commerce dated August 14, 2020 regarding the leak detection in
SCRD watermains be received.
Discussion included the following:
•
•
•

Cost benefit analysis
Update on field testing of leak detection equipment
Staff advised a response letter would be prepared

NEW BUSINESS
Update on Groundwater Investigation
The General Manager, Infrastructure Services provided the Committee with an update on the
Groundwater Investigation which included:
•
•

Drilling in Maryanne Park completed and water found
Drilling in Langdale, Gray Creek area, and DL 1312 area have yet to occur and includes
negotiations with landowners

Topics for Next Meeting Discussion
•

Meters and leaks, public education and groundwater investigation

NEXT MEETING

November 2, 2020 @ 3:30 p.m.

ADJOURNMENT 5:34 p.m.
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ANNEX N

Reference: 362210i
October 1, 2020
Lori Pratt, Chair
and Directors
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Email: lori.pratt@scrd.ca
Dear Chair Pratt and Directors:
Thank you for your letter of September 9, 2020, addressed to the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change Strategy, regarding the expansion of the B.C. Recycling Regulation to include
mattresses, bulky furniture and carpets. As Deputy Minister, I am pleased to have the
opportunity to respond.
Due to the provincial election, the Minister is not able to respond to your correspondence. Once
the election period is complete, we will ensure the matters you have raised are shared with the
Minister and a detailed response will be provided at that time.
As you may know, a Recycling Regulation Policy Intentions Paper has been developed and was
released earlier in September. The Intentions Paper outlines proposed amendments to the
Recycling Regulation to better facilitate the diversion of waste identified from the 2019 service
gap analysis and through the CleanBC Plastics Action Plan.
The purpose of this engagement is to solicit feedback on expanding Extended Producer
Responsibility by including more products under the Recycling Regulation and other waste
reduction policy approaches to ensure that these items are managed responsibly. Products being
considered include mattresses
 Moderately hazardous products
 Electronic and electrical products, including electric vehicle batteries and solar
equipment
 Packaging and paper products beyond residential sources

…2

Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change Strategy

Office of the
Deputy Minister

Mailing Address:
PO Box 9339 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria BC V8W 9M1

165

Telephone: 250 387-5429
Facsimile:
250 387-6003
Website: www.gov.bc.ca/env

-2-

You can view and comment on the Recycling Regulation Policy Intentions Paper here:
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/govtogetherbc/consultation/recycling-regulation-policy-intentionspaper. The ministry will review all consultation comments and feedback.
Thank you again for taking the time to write.
With best regards,

Kevin Jardine
Deputy Minister
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