Capital Regional District

625 Fisgard St.,
Victoria, BC V8W 1R7

Notice of Meeting and Meeting Agenda
Capital Regional District Board
Wednesday, April 20, 2016

10:00 AM

6th Floor Boardroom

Special Meeting

1. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
2. PRESENTATIONS/DELEGATIONS
3. SPECIAL MEETING MATTERS
3.1.

16-480

Follow Up on Integrated Resource Management Task Force Referral to
Staff

Recommendation:

1. That the Terms of Reference for the Integrated Resource Management Select
Committee as outlined in Appendix B be approved; and
2. That staff be directed to retain the Evaluation Team consultants, to be funded as
outlined, and report on progress to the Integrated Resource Management Select
Committee meeting to be held in late April.
(NWA)

Attachments:

SR: Follow Up on IRM Task Force Referral to Staff
Appendix A: Report to Board from IRM Task Force
Appendix B: Draft TOR - IRM Select Committee
Appendix C: Work Plan Overlay
Appendix D: Organizational Chart

3.2.

16-369

Capital Regional District

Integrated Resource Management Options for the Capital Regional
District
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Capital Regional District Board

Recommendation:

Capital Regional District

Notice of Meeting and Meeting
Agenda

April 20, 2016

1. That, subject to future approval of costs involved, the Board authorize the
establishment of an appropriate structure to attract, evaluate and potentially help
procure IRM approaches to managing CRD waste streams including:
a. A select committee comprised of the Board Chair, the Chair of the Environment
Committee, the Chair of the Core Area Liquid Waste Committee, the Chair of the
Finance Committee and, during the process of establishing a pilot, a non-voting liaison
from the Peninsula Wastewater Commission.
b. That the committee would provide political oversight on behalf of the CRD board.
Specifically this would include recommending appointments to the Evaluation Team,
providing oversight, along with staff, to the creation of RFEI documents and directing
recommendations to the board.
c. An Evaluation Team comprised of a Project Lead and members with expertise in:
procurement of Innovation, liquid waste (innovative design and implementation), solid
waste to resource technologies, financial analysis of complex business cases, analysis
of greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction claims and legal advice.
d. That he Evaluation Team would be mandated to provide advice on creation and
implementation of high level requests for expressions of interest (RFEI). On the solid
waste side the team would also evaluate RFEI submissions, provide a recommended
short list and, through a process of competitive dialogue, work with those on the short
list to shape a final proposed project. On the liquid side, the team would also evaluate
RFEI submissions, provide a recommended short list and evaluate submissions on the
short list against a base case provided by the Core Area Liquid Waste committee. The
team would also manage an RFEI for a solid waste to resource pilot project, would
recommend a short list of respondents to be evaluated in greater detail and would
recommend a provider for the pilot program. All Evaluation Team reports would be
directed to staff who would make recommendations to the select committee and
through that committee to the board.
2. That the board authorize the creation of RFEI documents for: a) a pilot waste to
resource program for biosolids, kitchen scraps and municipal solid waste (MSW), b) a
full region wide waste to resource program for biosolids, kitchen scraps and MSW and
c) submission of conceptual designs for liquid waste treatment designed to be
evaluated against a base case established by the Core Area Liquid Waste
Management committee.
(NWA)
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Attachments:

Notice of Meeting and Meeting
Agenda

April 20, 2016

IRMTF Report: IRM Options for the CRD
Appendix 1: IRMTF Report to CALWMC Feb 24
Appendix 2: Investigation & Evaluation of IRM Approaches Structure Chart
Appendix 3: Discussion re Initating a Pilot
Staff Report Feb 24 CALWMC: Staff Comments on IRM TaskForce Report
Staff Report Mar 4: Gasification Pilot Regulatory Requirements
Staff Report Mar 4 Appendix A: MOE Application Process
Staff Report Mar 4 Appendix B: Anticipated Timelines of Pilot
Staff Report Jan 22: CRD Wastestream by Material Tonnages
Staff Report Jan 22: Inventory Of CRD Waste Streams
IRM Task Force Minutes: March 4
IRM Task Force Minutes: Feb 26
IRM Task Force Minutes: Feb. 19
IRM Task Force Minutes: Feb. 15
IRM Task Force Minutes: Feb. 12
IRM Task Force Minutes: Feb. 5

3.3.

16-356

Options for Responsible Recreational Access to Leech Lands - Director
Isitt

Recommendation:

POSTPONED: MOVED by Director Isitt, SECONDED by Director Windsor,
That the CRD Board request that the Regional Water Supply Commission consider
options for a permitting system for responsible recreational access to the Leech lands,
including options for the issuance of fishing and hiking permits in the western portion of
the Leech lands, and include this option in amendments to the Greater Victoria Water
Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804 and Ticket Authorization Bylaw No. 1857 for the
Board's consideration.
(WP All except SSI & SGI EAs)

Attachments:

Options for Responsible Recreational Access to Leech Lands
Appendix 1: Map of Leech Lands
Appendix 2: Victoria Fish & Game Protective Assoc. Letter
Appendix 3: Timberwest-VFGPA Access Agreement
Appendix 4: Parks Canada Permit System

3.4.

16-352

Recommendation:

Capital Regional District

Supplementary Information Regarding Amendment of the Greater
Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw (No. 2804) to Include the
Leech Water Supply Area
[Item postponed on March 9 & April 13]
That the Capital Regional District Board receive the report for information and provide
the Regional Water Supply Commission and staff direction to bring forward
amendments to Bylaw No. 2804, in keeping with the previous Commission direction,
that do not incorporate recreational access by permit in the Leech WSA in the short
term while the area is not in use for drinking water supply.
(WP All except SSI & SGI EAs)
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Attachments:

Notice of Meeting and Meeting
Agenda

April 20, 2016

Staff Report: Supplementary Information Re Amendment of Bylaw 2804 to Include Leech WSA
Attachment1.pdf
Attachment2.pdf
Attachment3.pdf

3.5.

16-505

Supplementary Information Regarding a Potential Permit System for
Recreational Access and Activities in the Leech Water Supply Area

Recommendation:

(Item postponed April 13, 2016)
That the CRD Board receive the staff report for information.
(WP All except SSI & SGI EAs)

Attachments:

Staff Report: SupplementaryInformationRecreationalPermitsLeechWSA.pdf
Attachment 1.pdf
Attachment 2.pdf
Attachment 3.pdf
Attachment 4.pdf

4. MOTION TO CLOSE THE MEETING
4.1.

16-555
Recommendation:

Motion to Close the Meeting
That the Board close the meeting in accordance with the Community Charter, Part 4,
Division 3, 90(1): (k) negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed
provision of a regional service that are at their preliminary stages and that, in the view
of the board, could reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the regional district
if they were public; (2) (b) the consideration of information received and held in
confidence relating to negotiations between the regional district and a provincial
government or the federal government or both, or between a provincial government or
the federal government or both and a third party.
(NWA)

5. ADJOURNMENT

Capital Regional District
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REPORT TO CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT BOARD
MEETING OF WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 2016

SUBJECT

Follow Up on Integrated Resource Management Task Force Referral to Staff

ISSUE
The Capital Regional District (CRD) Board referred the recommendations of the Integrated
Resource Management Task Force to staff for a report on implementation, including funding and
governance.
BACKGROUND
The Integrated Resource Management Task Force reported to the Board on March 9, 2016 (see
Appendix A). The Board referred the recommendations to staff for a report back at the next
meeting.
Since that time, the CRD Board submitted a conditional amendment for the Core Area Liquid
Waste Management Plan to the Minister of Environment. Under this amendment, the CRD has
established a two-plant distributed base case for wastewater treatment with solids processing at
Hartland Landfill, along with a Project Concept Call to be completed by September 2016. The
Project Concept Call will invite submissions for project concepts for wastewater treatment and
biosolids processing, possibly in combination with solid waste streams, to achieve the goals of
the Project Charter. The submissions would include sufficient detail to allow for meaningful
evaluation of the project concepts against each other and against the base case, including details
regarding sites, technology, a feasibility assessment, demonstration of compatibility with current
infrastructure, compliance with provincial and federal requirements and demonstration of
significant fiscal advantages and/or environmental advantages over the base case, including
financial backing.
ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 1
1.

That the Terms of Reference for the Integrated Resource Management Select Committee
as outlined in Appendix B be approved; and

2.

That staff be directed to retain the Evaluation Team consultants, to be funded as outlined,
and report on progress to the Integrated Resource Management Select Committee meeting
to be held in late April.

Alternative 2
1.

That the Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee be maintained as the oversight
committee for the Project Concept Call; and

2.

That staff be directed to retain the Evaluation Team consultants, to be funded as outlined,
and report on progress to the next Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee
meeting.
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GOVERNANCE IMPLICATIONS
Moving forward with integrated resource management planning and decision-making challenges
the existing established services and governance structure. The Environmental Services
Committee is responsible for the solid waste service, a regional service for all municipalities and
electoral areas in the CRD. The Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission has delegated
authority from the Board to manage the Saanich Peninsula Liquid Waste Management Plan, in
addition to capital and operating for the wastewater service for the three participating
municipalities on the Peninsula. The Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee is
responsible for the Core Area LWMP, which has been submitted to the Province with an integrated
waste management approach. The Wastewater Program Commission is responsible for
implementation of the Core Area wastewater program under the terms of the funding agreement
with the Province, with delegated authority from the Board.
For the upcoming six-month period, it is proposed that a new Select Committee be struck to
oversee the Project Concept Call, made up of members of the Finance Committee and one
additional Board representative from the Peninsula. The Finance Committee membership
represents the Chairs of all standing committees, in addition to a Board representative from the
Peninsula, Core Area and Western Communities. In addition to the above-noted members, it is
proposed that the Chair of the Wastewater Program Commission and the Chair of the Saanich
Peninsula Wastewater Commission sit as non-voting members. Draft Terms of Reference for the
Integrated Resource Management Select Committee are attached as Appendix B.
A new Project Manager will be retained to manage the Project Concept Call, reporting to the Chief
Administrative Officer. The Project Manager will oversee the detailed Planning Phase of the Core
Area project (see revised Workplan Overlay, attached as Appendix C) and transition the project
to the Wastewater Commission, at which time a Project Director will be retained.
The Project Manager will be supported by a team of consultants with such expertise as integrated
resource management innovation, greenhouse gas mitigation, procurement and procurement
law, and business case evaluation. A provincial representative will sit on the evaluation team to
ensure the Province’s funding and regulatory interests are met. A fairness advisor will also be
engaged to ensure the rigour, confidentiality and due diligence of the procurement process. An
organizational chart is attached as Appendix D.
The Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission, at its meeting on March 17, passed the
following motions:
That the Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission appoint Mayor Ryan Windsor as
a ‘voting’ member from the Peninsula Wastewater Commission to the select
committee.
That the Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission appoint Mike Williams as a
‘non-voting liaison’ from the Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission to the select
committee.
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That the Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission supports the idea of Integrated
Resource Management.
That the Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission advise the Select Committee
they are open to the idea of an Integrated Resource Management (IRM) pilot on the
Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Treatment Plant site, but would also like consideration
given to an IRM pilot at Hartland Landfill, and other alternative sites on the Peninsula,
based on information from staff.
ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Funding for the Project Concept call, including expenses for the Project Manager and team of
evaluation consultants, is anticipated to total $250,000 and will be drawn from the Core Area
Liquid Waste Management Plan operating budget and the solid waste operating budget on a
50/50 basis. It is proposed that $15,000 be funded from the Saanich Peninsula Wastewater
service, drawn from the $100,000 allocated for an IRM pilot. In September 2016, a new budget
and funding model will be established once it is apparent how the project components will move
to advanced planning and/or RFP.
INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS
In a letter from Minister Fassbender to Minister Sohi, the Province has committed to provide active
facilitation support to enable the region to determine an immediate and positive path forward for
the Project. This facilitation includes support of Partnerships BC (PBC), focused on a contribution
to the development of the Project Concept Call. Staff have held an introductory orientation
discussion with PBC staff and understand they are scheduled to complete their work by
May 2016. In addition, the Province will assign a specialized facilitator whose task will be to work
with the region to find consensus and the way forward respecting implementation. It is anticipated
that this work would complete due diligence on behalf of the Province to enable the Project
Concept Call to proceed as a pre-procurement phase. As this is part of the procurement process,
provincial and federal funders would have to be satisfied that their interests are protected.
Advancing this work will also require the development and approval of evaluation criteria prior to
the release of the Call.
Minister Fassbender and a representative from PBC, Amanda Farrell, President and CEO, plan
to attend the April 13 Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee meeting.
CONCLUSION
In order to advance the Project Concept Call with an integrated resource management approach,
a new Select Committee is proposed to provide oversight and recommendations to the Board.
Draft Terms of Reference for the Select Committee are attached for the Board’s consideration.
The Province of BC has also offered to facilitate the process, both through procurement expertise
offered by PBC and specialized facilitation for decision making.
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RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the Terms of Reference for the Integrated Resource Management Select Committee
as outlined in Appendix B be approved; and

2.

That staff be directed to retain the Evaluation Team consultants, to be funded as outlined,
and report on progress to the Integrated Resource Management Select Committee meeting
to be held in late April.

Submitted by: Larisa Hutcheson, P.Eng., General Manager, Parks & Environmental Services
Concurrence: Kevin Lorette, P.Eng., MBA, Acting Chief Administrative Officer

LH:cl
Attachments: Appendix A – Integrated Resource Management Task Force Report to CRD
Board on March 9, 2016
Appendix B – Draft Terms of Reference, Integrated Resource Management
Select Committee
Appendix C – Work Plan Overlay
Appendix D – Organizational Chart
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Integrated Resource Management Options for the
Capital Regional District
Report from the Integrated Resource Management Task Force – March 9, 2016

Executive Summary
After considerable investigation, the Integrated Resource Management (IRM) task force concludes that
IRM approaches to managing regional waste streams are feasible today and could provide substantial
financial and environmental benefits to the region as a whole. The task force further concludes that
appropriate structures to avoid potential jurisdictional conflicts while fully investigating and evaluating
IRM approaches need to be established. Finally, the task force supports establishment of a pilot project
for biosolids, kitchen scraps and municipal solid wastes (MSW) as soon as possible.
The CRD Integrated Resource Management (IRM) Task Force was created to examine the question of
whether an IRM approach to managing waste streams might provide substantial financial and
environmental benefits to the region and its residents. In its terms of reference, the task force has been
asked to define the scope and parameters of Integrated Resource Management objectives, to
recommend options to the CRD Board and to recommend a process for broadly seeking submissions
from the private sector and potentially implementing a recommended solution.
Initially, the task force has been concerned with proof of concept and has examined the question of
whether IRM approaches are feasible today or remain a desired outcome for the future. To answer this
question, the task force entertained presentations from four potential providers. Each provider was
given a list of questions to be answered and the opportunity to provide additional information.
Presentations lasted 50 – 70 minutes followed by 20 – 25 minutes for questions. The task force also
received presentations from Dr. Jon O’Riordan, an IRM consultant and former British Columbia Deputy
Minister of the Environment, and from Rudy Kilian of Carrolo Engineers, a consulting firm used by the
Core Area Liquid Waste committee (See Appendix 1 for a detailed description of these presentations.)
Based on the investigation carried out, the IRM task force concludes it is very likely IRM approaches to
waste stream management exist and are feasible today. The task force also concludes that IRM
approaches could provide financial and environmental benefits so substantial that a compelling case for
IRM likely exists. On the financial side, capital costs for a completed IRM project have been projected to
be in the $250 - $400 million range. In addition, lifecycle costs are generally proposed to be revenue
positive with at least one provider suggesting revenues would be sufficient to cover all capital costs.
Without question, these cost estimates need further substantiation. Nevertheless, they are much lower
than could be accomplished with current waste practices and waste projects being planned at the CRD.
Similarly, estimates for GHG reduction are much greater than what could be expected from current
practices and projects being planned. GHG reduction will become increasingly critical and is likely a very
important consideration for federal and provincial funding partners. To summarize, the task force is of
the opinion that IRM approaches could offer very considerable benefits to the region as a whole.

APPENDIX A

The task force also concludes that current and future regional waste management decisions should take
place in an environment that fully investigates and evaluates IRM approaches. To do this, appropriate
structures must be established. Currently at the CRD, a variety of initiatives for processing waste
streams have been proposed. The Core Area Liquid Waste Committee, for example, is planning to treat
liquid wastes and is considering using a Request for Expression of Interests (RFEI) to solicit innovative
liquid treatment designs and compare them against a base case. Furthermore, the core area committee
has agreed, in principle at least, to another RFEI intended to establish whether current biosolids
processing estimates can be improved. In respect to this biosolids RFEI, the core committee’s Technical
Oversight Panel (TOP) has recommended gasification or similar technology as the best choice for
processing and has recommended mixing biosolids with solid waste streams such as kitchen scraps and
municipal solid wastes (MSW). The IRM task force has confirmed the desirability of mixing biosolids and
other solid wastes through an interview with Mr. Rudy Kilian of Carollo Engineering. An “IRM initiative”
involving mixed waste streams is very likely desirable but could run into problems of jurisdiction. Solid
waste is a regional function and is the responsibility of the full board. In turn, the Environment
Committee has been given responsibility for oversight of solid wastes and making recommendations to
the board. It is unclear, therefore, who should be managing any RFEI involving biosolids and solid waste
streams. Further complicating this situation is the Peninsula Wastewater Commission’s interest in
establishing a pilot to process peninsula biosolids, currently being landfilled at Hartland, with MSW.
The task force, through its chair, has worked with staff to create a structure that would fully investigate
and evaluate IRM approaches while respecting initiatives put forward by CRD committees and
commissions (Please see Appendix 2 for a schematic representation of the proposed structure). Within
the proposed structure oversight for the CRD Board would be provided by a select committee comprised
of the Board Chair and chairs of the Core Area Liquid Waste Committee, the Environment Committee
and the Finance Committee. An expert Evaluation Team tasked with managing RFEI processes and
evaluating responses would be central to the proposed structure. This Evaluation Committee would
forward reports and conclusions to staff, who would make recommendations to the select committee.
The select committee in turn would consider staff reports and make recommendations to the board.
The IRM task force also supports establishing a pilot program, as soon as possible, to use gasification, or
other appropriate technology, for processing biosolids, kitchen scraps and MSW. The pilot could provide
further proof of concept for an IRM approach and valuable baseline data for any future IRM solution to
managing waste streams. As with other initiatives, an RFEI for the pilot would be managed by the
Evaluation Team with the reporting stream going through staff to the select committee and ultimately
the board. Appendix 3 contains task force suggestions re questions for respondents to such an RFEI.
Finally, the task force recommends that during the process for establishing a pilot a non-voting liaison
from the Peninsula Wastewater Commission should be added to the select committee.
Recommendations:
1. That, subject to future approval of costs involved, the Board authorize the establishment of an
appropriate structure to attract, evaluate and potentially help procure IRM approaches to
managing CRD waste streams including:

APPENDIX A

a. A select committee comprised of the Board Chair, the Chair of the Environment Committee,
the Chair of the Core Area Liquid Waste Committee, the Chair of the Finance Committee
and, during the process of establishing a pilot, a non-voting liaison from the Peninsula
Wastewater Commission.
b. That the committee would provide political oversight on behalf of the CRD board.
Specifically this would include recommending appointments to the Evaluation Team,
providing oversight, along with staff, to the creation of RFEI documents and directing
recommendations to the board.
c. An Evaluation Team comprised of a Project Lead and members with expertise in:
procurement of Innovation, liquid waste (innovative design and implementation), solid
waste to resource technologies, financial analysis of complex business cases, analysis of
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction claims and legal advice.
d. That he Evaluation Team would be mandated to provide advice on creation and
implementation of high level requests for expressions of interest (RFEI). On the solid waste
side the team would also evaluate RFEI submissions, provide a recommended short list and,
through a process of competitive dialogue, work with those on the short list to shape a final
proposed project. On the liquid side, the team would also evaluate RFEI submissions,
provide a recommended short list and evaluate submissions on the short list against a base
case provided by the Core Area Liquid Waste committee. The team would also manage an
RFEI for a solid waste to resource pilot project, would recommend a short list of
respondents to be evaluated in greater detail and would recommend a provider for the pilot
program. All Evaluation Team reports would be directed to staff who would make
recommendations to the select committee and through that committee to the board.
2. That the board authorize the creation of RFEI documents for: a) a pilot waste to resource
program for biosolids, kitchen scraps and municipal solid waste (MSW), b) a full region wide
waste to resource program for biosolids, kitchen scraps and MSW and c) submission of
conceptual designs for liquid waste treatment designed to be evaluated against a base case
established by the Core Area Liquid Waste Management committee.
Submitted by:

Director Vic Derman, Chair, IRM Task Force

APPENDIX B

INTEGRATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
SELECT COMMITTEE
PREAMBLE
The Capital Regional District (CRD) Integrated Resource Management Select Committee is a
select committee established by the CRD Board and will oversee and make recommendations to
the Board regarding integrated resource management planning.
The Committee’s official name is to be:
Integrated Resource Management Select Committee
1.0

PURPOSE
The mandate of the Committee includes providing advice and making recommendations to
the Board regarding the following:


The Project Concept Call as outlined in the Core Area Liquid Waste Management Plan,
Amendment No. 10, including,






2.0

Terms of Reference for the Evaluation Team, as shown in the organization chart
attached as Appendix A
Approval of procurement documents including scope and parameters
Recommendations on timing, funding and Terms of Reference for a potential pilot
waste to resource program for biosolids, kitchen scraps and/or municipal solid waste
Recommend options for Board endorsement on future governance and
implementation for liquids treatment and solids treatment
Members to provide timely updates to their respective Standing Committee or
Commission on progress

ESTABLISHMENT AND AUTHORITY


The Chair and Vice Chair will be elected from among its membership;



The committee will report its findings to the Board for consideration; and



The committee will continue until it has made recommendations to the Board on
implementation of outcomes from the Project Concept Call, not later than the September
14, 2016 Board meeting.
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CRD Integrated Resource Management Select Committee
Terms of Reference
3.0

4.0

5.0

2

COMPOSITION


The membership is comprised of the Finance Committee membership plus one
additional Board member representing the Saanich Peninsula;



The CRD Board Chair is an ex-officio member of the Committee; and,



The Chair of the Core Area Wastewater Treatment Program Commission and the
Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission will sit as non-voting members of the
Committee.

PROCEDURES


The CRD Board Procedures Bylaw will apply;



The committee shall meet as required at the call of the Chair at least once monthly;



The agenda will be finalized in consultation between CRD staff and the Committee Chair
and any committee member may make a request to the Chair to place a matter on the
agenda;



With the approval of the IRM Select Committee Chair and the Board Chair, committee
matters of an urgent or time sensitive nature may be forwarded directly to the Board for
consideration; and



A quorum is a majority of the committee membership and is required to conduct
committee business.

RESOURCES AND SUPPORT


The General Manager of Parks & Environmental Services will lead the coordination and
allocation of resources to the Committee;



Minutes and agendas are prepared and distributed by the Legislative and Information
Services Department.

Approved by CRD Board on ______, 2016
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Proposed Work Plan Overlay
OPTION DEVELOPMENT, PLANNING & IMPLEMENTATION PHASES

FEDERAL TRANSITIONAL
AUTHORIZATION
DEADLINE >

$83.4 M

3P CANADA FUNDING DEADLINE >
Phase 1 of public consultation complete

MAR 2015
to
MAR 2016

Technical analysis complete
Costing & financial analysis complete

MAR 31
2016

Phase 2 of public consultation complete
Board approval

CONCEPT CALL
⋅ Alignment with provincial requirements

AUG
2016

DEC
2017

· Confirmation of sites
· Evaluation criteria for ultimate procurement process

COMPLETION

Submission of plan
amendment to Province

≥1 YEAR

1-2 YEARS

· EASTSIDE SELECT COMMITTEE

· WESTSIDE SELECT COMMITTEE

· HOST MUNICIPALITIES,
FIRST NATIONS &
COMBINED PARTICIPANTS

OPTION DEVELOPMENT PHASE

REGULATORY
ACCEPTANCE
& FUNDING
COMPLETION

4 YEARS

SOLUTION
OPERATIONAL

}
}

PHASE 2: OPTIONS

}

}

CONSULTATION

PLANNING PHASE
COMPLETE

Provincial approval

~1 YEAR

PHASE 1: SITING

DEC
2020

}

Procurement
process

AMENDING/APPROVAL OF LWMP & PLANNING ACTIVITIES
Environmental Impact Study 1-2 YEARS
Funding Negotiation
Outfall Modeling

1-2 YEARS

Site Acquisitions
Permits & Other Approvals
PLANNING PHASE

Program
construction

2023/
2024

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

}

Assumes
concurrent process
or construction

Wastewater Treatment Plant(s)
Conveyance Infrastructure
Resource Recovery Infrastructure
IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

Updated March 2016

Planning Process

APPENDIX D

CORE AREA LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
ROLES, INPUT & RELATIONSHIPS

CRD BOARD
INTEGRATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (IRM) SELECT COMMITTEE

CRDADMINISTRATIVE
EXECUTIVE LEADERSHI
CHIEF
OFFICER
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER - GM, PARKS & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES - GM, INTEGRATED WATER SERVICES

EXTERNAL SUPPORT - EVALUATION TEAM

>> LEGAL ADVISOR

PROJECT MANAGER

INTERNAL SUPPORT

PROJECT ENGINEER

INTERNAL SUPPORT

>> PROCUREMENT ADVISOR
>> FAIRNESS ADVISOR

>> Financial Analyst
>> Communications Coordinator
>> Real Estate

STAFF

· GHG, IRM, BUSINESS CASE DEVELOPMENT

PILOT PROJECT ENGINEER

>> Technical Resources
>> GIS Support
>> Drafting
>> Engineering
>> Liquid/solids operation

STAFF

SOLIDS PROJECT ENGINEER

STAFF

STAFF

>> PROVINCIAL LIASON

STAFF

EXTERNAL

>> TECHNICAL CONSULTANTS

Integrated Resource Management Options for the
Capital Regional District
Report from the Integrated Resource Management Task Force – March 9, 2016

Executive Summary
After considerable investigation, the Integrated Resource Management (IRM) task force concludes that
IRM approaches to managing regional waste streams are feasible today and could provide substantial
financial and environmental benefits to the region as a whole. The task force further concludes that
appropriate structures to avoid potential jurisdictional conflicts while fully investigating and evaluating
IRM approaches need to be established. Finally, the task force supports establishment of a pilot project
for biosolids, kitchen scraps and municipal solid wastes (MSW) as soon as possible.
The CRD Integrated Resource Management (IRM) Task Force was created to examine the question of
whether an IRM approach to managing waste streams might provide substantial financial and
environmental benefits to the region and its residents. In its terms of reference, the task force has been
asked to define the scope and parameters of Integrated Resource Management objectives, to
recommend options to the CRD Board and to recommend a process for broadly seeking submissions
from the private sector and potentially implementing a recommended solution.
Initially, the task force has been concerned with proof of concept and has examined the question of
whether IRM approaches are feasible today or remain a desired outcome for the future. To answer this
question, the task force entertained presentations from four potential providers. Each provider was
given a list of questions to be answered and the opportunity to provide additional information.
Presentations lasted 50 – 70 minutes followed by 20 – 25 minutes for questions. The task force also
received presentations from Dr. Jon O’Riordan, an IRM consultant and former British Columbia Deputy
Minister of the Environment, and from Rudy Kilian of Carrolo Engineers, a consulting firm used by the
Core Area Liquid Waste committee (See Appendix 1 for a detailed description of these presentations.)
Based on the investigation carried out, the IRM task force concludes it is very likely IRM approaches to
waste stream management exist and are feasible today. The task force also concludes that IRM
approaches could provide financial and environmental benefits so substantial that a compelling case for
IRM likely exists. On the financial side, capital costs for a completed IRM project have been projected to
be in the $250 - $400 million range. In addition, lifecycle costs are generally proposed to be revenue
positive with at least one provider suggesting revenues would be sufficient to cover all capital costs.
Without question, these cost estimates need further substantiation. Nevertheless, they are much lower
than could be accomplished with current waste practices and waste projects being planned at the CRD.
Similarly, estimates for GHG reduction are much greater than what could be expected from current
practices and projects being planned. GHG reduction will become increasingly critical and is likely a very
important consideration for federal and provincial funding partners. To summarize, the task force is of
the opinion that IRM approaches could offer very considerable benefits to the region as a whole.

The task force also concludes that current and future regional waste management decisions should take
place in an environment that fully investigates and evaluates IRM approaches. To do this, appropriate
structures must be established. Currently at the CRD, a variety of initiatives for processing waste
streams have been proposed. The Core Area Liquid Waste Committee, for example, is planning to treat
liquid wastes and is considering using a Request for Expression of Interests (RFEI) to solicit innovative
liquid treatment designs and compare them against a base case. Furthermore, the core area committee
has agreed, in principle at least, to another RFEI intended to establish whether current biosolids
processing estimates can be improved. In respect to this biosolids RFEI, the core committee’s Technical
Oversight Panel (TOP) has recommended gasification or similar technology as the best choice for
processing and has recommended mixing biosolids with solid waste streams such as kitchen scraps and
municipal solid wastes (MSW). The IRM task force has confirmed the desirability of mixing biosolids and
other solid wastes through an interview with Mr. Rudy Kilian of Carollo Engineering. An “IRM initiative”
involving mixed waste streams is very likely desirable but could run into problems of jurisdiction. Solid
waste is a regional function and is the responsibility of the full board. In turn, the Environment
Committee has been given responsibility for oversight of solid wastes and making recommendations to
the board. It is unclear, therefore, who should be managing any RFEI involving biosolids and solid waste
streams. Further complicating this situation is the Peninsula Wastewater Commission’s interest in
establishing a pilot to process peninsula biosolids, currently being landfilled at Hartland, with MSW.
The task force, through its chair, has worked with staff to create a structure that would fully investigate
and evaluate IRM approaches while respecting initiatives put forward by CRD committees and
commissions (Please see Appendix 2 for a schematic representation of the proposed structure). Within
the proposed structure oversight for the CRD Board would be provided by a select committee comprised
of the Board Chair and chairs of the Core Area Liquid Waste Committee, the Environment Committee
and the Finance Committee. An expert Evaluation Team tasked with managing RFEI processes and
evaluating responses would be central to the proposed structure. This Evaluation Committee would
forward reports and conclusions to staff, who would make recommendations to the select committee.
The select committee in turn would consider staff reports and make recommendations to the board.
The IRM task force also supports establishing a pilot program, as soon as possible, to use gasification, or
other appropriate technology, for processing biosolids, kitchen scraps and MSW. The pilot could provide
further proof of concept for an IRM approach and valuable baseline data for any future IRM solution to
managing waste streams. As with other initiatives, an RFEI for the pilot would be managed by the
Evaluation Team with the reporting stream going through staff to the select committee and ultimately
the board. Appendix 3 contains task force suggestions re questions for respondents to such an RFEI.
Finally, the task force recommends that during the process for establishing a pilot a non-voting liaison
from the Peninsula Wastewater Commission should be added to the select committee.
Recommendations:
1. That, subject to future approval of costs involved, the Board authorize the establishment of an
appropriate structure to attract, evaluate and potentially help procure IRM approaches to
managing CRD waste streams including:

a. A select committee comprised of the Board Chair, the Chair of the Environment Committee,
the Chair of the Core Area Liquid Waste Committee, the Chair of the Finance Committee
and, during the process of establishing a pilot, a non-voting liaison from the Peninsula
Wastewater Commission.
b. That the committee would provide political oversight on behalf of the CRD board.
Specifically this would include recommending appointments to the Evaluation Team,
providing oversight, along with staff, to the creation of RFEI documents and directing
recommendations to the board.
c. An Evaluation Team comprised of a Project Lead and members with expertise in:
procurement of Innovation, liquid waste (innovative design and implementation), solid
waste to resource technologies, financial analysis of complex business cases, analysis of
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction claims and legal advice.
d. That he Evaluation Team would be mandated to provide advice on creation and
implementation of high level requests for expressions of interest (RFEI). On the solid waste
side the team would also evaluate RFEI submissions, provide a recommended short list and,
through a process of competitive dialogue, work with those on the short list to shape a final
proposed project. On the liquid side, the team would also evaluate RFEI submissions,
provide a recommended short list and evaluate submissions on the short list against a base
case provided by the Core Area Liquid Waste committee. The team would also manage an
RFEI for a solid waste to resource pilot project, would recommend a short list of
respondents to be evaluated in greater detail and would recommend a provider for the pilot
program. All Evaluation Team reports would be directed to staff who would make
recommendations to the select committee and through that committee to the board.
2. That the board authorize the creation of RFEI documents for: a) a pilot waste to resource
program for biosolids, kitchen scraps and municipal solid waste (MSW), b) a full region wide
waste to resource program for biosolids, kitchen scraps and MSW and c) submission of
conceptual designs for liquid waste treatment designed to be evaluated against a base case
established by the Core Area Liquid Waste Management committee.
Submitted by:

Director Vic Derman, Chair, IRM Task Force

Appendix 1 – Report to the Core Area Liquid Waste Committee
Report From The CRD Integrated Resource Management Task Force
February 24, 2016
Purpose of the Task Force
The CRD Integrated Resource Management (IRM) Task Force was created to examine the question of
whether an IRM approach to managing waste streams might provide substantial financial benefit and
substantially improved environmental outcomes to the region and its residents. In its terms of
reference, the task force has been asked to define the scope and parameters of Integrated Resource
Management objectives, to recommend options to the CRD Board for endorsement and to recommend
to the board a process for broadly seeking submissions from the private sector for implementing the
recommended initiative.

Phase 1 – Proof of Concept
Initially, the task force has examined the question of whether IRM approaches exist and are feasible
today or remain a desired outcome for the future. To answer this question the task force has
entertained presentations from four potential providers. Each provider was given a list of questions to
be answered and the opportunity to provide additional information. Presentations lasted 50 – 70
minutes followed by 20 – 25 minutes for questions from task force members.
*It should be noted that none of the information in this report represents any attempt by the task force
to suggest a preferred provider. Instead, information provided aims to establish “proof of concept”.
Providers, in order of appearance, included:
1. Pivotal IRM
This potential provider offers a distributed approach to dealing with all of the region’s waste
streams. Wastewater treatment would utilize Membrane Bioreactor technology while Advanced
Gasification would be used for biosolids, municipal solid waste (MSW) and kitchen scraps. Both
technologies are well established and have operated successfully for at least 10 years. In the
case of Advanced Gasification, commercial experience with biosolids in the mix is limited to six
months' continuous operation. According to Pivotal, testing has indicated that with the right
mix of sludge and wood, biosolids can be successfully and beneficially gasified. A distributed
solution is the preferred approach, however, a 1 ½ acre site for processing and pelletizing solid
wastes prior to gasification would be required.
Beneficial use of resources would include heat, cooling and potential water re-use on the liquid
side along with production of syngas(electricity), heat, biochar and water on the solid side.
Pivotal has already developed a complete application for managing waste streams in the capital
region. While much of this is proprietary and has not been disclosed to the Task Force, the

company expects total project capital costs would be in the $250 - $400 million range. Optimal
procurement, infrastructure and design choices would move the final capital cost closer to the
$250 million figure. The company has also indicated that with optimization, life cycle costs could
be revenue positive given the multiplicity of revenue streams involved. Pivotal has expressed a
willingness to be flexible in determining contractual arrangements with the CRD and has
suggested that a profit sharing partnership is a possibility.
On the environmental side, wastewater treatment would be to a level of tertiary disinfected.
This “very clean” effluent could initially be used to recharge aquifers and streams and would
offer the ability to develop extensive water re-use around distributed plants over time.
Greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation is projected to be the equivalent of removing 24,000 cars
from regional roads.
The principles in Pivotal IRM are local, however, the company has partnered with large and well
established Canadian and US infrastructure and construction companies. According to Pivotal,
these companies are able to guarantee and fund the project, in accordance with CRD's
procurement and risk management preferences.
Pivotal has indicated a willingness and ability to insure performance and structure a project so
that the CRD would be insulated from financial risk. Finally, given Pivotal was the first presenter,
the task force has considered a “high level” evaluation of the viability of the wastewater
treatment, the gasification technologies and the feasibility of projections for GHG mitigation. If
this evaluation is carried out, results are expected to be available in the near future.
2. Ark Power Dynamics
Rather than presenting a complete solution to dealing with the region’s waste streams, Ark
Power Dynamics showcased a specific technology called “The Ark Reformer”. This technology
appears to be a unique, patented adaptation of plasma arc technology and is described by the
company as follows:
“an internally generated high-energy sustained reaction zone converting ‘feed stocks’ into their
simplest molecules - hydrogen, carbon monoxide, and other compounds forming a synthetic
gaseous mixture used to generate electricity or produce valuable fuel and chemical by-products.”
While the company has not presented a solution for treating waste water, Ark has indicated that
the reformer is able to deal with all carbon based materials including biosolids, kitchen scraps
and MSW. The company indicates the reformer offers advantages of a small footprint, the ability
to treat waste that has up to 75% moisture content, thus eliminating the need for drying, and
the ability to produce substantial amounts of Sulphur free crude oil, substantial amounts of
syngas and residual “fertilizer” material. Furthermore, Ark indicates that the reformer creates
no emissions and completely destroys pathogens and emerging chemicals of concern.
At present, Ark has no completed projects in operation. However, a pilot plant has operated
successfully in Arkansas and has tested a variety of feed stocks. As such, the reformer is
probably the least tested of the technologies presented to the task force. This does not mean it

is without considerable potential. Ark would utilize one central, 100 ton per day processing plant
requiring a site of approximately 10 acres. A substantial part of that site would be taken up by a
small “tank farm” necessary to store the synthetic crude produced while waiting transport to
nearby refineries. Cost for the hundred ton per day facility is estimated to be approximately $50
million. The company indicated that Hartland Landfill would provide a suitable location. GHG
mitigation would be considerable over the lifespan of any project given the substantial
renewable resources that would be created.
Finally, Ark has indicated an ability to insure the CRD against risk and has indicated a willingness
to enter into a profit sharing relationship.
3. Hydra Renewable Resources
Hydra would provide a complete solution encompassing all waste streams. Primarily, this would
be through a distributed system with waste water being treated by Salsnes Filters and “CBUM”
modules. Effluent produced would be “very clean”. Solid wastes would be handled by “BioGreen Pyrolytic Reactors” along with final stage distillation columns for renewable diesel fuel
production. Again, the technologies chosen appear to be well established with at least 10 years
of successful operation. It is unclear, however, whether sewage sludge has been utilized in the
mix of solids being processed. While the approach suggested is distributed, Hydra would include
a 4 acre central site for pre-processing solid wastes prior to utilizing the pyrolytic reactors.
Beneficial use of resources would include heat and water re-use on the liquid side along with
production of renewable diesel fuel, syngas (electricity), heat and biochar on the solid side.
Hydra also promotes the possibility of substantial food production in a “coolhouse greenhouse”
and indicates their model for treating wastes produces no residuals requiring disposal.
Hydra suggests a financial model that would require no upfront capital investment by the CRD.
Instead the company would seek a 30 year lease on existing CRD infrastructure. In return, Hydra
would build and operate all new infrastructure, maintain existing CRD infrastructure and provide
the CRD with a substantial annual lease payment. Sale of renewable resources would pay for the
company’s investment and operating costs as well as provide for profit margins. At the end of
the lease, the company would return all infrastructure to the CRD with a remaining life
expectancy of at least 10 years for plants the company built. Hydra describes this model as
“BOOT” (build, own, operate and transfer) and is ready to guarantee no job or benefit loss in the
transition to a lease system. Again, GHG mitigation would be significant over the lifespan of the
project given the substantial renewable resources that would be created. At present, Hydra has
no completed projects on the ground. However, a project for Kingston, Jamaica is ready to
proceed while several other projects are at various stages of planning.
Hydra has partnered with established larger firms including amongst others: the Mace Group
(project and construction management), Hyder Consulting (wastewater design),the Ramboll
Group (mechanical, electrical and sustainability design) and DLA Design (architectural design).
Finally, Hydra has indicated a willingness and ability to insure performance and structure a
project in a manner that would remove financial risk from the CRD.
4. Highbury Energy
Rather than presenting a complete solution to dealing with the region’s waste streams,
Highbury Energy would provide a dual bed fluid dynamic gasification system to deal with

biosolids and, potentially, other solid wastes. High value syngas would be produced from the
gasification process and could produce a variety of energy products for heating, cooling and
electrical generation. Additional processing, could produce renewable liquid fuels such as diesel.
Highbury indicates that their gasification process provides a number of advantages in
comparison to earlier generations of gasification including: conversion of low grade biomass,
lowered capital costs through a patent-pending tar removal process, lower operating costs with
a system that continuously runs on its own energy, production of high BTU syngas and
production of syngas that is relatively clean.
Highbury Energy appears to be a company that has emerged in 2009 from the workings of a
gasification research group at the University of British Columbia. The company is able to point to
a body of research which includes gasification tests of a variety of materials including biosolids.
These tests have taken place at a “lab scale” and involve smaller batches of material (kilograms
per day) than would be expected with a demonstration level pilot. While demonstration level or
larger installations do not appear to currently exist, the company points out that its process is
scalable and expresses interest in establishing a demonstration level (tons per day) pilot.
Highbury has partnered with a number of established larger companies including the Eaton
Group, MGX Minerals and Noram.

Summary of Benefits Suggested for a IRM Approach
The four presentations to the task force resulted in many situations where at least two of the
potential providers suggested similar beneficial outcomes including:
Potential cost advantages
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reduced, or nearly eliminated, need for new liquid waste conveyancing infrastructure. In
the case of Rock Bay, this could be $250 million or more (distributed system in particular)
Reduced, or nearly eliminated, property acquisition costs (distributed system)
Opportunity to utilize a “just on time” approach to infrastructure needs (distributed system)
Avoidance of future infrastructure costs through the ability of the selected technology to
handle multiple waste streams. e.g. no separate facility for kitchen scraps
Increased revenue through the creation of additional marketable resources (crude oil,
biodiesel, syngas, biochar, heat and potentially water)
Opportunity, through siting of distributed plants, to “set the stage” for increased future
water re-use. Purple pipe system could be expanded on an “as needed” basis
Opportunity to lower costs to taxpayers by transferring existing tipping fee revenues
Ability to substantially extend the life of the Hartland Landfill
Creation of value in the region through technology and/or job growth.
Avoided costs to construct new outfalls
Substantially reduced capital costs and virtually eliminated life cycle costs through transfer
of existing revenue and creation of new revenue (Contractual agreements could transfer
revenues to the CRD annually)

Potential environmental advantages
•

Very substantially increased GHG mitigation

•
•
•
•
•

Elimination of the need to handle residual” “treated” biosolids. In all cases, very little or no
residual material is created
Opportunity, if so chosen, to increase levels of recycling through “pre-sorting”
Production of very clean tertiary disinfected level effluent suitable for supplementing
steams and aquifers and/or for future water re-use
Near elimination of emerging chemicals from both liquid wastes and biosolids
Ability to meet and exceed all current legislative requirements for discharge and emission
regulations

Potential process advantages
•

For distributed approaches on the liquid side, an opportunity to substantially avoid rezoning if publicly owned and zoned sites are utilized e.g. existing pump stations. Liquid
treatment technology could be underground

It should be noted, however, that several presenters emphasized orally, or in their literature, that
maximum benefit will be achieved not just by technology but by a process of overall system design
developed from the outcomes desired. In other words, cost reduction and environmental gain must
become the goals around which a proposed system is designed and built. This allows the marriage of
technology, sites and opportunities for resource recovery to be optimized in a manner that an “addon approach” is unlikely to obtain.

Presentation from Dr. Jon O’Riordan
The task force also received a presentation from Dr. Jon O’Riordan. Dr. O’Riordan is a former British
Columbia Deputy Minister of the Environment. Currently, he is a consultant dealing with IRM
approaches to waste streams. In his presentation, Dr. O’Riordan indicated that an IRM approach can
provide lower net costs and increased environmental benefits in current circumstances. He strongly
emphasized the need to frame decisions in the context of an emerging “world of climate change”
and other ecological issues. He is of the belief that traditional approaches, not centered around the
need to meet these challenges, can no longer be considered appropriate. Dr. Riordan went on to
explain how many proposed IRM approaches could meet existing provincial regulation and
accomplish permitting without any requirement for legislative change. Finally, he expressed doubt
about the ability of “standard” procurement processes to encourage innovation and suggested the
need to consider new procurement paradigms that would promote and accommodate innovative
solutions

Conclusions
Based on the considerable investigation carried out to date, the IRM task force concludes it is very likely
that IRM approaches to dealing with waste streams exist and are feasible today. Several of the
presentations feature proven technologies. In addition, potential providers indicate they have partnered
with substantial firms well recognized in the construction and wastewater industries. Presenters have
indicated that these partnerships create a willingness and ability to fund a project, guarantee
performance and insulate CRD residents from financial risk. The task force does not wish to question the

potential provider’s credibility. Nevertheless, additional research will need to be carried out to insure
that appropriate contractual arrangements do in fact exist.
The task force also concludes that IRM approaches could provide financial and environmental benefits
so substantial that a compelling case for IRM likely exists. Capital costs for a completed project dealing
with all waste streams have been projected to be in the $250 - $400 million range. In addition, lifecycle
costs are generally proposed to be revenue positive with at least one provider suggesting revenues
would be sufficient to cover all capital costs. Without question, these cost estimates need further
substantiation. Nevertheless, they are much lower than could be accomplished with current waste
practices and waste projects being planned at the CRD. Similarly, estimates for GHG reduction are much
greater than what could be expected from current practices and projects being planned. GHG reduction
is increasingly critical in today’s world and is likely a very important consideration for federal and
provincial funding partners. Given these possibilities, it is likely IRM approaches could offer considerable
benefits for the Core Area Liquid Waste Committee and the region as a whole. The task force
recommends that current and future regional waste management decisions must take place in an
environment that fully investigates and appropriately evaluates IRM approaches.
The task force agrees with Dr. O’Riordan’s contention that all significant infrastructure projects now, and
in the future, must aim to optimally address the emerging world of climate change and other significant
ecological issues. Solution sets for infrastructure projects must be designed around this outcome and
other desired outcomes such as lowered net costs and value for money. The task force further agrees
that current “standard” procurement processes are likely unsuitable for encouraging innovation and
optimally reaching desired outcomes. Consequently, other more appropriate procurement paradigms
need to be investigated and potentially engaged. It is clear that a robust and competitive environment is
emerging for IRM approaches to waste stream management. With a lack of existing treatment
infrastructure, the CRD is well placed to take advantage of this environment, but must establish
mechanisms to broadly engage the widespread ingenuity emerging in the private sector.
Finally, the task force recognizes that the various technologies for treating solid wastes proposed in the
four presentations generally do not have an extensive track record of including biosolids in the process
mix. The task force recommends that a “demonstration level” pilot of at least one of the proposed solid
waste technologies should be conducted in the region as soon as possible. The task force will provide an
updated report to the CRD Board at its March, 2016 meeting. In this report, the task force will
recommend a path to accomplishing such a pilot and describe next steps the task force intends to carry
out including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

further investigation of possible technologies and solution providers
additional research into the viability of technologies presented
investigation into potential obstacles presented by current provincial regulation
analysis and recommendation as to how any regulatory obstacles might be overcome
examination of procurement methods best suited to attracting comprehensive, innovative
IRM applications
Examination of processes necessary to appropriately evaluate applications and select from
amongst them

Appendix 2

CRD Board

SELECT COMMITTEE - Board Chair, Chairs of Core Area, Environment & Finance
(Peninsula Wastewater Commission Liaison for Pilot Discussions)

STAFF - Report to Select Committee recommend actions to be taken
POTENTIAL IRM Solution

RFEI for Pilot - Pilot
provides proof of
concept and provides
baseline data for
larger IRM project

Team reports become appendices to staff reports

Evaluation Team
PROJECT LEAD - Proven ability to successfully lead significant projects expertise in procuring for innovation & strong relationship with funding
partners are pluses
Experts on: Procuring Innovation (If not Project Lead), Liquid Waste
(innovative design and implementation), Solid Waste to Resources
Technologies, Financial Analysis of Complex Business Cases, Analysis of GHG
Reduction Claims and Legal Advice

Short List
Recommended
Competitive Dialogue
(Project Leader plus
relevant Evaluation
Team members)

High Level Request for
Expressions of Interest for
Biosolids, Kitchen Scraps
and MSW processing
Outcome based from
goals to minimize net cost,
maximize environmental
benefit, foster innovation
and manage risk

High Level Request for
Expressions of Interest
for Liquid Waste
processing - conceptual
designs

Short List
Recommended
Evaluated Against
Base Case created by
the Core Area Liquid
Waste Committee

Outcome based from
Core Area Liquid
Waste charter goals

*Potential Providers may respond to both requests as one integrated and
optimized design or may respond individually to either of the requests

Appendix 3
IRM Task Force Discussion Re Initiating a Pilot
1. Rationale for a “demonstration” level pilot
a. To determine if a mixture of regional wastes including biosolids, kitchen scraps and
municipal solid wastes (MSW) can be successfully processed by the selected technology(s)
and to determine the optimal mixture of these wastes.
b. If the answer to “a” is positive, to determine if results are consistent with projected goals of
minimizing costs, maximizing revenues and maximizing environmental benefit.
c. To provide baseline data for a larger, region wide IRM project

2. Options to procure a pilot
a. A high level Request for Expressions of Interest (RFEI) open broadly to the private sector
could be used. This would certainly be seen as objective but would be lengthy in comparison
to other approaches. Also, the fact that multiple “requests” have already been initiated by
the CRD could result in fewer applications.
b. A request for responses could be sent directly to providers of technology already identified
by presentations to: Innovation days at Westside Committee, Technical Oversight Panel
(TOP) and the IRM task force. This would possibly meet the test of objectivity since
technologies and providers have already been broadly canvassed. Also, this approach is
likely to be considerably more efficient and timely.
c. A note could be sent to providers already identified indicating that a pilot is being procured
and asking them to answer swiftly as to whether or not they wished to participate. At the
same time, traditional RFEI advertisements could be run seeking new responses. Already
identified potential providers could provide information and be evaluated while the time for
new responses was open. Any new responses would be evaluated as they came in.
*The IRM Task Force supports option 3 as the process for an RFEI concerning a pilot

3. Some suggested evaluation criteria for responses – should be included in RFEI
a. What technology(s) is proposed?
b. Does the response deal sufficiently with the waste streams identified?
c. Does the technology(s) and/or applicant have an established track record? E.G. has at least
one commercial scale plant been operated successfully? If so, for how long has the plant
operated continuously?
d. Has this technology(s) been tested with a mix of the specified wastes? If so, at what scale
and for what duration?
e. What are the environmental benefits that might reasonably be expected from the response
provided? – order of magnitude of the these benefits
f. Does the response provide means for generating revenues? – order of magnitude
g. Has a suitable testing program been proposed to provide the desired data (see #1)?

h.
i.
j.
k.
l.

How long would it take to begin the pilot?
How long would it take to produce the necessary information?
What would the net cost of the pilot be to the CRD?
Does the response provide for guarantees or warranting of performance?
Could the pilot infrastructure be incorporated into a larger region wide project

*The select committee should work with the Evaluation Team to tailor and add to the above questions

4. Evaluating responses and creating a short list
a. The Evaluation Team would evaluate responses based on the criteria in #4 above plus other
questions considered to be germane and recommend a short list of 2 or 3 preferred
respondents to the task force.
b. The Evaluation team would work further with these respondents to ultimately recommend a
single preferred respondent.
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REPORT TO CORE AREA LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
MEETING OF WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2016

SUBJECT

Staff Comments – Integrated Resource Management Task Force Report

ISSUE
To provide staff comments on the Integrated Resource Management Task Force Report
(February 24, 2016).
BACKGROUND
The General Manager of Parks & Environmental Services, or designate, provides strategic
support and acts as a liaison to the Task Force. The General Manager, or designate, has
attended all of the Task Force meetings.
The conclusions outlined in the February 24 Task Force report are based on information provided
by the Integrated Resource Management (IRM) technology providers and consultants that were
invited by the Task Force to make presentations. The technology providers’ presentations
highlighted the advantages of IRM and their respective technologies. The information presented
has not been independently reviewed by Capital Regional District (CRD) staff or engineering
consultants. As indicated in the Task Force report, a pilot project (or even a technology feasibility
study or literature review) could allow the CRD to better understand and manage any potential
risks associated with proposed innovative IRM technologies. Alternatively, as highlighted by
Dr. O’Riordan, a robust infrastructure procurement model, or expression of interest process, that
validates technology providers’ risk mitigation claims would help to address and acknowledge
potential technology maturity and reliability concerns.
Dr. O’Riordan provided comments regarding BC gasification regulatory requirements and
highlighted that there are emissions requirements (BC Ministry of Environment Waste Discharge
permit) for gasification and a renewable fuel standard (Renewable and Low Carbon Fuel
Requirements Regulation) for combustion of fuel from gasification for the production of electricity.
In addition to the above-mentioned requirements for a gasification project, there are a number of
steps that need to be completed prior to a waste discharge permit or approval being issued by
the Ministry of Environment, including a draft application and pre-application meeting with Ministry
staff. During the pre-application meeting, Ministry staff will provide direction on the level of legal,
technical and notification/consultation requirements, as well as air emissions and bottom/fly ash
management. The Ministry processes completed applications on a “first in-first out” principle. As
of January 27, 2016, the Authorizations-South region, which includes the CRD, had 214 waste
discharge applications in the application queue.
A small-scale, temporary gasification pilot may be processed under a waste discharge approval
for a demonstration period of up to 15 months, which is not renewable and would have fewer
regulatory requirements than a permanent facility. A permanent gasification facility would require
a waste discharge permit, amendments to both the Solid and Liquid Waste Management Plans,
an operational certificate, more detailed technical assessments and extensive public consultation.
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In addition, any gasification facility would have to meet all municipal land use and bylaw
requirements. Facilities located on federal lands would be subject to separate regulations.
RECOMMENDATION
That the Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee receive this report for information.

Submitted by: Russ Smith, Senior Manager, Environmental Resource Management
Concurrence: Larisa Hutcheson, P.Eng., General Manager, Parks & Environmental Services
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REPORT TO SPECIAL TASK FORCE ON INTEGRATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
MEETING OF FRIDAY, MARCH 4, 2016

SUBJECT

Gasification Pilot Regulatory Requirements

ISSUE
To provide an overview of regulatory requirements for a gasification pilot.
BACKGROUND
At its January 29, 2016 meeting, the Task Force inquired about the regulatory requirements to
run a gasification pilot. Staff spoke with Ministry of Environment (MOE) staff to compile the
following information.
The Waste Discharge Regulation identifies a number of industries and activities that require
authorization to discharge under the Environmental Management Act (EMA). Gasification is an
identified activity requiring a waste discharge authorization, usually through a permit. However,
EMA has a provision to allow identified activities for a period of up to 15 months without issuing a
permit. In such instances, the Ministry could issue a short term approval (maximum 15 months)
that cannot be renewed at the end of its term. Ministry staff advise that a short term approval
may be an option for a temporary small scale gasification pilot project utilizing both liquid waste
residuals and solid waste.
The Ministry’s application process for a short term Waste Discharge approval is:
• completion and submission of a draft application form by the proponent
• pre-application meeting with Ministry staff during which legal, technical and
notification/consultation requirements would be discussed, including air emissions criteria
and bottom and fly ash management resulting from a gasification plant
• based on the pre-application meeting, Ministry staff determines the scope of activities
required by the project proponent to prepare the final application for submission of the short
term approval to the Ministry
• The Ministry processes complete Waste Discharge applications on a ‘first in-first out’ principle
(as of January 27, 2016, the Authorizations-South region, which includes the Capital Regional
District, had 214 applications in the application queue)
Note: a permanent gasification facility would require a number of additional authorizations,
including a Solid Waste Management Plan amendment, issuance of an operational certificate,
and the potential need for an Environmental Risk Assessment.
The MOE waste discharge application process flow sheet is attached as Appendix A. Anticipated
MOE authorization timelines for both a gasification pilot (~12 months+), and a full scale integrated
waste gasification project (~24 months+), are outlined in Appendix B. MOE authorization
estimates are based on anticipated time required for the CRD, or its consultants, to complete
MOE outlined technical requirements.
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Gasification Pilot Regulatory Requirements
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RECOMMENDATION
That the Task Force receive the report, Gasification Pilot Regulatory Requirements, for
information.
Submitted by:

Russ Smith, Senior Manager, Environmental Resource Management

Concurrence:

Larisa Hutcheson, P.Eng., General Manager, Parks & Environmental Services
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APPENDIX A

BC Ministry of Environment
Waste Discharge Authorization Application Process Flow Sheet
Stage

Activity

1. Pre-Application

A. Applicant –
review of
authorization process

Applicant:
 reviews Ministry of Environment process/guidance documents
on ministry internet web site
 reviews regulatory requirements that pertain to application.

B. Applicant –
preparation of draft
application
documents

Applicant:
 completes draft application documents:
 application form
 terms of reference for technical assessment, if aware
that it is applicable
 public and agency consultation plan
 Environmental Protection Notice of application
 submits draft application documents to Ministry of
Environment.

C. Ministry of
Environment &
Applicant –
pre-application
meeting

Ministry of Environment:
 arranges for pre-application meeting with the applicant.
Ministry of Environment & Applicant:
 meet for review of scope and detail of draft application
documents (as referenced in B above)
 confirm whether Technical Assessment Report is required
 discuss circulation, posting and publishing requirements.

2. Preparation of
Application

A. Applicant –
 preparation of
application
 consultation

Applicant:
 based on pre-application meeting with Ministry of
Environment, modifies draft application documents as
necessary
 prepares draft version of technical assessment report and
submits the report to the Ministry of Environment
 posts Environmental Protection Notice
 publishes the Environmental Protection Notice in newspapers
and the BC Gazette in accordance with the Public Notification
Regulation
 circulates the modified draft application form and
Environmental Protection Notice to First Nations and agencies


makes draft technical assessment report available to agencies,
First Nations and the public



consults with First Nations and the public according to the
consultation plan, and responds to information requests and
public, First Nations and agency comments

Note: It is recognized that consultation may not be completed at this
point.

APPENDIX A
Stage

Activity
B. Applicant –
finalization of
application

Applicant:
 prepares consultation report; and, in consideration of
consultation,
 prepares final application form,

3. Application

4. Ministry Review

A. Applicant –
submission of
application

A. Ministry of
Environment –
review of application

 prepares final technical assessment report.
Applicant:
 submits to the Ministry of Environment
 final application form
 final technical assessment report
 consultation report
 submits application fee in accordance with the Permit Fees
Regulation.
Ministry of Environment staff:
 reviews application form, technical assessment report and
consultation report
 if considered acceptable, prepares draft authorization with
conditions necessary to protect the environment for applicant’s
review.

B. Applicant –
review of draft
recommendations
5. Decision

A. Ministry of
Environment –
decision on
application

Note: Significant changes may require repeated notification and
publishing and/or consultation.
Applicant:
 reviews draft recommendations including draft authorization
 provides comment to Ministry of Environment
Ministry of Environment staff:
 provides recommendations including draft authorization, if
applicable, for Director’s decision
Director:
 makes a decision on the application.

June 25, 2010
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Anticipated Timelines
~1 month

1+ years

Unknown
MOE Queue

Draft
Application
PILOT or Small
Scale Plant

Identify
Technical
Assessments

Technical Assessments
MOE
Meeting

Submit
Complete
Application

Receive MOE
Permit
15 month PILOT

Pilot transitioning to Full Project - Permit Process Restarts to support full scale project

~1 month

2+ years

Unknown
MOE Queue

Draft
Application
FULL Scale
Project

Identify
Technical
Assessments

Technical Assessments (Includes EIA)
MOE Meeting

Submit
Complete
Application

Receive MOE
Authorization

APPENDIX B

REPORT TO
SPECIAL TASK FORCE ON INTEGRATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
MEETING OF FRIDAY, JANUARY 22, 2016

SUBJECT

Inventory of Capital Regional District Waste Streams

ISSUE
To provide requested information regarding a summary of waste in the Region.
BACKGROUND
A detailed summary of waste streams in 2014 is attached for your information (Appendix A). A
total of 175,000 tonnes of waste was received at Hartland and Tervita landfills in 2014:
Type of Waste
General Refuse
Controlled Waste (solid)
Controlled Waste (liquid)
Diversion (blue box/depot)
TOTAL

Total Tonnage
141,806
2,423
6,318
26,748
177,331

Muni/CRD Tonnage
33,364
83
5,336
6,157
44,940

There was a 3% reduction (3,800 tonnes) in total waste received by the Hartland landfill in 2015.
A detailed 2015 Hartland waste summary has not been compiled yet, but should be ready in early
February.
Controlled liquid waste disposed at Hartland has varying liquid contents depending on the
producer.
There is additional municipal yard and garden and food waste feedstock that is being diverted but
is not brought through Hartland or Tervita, therefore not quantified in this report. Conservative
estimates indicate additional municipal feedstock of 18,000 tonnes of yard and garden waste and
6,000 tonnes of food waste. Individual municipalities are being contacted for this information and
confirmed tonnage figures will be brought to the Task Force once compiled.
Residential recycling materials, blue box and depot, have been added to the table. Most of these
materials are part of approved provincial stewardship programs and are likely not available to
divert from current programs.
The Capital Regional District (CRD) does not track the flow of waste in or out of the region. Based
on relationships with local waste haulers it is assumed that some waste is exported to the lower
mainland to take advantage of lower tipping fees. In addition, the CRD likely receives some waste
from the Cowichan Valley Regional District, as haulers attempt to minimize their costs. Overall
waste trends, by hauler, do not seem to indicate any significant change in disposal behaviour over
the last five years.

ENVS-1845500539-3986

Environmental Services Committee – January 22, 2016
Inventory of Capital Regional District Waste Streams
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RECOMMENDATION
That the Special Task Force on Integrated Resource Management:
Receive report, Inventory of Capital Regional District Waste Streams, for information.

Submitted by:

Russ Smith, Senior Manager, Environmental Resource Management

Concurrence:

Larisa Hutcheson, P.Eng., General Manager, Parks & Environmental Services

RS:dd
Attachments: Appendix A - 2014 Detailed Summary of Waste Received at Hartland

MATERIAL SUMMARY
GOVERNMENT
CONTROLLED
FEEDSTOCK
MATERIAL
DISPOSAL
General Refuse (1)
paper and paperboard
food waste
plastic
wood and wood products
construction and demolition
textiles
composite materials
other
yard waste
other organic waste
ferrous metals
glass
electronics
hazardous waste
rubber
non-ferrous metals
Controlled Waste (solid waste)
waste asbestos
surface coating waste
out of region asbestos
contaminated soil
food processing waste
spoiled food
misc controlled waste
dead animals
animal fecal waste
soot and spent charcoal
health hazard waste
contaminated drywall
Controlled Waste (liquid waste)
SPWWTP (screenings/sludge)
Other sludge
Pumpings (non sewage)
Sooke (screenings/sludge)
Clover Point (screenings)
Macaulay Point (screenings)
Other screenings
Tsawout (screenings/sludge)

COLLECTION
HAULER

CONTROLLER

TONNAGE

municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res

30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
100% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other
30% gov't, 70% other

21,888
19,709
17,312
13,133
30,594
7,287
6,851
6,441
4,430
3,134
3,134
2,566
2,526
1,017
939
845
141,806

municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private haulers
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private haulers
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res
private haulers, residents, self haul bus
municipalities, private haulers
municipalities, private, self haul bus and res

100% other
100% other
100% other
100% other
100% other
100% other
92% gov't, 8% other
86% gov't, 14% other
100% other
100% other
100% other
100% other

1,390
265
182
151
148
112
56
37
34
24
22
2
2,423

CRD contractors or staff
private haulers
municipalities, private, CRD contractors/staff
CRD contractors or staff
CRD contractors or staff
CRD contractors or staff
private haulers
private haulers

100 % gov't
100% other
70% gov't, 30% other
100 % gov't
100 % gov't
100 % gov't
100% other
100 % gov't

TOTAL DISPOSAL 2014

3,601
675
611
580
392
318
124
17
6,318
150,547

6,566
5,913
5,194
3,940
2,186
2,055
1,932
1,329
940
940
770
758
305
282
254
33,364
52
32
83
3,601
428
580
392
318
17
5,336
38,783

MATERIAL SUMMARY CONTINUED
GOVERNMENT
CONTROLLED
FEEDSTOCK
MATERIAL
DIVERSION (2)
Paper Fibres
Mixed Containers (3)
Asphalt Shingles
Batteries
Books
Electronics
HHW Orphans
Mattresses
Metals
Metal Appliances
Motor Oil, Filters, Containers
Plastic (Large Rigid)
Plastic (Film)
Paint/Pesticides/Lamps
Propane Tanks/Fire Ext.
Polystyrene
Tires
Toilets
Wood Waste
Food Waste
Yard Waste
Miscellaneous (4)

COLLECTION
RECEIVER
CRD contractors and facilities
CRD contractors and facilities
CRD facilities
CRD facilities
CRD facilities
CRD contractors and facilities
CRD facilities
CRD facilities
CRD facilities
CRD facilities
CRD contractors and facilities
CRD contractors and facilities
CRD contractors and facilities
CRD facilities
CRD facilities
CRD contractors and facilities
CRD contractors and facilities
CRD facilities
CRD facilities
Municipalities
CRD Facilities
CRD contractors and facilities

TOTAL DIVERSION 2013
GRAND TOTAL ALL MATERIAL STREAMS
(1)

CONTROLLER
100% other (stewards)
100% other (stewards)
100% gov't
100% other (stewards)
100% gov't
100% other (stewards)
100% gov't
100% gov't
100% gov't
100% other (stewards)
100% other (stewards)
100% gov't
100% other (stewards)
100% other (stewards)
100% gov't
100% other (stewards)
100% other (stewards)
100% gov't
100% gov't
100% gov't
100% gov't
50% gov't, 50% stewards

TONNAGE
14,319
5,408
803
40
42
364
63
189
591
131
37
158
33
166
20
27
55
7
1,432
2,185
620
94

803
42
63
189
591
158
20
7
1,432
2,185
620
47

26,784

6,157

177,331

44,940

General refuse tonnage by material type is an estimate based on known kitchen scraps diversion and latest waste stream analysis data. Data includes 22,500
tonnes of construction and demolition waste from Tervita Highwest Landfill in Highlands.
(2)
2013 data-Quantity of curbside paper fibres/mixed containers not available with material being managed under stewardship beginning May 2014
(3)
Estimated composition by weight = 40% glass, balance is a mixture of plastic, metal and polycoat containers
(4)
Cooking oil, reusable goods, milk cartons, deposit containers, polycoat containers

Capital Regional District
Meeting Minutes
Special Task Force on Integrated Resource Management
Friday, March 4, 2016

8:40 AM

Room 107

PRESENT
DIRECTORS:

V. Derman (Chair), K. Williams (Vice-Chair), R. Atwell, C. Hamilton, C. Plant,
G. Young, B. Desjardins (Board Chair, ex-officio)
ABSENT:
A. Finall, J. Ranns
STAFF:
R. Smith, Senior Manager, Environmental Resource Management, D. Dionne
(recorder)
ALSO PRESENT: M. Williams (Chair, Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission)

1. Approval of Agenda

MOVED by Director Hamilton, SECONDED by Director Atwell,
That the agenda be approved.
CARRIED
2. Adoption of Minutes
2.1.

16-361

Adoption of the Minutes of February 26, 2016
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Desjardins,
That the minutes of February 26, 2016 be adopted.
CARRIED

3. Chair’s Remarks
Chair Derman welcomed Mike Williams, Chair of the Peninsula Wastewater
Commission, who was invited as a liaison to the Commission. He thanked Task
Force members for the fast tracked work completed to date. He also noted that
there may be a remaining role for the Task Force and will discuss further under
New Business. He also suggested that meeting frequency be moved to biweekly.
4. Presentations/Delegations
There were none.
5. Committee Business
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Gasification Pilot Regulatory Requirements
R. Smith spoke to the report noting that there was an attempt to outline two
process, one for a gasification pilot and the other implications for a permanent
facility. He also noted that:
• The regulatory process for a pilot would be likely a 12 month process to
submit an application to get in the queue for approval.
• A permanent facility would have a potential need for an Environmental
Impact study and other studies which brings the process out to potentially
two years.
• Any change to the process would not be a staff to staff process, but rather
at the political level.
• This process begins after a pilot proponent has been selected, this would
be the next step.

MOVED by Director Atwell, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the Task Force receive report Gasification Pilot Regulatory
Requirements, for information.
CARRIED
5.2.

16-365

Report to the Capital Regional District Board
Chair Derman spoke to the report noting that he met with both L. Hutcheson
and R. Lapham and worked with them to create the structure as shown in
Appendix 2 of the report. He described the proposed structure, talked about
overlapping mandates for various committees. Discussion ensued with the
following changes/additions being requested to the report:
• Strengthen the wording around the role of staff in the report and the
Appendix 2 diagram and clarify the roles of staff and elected officials in the
process.
• Describe to the Board the various groups that have expressed interest in a
RFEI process, and the overlapping jurisdictions and how the structure
presented in Appendix 2 will help to resolve those.
• Include and describe the liaison role of the Saanich Peninsula Wastewater
commission.
• Describe the process for selecting the Evaluation Team.
• Add “Executive Summary” at the start of the Board report.
• Add the potential timeline of the selection process.
• There was a request, regarding Appendix 1, the February 24 report to the
Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee, to get confirmation from
Highbury Energy whether or not they have any demonstration or larger
installations currently in operation, in order for this information to be
included in the report.
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Atwell,
That the Task Force approve the report as amended and forward to the
Capital Regional District Board.
CARRIED
OPPOSED Young
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6. New Business
Chair Derman identified that the Task Force could continue in a new role
whereby it would continue to collect technical expertise around the various
technologies in order to continue to be a well-informed group and be able to
provide oversight. With the goal of passing the information on to the Select
Committee within two or three months. Meetings would be a bi-weekly
schedule.
Director Plant was asked by a resident if the Burnaby incinerator takes
biosolids, staff will look into and follow up.
R. Smith provided an update on the request for an update on Enerkem in
Edmonton. He noted that the facility is in the process of potentially being
commissioned for the methanol to ethanol process. City of Edmonton owns the
sorting side on the front end. Enerkem owns and operates the facility.
Staff were asked to confirm with Rudy Kilian what the dry tonnes of biosolids
projections are for 2030, was the 60 tonnes/day by 2025 or 2030?
7. Adjournment
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the meeting be adjourned at 9:43 a.m.
CARRIED

___________________________________
CHAIR

___________________________________
RECORDER
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Meeting Minutes
Special Task Force on Integrated Resource Management
Monday, February 26, 2016

8:40 AM

Room 107

PRESENT
DIRECTORS: V. Derman (Chair), K. Williams (Vice-Chair), R. Atwell, A. Finall, C. Hamilton, C. Plant,
J. Ranns, G. Young, B. Desjardins (Board Chair, ex-officio)
STAFF:
R. Smith, Senior Manager, Environmental Resource Management, D. Dionne (recorder)

1. Approval of Agenda
MOVED by Director Finall, SECONDED by Director Plant,
That Brian Gilbert be added as a speaker under Item 4
Presentations/Delegations.
CARRIED
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the agenda be approved as amended.
CARRIED
2. Adoption of Minutes
2.1.

16-297

Adoption of the Minutes of February 19, 2016
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Hamilton,
That the minutes of February 19, 2016 be approved.
CARRIED
Director Plant acknowledged the work of the Chair in the preparation of the
report to the Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee (CALWMC).

3. Chair’s Remarks
Chair Derman remarked on the CALWMC’s discussion of the Task Force’s
report, noting that it was received for information and that there were five
members who were opposed to receiving it for information.
4. Presentations/Delegations
4.1.

Brian Gilbert - Delegation
Mr. Gilbert spoke to the Task Force and thanked them for the work they have
done.
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5. Committee Business
5.1.

16-312

Question and Answer with Rudy Kilian of Carollo Engineers, Inc. –
Conference Call
Mr. Kilian joined the meeting by telephone and responded to questions from
the Task Force regarding Integrated Resource Management (IRM)
technologies, cost, feedstock, revenue potential, anaerobic digestion, biochar
and energy output.

5.2.

16-300

Preliminary Discussion of March Report to the Board
Chair Derman noted that, under normal circumstances, any report going to the
March 9 Board meeting would have to be in Legislative Services by March 1.
Chair Derman will discuss with staff about delaying the Task Force report so
that it can be drafted and considered by the Task Force at its March 4 meeting
prior to forwarding to the Board. The Task Force agreed to this process.
Discussion ensued and the following changes and additions were requested:
• Include an Executive Summary at the beginning of the report
• Recommend that staff consider IRM
• Note that there may be significant benefits to combining municipal solid
waste (MSW), wood waste and biosolids
• Note that the information in the Urban Systems Carollo report is
incomplete, due to its narrow parameters.

5.3

16-310

Recommendation on a Demonstration Pilot
Chair Derman spoke to his handout (on file) for Task Force consideration. The
Task Force discussed the information and noted the following:

9:55 B. Desjardins left the meeting
•
•

Add to the Rationale section the question, “how can the heat requirements
from external fuels be minimized?”
Include before the Rationale section the statement, “Based on the Terms of
Reference, provided to us from the Board, we are coming back with some
responses to those Terms of Reference.”

10:00 C. Plant left the meeting
•

Capital Regional District
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a possible candidate.

Page 2

Printed on 3/1/2016

Special Task Force on IRM

Meeting Minutes

February 26, 2016

10:06 R. Atwell left the meeting
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

5.4

16-311

Note that the pilot should be at the Peninsula Waste Water Treatment
Facility
Provincial approval process - the Task Force should request that the Board
authorize the Task Force to, on its behalf, meet with ministry staff to
discuss a pilot
The report should identify that it is submitted by the entire Task Force
Ladysmith received some resource money for a new technology they are
using in their wastewater system – what is that technology – this
information should be provided in the report
Add under Evaluation Criteria the question, “Can the pilot be incorporated
into a full proposal?”
That the Task Force write to the Peninsula Waste Water Commission,
identifying its support of a pilot at the Peninsula Waste Water Treatment
site, and that the Task Force is prepared to recommend to the Board that
they allow MSW and/or kitchen scraps, collected on the peninsula, to be
diverted to a pilot facility for integrated waste management treatment.
Evaluation Criteria 4b should specify biosolids, kitchen scraps and MSW as
the waste streams and that the system should be flexible to handle the
variations of the waste streams
Staff involvement in the process needs to be acknowledged within the
report
Include information about the Board approved kitchen scraps pilot – it may
want to be included as part of the gasification pilot

Recommendation on Next Steps to Canvass the Private Sector Broadly
for a Full Project
Chair Derman provided a discussion paper (on file) regarding procurement and
advised that Director How, Chair of the Finance Committee, is interested in
partnering with the Task Force to review the CRD procurement process and
whether there needs to be change.
Chair Derman identified the Omni Processor by Janicki Bioengery as another
possible presentation, and asked the Task Force if they would like him to invite
them to present their technology. The Task Force agreed.

5.5

16-295

Action List Update
Staff provided an update on the last two outstanding items on the action list.
(On file).

6. New Business
There was no new business.
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7. Adjournment
MOVED by Director Finall, SECONDED by Director Hamilton,
That the meeting be adjourned at 10:36 a.m.
CARRIED

___________________________________
CHAIR

___________________________________
RECORDER
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Meeting Minutes
Special Task Force on Integrated Resource Management
Monday, February 19, 2016

8:40 AM

Room 107

PRESENT
DIRECTORS:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

V. Derman (Chair), K. Williams (Vice-Chair), R. Atwell, C. Hamilton, C. Plant,
J. Ranns, G. Young, B. Desjardins (Board Chair, ex-officio)
A. Finall (joined by phone 8:44)
R. Smith, Senior Manager, Environmental Resource Management, D. Dionne
(recorder)

1. Approval of Agenda
Posting Task Force meeting minutes and agendas to the public CRD website,
was added under New Business.
MOVED by Director Hamilton, SECONDED by Director Atwell,
That the agenda be approved as amended.
CARRIED
2. Adoption of Minutes
2.1.

16-260

Adoption of the Minutes of February 15, 2016
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Plant,
That the minutes of February 15, 2016 be approved.
CARRIED

3. Chair’s Remarks
Chair Derman thanked Denise Dionne for her efforts in maintaining minutes and
agendas in light of the frequency of Task Force meetings. He welcomed the
presenters and advised that the purpose of the Task Force is to examine
potential Integrated Resource Management (IRM) opportunities for the region.
4. Presentations/Delegations
4.1.

16-249

Presentation – Highbury Energy Inc. – Thomas Hobby and Paul Watkinson
Mr. Hobby and Mr. Watkinson presented on the dual-bed steam gasification
technology and provided responses to questions submitted by Chair Derman
(on file). Following the presentation there was discussion and the presenters
responded to further questions from the Task Force.
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10:12 B. Desjardins left the meeting
Following the presentation Chair Derman advised that Pivotol IRM has offered
to bring up the research scientists from West Biofules to present technical
information to the Task Force. Chair Derman advised that the opportunity to
present technical details on IRM technologies would have to be offered to all
presenters. The Task Force agreed for Chair Derman to invite technical
presentations from each technology presented to the Task Force.
5. Committee Business
5.1.

16-259

Board Approved Revised Terms of Reference
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the Task Force receive the Board Approved Revised Terms of
Reference for information.
CARRIED

5.2.

16-261

Draft Report to the Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee on
February 24, 2016 – Discussion
A revised draft report was handed out (on file) and discussion ensued with the
following revisions requested:
• Include a line that identifies that a competitive process would likely elicit
more proposals.
• Include information on what IRM will do to climate adaptation
• Acknowledge that IRM will potentially affect the entire region and not just
the Core Area.
• Include a statement noting that proponents have indicated that the capital
cost to the region could be anywhere from $400 million to virtually no capital
cost at all.
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the report include the statement that the IRM Task Force believes
that what we have discovered in this investigation could have
considerable benefits for what the Core Area Liquid Waste Management
Committee is considering and indeed for the region at large.
CARRIED
OPPOSED Young
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Ranns,
That the draft report to the Core Area Liquid Waste Management
Committee, with the verbal amendments, be received for information and
be approved and forwarded to the Core Area Liquid Waste Management
Committee for information.
CARRIED
OPPOSED Young
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6. New Business
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the Task Force invite Pivotol IRM to talk about the possibilities of
putting in a pilot at the Peninsula Wastewater Treatment Centre.
CARRIED
OPPOSED Young
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Ranns,
That the Task Force minutes and agendas be posted to the CRD’s public
website.
CARRIED
7. Adjournment
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the meeting be adjourned at 11:15 a.m.
CARRIED

___________________________________
CHAIR

___________________________________
RECORDER
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Meeting Minutes
Special Task Force on Integrated Resource Management
Monday, February 15, 2016

8:40 AM

Room 652

PRESENT
DIRECTORS:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

V. Derman (Chair), K. Williams (Vice-Chair), R. Atwell, C. Hamilton, C. Plant,
J. Ranns (8:54), G. Young (8:49), B. Desjardins (Board Chair, ex-officio)
A. Finall
R. Smith, Senior Manager, Environmental Resource Management, D. Dionne
(recorder)

1. Approval of Agenda
Agenda Item 5.1 was amended to read “Preliminary Discussion of the Report
to the Board”.
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Atwell,
That the agenda be approved as amended.
CARRIED
2. Adoption of Minutes
2.1.

16-255

Adoption of the Minutes of February 12, 2016
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Plant,
That the minutes of February 12, 2016 be approved.
CARRIED

3. Chair’s Remarks
Chair Derman remarked that the Capital Regional District (CRD) Board Chair
has requested that the Task Force have a report prepared for the February 24
Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee (CALWMC) meeting.
G. Young and J. Ranns joined the meeting
4. Presentations/Delegations
4.1.

16-246

Presentation from Mr. Duncan Cameron – Cameron Group International
Mr. Cameron presented responses to questions submitted by Chair Derman
(on file) on Hydra IWR2M wastewater management process. Following the
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presentation there was discussion and Mr. Cameron responded to further
questions from the Task Force.
Mr. Cameron handed out written response (on file) to the questions submitted
by Chair Derman.
5. Committee Business
5.1.

16-247

Preliminary Discussion of the Report to the Board
The Task Force discussed the handout from Chair Derman, “Preliminary Ideas
re Initial Report to the CRD Board” (on file), noting that the report would be
going to the CALWMC on February 24 and that this report would then form the
basis for the report to the Board.
Discussion ensued with the following items noted:
• The report should include information on the presentations seen by the
Task Force:
o how they propose to manage all waste streams and the proposed costs
to the CRD
o key information regarding their ideas of procurement
o what the possible revenue options are
• That the Technical Oversight Panel has expressed support for an
integrated approach.
• That the Task Force provide objective analysis of technologies; technology,
timing, cost, funding, procurement and revenues.
• Possible pilot information; what we have seen to date, how that informs a
pilot, how a pilot fits in with the timeline.
• If there are some directions or recommendations that are relevant to the
CALWMC, they should be brought forward noting that ultimately it will be a
Board discussion.

10:09 B. Desjardins and C. Plant left the meeting
•
•
•

Need to be conscious of organizations’ requirements to treat all municipal
solid waste, and that there are provincial regulations in place for dealing
with recyclables.
Land size for each technology and processing varies significantly
There is private sector interest and there is evidence that there are
revenues associated with an integrated approach.

Chair Derman will prepare a draft report and email out to the Task Force for
their review prior to the next Task Force meeting.
6. New Business
No new business.
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7. Adjournment
MOVED by Director Atwell, SECONDED by Director Young,
That the meeting be adjourned at 10:23 a.m.
CARRIED

___________________________________
CHAIR

___________________________________
RECORDER
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Meeting Minutes
Special Task Force on Integrated Resource Management
Friday, February 12, 2016

8:40 AM

Room 652

PRESENT
DIRECTORS:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

V. Derman (Chair), K. Williams (Vice-Chair), R. Atwell, A. Finall, J. Ranns, G. Young,
B. Desjardins (Board Chair, ex-officio)
C. Hamilton, C. Plant
L. Hutcheson, General Manager, Parks & Environmental Services, D. Dionne
(recorder)

1. Approval of Agenda
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Finall,
That the agenda be approved.
CARRIED
2. Adoption of Minutes
2.1.

16-185

Adoption of the Minutes of February 5, 2016
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Finall,
That the minutes of February 5, 2016 be approved.
CARRIED

3. Chair’s Remarks
Chair Derman remarked on the following items:
• That the Technical Oversight Panel, during a presentation to the Core Area
Liquid Waste Committee (CALWC), identified that gasification could be
recommended for managing solid waste and that municipal solid waste
should be included with biosolids, noting that solid waste falls under the
Environmental Services Committee governance.
• That the presentation from the February 5 meeting identified the importance
of greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation when reviewing technologies. The
federal government has GHG mitigation as one of its high priorities.
• That consideration needs to be given to not only siting and technology but
intelligent design, financially and environmentally.
• That procurement is a critical element. There is a procurement expert in
British Columbia, who was involved in the design of both the Vancouver
Island Technology Park and Selkirk Park. Chair Derman will seek to
schedule a presentation from that individual.
Capital Regional District
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4. Presentations/Delegations
4.1.

16-211

Presentation from Mr. Barney Hiney – Ark Power Dynamics
Mr. Hiney presented information on the Ark Reformer technology (presentation
on file). Following the presentation there was discussion and Mr. Hiney
responded to questions from the Task Force.
Mr. Hiney provided written response (on file) to questions submitted by Chair
Derman.

9:50 B. Desjardins left the meeting
5. Committee Business
5.1.

16-212

Action List of the January 29, 2016 Meeting
L. Hutcheson provided an update on Action Item 2 noting that the gasification
plant at Dockside Green was exempt under the Environmental Management
Act (EMA) due to emissions being from combustion of wood waste used for
the purpose of comfort heating.

5.2.

16-172

Pilot Project – Is it desirable to do so? If so, what are the next steps?
There was discussion around the complexity of implementing a pilot due to
space requirements, technology, regulations, feedstock and what type of
financial arrangement would reduce risk and cost to the Capital Regional
District.
MOVED by Director Atwell, SECONDED by Director Ranns,
That Chair Derman invite Highbury Energy to make a presentation at the
February 19 Task Force meeting.
CARRIED

10:18 A. Finall left the meeting
5.3.

16-173

Steps for Verification of Pivotal IRM Presentation
Handout was received for information.

5.4.

16-174

Report to the CRD Board – Preliminary Discussion
Chair Derman provided a handout (on file) with some preliminary ideas for an
initial report to the CRD Board for the Task Force to review for discussion at a
future meeting.
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February 12, 2016

Association of Vancouver Island and Coastal Communities Recommendations
on Solid Waste Management for Vancouver Island
(Note: this item referred from Environmental Services Committee for
information.)
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Atwell,
That the Association of Vancouver Island and Coastal Communities report
and attachments be received for information.
CARRIED

6. New Business
No new business.
7. Adjournment
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Ranns,
That the meeting be adjourned at 10:29 a.m.
CARRIED

___________________________________
CHAIR

___________________________________
RECORDER
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Capital Regional District
Meeting Minutes
Special Task Force on Integrated Resource Management
Friday, March 4, 2016

8:40 AM

Room 107

PRESENT
DIRECTORS:

V. Derman (Chair), K. Williams (Vice-Chair), R. Atwell, C. Hamilton, C. Plant,
G. Young, B. Desjardins (Board Chair, ex-officio)
ABSENT:
A. Finall, J. Ranns
STAFF:
R. Smith, Senior Manager, Environmental Resource Management, D. Dionne
(recorder)
ALSO PRESENT: M. Williams (Chair, Saanich Peninsula Wastewater Commission)

1. Approval of Agenda

MOVED by Director Hamilton, SECONDED by Director Atwell,
That the agenda be approved.
CARRIED
2. Adoption of Minutes
2.1.

16-361

Adoption of the Minutes of February 26, 2016
MOVED by Director Williams, SECONDED by Director Desjardins,
That the minutes of February 26, 2016 be adopted.
CARRIED

3. Chair’s Remarks
Chair Derman welcomed Mike Williams, Chair of the Peninsula Wastewater
Commission, who was invited as a liaison to the Commission. He thanked Task
Force members for the fast tracked work completed to date. He also noted that
there may be a remaining role for the Task Force and will discuss further under
New Business. He also suggested that meeting frequency be moved to biweekly.
4. Presentations/Delegations
There were none.
5. Committee Business
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Gasification Pilot Regulatory Requirements
R. Smith spoke to the report noting that there was an attempt to outline two
process, one for a gasification pilot and the other implications for a permanent
facility. He also noted that:
• The regulatory process for a pilot would be likely a 12 month process to
submit an application to get in the queue for approval.
• A permanent facility would have a potential need for an Environmental
Impact study and other studies which brings the process out to potentially
two years.
• Any change to the process would not be a staff to staff process, but rather
at the political level.
• This process begins after a pilot proponent has been selected, this would
be the next step.

MOVED by Director Atwell, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the Task Force receive report Gasification Pilot Regulatory
Requirements, for information.
CARRIED
5.2.

16-365

Report to the Capital Regional District Board
Chair Derman spoke to the report noting that he met with both L. Hutcheson
and R. Lapham and worked with them to create the structure as shown in
Appendix 2 of the report. He described the proposed structure, talked about
overlapping mandates for various committees. Discussion ensued with the
following changes/additions being requested to the report:
• Strengthen the wording around the role of staff in the report and the
Appendix 2 diagram and clarify the roles of staff and elected officials in the
process.
• Describe to the Board the various groups that have expressed interest in a
RFEI process, and the overlapping jurisdictions and how the structure
presented in Appendix 2 will help to resolve those.
• Include and describe the liaison role of the Saanich Peninsula Wastewater
commission.
• Describe the process for selecting the Evaluation Team.
• Add “Executive Summary” at the start of the Board report.
• Add the potential timeline of the selection process.
• There was a request, regarding Appendix 1, the February 24 report to the
Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee, to get confirmation from
Highbury Energy whether or not they have any demonstration or larger
installations currently in operation, in order for this information to be
included in the report.
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Atwell,
That the Task Force approve the report as amended and forward to the
Capital Regional District Board.
CARRIED
OPPOSED Young
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6. New Business
Chair Derman identified that the Task Force could continue in a new role
whereby it would continue to collect technical expertise around the various
technologies in order to continue to be a well-informed group and be able to
provide oversight. With the goal of passing the information on to the Select
Committee within two or three months. Meetings would be a bi-weekly
schedule.
Director Plant was asked by a resident if the Burnaby incinerator takes
biosolids, staff will look into and follow up.
R. Smith provided an update on the request for an update on Enerkem in
Edmonton. He noted that the facility is in the process of potentially being
commissioned for the methanol to ethanol process. City of Edmonton owns the
sorting side on the front end. Enerkem owns and operates the facility.
Staff were asked to confirm with Rudy Kilian what the dry tonnes of biosolids
projections are for 2030, was the 60 tonnes/day by 2025 or 2030?
7. Adjournment
MOVED by Director Plant, SECONDED by Director Williams,
That the meeting be adjourned at 9:43 a.m.
CARRIED

___________________________________
CHAIR

___________________________________
RECORDER
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NOTICE OF iIOTION TO THE CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT BOARD
MEETING OF i/IARCH 9,2016

SUBJECT Optlons for Responsible

Recreational Access to Leech Lands

BACKGROUND
On February 16, 2016, the CRD Board declined to support bylaw amendments to prohibit all
responsible recreational access to the Leech lands located to the west of the Sooke Water
Supply Area.
These 9,600 hectares of public land have been acquired for future water supply purposes, with
projections indicating these lands will not be required for water supply purposes untilthe year
2043 or later. Agreements providing for responsible recreational access have been negotiated
between the adjacent private landowner Timbenrest and organizations including the Victoria
Fish & Game Protective Association (see attachments), with protocols for gate access and
provisions including: "Access may be prohibited during periods of high wildfire risk."
It is therefore recommended that the CRD Board provide the following request to the Regional
Water Supply Commission, to assist in the development of regulations and bylaw amendments
that will be acceptable to the Board by ensuring a proper balance between watershed protection
and reasonable accommodation of responsible public access.

RECOMiIIENDAT¡ON
THAT the CRD Board request that the Regional Water Supply Gommission consider options for
a permitting system for responsible recreational access to the Leech lands, including options for
the issuance of fishing and hiking permits in the western portion of the Leech lands, and include
this option alongside access for First Nations and scientific researchers in amendments to the
Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804 and Ticket Authorization Bylaw
No. 1857 forthe Board's consideration.

i9,,/Åa\
Director Ben lsitt

Director Rick Kasper

Director Marianne Alto

Director Mike Hicks

Director Richard Atwell

Attach
Map of
Letter
Fish & Game Protective Association
Access
between Timberwest and Victoria Fish & Game Protective Association
Parks Canada Trail Use Permit lnformation

Home > National Parks of Canada > Pacific Rim National Park Reserve > Activities > Hiking: West Coast Trail >
Reservations

Pacific Rim National Park Reserve
West Coast Trail: Reservations
Home | Challenges | Planning | Reservations | Packing | Transportation
Safety | FAQs | Links | Multimedia | Maps & Brochures

West Coast Trail Reservations: When and how to make them
© Parks Canada

Pachena Bay, Gordon River and Nitinat Entries
Hikers can access the trail by either making a reservation or registering on the standby list.
Unused reservation spaces are made available to standby hikers.
New for 2016: all spaces are reservable. No spaces are set aside for standby hikers.
Service
Availability

Contact:

Online
24 hours a day
7 days a week

Call Centre
8 am  6 pm PST
7 days a week

18777373783 (tollfree within Canada & US)
15198265391 (international)

NOTE: The reservation system will open at 8:00 am PST on January 11, 2016.
When making a reservation, have the following ready:
preferred start dates  first choice and alternate dates;
the number of hikers in your group;
the names and emergency contacts for hikers;
means of payment: Visa, MasterCard or American Express (see our Fees page for information

on West Coast Trail fees);
the access point you plan to start from  Pachena Bay, Gordon River or Nitinat; and
an email address to send confirmation and orientation information.

Standby List
Hikers without reservations and wishing to start on either the Pachena Bay or Gordon River
trailhead, can register on a standby list in person or by calling the trailheads directly.
Registering on the standby list does not guarantee a same day or next day start.
As all spaces on the West Coast Trail are reservable, wait times for standby hikers can be
considerable.
Reservations for Gordon River, Pachena Bay and Nitinat entries are available online and
through the Parks Canada Call Centre up to two days prior to departure.

Permits & Passes
Overnight visitors to the West Coast Trail (WCT) must pay a fee to acquire a WCT Overnight Use
Permit.
These fees help support the cost of operating the WCT (e.g., rescue services, information services,
construction of ladders, cable cars, boardwalks and bridges).
Permits and passes are issued at the Parks Canada WCT Information Centres (Gordon River and
Pachena Bay) and at the Ditidaht First Nation Visitor Centre and store (Nitinat Village).

Ferry Fees
Ferry fees pay for passage across the Gordon River and Nitinat Narrows, a service provided by the
Ditidaht and Pacheedaht First Nations throughout the hiking season.
If accessing or exiting the trail from the Nitinat Narrows, the Nitinat Water Taxi fee is $62.50 per
person one way, for travel up the lake. Hikers planning to enter or exit the trail at Nitinat can pay
this fee directly to the water taxi operator.

Cancellation Policy
A nonrefundable reservation fee is applicable when making a reservation through the Parks
Canada Reservation Service.
WCT Overnight Use Permits are eligible for refund up to 21 days or more before the hike
start date. A cancellation fee per booking applies.
Refunds for unused ferry services are available at the WCT Information Centres and Ditidaht
First Nation Visitor Centre.
Date Modified 20160224

REPORT TO THE CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT BOARD
MEETING OF WEDNESDAY, MARCH 9, 2016

SUBJECT

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION REGARDING AMENDMENT OF THE
GREATER VICTORIA WATER SUPPLY AREA PROTECTION BYLAW
(NO. 2804) TO INCLUDE THE LEECH WATER SUPPLY AREA

ISSUE
To provide the information considered by the Regional Water Supply Commission in
recommending restriction of unauthorized access to the Leech Water Supply Area and the
amendment of Bylaw No. 2804 Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw.
BACKGROUND
At a meeting of the Regional Water Supply Commission (RWSC) on October 21, 2015, staff were
directed to draft amendments to the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw (No.
2804), for the CRD Board’s approval, to: incorporate the Leech Water Supply Area (WSA) in the
Bylaw with the intention that the Leech Water Supply Area be fully closed to unauthorized public
access effective June 1, 2016; to allow for First Nations cultural use access in the Leech WSA in
accordance with an access agreement, and to not allow public recreational use access in the
Leech WSA.
The following listing summarizes the information, actions and decisions that led up to the
October 21 RWSC decision on public access to the Leech WSA:
•

2013 September - RWSC Report: “Leech Water Supply Area Restoration Update”
Information on the status of the $5.8 million capital project to restore the Leech WSA over a
17 year period was received.

•

2013 November – RWSC Report: “Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Security”
The environmental and security issues in the Leech WSA were presented with a
recommendation to amend Bylaw No. 2804 to fully close the Leech WSA to public access.
A decision on the report was tabled to a future meeting. Staff received feedback to solicit
public comment and discuss with local First Nations.

•

2014 – 2015 – Meetings with T’Sou-ke First Nation
Over the course of 2014 and 2015 a number of meetings were held to discuss T’Sou-ke
First Nations interest in accessing the Leech WSA to practise traditional uses and CRD’s
ability to accommodate those interests. A resulting draft Traditional Use Access Agreement
was presented and endorsed by the RWSC in February 2015 and will be presented to the
CRD Board for decision on March 9, 2015.

•

2014 May – Water Advisory Committee (WAC) Report: “Public and Recreational Use of the
Leech Water Supply Area”
The existing use of the Leech WSA was presented with a recommendation that the WAC
recommend to the RWSC to consider and accommodate suitable recreational access
requests in the Leech WSA. A decision was tabled for further consideration.
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•

2015 February – WAC Report: “Leech Water Supply Area Open House”
A plan to hold a series of open houses providing information boards to explain the need to
extend Bylaw No. 2804 and collect public comment on the issue was presented. The plan
and materials were endorsed with revisions.

•

2015 February – RWSC Report: “Leech Water Supply Area Open House”
The Open House Plan and information boards were presented and approved. (Attachment
3 Information Boards presented at the Open Houses)

•

2015 April – Open Houses
5 Open Houses were held in the Westshore, Juan de Fuca, Sooke, Saanich and Shawnigan
Lake areas. A total of 92 participants attended, with 47 written comments received.

•

2015 September – RWSC Report: “Leech Water Supply Area Open House Results”
A report providing participation levels and comments was received for information.

•

2015 October – WAC Report: “Consideration of Amendment to Bylaw No. 2804 to Include
the Leech WSA”
A copy of the draft report to RWSC was presented to the WAC to provide opportunity to
provide feedback on the report and/or prepare a recommendation for RWSC consideration.

•

2015 October 21 – WAC Report to RWSC: “Supplemental Report to the RWSC from the
Water Advisory Committee in Consideration of the Bylaw Amendments for Restrictions in
the Leech Watershed”
A report presented to the RWSC at their meeting of October 21, 2015, recommending no
public access to the Leech (Attachment 2).

•

2015 October 21 – RWSC Report: “Amending Bylaw No. 2804 To Include The Leech Water
Supply Area”
A report providing 3 alternatives for amendment of Bylaw No. 2804 was presented. Staff
recommended a permitted recreation access alternative; RWSC directed staff to amend the
bylaw with no provision for public recreation. (Attachment 1)

•

2015 December 16 – RWSC Report: “Amendment of Greater Victoria Water Supply Area
Protection Bylaw No. 2804 and Ticket Authorization Bylaw No. 1857”
A report providing proposed amendments to Bylaw No. 2804 and No. 1857 to incorporate
the Leech WSA, accommodate authorized First Nations cultural access and make other
amendments was endorsed and recommended to the CRD Board.

Factors Considered by the Commission
A summary of the factors presented to, and considered by, the Regional Water Supply
Commission in recommending the Leech WSA be closed to public access in October 2015
follows:
1.

History of Illegal Use
• The Leech WSA has never been “open” to public access while held by TimberWest and
Western Forest Products or the CRD, but an ongoing history of trespass has led to a
perception of the area being open to public access.
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2.

Mostly Closed Since Purchase in 2007
• The Leech WSA has been progressively secured since purchase in 2007 first using
existing gate infrastructure and more recently newly installed infrastructure. Access was
controlled since purchase from the south via Butler and Boneyard Main gates and from
the north at an existing gate south of Weeks Lake.
• New infrastructure was implemented to close access to Jarvis Lake in 2012. The area
of Weeks Lake is the last ungated area where unauthorized access has been allowed
to continue.

3.

No Public Access Through TimberWest Private Land
• TimberWest Forest Corp. private land surrounds the Leech Water Supply Area on the
north, west and south (Attachment 1 Map).
• TimberWest only allows recreational (but not motorized off-road) access by land use
agreement for groups (not individuals) with $3 million general liability and $1 million
firefighting insurance. In communication with TimberWest, they hold very few access
agreements in south Vancouver Island and currently there are no active agreements.
• TimberWest opens and closes their gates based on operational needs, but posts signs
to inform that unauthorized entry past their open gates is trespass and will be
prosecuted.
• Should the CRD grant recreational permits to the Leech WSA, there is no agreement or
process between the CRD and TimberWest to allow for transit across TimberWest
property to the Leech. Permittees would need to approach TimberWest for access
approval.

4.

No Public Access through the Sooke WSA to the Leech WSA
• The Sooke WSA has been closed to public access for over 70 years, in keeping with a
long standing closed watershed policy to protect the unfiltered water supply and water
supply lands.
• A public highway (117) along Sooke Lake Reservoir was closely monitored and no
stopping was allowed until it was closed to public access in 1997.

5.

Higher Level Plan Direction
• The Juan de Fuca Electoral Area Official Community Plan for the Leech WSA specifies
“no unauthorized access to ensure protection of the drinking water supply for most of
the residents of Greater Victoria”.
• The Source Water Protection and Land Management Assessment of the Leech WSA
recommended a closed watershed policy primarily to reduce the high risk of a major
wildfire.
• The 2012 Strategic Plan for the Greater Victoria Water Supply System recommended a
phased approach to a closed watershed policy in the Leech.

6.

Significant Investment to Rehabilitate the Leech WSA
• The Leech WSA was purchased for $65 million and a further $5.8 million is being
invested over 17 years to rehabilitate the land for water supply.

7.

Leech Water Supply Area May Not be Needed for Decades
• Although it is not certain how soon the Leech Water Supply Area will be needed to
supplement existing water supply for Greater Victoria, current forecasts estimate it will
be 2046 to 2072.
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8.

Greatest Risk is Human Caused Wildfire
• A wildfire start in the Leech Water Supply Area, where forest fuel is abundant, given high
or extreme fire danger conditions, could burn into the Sooke Water Supply Area and
cause deterioration or disruption of existing water supply.
• Indirect and more long-term risks from unauthorized access stem from spread of
invasive plant and animal species, lasting contamination from dumping, vehicles, pets,
and people.

9.

Current Recreational Access is Minimal
• Use detected in the Leech WSA in the last five years indicates approximately 60 visits
per year with an average group size of three people or approximately 200 ‘person’ visits
per year.
• The main uses detected are motorized ATV/motorcycle/vehicle (51%), followed by
camping/campfires (22%), vandalism/theft (14%), hunting/fishing (7%), biking/hiking
(5%), dumping (1%)
• There are 3 small lakes – Weeks, Jarvis and Worley. Weeks and Jarvis have been used
for fishing and have undeveloped campsites next to the lake.
• Current use has resulted in vandalism, dumping, prohibited use of firearms, prohibited
campfires and damage to the environment.
• There are no sanitary facilities, parking, wayfinding signs, trails or views with the
exception of one viewpoint of the West Leech River valley near the falls, (the falls can’t
be seen from the viewpoint) and views from the top of Survey Mountain.

10.

Cost of Providing Public Recreation Access
• The Leech WSA could sustain recreational activities without damaging future water
supply if conducted with strict rules to protect investment, water quality and the natural
environment.
• A recreational permit system would introduce new costs related to: responding to
enquiries, reviewing applications, issuing permits, conducting orientations, providing onsite check-in/check-out, providing sanitation facilities and responding to any resulting
emergencies or issues.
• Depending on the interest in permitted recreation, a rough estimate may be $900 per
application to administer a recreational permit.

11.

Other Recreational Opportunities in the Area
• Located around the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area (GVWSA) the Sea to Sea,
Sooke Hills Wilderness and Mt. Wells Regional Parks, and the Sooke Mountain and
Goldstream BC Parks comprise approximately 9,000 ha directly to the south
and east of the GVWSA (Attachment 2 - Map).
• The Sea to Sea and Sooke Hills Wilderness Regional Parks will be opened in phases
from 2016 to 2019. The Mount Manuel Quimper area is scheduled to be opened in 2016,
the trails to Shields, Grass, Peden and Crabapple Lakes in 2017, with access from
Veitch Creek and a backcountry campground to be developed at Shields Lake in 2018.
These openings will provide wilderness recreational opportunity and non-motorized
access to remote lakes for fishing.
• The Trans Canada Trail opening in 2017 will provide non-motorized recreational access
through, and adjacent to, the GVWSA on the east side.
• Along with the Trans Canada Trail, trails within Sea to Sea and Sooke Hills Wilderness
will connect with trail systems in the Sea to Sea Green Blue Belt providing significant
recreational access to and through this large wilderness area.
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12.

Other Authorized Access to the Leech WSA
• Mineral and placer miners with active tenures in the Leech WSA must currently be
allowed access under the Mineral Tenures Act and Mining Right of Way Act. Access is
granted through a single external gate into the Leech WSA. Miners must apply to
TimberWest to cross their lands to reach the CRD external gate.
• Researchers are granted access upon application where their activities are in keeping
with watershed stewardship. To date there has been only one research study application
in the Leech. Access is granted internally through the Sooke WSA and/or through
TimberWest private land in cooperation with TimberWest.
• First Nations under agreement with the CRD, to access the Leech WSA to practice
traditional use activities, will be granted access through external gates and must apply
to TimberWest for access to cross their private lands.

13.

Leech Open House Feedback
• The 5 Open House opportunities held in April 2015 drew 92 participants and 47 written
comments.
• Of the comments received 86 % were in favour of restricting unauthorized (open) access
to the Leech WSA with a slight majority of those (58 %) preferring a form of authorized
recreational access to be allowed.
• The lower than expected attendance seems to indicate less public concern than
anticipated.
Attachment 2 contains the Open House Results providing all written comments received.

14.

Recommendation from the Water Advisory Committee (WAC) Oct 2015
To not allow for public recreation in the Leech WSA for the following reasons:
• Leech likely to be needed sooner for water supply – easiest and efficient approach to
not create a history of legal access and use.
• Benefit of protecting the watershed for hundreds of thousands of residents outweighs
risks from approx. 200 illegal trespassers
• Multiple alternative recreation opportunities, few people affected by closure
Attachment 1 contains the full WAC report

ALTERNATIVES
1.

That the CRD Board receive the report for information and provide the Regional Water
Supply Commission and staff direction to bring forward amendments to Bylaw No. 2804, in
keeping with the previous Commission direction, that do not incorporate recreational access
by permit in the Leech WSA in the short term while the area is not in use for drinking water
supply.

2.

That the CRD Board receive the report for information and provide the Regional Water
Supply Commission and staff direction to bring forward amendments to Bylaw No. 2804
incorporating authorized recreational access by permit in the Leech WSA in the short term
while the area is not in use for drinking water supply.

3.

That the CRD Board receive the report for information and provide the Regional Water
Supply Commission and staff other direction on amendment of Bylaw No. 2804.
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IMPLICATIONS
ADMINISTRATIVE IMPLICATIONS
In terms of permitting public recreational access in the Leech WSA, the following are proposed
by staff to be necessary requirements, in keeping with requirements for other authorized GVWSA
entrants (contractors, researchers, miners):
•

Group or individual liability and firefighting insurance appropriate for the type of activity
proposed;

•

Signature of a waiver to indemnify the CRD and its staff for any injury, damage or costs
resulting from the recreational access;

•

Confirmation of the adjacent private land holders’ approval to transit through their lands to
reach the Leech Water Supply Area (public access to the Leech Water Supply Area will not
be provided via the Sooke Water Supply Area); and

•

A security deposit with the application that will be returned if the application is declined or
on exit from the water supply area with the return of issued equipment. The deposit will not
be returned if permit requirements and conditions have not been met and for no-shows,
unacceptable delays, unapproved changes to the planned activities, damage to the land
base or similar issues.

Requests for recreational activities that are not considered consistent with drinking water supply
areas and their rehabilitation, such as off-road motorized riding or cycling, overnight camping, and
horseback riding would be declined. In addition, no recreational access would be allowed during
extreme fire danger conditions, or in locations/times when First Nations hunting activities are
occurring. Other requests will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis using the existing risk review
to determine if the activity, location and timing is consistent with drinking water supply area
management and rehabilitation efforts, and can be accommodated in terms of the needed security
resources (orientations, check-in and check-outs). Gate keys will not be issued for recreational
permits; patrol or security staff will meet permit holders and provide entry and exit through CRD
gates.
INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS
The Traditional Use Access Agreement with T’Sou-ke First Nation was developed in parallel with
Bylaw 2804 amendments. The amendments proposed to Bylaw No. 2804 make allowance for
T’Sou-ke First Nation traditional use activities contemplated under the Agreement and provides
for potential further agreements with other First Nations. If public recreation by permit is
implemented, CRD permit issuance must consider and avoid conflicts with activities under
agreement with a First Nation (i.e. hunting).
Further Social, Environmental and Economic Implications for a permitted public recreation
alternative are found in the attached RWSC Report of October 21, 2015 (Attachment 1).
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RECOMMENDATION
That the CRD Board receive the report for information and provide the Regional Water Supply
Commission and staff direction to bring forward amendments to Bylaw No. 2804, in keeping with
the previous Commission direction, that do not incorporate recreational access by permit in the
Leech WSA in the short term while the area is not in use for drinking water supply.

Submitted by:

Annette Constabel, MSc, RPF, PMP, Senior Manager, Watershed Protection

Concurrence:

Ted Robbins, BSc, CTech, General Manager, Integrated Water Services

Concurrence:

Robert Lapham, MCIP, RPP, Chief Administrative Officer

AC/TR:mm
Attachments:
1.
2.

3.

RWSC Report #2015-18 “Amending Bylaw No. 2804 To Include The Leech Water Supply
Area”
Water Advisory Committee Report “Supplemental Report to the RWSC from the CRD Water
Advisory Committee in Consideration of Bylaw Amendments for Restrictions in the Leech
Watershed – WAC Report October 16, 2015.
Information Boards presented at Open Houses April 2015

IWSS-928280410-4625

Agenda Item 8
REPORT #RWSC 2015-18
REPORT TO THE REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY COMMISSION
MEETING OF WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2015
SUBJECT

AMENDING BYLAW 2804 TO INCLUDE THE LEECH WATER SUPPLY AREA

ISSUE
The Leech Water Supply Area is not included in Bylaw 2804, Greater Victoria Water Supply
Area Protection Bylaw. Since 2013, a process has been underway to inform a recommendation
to amend Bylaw 2804 to incorporate the Leech Water Supply Area.
BACKGROUND
In November of 2013, the staff report titled “Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Security” was
presented to the Regional Water Supply Commission (RWSC) (Attachment 1). The
recommendation in the report was “That the Regional Water Supply Commission direct staff to
prepare an amendment to the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804 to
include the Leech Water Supply Area, with the intention that the Leech Water Supply Area be
fully closed to public access effective January 1, 2015.” The decision was tabled and staff
proceeded to undertake work to further consider recreational demands and access restriction
options, provide information to the public regarding the management of the Leech Water Supply
Area and need to restrict unauthorized access, and to further understand First Nations
traditional land use and cultural access.
In May of 2014, staff presented a report titled “Public and Recreational Use of the Leech Water
Supply Area” to the Water Advisory Committee, providing information and an alternative
recommendation (Attachment 2) which read “at this time, and while the Leech Water Supply
Area is not in active use for drinking water supply, staff consider and accommodate suitable
recreational access requests in the Leech Water Supply Area from those groups that receive
authorization from the surrounding private land holders, and otherwise fully close the Leech
Water Supply Area to public access beginning in 2016. Further, that staff be directed to prepare
a public information and communication strategy for the closure for Committee and Commission
approval, as well as preparing an evaluation, management and monitoring strategy for
recreational access requests.” The Water Advisory Committee provided feedback and tabled
the decision on a recommendation to the RWSC until further discussion could be held.
In February of 2015, the RWSC directed staff to hold public open houses to explain the need to
extend the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection bylaw to the Leech Water Supply
Area and collect public comment on the issue and report back to the Regional Water Supply
Commission (Report #RWSC 2015-03 Leech Water Supply Area Open House). A series of five
open houses were held in April of 2015 and Report #RWSC2015-15 “Leech Water Supply Area
Open House Results” (Attachment 5) (presented September 16, 2015) provided both
summaries and the verbatim public comment that was received.
First Nations’ Interests
The T’Sou-ke First Nation asserts a traditional territory which encompasses the Leech Water
Supply Area and a portion of the Sooke Water Supply Area. Other local First Nations have a
portion of the Leech Water Supply Area in their traditional territory or have trading relationships
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with T’Sou-ke First Nation. The CRD has been meeting with T’Sou-ke First Nation to discuss
access to the Leech Water Supply Area for T’Sou-ke First Nation cultural uses while the area is
not providing source water for water supply and where cultural uses are not in conflict with CRD
watershed management practices. Any proposed agreements will be presented to the Regional
Water Supply Commission and CRD Board for decision.
Miners’ Interests
There are existing mineral and placer tenures in or intersecting with the Leech Water Supply
Area. Until the Leech Water Supply Area is reserved from mining claims similar to the Sooke
and Goldstream Water Supply Areas, the CRD is required to allow access to these tenures
under the Mineral Tenures Act and the Mining Right of Way Act. Tenure holders are handled as
authorized entrants in the security program, which requires their application for access,
insurance, vehicle identification, watershed orientation, operational restrictions based on fire
danger and carrying of fire preparedness tools. Provision for entry to water supply area lands
from higher order Acts is already provided in Bylaw 2804 and the management of valid mining
tenures in the Leech would remain unchanged.
Summary of Main Points regarding Public Access to the Leech Water Supply Area (from
previous staff reports):
1. The Official Community Plan (OCP) for this portion of the Juan de Fuca Electoral Area
currently specifies “no unauthorized access to ensure protection of the drinking water supply
for most of the residents of Greater Victoria”.
Surrounding private lands limit public access to groups with insurance. TimberWest
Forest Corp. private land surrounds the Leech Water Supply Area on the north, west and
south (Map 1). TimberWest only allows recreational (not motorized off-road) access by land
use agreement in the areas surrounding the Leech Water Supply Area for groups with $3
million general liability and $1 million firefighting insurance (not for off-road vehicle
recreation) (Attachment 4 – TimberWest Land Use Agreement Application). TimberWest
opens and closes their gates based on operational needs, independent of CRD’s policies
and activities. TimberWest posts signs to inform that unauthorized entry past their open
gates is trespass and will be prosecuted.
2. Access to the Leech Water Supply Area from the east through the Sooke Water
Supply Area has been closed to public access for over 70 years, in keeping with a long
standing closed watershed policy to protect the unfiltered water supply and water supply
lands.
3. Current recreational access is minimal. Use detected in the Leech Water Supply Area in
the last five years indicates approximately 60 visits per year with an average group size of
three people or approximately 200 ‘person’ visits per year. The main use is off-road vehicles
(40%). Current use has resulted in vandalism, dumping, prohibited use of firearms,
prohibited campfires and damage to the environment, and the CRD has limited ability to
enforce and prosecute without Bylaw 2804 authority and protection.
4. Large parkland areas located to the south of the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area
(GVWSA) provide significant existing and increasing future opportunity for public recreation.
The Sea to Sea, Sooke Hills Wilderness and Mt. Wells Regional Parks, and the Sooke
Mountain and Goldstream BC Parks comprise approximately 9,000 ha directly to the south
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and east of the GVWSA (Attachment 1 - Map). The Sea to Sea and Sooke Hills Wilderness
Regional Parks will be opened in phases from 2016 to 2019. The Mount Manuel Quimper
area is scheduled to be opened in 2016, the trails to Shields, Grass, Peden and Crabapple
Lakes in 2017, with access from Veitch Creek and a backcountry campground to be
developed at Shields Lake in 2018. These openings will provide a large area of wilderness
recreational opportunity and access to remote lakes for fishing.
The Trans Canada Trail opening in 2017 will provide recreational access through, and
adjacent to, the GVWSA on the east side. Along with the Trans Canada Trail, trails within
Sea to Sea and Sooke Hills Wilderness will connect with trail systems in the Sea to Sea
Green Blue Belt providing significant recreational access to and through this large
wilderness area.
5. Leech Water Supply Area may not be needed for water supply for several decades.
Although it is not certain how soon the Leech Water Supply Area will be needed to
supplement existing water supply for Greater Victoria, it may be several decades.
6. Greatest risk of unauthorized access is wildfire that affects Sooke water supply. A
wildfire start in the Leech Water Supply Area, where forest fuel is abundant, given high or
extreme fire danger conditions, could burn into the Sooke Water Supply Area and cause
deterioration or disruption of existing water supply. Indirect and more long-term risks from
unauthorized access stem from spread of invasive plant and animal species, lasting
contamination from dumping, vehicles, pets, and people.
The Current GVWSA Access Permit Process
Access to and use of the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area by those other than ‘authorized
personnel’ is regulated by permit. Permits are currently issued for CRD contractors, researchers
and miners to access their placer and mineral tenures issued by the Province. The process
requires the applicant to complete an application form that details the proposed activities,
supplies and equipment, vehicles and vessels to be used, location of activities, timing of entry
and exit.
An internal risk review is conducted for: contaminants, pathogens, wildfire, sediments/nutrients,
environmental, cultural and safety. Where concerns are noted, the application is routed to the
Senior Manager, Watershed Protection, who consults with the Manager, Water Quality and
others for purposes of review and determination. Any high risk application (complex activity or
one that poses a potential risk to water quality, public/worker safety or other GVWSA values),
requires the approval of the General Manager, Integrated Water Services. A permit may include
requirements or conditions to mitigate potential risks to the GVWSA.
The applicant must attend a 45 minute orientation and sign a declaration that states that they
understand the CRD bylaws, policies and procedures and agree to abide by them. Permit
holders are required to carry a minimum of $1 million insurance for firefighting during fire
season, general liability and vehicle insurance.
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ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 1: (Recreation by Permit)
That the Regional Water Supply Commission direct staff to prepare a bylaw amendment to the
Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804 to:
a. include the Leech Water Supply Area with the intention that the Leech Water Supply Area
be fully closed to unauthorized public access effective June 1, 2016;
b. allow for First Nations cultural use access in the Leech Water Supply Area in accordance
with an access agreement; and
c. allow for potential public recreational use access in the Leech Water Supply Area by permit
while the Leech Water Supply Area is not providing source water.
Alternative 2: (No Recreation)
That the Regional Water Supply Commission direct staff to prepare an amendment to the
Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804 to:
a. include the Leech Water Supply Area with the intention that the Leech Water Supply Area
be fully closed to unauthorized public access effective June 1, 2016;
b. allow for First Nations cultural use access in the Leech Water Supply Area in accordance
with an access agreement; and
c. not allow for public recreational use access by permit in the Leech Water Supply Area.
Alternative 3: (Status Quo)
That the Regional Water Supply Commission not approve inclusion of the Leech Water Supply
Area in the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804, and not approve full
closure to unauthorized public access, but provide staff with other direction on the security and
protection of the Leech Water Supply Area.
IMPLICATIONS
BYLAW IMPLICATIONS
Alternatives 1 and 2 require amendment of the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection
Bylaw 2804 in order to protect the Leech Water Supply Area and to allow for First Nations
cultural access, and (for Alternative 1) to allow for aspects of public recreational access. A high
level summary of key proposed bylaw amendments is provided below. If directed, a draft
amended bylaw will be brought to the Regional Water Supply Commission at a subsequent
meeting for consideration and recommendation to the CRD Board. The current bylaw is
provided in Attachment 3.
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Summary of Key Bylaw Amendments to Incorporate the Leech Water Supply Area
1. Definitions - “Water Supply Area lands”
The Bylaw’s Schedule A maps will be re-drafted to specifically include the Leech Water
Supply Area.
2. Definitions – “Leech Water Supply Area”
The Leech Water Supply Area will be defined in the Bylaw and identified on the map in order
to specify certain activities that can be allowed in the Leech Water Supply Area by permit,
but not in the Sooke or Goldstream Water Supply Areas of the GVWSA.
Definitions – “Permit”
The definition of a permit will be revised to include a signed agreement between a ‘person’
and the Capital Regional District. (This will allow incorporation of detailed formal agreements
with First Nations to act as permits under the Bylaw).
3. Section 19 – Cycles (Alternative 1 only – Recreation by Permit)
The section will be amended from a ban on cycling to allow for cycling in the Leech Water
Supply Area, where authorized by permit.
4. Section 23 - Firearms and Hunting
The section is amended from a complete ban on firearms and hunting to allow firearms and
hunting for First Nations by agreement in the Leech Water Supply Area.
PERMITTING IMPLICATIONS
Proposed Permit Process for First Nations Cultural Access (Alternatives 1 and 2)
A permit process for First Nation cultural uses is being developed and will be guided by a formal
agreement between the First Nation and the CRD. Any such agreement will come before the
Regional Water Supply Commission and CRD Board for decision and approval.
Proposed Permit Process for Public Recreational Access (Alternative 1 only)
If staff are directed to allow authorized public recreation in the Leech Water Supply Area, the
permit process is proposed to be similar to the current process for researchers and miners
described earlier, which includes:
1. Group or individual liability and firefighting insurance appropriate for the type of activity
proposed;
2. Signature of a waiver to indemnify the CRD and its staff for any injury, damage or costs
resulting from the recreational access;
3. Confirmation of the adjacent private land holders’ approval to transit through their lands to
reach the Leech Water Supply Area (public access to the Leech Water Supply Area will not
be provided via the Sooke Water Supply Area); and
4. A security deposit with the application that will be returned if the application is declined or on
exit from the water supply area with the return of issued equipment. The deposit will not be
returned if permit requirements and conditions have not been met and for no-shows,
unacceptable delays, unapproved changes to the planned activities, damage to the land
base or similar issues.
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Requests for recreational activities that are not considered consistent with drinking water supply
areas and their rehabilitation, such as off-road motorized riding or cycling, overnight camping,
and horseback riding will be declined. In addition, no recreational access will be allowed during
extreme fire danger conditions (as calculated and reported daily on the CRD website by our
Leech Water Supply Area weather station). Other requests will be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis using the existing risk review to determine if the activity, location and timing is consistent
with drinking water supply area management and rehabilitation efforts, and can be
accommodated in terms of the needed security resources (orientations, check-in and
check-outs). Gate keys will not be issued for recreational permits; patrol or security staff will
meet permit holders and provide entry and exit through CRD gates.
SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS
A majority (86%; 36 responses) of the public who provided comment from the Open House
opportunity preferred to see the Leech Water Supply Area closed to unauthorized public access.
Of those in favour of closure, a slight majority (58%) preferred to maintain an opportunity for
authorized recreational access. Further detail is found in the report RWSC #2015-15 Leech
Open House Results presented September 16, 2015. In general, the level of public interest in
access to the Leech Water Supply Area appears to be low based on Open House attendance
and feedback, and as evidenced by patrol records (approximately 200 ’person’ visits per year).
This is likely due to the distance, lack of recreational facilities and lack of public access to the
area.
Alternative 1 (Recreation by Permit) provides First Nations’ cultural access and recreational
access into the Leech Water Supply Area through a permit process provided the individual or
group has insurance and the surrounding private land owners’ permission to transit across their
lands. Alternative 1 is consistent with feedback received from the Open Houses, although more
open access to recreation was desired by some. As stated in some Open House comments,
recreational users may provide additional monitoring or presence that may help keep damaging
trespass activities in check.
Alternative 2 (No Recreation) does not provide for recreational access into the Leech Water
Supply Area but allows for First Nations access for cultural use purposes. This Alternative is
consistent with feedback from the Open Houses in terms of closure, but a slight majority
favoured closure with allowance for recreational opportunity. There were no public comments
received regarding First Nations access at the Open Houses.
Alternative 3 (Status Quo) provides no change in the status of the Leech Water Supply Area,
with no bylaw protection, and no clear policy on public access to the Leech. This alternative
would still allow efforts to accommodate local First Nations cultural access to the Leech Water
Supply Area to proceed.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS
Alternative 1 (Recreation by Permit) provides environmental protection with mitigation of some
of the risks of public and First Nations access by regulating and monitoring this use through the
existing permit system. Sanitation requirements will need to be considered and remedied. Fire
start, contamination and spread of invasive species may still occur from the authorized access,
but the likelihood is reduced and incidents are more likely to be remedied (fires put out, spills
cleaned up).
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Alternative 2 (No Recreation) provides the greatest environmental protection of the Leech Water
Supply Area, by removing the risks of recreational access in the area. The greatest
environmental risk is a fire start that spreads into the Sooke Water Supply Area and impacts
current drinking water supply. Other environmental risks would include contamination from
vehicles and people; increased erosion and sedimentation, spread of damaging agents and
species, and damage to the environment or rehabilitation works. Consequential to these risks
are potential regulatory, operational, financial and reputational risks.
Alternative 3 (Status Quo) provides the least environmental protection, by maintaining the
current status of trespass and open access to the Weeks Lake area of the Leech Water Supply
Area.
ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Costs to communicate, upgrade and maintain infrastructure to secure the Leech from
unauthorized access as provided in Alternatives 1 and 2 are approximately $84,000 and can be
accommodated under existing operating and capital budgets as presented in Report #RWSC
2013-22 in November 2013 (Attachment 1).
Alternative 1 (Recreation by Permit) has the potential for a moderate economic and resourcing
impact in order to administer a recreational access by permit program including: responding to
inquiries, reviewing applications, issuing permits, conducting orientations, providing on-site
check-in/check-out, providing sanitation facilities and responding to any emergencies or issues.
It is not known how many applications may be received or how many will result in permits and
therefore, how much effort in staff resources may be required. It is estimated that approximately
10 recreational permits per year could be accommodated with existing resources and budgets
(it is estimated that the full cost of a permit including evaluation, administration and field effort
would be in the $900 range). A greater number of permits would require additional resources or
re-distribution of priorities, and potential further consideration of charging for a permit. The
economic and resourcing impact of providing local First Nations with cultural access to the
Leech Water Supply Area is uncertain because the agreement is still being developed.
Economic impacts will be provided when the agreement is brought to the Regional Water
Supply Commission for decision.
Alternative 2 (No Recreation) has the least economic implication in the medium and long term.
Once the initial communication, infrastructure upgrades and security program changes to fully
close the Leech have been made, no additional resources are expected to be needed.
Economic impacts from cultural access for local First Nations are uncertain as noted above.
Alternative 3 (Status Quo) likely has the greatest economic implication in the long term as it
continues the uncertainty of security and public access in the Leech Water Supply Area and
results in continuing damage to infrastructure, environment and rehabilitation efforts that are
costly to respond to and repair.
INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS
Access to CRD lands for First Nations cultural uses are part of larger regional dialogues
regarding First Nations rights and on-going treaty processes. Decisions regarding First Nations’
access may affect these larger processes. Alternatives 1 and 2 align with efforts to
accommodate and further the existing relationship with local First Nations, while maintaining the
status quo in Alternative 3 does not signal an intent.
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WATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
The Water Advisory Committee reviewed the draft Alternatives included in this report on
October 7, 2015 and provided staff with feedback. The Committee debated the Alternatives and
came to decision to recommend Alternative 2 (No Recreation) to the Regional Water Supply
Commission. The Committee plans to present and distribute the rationale for their
recommendation to the RWSC directly during their regular update at the October 21, 2015
meeting.
CONCLUSION
The Leech Water Supply Area should be protected by amending the Greater Victoria Water
Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804 to include the Leech Water Supply Area. The
amendment of the bylaw should accommodate First Nations cultural use and can also
accommodate the potential for authorized recreational access while the Leech Water Supply
Area is not providing source water to the Regional Water Supply System.
RECOMMENDATION
That the Regional Water Supply Commission direct staff to prepare a bylaw amendment to the
Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804 to:
a. include the Leech Water Supply Area with the intention that the Leech Water Supply Area
be fully closed to unauthorized public access effective June 1, 2016;
b. allow for First Nations cultural use access in the Leech Water Supply Area in accordance
with an access agreement; and
c. allow for potential public recreational use access in the Leech Water Supply Area by permit
while the Leech Water Supply Area is not providing source water.

Annette Constabel, MSc, RPF, PMP
Senior Manager, Watershed Protection

Ted Robbins, BSc, CTech
General Manager, Integrated Water Services
Concurrence

AC:TR:mm
Attachments:
Map 1 - Map of the Leech Water Supply Area in context of the Greater Victoria Water Supply
Area, surrounding private lands and parks
1. Report RWSC 2013-22 “Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Security”
2. Report WAC 2014-01 “Public and Recreational Use of the Leech Water Supply Area”
3. Bylaw 2804, Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw
4. TimberWest Land Use Agreement Application
http://www.timberwest.com/documents/TimberWestLandUseAgreementApplication.pdf
5. Report #RWSC2015-15 “Leech Water Supply Area Open House Results”
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Map 1

Attachment 1

Attachment 2
Agenda Item #7
REPORT #WAC 2014-01
REPORT TO WATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING OF WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 2014
SUBJECT

PUBLIC AND RECREATIONAL USE OF THE LEECH WATER SUPPLY AREA

ISSUE
In a future staff report, the Regional Water Supply Commission (RWSC) will continue consideration of a
recommendation to include the Leech Water Supply Area in the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area
Protection Bylaw No. 2804, restricting public access to the lands. Staff are seeking advice from the
Water Advisory Committee on this issue in general, as well as specifically on recreational use, to inform
the report to the Commission.
BACKGROUND
In November of 2013 the report Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Security (Security Report) was
presented to the Regional Water Supply Commission (Attachment 3). A decision on the recommendation
of the Security Report to amend the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804 to
include the Leech Water Supply Area (Leech WSA) and fully close the Leech WSA to public access was
deferred to further explore the recreational demands and options.
The following are considerations regarding public access in the Leech WSA:
1. Community Plan Currently Specifies No Unauthorized Access
•

The Official Community Plan for the Rural Resource Lands of the Juan de Fuca Electoral Area
includes the Leech WSA in the Water Supply Area Designation with “no unauthorized access to
ensure protection of the drinking water supply for most of the residents of Greater Victoria”.

2. Surrounding Private Lands Limit Public Access
•

The Leech WSA is surrounded by TimberWest Forest Corp (TimberWest) private land on the
north, west and southern sides. To the east is the Capital Regional District’s (CRD) Sooke Water
Supply Area which provides more than 95% of Greater Victoria’s drinking water and has been
closed to public access for over 70 years (Attachment 1).

•

TimberWest does not allow unauthorized public access on their lands surrounding the Leech
WSA. TimberWest has posted signs on the road to Weeks Lake in the Leech WSA, and in other
locations, stating that unauthorized entry is trespass and will be prosecuted. Gates are left open
or closed based on TimberWest operational needs on these posted roads, but public access past
an open gate is still trespass.

•

Given the prohibition on public access on adjacent private lands, the CRD cannot invite or
encourage the public to come to the Leech WSA.

•

Recreational access and pressure on the Leech WSA is highly dependent on TimberWest’s
activities (when gates are open or closed) and policies for their private land holdings. When
TimberWest gates are locked, there is little recreational activity in the Leech WSA. TimberWest
has no plans to change their general policy of no public access, and has been successful recently
in prosecuting individuals for vandalizing gates.
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3. History of Public Access
•

The public has accessed the Leech WSA lands for many years prior to CRD ownership however,
for at least the past 20 years, it has been unauthorized access on private land and therefore
unlawful.

•

Unauthorized access and use detected in the Leech WSA in the last five years indicates that
most public and recreational pressure occurs in the Weeks Lake area (58% of the occurrences);
of those, off-road vehicle use (40%) and camping (18%) are the most common activities. Further
use statistics can be found in the Security Report (Attachment 3).

•

The number of people coming to the Leech WSA has been limited. Over the past five years, an
average of 62 instances of unauthorized access per year has been detected. A single instance is
estimated to average three people, meaning there are less than 200 people accessing the Leech
WSA each year (this estimate is not reduced for people making repeat trips). By comparison,
visits to hike-in wilderness lakes in the Sea to Sea Park Reserve are estimated to be greater than
1,500 people per year.

•

CRD Integrated Water Services has received very few requests by clubs or associations to enter
the Leech WSA for recreational use.

•

The 2012 Strategic Plan for the GVWSA recommended a phased approach to a closed
watershed policy in the Leech WSA. This was due in part to the poor state of the internal road
network in the Leech WSA that limited access for the CRD to monitor and manage the area.
Since the purchase of the Leech WSA in 2007, the road network has slowly been upgraded and
public access restricted from the south and more recently the northeast through the use of gates.
The remaining portion of the Leech WSA, the Weeks Lake area, has not been closed.

4. Detrimental Aspects of Public Access
•

Unauthorized public access in the Leech WSA has resulted in tree cutting, dumping, vandalism of
infrastructure, discharge of firearms and fireworks, burning, littering, sanitation concerns, rutting
and erosion and damage to Weeks Lake and fish bearing streams. See attached presentation to
the RWSC in November 2013 (Attachment 4).

•

Unauthorized access also places at risk the $5.8 million, 17 year capital investment that is in its
sixth year with $1.7 million invested to restore the Leech watershed for future drinking water use.
See attached report #RWSC 2013-17: Leech Water Supply Area Restoration Update for further
details (Attachment 5).

5. Leech WSA Not Needed to Supply Water for 50 Years
•

The Leech WSA is not expected to be needed to supplement drinking water supply for 50 years.
Some recreational activities could be conducted in the short term without damaging future water
supply, if conducted with strict rules to protect water quality and the natural environment.
Currently, CRD Integrated Water Services does not have the mandate or resources to provide
and manage open access public use or recreational opportunities in the Leech WSA.

6. Off Road Vehicles
•
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Opportunities for non-motorized recreation are plentiful in the region however, legal opportunities
for off-road motorized recreation are minimal. Southern Vancouver Island is dominated by private
lands held by forest companies that may at times allow weekend access, but not for off-road
recreation. The nearest location for off-road vehicles from Sooke is called Tansky Main Riding
Area, near Jordan River approximately 32 km away. The area is managed by the Friends of
Tansky with permission from the British Columbia provincial government for off-road motorcycle
and ATV use. The lack of opportunity for off-road motorists is a broader Southern Vancouver
Island issue that will not be solved or altered by changing access restrictions in the Leech WSA.
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7. Increased Risk of Wildfire in Sooke Water Supply
•

Public access in the Leech WSA substantively increases the risk of a fire start spreading into the
Sooke Water Supply Area. A major wildfire in the Sooke watershed would be catastrophic to
drinking water quality.

Public Reaction to Leech WSA Closure Proposal
The following table lists those letters, letters to the editor and emails that were observed or received on
the topic of closure of the Leech WSA to the public (Attachment 2).
Person or
Group
Rod Nyberg

Source
to
–

Dec 4, 2013

Letter to
Chair, Parks
Committee

Dec 4, 2013

Fiona
McDannold,
President
Otter Point,
Shirley &
Jordan River
Residents and
Ratepayers
Assoc.

Letter to
RWSC

Dec 5, 2013

R. Low

Letter to
Editor –
Sooke
Mirror

Dec 11, 2013

Letter to
Editor –
Sooke
Mirror

Dec 11, 2013

Email to
RWSC

Dec 18, 2013

Sooke

Sid Jorna,
President,
Juan de Fuca
Community
Trails Society

Letter
Editor
Sooke
Mirror

Date

Sooke

Otter Point

Terrance
Martin
Exec Dir.
South Island
Rec Assoc.
Sooke

Tony Vaughn
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Title
Content
(if any)
Integrity
of • Recreation occurring in Leech
Water Supply
threatens the integrity of our water
Threatened
supply;
• There are lots of other wilderness
areas to recreate in
• Lands have been used traditionally
by the community for recreation
purposes
• Closure will block desired corridors
linking Galloping Goose to JdF
Marine Trail
• Protection and public rec corridors
are not mutually exclusive – balance
through public consultation
• Residents do not receive water from
CRD, yet are being asked to give up
access – no apparent benefit to
OPSRRA
• Request that Leech WSA be a
protected area with limited access for
specific permitted uses such as
hiking, fishing, camping or trail riding
• Suggest an arrangement with
TimberWest to enable access
CRD Ploy
• CRD should ensure all Sooke
residents have running water
• Calgary and Vancouver can multitask recreation areas for drinking
water
“Managed”
• Issue a key and permit to responsible
access
organizations like the South Island
needed
Rec Assoc.
• “no access” policy isn’t working (freefor-all) - a waste of money
• The only ones kept out are
responsible groups
• Managed access results in net harm
reduction
• Closure decision requires public
consultation
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Person or
Group
Rod Nyberg
Sooke

Rick Hudson,
Section Chair
Alpine Club of
Canada

Source

Date

Letter to
Editor –
Sooke
Mirror

Dec 18, 2013

Email to
Director,
Juan de
Fuca EA

Dec 19, 2013

Title
(if any)
Protect the
wildlife first

4
Content
• Responsible groups should petition
for use of Crown land in nonwatershed areas, as was done for
Tansky Main
• The watershed is a special place, the
only true natural wilderness area left
on Southern Vancouver Island where
wildlife exists – CRD is trying to
protect and keep undisturbed.
Outside the fence wildlife is at risk
from humans
• CRD should conduct public tours of
the watershed
• Some areas are best left alone with
rec access restricted for the
protection of wilderness and integrity
of our water supply
• Members have for over a century
regarded this area as our backyard
and enjoyed it as a rare pocket of
wilderness close to Victoria

Other Jurisdictions
The CRD is not aware of other unfiltered drinking water supply utilities that allow public access to lands
where land management is within the utility’s control. Vancouver, Portland and Tacoma watersheds are
all closed to public access. However, the option of restricting public access in a future water supply area
that is under restoration, as is the case in the Leech WSA, appears to be unique for a large unfiltered
water utility.
ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 1 - That the Water Advisory Committee recommends to the Regional Water Supply
Commission that public use of the Leech Water Supply Area cannot be accommodated and that the area
should be fully closed to the public beginning in January 2015 by including the Leech Water Supply Area
in the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw No. 2804, as per the staff recommendation to
the Commission in November 2013.
Alternative 2 - That the Water Advisory Committee recommends to the Regional Water Supply
Commission that the Leech Water Supply Area not be fully closed to the public until January 2016 to
allow sufficient time in 2014 and 2015 for communication and extension with the public and interest
groups prior to closure, and that staff be directed to prepare a public information and communication
strategy for the closure for Committee and Commission approval.
Alternative 3 - That the Water Advisory Committee recommends to the Regional Water Supply
Commission that at this time, and while the Leech Water Supply Area is not in active use for drinking
water supply, staff consider and accommodate suitable recreational access requests in the Leech WSA
from those groups that receive authorization from the surrounding private land holders, and otherwise
fully close the Leech WSA to public access beginning in 2016. Further, that staff be directed to prepare a
public information and communication strategy for the closure for Committee and Commission approval,
as well as preparing an evaluation, management and monitoring strategy for recreational access
requests.
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IMPLICATIONS
All alternatives fully close the Leech WSA to open public access and recognize the inability for the CRD
to encourage or “turn a blind eye” to trespass through private lands to reach the Leech WSA. These
alternatives will not be considered acceptable to a small proportion of off-road enthusiasts and campers
who currently access the area without either CRD or TimberWest authorization. These alternatives also
more fully protect the capital investments currently being undertaken to restore the Leech WSA forests
and rehabilitate the extensive road and drainage networks to ensure the area is in the best state possible
when it becomes an active water supply area.
Alternatives 1 and 2
These alternatives provide the highest level of water quality protection for the Leech WSA, and also for
the active watersheds of the Sooke and Goldstream by reducing the risk of wildfire, environmental
damage, safety and liability concerns from unrestricted public access and recreation in the Leech WSA.
Alternative 2
This alternative provides extra time to address concerns raised by the Regional Water Supply
Commission and members of the public, by allowing staff to work with interest groups and the public to
listen to comments and concerns and explain the necessity for the Leech WSA closure to restore and
protect the active and future drinking water supply areas. CRD staff would conduct open houses or
workshops in GVWSA neighbouring communities to invite the public to discuss concerns regarding
closure, watershed restoration activities, and watershed protection management and programs. Staff
would prepare a public information and communication strategy for Committee and Commission approval.
Alternative 3
This alternative contemplates accommodating suitable recreational requests and activities in the Leech
WSA and effectively deals with the issue of trespass across TimberWest lands, while maintaining
restricted access through the Sooke WSA. TimberWest has a program that allows organized groups to
apply to enter into a land use agreement with TimberWest to recreate on their lands. At this time,
TimberWest does not accept access requests for the recreational use of off-road vehicles on their lands.
Those groups with permission and a land use agreement with TimberWest could be considered by the
CRD for recreational access in the Leech WSA while the area is not in active use for drinking water
supply. CRD staff would work with groups to ensure planned recreational activities are conducted
considering the protection of water quality and the environment. The CRD would also need to consider
how the activities are managed and monitored, and how the CRD would be protected from risk and
liability through the use of agreements, waivers and insurance. The costs of public use management and
a monitoring program have not been estimated. A procedure for evaluating requests and determining the
‘suitability’ of the request or activity would need to be established. The implementation of the alternative
could be delayed until 2016 to allow for adequate communication with the public as in Alternative 2.
CONCLUSION
The CRD cannot continue to allow unrestricted public use of the Weeks Lake area of the Leech WSA.
Public access and recreation in the Leech WSA requires trespass through TimberWest private forest
lands. The greatest concern with the type of activities resulting from public trespass into the Leech WSA
is the risk of a fire start that spreads to the Sooke WSA. In addition, public access and recreation has
resulted in environmental and safety concerns from dumping, rutting and erosion, contamination, tree
cutting and firearm discharge. Any alternative to a full closure of the Leech WSA must respect
surrounding private lands as well as wildfire, water quality, environmental and health and safety concerns.
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RECOMMENDATION
That the Water Advisory Committee recommends to the Regional Water Supply Commission that at this
time, and while the Leech Water Supply Area is not in active use for drinking water supply, staff consider
and accommodate suitable recreational access requests in the Leech WSA from those groups that
receive authorization from the surrounding private land holders, and otherwise fully close the Leech WSA
to public access beginning in 2016. Further, that staff be directed to prepare a public information and
communication strategy for the closure for Committee and Commission approval, as well as preparing an
evaluation, management and monitoring strategy for recreational access requests.

Annette Constabel, MSc, RPF
Senior Manager, Watershed Protection

Ted Robbins, BSc, CTech
General Manager, Integrated Water Services
Concurrence

AC:TR:mm
Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Map 1 - Unauthorized Access in the Leech Water Supply Area 2012 - 2013
Appendix of letters, letters to the Editor, and emails received
RWSC Report # 2013-22 Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Security
Presentation to RWSC Nov. 20, 2013 – Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Security
RWSC Report #RWSC 2013-17: Leech Water Supply Area Restoration Update

1530594

Attachment 3
CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW NO. 2804
************************************************************************************

GREATER VICTORIA WATER SUPPLY AREA PROTECTION BYLAW
************************************************************************************
WHEREAS the Capital Regional District has established a water supply service and has the authority to adopt
a Bylaw under section 796 (1) (a) of the Local Government Act to make rules for the management of property
under its control with the right to set conditions respecting access to and use of that property;

NOW THEREFORE, the Capital Regional District Board in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:
1.

DEFINITIONS IN THIS BYLAW

“animal” means an organism other than a human;
"authorized personnel" includes, peace officer, conservation officer, or person appointed or employed by the
CRD as a park officer, animal control officer, bylaw enforcement officer, watershed security officer, or other
authorized CRD employee;
"Board" means the Board of Directors of the Capital Regional District;
"business" means carrying on a commercial or industrial undertaking of any kind or nature or the providing of
professional, personal or other services for the purpose of gain or profit;
"CRD" means the Capital Regional District;
"cycle" means a device having any number of wheels that is propelled by human power and on which a person
may ride;
"emergency personnel" includes any person, group or organization responding to emergency situations in the
water supply area lands;
"General Manager" means the General Manager of the CRD Water Department appointed by the Board and
also any person lawfully acting in that capacity;
"liquor" has the same meaning as in the Liquor Control and Licensing Act;
"motor vehicle" means a vehicle, not run on rails, that is designed to be self propelled;
"natural feature" means any native or non-native tree, shrub, flower, grass or plant of any kind; soil, sand,
gravel, rock, mineral, wood, fallen timber or other living or dead natural material;
"permit" means a water supply area lands access permit issued under this bylaw;
"permit fee" includes the special use fee and the refundable security deposit prescribed by this bylaw for a
water supply area lands access permit to carry out a special use;

CRD Bylaw 2804
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"Regional Water Supply Commission” means the standing committee appointed by the Board for regional
water supply service purposes;
"special use" means an activity not included in the operations of the CRD, that is carried on in the water supply
area lands by persons who are not employees or contractors of the CRD;
"traffic control device" means a sign, signal, line, meter, marking, space, barrier or device, not inconsistent
with the Motor Vehicle Act, placed or erected by authority of the Board or the General Manager or a person
authorized by either of them to exercise that authority;
"trail" means any footpath, pathway or area of land held in fee simple, leased, or held under a registered
easement or statutory right-of-way by the CRD;
"vehicle" means a device in, on or by which a person or thing is or may be transported or drawn on a highway,
except a device designed to be moved by human power or used exclusively on stationary rails or tracks;
"vessel" means any ship or boat or any other description of vessel propelled by machinery, except a seaplane,
used or designed to be used in navigation;
"water supply area lands " means any water catchment and non-catchment lands, including the water bodies
within the boundaries, managed by the Capital Regional District, as shown on the maps attached as Schedule
“A”;
"watercraft" means any vessel that is not being propelled by machinery;
"wildlife" means any native or non-native mammal, bird, insect, reptile, fish or other indigenous creature.
ENFORCEMENT POWERS
2.

All authorized personnel may enforce this bylaw in the course of their duties.

3.

Any authorized personnel may order a person who does anything contrary to this bylaw to leave water
supply area lands immediately, or within a period of time specified by the authorized personnel, and
every person so ordered shall comply with the order and leave the water supply area lands immediately
or within the specified time period.

FINES
4.

A person who contravenes this bylaw commits an offence and is liable on conviction to a fine of not
less than $50.00 and not more than the maximum prescribed by the Offence Act.

NO ENTRY
5.

No person, except emergency or authorized personnel or persons with the authority of the General
Manager, shall enter water supply area lands.
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PUBLIC CONDUCT
6.

No person shall obstruct or interfere with any person or traffic lawfully using water supply area lands.

7.

No person shall behave in a disorderly, dangerous or abusive manner in water supply area lands.

LIQUOR
8.

No person shall in water supply area lands consume or possess liquor except in compliance with a
license issued under the Liquor Control and Licensing Act.

SIGNS
9.

The General Manager may cause to be erected signs or other devices specifying one or more areas in
water supply area lands where specific activities are permitted, prohibited or restricted under the
authority of this bylaw.

10.

Every person in water supply area lands must observe and obey every prohibition and restriction
announced by a sign or other device erected under section (9).

DAMAGE
11.

No person shall remove, destroy or damage any natural feature, either organic or inorganic, or other
CRD property of any kind, in water supply area lands except with the written permission of the
general manager or if permitted by permit.

12.

No person in water supply area lands shall in any way foul or pollute any lake, stream, pond,
watercourse or any CRD property on those lands or bodies of water.

13.

No person shall remove, destroy or damage any notices, rules or regulations posted in water supply
area lands by and under the authority of the Regional Water Supply Commission or General Manager.

14.

No person shall molest, disturb, frighten, injure, kill, catch, trap or snare any animal in water supply
area lands except as permitted by provincial or federal authorities and the General Manager.

15.

No person shall deposit any garbage, refuse, empty or broken bottles, tin cans, paper or other waste
material upon water supply area lands.

FIRE
16.

No person shall light or keep lit any fire in water supply area lands except authorized persons and
other persons with the written permission of the General Manager or under a permit.

17.

No person shall throw or place upon the ground in water supply area lands any lighted match, cigar,
cigarette or other burning substance.
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TREES
18.

No person shall cut, deface, damage or cut down any tree or carry out any logging operation or
facilitate such operation in water supply area lands except where authorized by the General Manager
or permit.

CYCLES
19.

No person shall bring or ride any cycle in water supply area lands except authorized personnel.

CAMPING
20.

No person shall camp or sleep overnight in water supply area lands with or without a shelter of any
kind, including, but not restricted to, a motor vehicle, recreational vehicle, tent, lean to, or other
natural shelter, without permission of the General Manager or by permit.

STORAGE
21.

No person, including an owner of property adjacent to water supply area lands, shall use water supply
area lands for storage of any kind, unless related to CRD activities or authorized by permit.

ANIMALS IN WATER SUPPLY AREA LANDS
22.

No person shall have custody of an animal in water supply area lands except emergency personnel or
authorized personnel acting in the course of their duties.

FIREARMS AND HUNTING
23.

No person shall discharge any firearm, bow or crossbow in water supply area lands except authorized
personnel acting in the course of their duties.

VESSELS AND WATERCRAFT
24.

No person shall operate a helicopter, amphibious aircraft, vessel, watercraft or fishing device on or
within water supply area lands except emergency or authorized personnel or persons authorized by the
General Manager.

VEHICLES
25.

(1)

No person shall drive or propel any type of motor vehicle in water supply area lands except on
public roadways or parking lots.

(2)

Emergency personnel, authorized personnel, and persons with the authority of the General
Manager are exempt from this section.

(3)

Vehicles parked in areas signed as “No Parking” or "No Parking Area Tow Away Zone" may
be towed away immediately at the owner’s expense by order of authorized personnel.
Vehicles left unattended for more than 48 hours may be towed away at the owner's expense by
order of authorized personnel.
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26.

(1)

The General Manager may, if in his opinion it is necessary for reasons of safety or
convenience, cause the erection of appropriate signs closing any road or other areas within
water supply area lands.

(2)

No person shall operate a vehicle in any part of water supply area lands posted as closed
except authorized personnel.

27.

(1)

The General Manager may, if in his opinion it is necessary for reasons of safety and
convenience, limit, by posting signs to that effect the speed at which vehicles may be operated
on any road within water supply area lands.

(2)

No person shall operate a vehicle in water supply area lands in excess of the posted speed
limit.

28.

(1)

The General Manager or authorized personnel acting on his behalf may cause signs or other
traffic control devices to be placed in water supply area lands for the purposes of sections 25
to 27 both inclusive.

(2)

No person shall operate a vehicle in water supply area lands contrary to posted signs or traffic
control devices.

COMMERCIAL SERVICES, ACTIVITIES OR DEMONSTRATIONS
29.

No person shall post, paint, or distribute any advertisement, sign, placard or handbill of any kind in
water supply area lands .

30.

No person shall operate or station in water supply area lands any vehicle displaying advertising or
equipped with a public address system for the purpose of advertising, demonstration or attracting
attention except where authorized by the General Manager or by water supply area lands access
permit.

CONSTRUCTION
31.

No person shall build, or place any temporary structure or facilities in water supply area lands except
where authorized by the General Manager or by permit.

32.

No person shall build, or place any permanent structure or facilities in water supply area lands except
where authorized by permit.

WATER SUPPLY AREA LANDS ACCESS PERMITS
33.

No person shall, in water supply area lands, conduct or carry on any special use or enter into or remain
within any water supply area lands except where authorized by a special permit.

34.

Persons who have the right under an enactment or an existing written agreement to enter into or
remain within water supply area lands are excepted from section (33).

35.

The General Manager may issue a permit for special use if all of the conditions established under
Section 36 are met by the permit applicant.

36.

The General Manager is hereby delegated the authority to establish the conditions respecting the
issuance of permits.
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37.

(1)

The General Manager may:
(a)

refuse to issue a permit to any person or group who has previously contravened this
bylaw;

(b)

revoke a permit if the special use is conducted in a manner which contravenes this
bylaw;

38.

Where an applicant applies for a permit for access to water supply area lands, the applicant must pay a
refundable security deposit of $50.00 which will be repaid upon return of the key and radio required as
a condition of access.

CITATION
39.

This bylaw may be cited as "Capital Regional District Water Supply Area Regulations Bylaw No. 1,
2000.

CHAIR

Read a first time this

28

th

day of

June

, 2000.

Read a second time this

28

th

day of

June

, 2000.

Read a third time this

28

th

day of

June

, 2000.

ADOPTED this

12

th

day of

July

, 2000.

SECRETARY

Land Use Agreement Application
Applicant Name:
FULL LEGAL NAME of Individual(s), Company or Society

Your File: ___________

___________________________________________________________________________________
Contact Name for Company or Society:
___________________________________________________________________________________
Applicant Mailing Address:
___________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________ postal code _________
Applicant Contact Numbers:
Phone: _______________________ Daytime Phone: _________________ Fax: _________________
Applicant Email Address:______________________________
BC Inc. #, BC Registration # or Society #:
Age: 19 or over

Yes

No

LAND USE AGREEMENT APPLICATION
Application Type:

new application

application renewal – TimberWest file number _______________

Requested dates of Access:____________________________________________________________
Proposed Use: ______________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
General Location of access area: _________________________________________
If available, please provide the legal description of the property you are requesting to access
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
A General Location Map(s) must be attached to or enclosed with this application form.
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Date and time Received:______________________
File No. ______________

Submission of this Land Use Agreement Application does not guarantee acceptance by
TimberWest. If this application is approved by TimberWest, you will be required to enter into a
formal agreement, which may include requirements as follows:
PROOF OF INSURANCE





FEES





$3,000,000 auto liability
$3,000,000 general liability
$1,000,000 fire fighting insurance
$500 Administration Fee
Licence Fee
Security Deposit (if required)

* These requirements are subject to change*

APPLICATION CERTIFICATION
All applications must be complete. Incomplete applications will be returned to applicant.

Applicant or Agent signature(s):
__________________________________

Date: ____________________

PLEASE RETAIN A COPY OF THIS APPLICATION FOR YOUR RECORDS
YOU MAY FAX OR EMAIL YOUR APPLICATION TO:
FAX: 250-716-3782
EMAIL: access@timberwest.com

NOTE:

The submission of this form does not in any manner convey
any rights to use or occupy TimberWest private land.

Attachment 5
Agenda Item 9
REPORT #RWSC 2015 - 15
REPORT TO REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY COMMISSION
MEETING OF WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 2015
SUBJECT

LEECH WATER SUPPLY AREA OPEN HOUSE RESULTS

ISSUE
To report on the results of the Leech Water Supply Area Open Houses.
BACKGROUND
In February of 2015, staff presented a report titled “Leech Water Supply Area Open House” to
the Regional Water Supply Commission (RWSC), which directed staff to hold public open
houses to explain the need to extend the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area (GVWSA)
Protection bylaw to the Leech Water Supply Area and collect public comment on the issue for
Regional Water Supply Commission consideration, and report back to the Regional Water
Supply Commission (RWSC 2015-03). The content of the final information boards used in the
Open Houses is provided in Attachment 1.
Advertising
Advertising was conducted as planned with two ads in each of the Black Press papers (Saanich
News, Victoria News, Oak Bay News, Goldstream News Gazette, Peninsula Daily News and
Sooke News Mirror), three ads in the Times Colonist, two ads in Cowichan Valley Citizen paper,
posters distributed in Shawnigan Lake, social media advertising through Facebook, promotion
on the CRD website, CRD Facebook page and CRD Twitter profile.
Media Coverage
Attachment 2 contains a summary of media commentary and coverage of the issues and Leech
Open House events. Media coverage provided a balanced account of the reasons to close the
Leech Water Supply area to unauthorized access (risks to water quality, possibility of wildfire,
and activities that threaten efforts to rehabilitate the lands) while also discussing the arguments
of some residents for access to recreate in the area.
Costs
Direct costs for holding the Open Houses were $8,500 compared with a planned budget of
$9,000. Costs did not include staff time to prepare and attend the events and transcribe
comments. All costs were paid through Watershed Protection operational funding.
Item
Display Boards
Advertising
Venue Rental
Tea & Coffee Service
Total
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Cost
$ 1,895
$ 4,950
$ 1,031
$ 625
$ 8,501
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Open House Locations and Attendance
The Open Houses were held at the following dates and locations with attendance and number
of written comments received as shown below:

Location:
Westshore:
Juan de Fuca Rec Centre
Juan de Fuca Electoral Area:
Planning Office
Sooke:
Edward Milne School
Saanich:
Greek Society Community Hall
Shawnigan Lake:
Community Centre
Website/Email/Letter
Total

Date:
4 – 8 pm each day

Number
of Public
Signed
In:

Number of
Written
Comments
Received:

Tuesday April 14

15

4

Thursday April 16

12

6

Tuesday April 21

14

9

Wednesday April 22

23

11

Thursday April 23

28

5

92

12
47

A total of 92 members of the public signed in at the Open House events. It should be noted that
a few people (less than 10) chose not to sign in. This level of public attendance was less than
expected. This may be due to a number of factors including: advertising, locations and/or times
to attend, less than expected interest in the issue(s).
While staff are unable to conclude the cause for low attendance, public comment made to staff
in writing and verbally did not indicate lack of advertising as a reason, nor location. One verbal
comment was received that the Open House locations were biased toward the outlying
municipalities rather than providing opportunities relative to per capita population. The most
likely remaining cause appeared to be less than expected interest in the issue of public closure
of the Leech Water Supply Area.
Public Feedback
The majority of comments (35) were received at the Open Houses, representing the views of
approximately 38% of those attending. A further 10 written comments were received via the
website, 1 by email and 1 delivered to CRD offices. Given the low level of response, the results
cannot be considered to be representative of the larger population of the CRD, but may give an
indication of the scope of views.
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Attachment 3 contains the transcriptions of all written responses received. Responses have
been categorized into best fit with the following themes:
Number of Comments
Received
Support restricting unauthorized access with a preference for
18
allowing authorized recreation
Support restricting unauthorized access with no reference to
13
authorized recreation
Other comments – neither for nor against restricting unauthorized
11
access
Against restricting unauthorized access
5
Total
47
Theme

The written responses indicate 86% (31 out of 36) in favour of restricting unauthorized access to
the Leech and 14% (5) against. Of those in favour, a majority (58%) prefer a form of authorized
recreational access as part of the overall access restriction. It is interesting to note, that the 5
written comments received against restriction of public access to the Leech were all received
through the CRD website and not at one of the Open Houses.
In terms of the variety of suggestions regarding authorized recreation and access, a few themes
can be identified in the written comments. Text between each semi-colon represents a verbatim
or paraphrased comment received:
Theme: Value of public access
• “tours, training, demonstration, part of eco-tours to know what has been done to area
(historic mistakes) and what can be done to improve usability”;
• “access to the old logging roads for local people and to develop tourism – needs long term
planning with Timberwest and CRD”;
• “I just hope there might be some future consideration for outdoor recreation. Specifically
access to one of the last lakes available, Weeks lake;
• “important that a degree of access is available for the public to enjoy these lands”;
• “would like to see GVWSA and CRD Parks coordinated approach to land use – removes a
huge recreation area from the CRD without replacement with CRD Parkland - no benefit to
JDFEA residents - how much more public land can a community continue to lose access
to?”;
• “individuals who enjoy hiking should not be discriminated against and denied access if they
are not part of a permitted group”;
• “[closure] is discriminatory, as certain groups will still be allowed access i.e. claim holders,
First Nations”;
• “if people cannot get into the back country to see the beauty of old growth and see nature
instead of shopping centre they will not care about it”;
• “as a member of a small informal hiking group, I would like to ensure that some way may be
found to retain access to the area”;
• “it is also important that a degree of safe access is available for the public to enjoy all these
lands”
Theme: Value of access control
• “controlled access to reduce garbage dumping, tree cutting and general vandalism”;
• “controlled public access. It worked in the past – recreational fishing, gold panning, etc”;
• “access should most definitely be restricted to approved visitors”.
1738245
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Theme: Restrict by location or by season
• “restrict only a portion of the Leech”;
• “complete restriction during forest fire season”;
• “close the watershed during periods of high fire risk”;
• “do not want the whole Leech Water Supply Area shut down to the public”;
Theme: Authorized access for certain activities
• “there should be a process for groups and individuals to obtain authorization for permissible
activities (hiking, fishing, not motorized access)”;
• “camping possibly with very strict guidelines and monitoring”;
• “would like to see permitting for mushroom picking and placer mining”;
• “consider options to allow non-motorized public use like municipalities all over North
America”;
• “there has to be a way to open the area to legitimate people for recreation”
Theme: Authorized access for certain groups
• “if controlled access could be granted to Jarvis and Weeks Lake for members of clubs that
carry 3rd party insurance - surely that’s reasonable and achievable”;
• “open only to groups who are covered by insurance - policed by their own club and liable for
their members”;
Theme: Method of controlling access
• “perhaps a $5 entry fee to hire a gate guard on weekends of hunting season;
• “certain access points could have a gatekeeper, only open certain days and well monitored,
must check in and out”
Theme: Recreational users can help reduce unwanted activities
• “more people accessing will cut back on vandalism”;
• “responsible outdoor enthusiasts accessing the Leech WSA could act as stewards of the
resource”;
• “controlled regular access will be self-patrolling area - regular users will watch that others do
not ruin area”;
• “perhaps having ATV people as “stewards” would leash some of the rowdy element”;
CONCLUSION
Public open houses held to inform and gauge public interest and opinion regarding the
management of the Leech Water Supply Area and the necessity for updating the Greater
Victoria Water Supply Protection Bylaw to restrict unauthorized access were well received and,
despite less than expected attendance, provided a range of feedback on the issues and
information presented. This feedback is intended to inform the Regional Water Supply
Commission in preparation of considering the extension of the GVWSA Protection Bylaw to the
Leech Water Supply Area at an upcoming meeting.
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That the Regional Water Supply Commission receive the staff report for information.

Annette Constabel, MSc, RPF, PMP
Senior Manager, Watershed Protection

Ted Robbins, BSc, CTech
General Manager, Integrated Water Services
Concurrence

AC:mm:hd
Attachments:
1. Public Feedback Summary
2. Open House Information Boards
3. Summary of Media Commentary and Coverage
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Attachment 1: Public Feedback Summary
Location: Colwood
Date: April 14/2015
Number of Attendees: 15
How did you hear about open
house?
Newspaper
Facebook
CTV News
No response

Count
11
2
1
1

Post-It Comments:
1. I love hunting.
Comment Forms:
1. I agree completely with the initiative. With the onset of global warming, water security is of
paramount importance. Bill Brown, Victoria
2. Please consider options to allow non-motorized public use, like municipalities all over North
America. Thanks.
3. I am a hunter and have hunted on Lazar(sp?) for 50 years and Jarvis lake area. I am not
pleased with closing a large area to hunters for something that is not needed for 50 years.
There has to be a way to open the area to legitimate people for recreation. Perhaps a $5.00
entry fee to hire a gate guard on weekends of hunting season.
4. 1. Are there any plans to use volunteers to remove invasive species, such as done at Mill
Hill Park, Fort Rodd Hill, etc.
2. Planning for encouraging water conservation seems to be working, hopefully possible
climate change with increased drought events is factored in as well.
3. I hope non-catchment lands east of Sooke Lake basin is opened soon for trans-Canada
trail completion. Thank you and good luck.
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Location: Sooke
Date: April 16/2015
Number of Attendees: 12
How did you hear about open
house?
Newspaper
ODSRRA
Word of mouth
CRD notification
Email forwarded to me
JDF Water & Regional Supply
VIPMA member

Count
4
2
2
1
1
1
1

Post-It Comments:
Comment Forms:
1. Educating the public on any issue takes considerable time and resources (money).
Protecting LWSA is overdue and needs more stringent protection. This is especially needed
in Goldstream and Sooke Supply areas. Bylaw officers are especially needed all year round
to prevent contamination and human intrusion (vandalism). The CRD directors are as
parochial as all other regional district directors on Vancouver Island. All RD directors need to
liaison to educate all residents to Vancouver Island, plus visitors. The general population of
Van Isle need to be fully aware of our most precious resources, water and air.
2. 1. Good poster boards with lots of info using a logical flow. Climate change and its effects
on water supply is a big issue. When would you expect the Leech Water Supply to come
into service, given current population growth trends and predictions.
2. What are some of the climate change adaptation strategies the CRD is currently
implementing? - How will the issue of authorized access to the watershed lands be
addressed with respect to crossing private lands (eg. Timberwest and Insurance
requirements)?
3. How is CRD dealing with the larger issue of illegal dumping in Otter Point and Shirley.
3. 1. Options for access to area. Certain access points could have a gate keeper, only open
certain days and well monitored. Must register at gate and check out.
2. Open only to groups who are covered by insurance. The groups would be policed by
their own club and liable for their members. – Louise Peterson, Chairperson, JDFEA
Community Parks
4. Thanks for coming to display. As I’d really like to have some access to the Leech River Bear
Creek fault or the old logging roads for the local people to develop tourism. Needs long term
planning in TW & CRD but tourism is economic activity, yes? So TW could make $ off it
maybe. Perhaps having ATV people as ‘stewards’ would leash some of the rowdy element?
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5. 1. Would like to see the G.V.W.S.A. coordinated with CRD Parks to see a coordinated
approach to land use.
2. The inclusion of the Leech remains a huge ___ over from the CRD without replacement
with CRD parkland.
3. The need to increase & protect the CV water supply is understandable/necessary but all
the benefit goes to the water users on the Commissioner’s water systems the local
residents of the JDFEA ____ of Sooke who are not a CV water don’t get any benefit.
4. Almost 10% (?) of Otter Point is provincial crown land. There will now go to First Nation
treaty settlement. How much more ‘public’ land can a community continue to lose access
to?
6. There should be a readily available process for groups and individuals to obtain
authorization to access the Leech Water Supply Area of permissible activities (hiking,
fishing…)
- Agree with no motorized access.
- Camping possibly with very strict guidelines and monitoring.
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Location: Sooke – Edward Milne School
Date: April 21, 2015
Number of Attendees: 14
How did you hear about open
house?
Word of Mouth
Edward Milne School
Fishing Club ‘WCFFA’
Newspaper
No response
Sooke District
VIPMA

Count
3
3
2
2
2
1
1

Post-It Comments:
Comment Forms:
1. The greatest asset the people of the CRD own are Leech, Sooke and Goldstream
watersheds. Please keep people out. Recognize the research potential.
2. I fully support No Access to the Leech Watershed. Allowing organized groups to go will only
raise expectations for more and more access in the future and will be difficult to discontinue.
The Leech watershed is a great place to scientifically determine the regrowth of a forest
amidst climate change. There should be ZERO road development and ZERO infrastructure
development in the area to ensure proper scientific analysis.
3. Thank you – it was a very informative presentation and I had all my questions answered. I
believe in protecting our watershed.
4. It looks like a very good plan. Planning for the future is essential for conserving and ensuring
water for our future. You’ve got my vote √ Good job CRD!
5. I would like access – more people accessing will cut back on vandalism.
6. How can you prevent lightning strikes? Pass a by-law?!
7. Extend Galloping trail from Leechtown to Sooke Wilderness Park along Kapoor main to
Humpback Recreation with Leech River area!
8. This land should be left for the wildlife and ecosystem restoration. No access should be
allowed. The area should be left to naturally develop into an old growth forest without any
roads or buildings. Research can be done with UVIC on the regeneration of the forest
without human usage and access.
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9. Let the land return to wilderness and access will be natural trails and waterways. No paved
roads or parking lots. No housing, let the land evolve back into its natural state. No roads or
development of any kind.
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Location: Saanich
Date: April 22/2015
Number of Attendees: 23
How did you hear about open house?
Newspaper
Word of mouth
Email through WestCoast Fly Fishing
Association
Website
No response
Advertising
Facebook
News

Count
9
4
3
2
2
1
1
1

Post-It Comments:
• Thank you
• Super display boards on the Leech
• Extremely informative! Appreciate the pro-active management of our water supply.
Comment Forms:
1. Back in the 1900’s it was a wise and courageous move to protect the area for future drinking
water use. We’re getting the dividends now. Let the tradition continue. Carry on the good
forward thinking ______. My regard to those who continue to abuse the rules and ____ for
future security should be fined heavily and all of what they leave brought into the property
should be forfeited to the Crown. No good terms but make penalties meaningful enough that
one will not risk the chance of being caught. No gentle warning. Keep up the good work.
2. As the watershed is not required immediately, it would be a great opportunity to allow
controlled access; tours, training, demonstrations, part of eco-tours to know what has been
done in area (historic mistakes) and what can be done to improve usability. Controlled
regular access will be self-patrolling area; regular users will watch that others do not ruin
area.
3. As a member of a small informal hiking group, I would like to ensure that some way may be
found to retain access to the area.
4. Mike Simpson – Do not want the whole Leech water supply area shut down to the public as
they are now. Without some access nobody will care. Not anybody wants to dump their
garbage, steal and burn stolen cars. If people cannot get into the back country to see the
beauty of old growth and see nature instead of shopping centre they will not care about it.

1738245

Regional Water Supply Commission – September 16, 2015
Leech Water Supply Area Open House Results

12

5. A secure water supply area is critical to south island residents. As a fly fisherman and
outdoorsman I cherish our wilderness areas for their wild values. If controlled access could
be granted to Jaruls and Weeks Lake for members of clubs that carry 3rd party insurance,
surely that’s reasonable and achievable. Responsible outdoor enthusiasts accessing the
Leech WSA could act as stewards of the resource. Thanks for listening, Brian, Westcoast
Flyfishers, Sooke, BC.
6. Thank you for the information! Overall very supportive of this initiative as long as access to
west Jordan and Jordan main are not lost. West Jordan Main – Near West & South. Jordan
Main – Boundary of Leech Watershed.
7. It would be nice to have a key that will work on all gates. If there was a fire, for instance, one
could be cut off any access. Also in case of emergency, we know how to get to each others
claim, and can get right to it in some circumstances, where GPS coordinates don’t indicate
direct access.
8. It was very gratifying to see the comments and concerns of Water Advisory Committee
members incorporated into the communication materials. Excellent job carefully wording this
information! Rebecca Mersereau, Chair, WAC.
9. Access to the Leech Watershed should most definitely be restricted to approved visitors.
10. A great presentation. I think it makes sense to limit public access to this area although
clearly a minority of people will be upset. The CRD has shown leadership by purchasing and
protecting these lands.
11. All good reminders of how precious our resources are.
- I represent a significant amount of time spent working placer mining claims in the Leech
town area.
- I currently hold 3 continuous placer mining claims that I’ve been prospecting for gold on.
It is my hope to be able to pass on my interests to my grandsons. My son is a partner in
my ventures.
- I have always held a good relationship with the forestry companies holding the timber
rights in the area. Now I hope to continue the same relationship with the CRD.
- I support the Sooke Museum by selling any gold found on my claims through them.
There is a lot of history in this watershed. - R. Walton
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Location: Shawnigan
Date: April 23, 2015
Number of Attendees: 28
How did you hear about open
house?
Newspaper
Media
Facebook
Word of mouth
No response
Letter
WAC
Website

Count
15
3
3
2
2
1
1
1

Post-It Comments:
Comment Forms:
1. Although I would not support complete access restriction to Leech WSA, it would be
necessary during forest fire season no question! Further, individuals who enjoy hiking here
should not be discriminated against and denied access if they are not part of a permitted
group. -The CRD Water authority should be much more vocal in public sense concerning
the potential for polluting seepage from the afflicted Stebbings Rd aquifier.
2. Nice to see the CRD Water Svcs looking after the CRD water resource. Shawnigan
residents look forward to being included when our water is degraded past consumption
quality due to negative impacts on our watershed. Lets hop the SIA proposal doesn’t also
affect the Sooke Basin in the future.
3. Controlled public access. It worked in the past. Recreational fishing, gold panning etc.
Weeks Lake was stocked with trough (public money).
4. Would like to see permitting for the mushroom picking livelihood. There is a permitting
system in place in both California, Oregon & Washington states.
- Also, permit and access for the purpose of placer mining. - Chuck Farrar
5. We hope the CRD will support the CVRD position against the SIA dump.
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Feedback Received Outside of the Open Houses
Received by Letter
1. VIPMA members with valid claims should have a special relationship with CRD within the
Leech watershed. VIPMA members are an important user group in this area. There should
be a partnership in trust and responsibility with regard to access and use of mining claims in
the Leech watershed.
Further effort is needed to accommodate miners with special access issues such as active
claims located several miles beyond the closest vehicle access. Some of these claims
require several hours of walking each way from the closest road.
For safety reasons alone it would be a tremendous asset for these few affected miners to be
able to access these far away claims with a fully licenced and insured quad on an existing
grade which is not usable for a pickup truck. The area in question is several miles north of
Worley Lake and access is required during fall, winter and spring seasons.
VIPMA members with active claims within the CRD Leech River watershed are a legitimate
user group appreciative of the privilege of access across CRD lands to work on their claims
and a resolution to the above issue would further the good relationship between VIPMA
member and CRD.
Greg Scott, Sooke, BC
Received through the CRD Website:
2. I am alarmed to discover that the CRD is poised to restrict access to the Leech River area.
Victoria is surrounded by water and there are very limited options close to the city. Lands to
the immediate north are either already within the active community water supply area and
not accessible or, unlike most of our province, are within the enormous E&N land grant and
privately owned.
We are a growing urban centre and would benefit from a greater range of terrestrial
recreation opportunities, not diminishing options. The Leech River area offers interesting
landscapes with river and lake features that give it high recreation values.
Of course, like any wilderness area, proper measures should be taken to prevent
irresponsible behaviour and control practices that are detrimental to watershed health.
However, this does not mean that it is necessary to exclude all access or put such restrictive
measures on access that it is effectively not available for recreation.
Appropriate recreation use is highly unlikely to preclude the forest from regenerating, as the
CRD manager seems to suggest. In fact, if properly managed, recreation use could
contribute to watershed monitoring and rehabilitation efforts of net benefit to watershed
health.
It is clear that it would be easiest for the CRD to simply exclude all access. What simpler
solution that to lock the gate, put up cameras and not have to manage any users at all?
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But the CRD should not be allowed to do so. On the contrary, they should be making efforts
to optimize a range of watershed values including recreation. There are management
options and best practices for successful mixed use.
What makes this action particularly unreasonable is that this area is not inside the active
community water supply area and will likely not be used as a source of drinking water for
several decades, if at all!
I urge you to consider a more balanced plan than the direction the CRD appears to be
going.
3. The effect of CRD policy across parks and water related backcountry areas is progressive
closure of access to motorized vehicles.
This is in direct conflict with statements in the Rural Resource Lands OCP and other
planning documents supporting motorized backcountry access in the rural resource lands
area.
Could you please show where in the CRD there is a single instance of an actual route that
has been officially designated by CRD planning for motorized public access (ATV in
particular) to any backcountry destination?
How does the CRD reconcile its position in regards to access to Weeks Lake with the fact
that the Bear Creek trail system established in the Lambly Creek community watershed,
near Kelowna, BC has demonstrated that a managed approach to access results in net
harm reduction when compared to a "no access" policy in the same area?
From the report: "The collaborative approach applied to this recreation site demonstrates
that managed motorized recreation can be compatible with the protection of drinking water
quality."
https://www.bcfpb.ca/sites/default/files/reports/SIR40-Community-Watersheds-FromObjectives-to-Results-on-the-Ground.pdf
Regards,
Terrance Martin
Executive Director
South Island Recreation Association
4. I wholeheartedly disagree with the closure of the Leech water area. The CRD needs to
consider off highway vehicle recreation as a valid form of outdoor enjoyment. Limiting
access to lands like the Leech water supply, or the Sooke Hills accessed by Harbourview
road denies new generations the enjoyment and understanding of the backcountry. The
safety of the water is not threatened by light vehicle traffic; many other communities allow
access to their water supply lands without incident.
5. Please do not close this area to recreation. Open the gates. Can't believe you guys have
been scaring people away from there with gates and "warnings" but have no legal basis to
do so. One day someone powerful enough will stick up for the little guys and put the CRD in
its place. PROVE we need the water. Then talk about closure. Not the other way around.
6. We need to be able to access portions of the water supply area like they do in Nanaimo.
There has to be a way to accomplish this while keeping both parties satisfied.
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7. Comments... Hard to Sum it up with comments. I feel robbed of the outdoor recreation
possibilities that were available in my youth... im 28. An avid fisherman and forest enjoyer. I
love this wonderful little island and just wish that there was more plans for shared access in
the future. I understand the many difficulties in doing so. Only takes a few bad apples to
sour it for all... I just hope there might be some future consideration for outdoor recreation.
Specifically access to one of the last lakes available, weeks lake. I would love to take my
kids for a humble through the Bush to such a place one day!
8. While proper management and protection of water sources is vital, it is also important that a
degree of safe access is available for them public to enjoy all these lands.
9. Re: Management of Leech Water Supply Area
1. MINING: Which mining companies have valid tenures in the Leech Water Supply Area?
What historical evidence is there of acid drainage and or any other chemicals leeching
into the watershed? What are the current levels of contaminants from mining? What
would be released should there be disturbances in mined areas? How would it ever be
possible for mining operations to resume, given all of the precautionary priorities
mentioned in this presentation?
Will the CRD request that the Provincial Government expropriate these tenures?
2. TOXIC DUMPING 4.5 KM NORTH: Now that the Shawnigan Ratepayers have lost their
legal appeal concerning the dumping of toxic waste, what legal action can the CRD take
to prevent future contamination which seems inevitable?
Given that within the watershed, fertilizers and pesticides are generally prohibited, given
that every effort is being made to avoid spills of toxic or hazardous substances, given
that dumping is prohibited, and given that keeping contaminants away from
watercourses and watershed are all stated priorities, how can a toxic dump so close to
our watershed be tolerated?
Is there any process in the primary/secondary disinfection processes which would
protect users of the CRD watersheds from future drainage leaks from the toxic dumping
taking place in the Shawnigan area?
3. LIMITS TO GROWTH: I appreciate the acknowledgment of Climate Change and think
that Saanich and other municipalities are making efforts to plan ahead. Have there been
any calculations on the limits to growth/development that can take place in the areas
supplied by the watershed?
4. LOGGING: I applaud the sensible efforts to maintain forest cover and prevent wildfires. I
would like more information on the “fuel reduction opportunities and options" as well as
the efforts to create "adequate healthy reforestation".
10. I am opposed to the closing of the Leech water supply area at this time for the following
reasons:
(1) I believe closing is premature, the water is not needed for at least 50 years.
(2) The CRD has restricted access to a large area of the sea to sea greenbelt and the
removal of more land from public access is unreasonable.
(3) it is discriminatory, as certain groups will still be allowed access, ie claim holders, first
nations.
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(4) The risk of wildfires, which seems to be a major concern, can be handled by closing the
watershed during periods of high fire risk. This is done at present by the BC forest
Service.
I do however support controlled access into the watershed as a means of reducing such
activities as garbage dumping, tree cutting and general vandalism.
11. Clean water is a very rare and precious resource. This is even more true today than it was
yesterday, and it will be more true tomorrow. Libertarian freedoms must be sacrificed if we
are to protect what few sources we have.
12. On the May 6, 2015 Water Tour, Rob Walker and I talked about the protection bylaw. He
said I should send you my opinions. I am a retired chief forester for Pacific Logging Ltd. and
practiced forest land management for 38 years. Forest access on privately owned and
public lands has always been a contentious issue. But in a watershed the risks associated
with fire, land disturbance from motor bikes and ATVs, destruction of equipment and capital
assets, deposit of garbage, cutting of trees, theft and just plain carelessness and
thoughtfulness are most critical. The thoughtless few ruin it for others. My experience says
such risks are real and my opinion is just simply secure and manage the lands for water
production. It’s land dedicated for one use or purpose not many or multiple uses. I also
observe that though being secured for water management purposes the reserve also serves
as a plant gene pool reservoir in a highly industrialized area. Further CRD is very rich in
dedicated park lands.
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October 16, 2015

Supplemental report to the RWSC from the CRD Water Advisory Committee in
consideration of bylaw amendments for restrictions in the Leech watershed
The mandate of the Water Advisory Committee (WAC) is to provide advice to the Commission
on water supply, water quality, and the stewardship of lands held by the CRD for water supply
purposes and water conservation measures.
WAC recommendation concerning bylaw 2804
In the matter of recommending alternative closure options for the Leech watershed, the WAC at
its October 7, 2015 meeting chose to not accept the alternative recommended by staff. This
recommendation was for closure of the watershed with recreational use by permit.
Instead, the WAC passed a motion recommending Alternative 2 (no recreation). We recognize
this provides for the greatest environmental protection for future water supply from this
watershed.
The Committee cited the following reasons for not supporting recreational access to the
watershed:
 It is likely that the Leech will be needed as a water supply sooner than the assumed 50year timeline identified when it was purchased, in which case the easiest and most
efficient approach to restricting access to the watershed is to close the watershed to
public access now, since there is little history of legal recreational access and use.
 Since the Leech is a future water supply area, restricting use now minimizes the
possibility that significant or irreversible impacts occur, including human-caused
fire, which may limit its usability when it is needed, and that could also pose a threat to
the existing water supply provided by the Sooke watershed.
 The benefits of protecting the future watershed for hundreds of thousands of CRD
residents appear to outweigh the risks associated with the approximately 200 identified
illegal trespasses a year into the Leech watershed area.
 Members of WAC feel that there are multiple alternative recreation opportunities
elsewhere, including in adjacent park reserves (both existing and planned), and that the
few people who would be affected by restrictions be encouraged to use these areas
instead.
Additional comments and considerations
 The proposed use of the word ‘inactive’ in the amended bylaw to describe the current and
near-future state of the Leech watershed does not aptly characterize the considerable
effort that the CRD has invested in the remediation of the watershed, or the natural
processes in the watershed (e.g., forest regeneration) that are actively contributing to its
effective use as a water supply source in the future. Consider the use of alternatives
terminology such as ‘future water supply’.
 In light of the uncertainly regarding the timing for the use of the Leech, if a
recommendation is supported that entails further access restrictions in the future,
consider framing the bylaw amendments as a phased approach to avoid creating
unrealistic expectations regarding public use. This also underscores need to be clear
about the process by which the watershed will be changed from ‘inactive’ to ‘active’
status.

 A considerable reduction in risk could likely be achieved by downgrading the threshold for
not permitting recreational access from ‘extreme’ fire danger conditions to ‘high’ fire
danger conditions.
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Welcome

Management of the
Leech Water Supply Area of the
Greater Victoria Water Supply Service
Public Open House

CRD Integrated Water Services

Welcome

“Water is the most critical resource
issue of our lifetime and our children’s
lifetime. The health of our waters is the
principal measure of how we live on
the land.”
- Luna Leopold
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What is the Purpose of This Open House?

We want to:

ä Provide information on the current
situation in the Leech Water Supply
Area (WSA)

ä Explain the necessity for updating the
Greater Victoria WSA Protection Bylaw
to restrict unauthorized access to the
Leech WSA

ä Provide information on the restoration
of the Leech WSA and the management
of the Greater Victoria WSA as a whole

Can I be heard?
Yes, this Open House is an opportunity for interested residents to review information and speak directly with Capital Regional District
Integrated Water Services (IWS) staff.
We welcome your comment on the information and plans. Any written comments received will be provided to Integrated Water Services
staff, the Water Advisory Committee and the Regional Water Supply Commission for consideration.
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Introduction to the Leech Water Supply Area

Acquisition and History
The Leech Water Supply Area (WSA) which is adjacent
to the Sooke WSA was acquired by the CRD through
two purchases to protect future water supply:
1. 8,791 hectares purchased from TimberWest
in 2007 ($59 million)
2. 832 hectares purchased from Western Forest
Products in 2010 ($3 million)
9,623 hectares total ($62 million)
95% of the timber in the Leech WSA was harvested
with an extensive road network of more than 400
kilometres.
92% of the watershed of the Leech River above the
diversion tunnel is now owned and managed by the
CRD for water supply.
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What is the Current Situation?

The Leech lands acquired in 2007 from TimberWest have been closed
to the public for several years, but trespass continues to occur. The
Leech lands acquired in 2010 from Western Forest Products in the
Weeks Lake area have not yet been closed and secured. The lack of
enforcement authority in the Leech Water Supply Area and incomplete
closure of the lands to public access have led to a number of issues:
ä 6WROHQYHKLFOHVGULYHQLQWR:HHNV/DNH WZLFH DEDQGRQHGYHKLFOHV
burned on site
ä 'LVFKDUJHRIýUHDUPVDQGýUHZRUNVGXULQJKLJKDQGH[WUHPHýUH
danger
ä %XUQLQJDQGDEDQGRQHGFDPSýUHVGXULQJKLJKDQGH[WUHPHýUH
danger
ä Rutting (soil damage), erosion and damage to streams
ä 9DQGDOLVPRILQIUDVWUXFWXUH JDWHVDQGVLJQV
ä 'XPSLQJDQGOLWWHULQJ LQFOXGLQJODUJHLWHPVVXFKDVWHOHYLVLRQV
computers, a camper and canoe)
ä 6DQLWDWLRQFRQFHUQV WKHUHDUHQRIDFLOLWLHV
ä 7UHHFXWWLQJDQGWKHIWRIURFN
ä ,OOHJDOKXQWLQJ
ä ,OOHJDOJURZRSHUDWLRQV
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Why is the Current Situation a Problem?

History of Illegal Use:
The Leech Water Supply Area (WSA) has never
been “open” to public access while held by
TimberWest and Western Forest Products or the
CRD, but a long history of trespass has led to a
perception that public access is permitted.

Poor Environmental Stewardship:
Though the number of people accessing the Leech
WSA without authorization is relatively small, the
HQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWLVVLJQLýFDQWDQGORQJODVWLQJÚ
in particular damage from vehicles driving off-road and
spread of invasive species.

Trespass across TimberWest Private Forest
Land:
In order to reach the Leech WSA, you must
ýUVWSDVVWKURXJKSULYDWHIRUHVWODQGRZQHG
by TimberWest. Passing through TimberWest
private lands without permission is trespass
and illegal.

Risk to Investment:
The Leech WSA was purchased for $62 million and
VLJQLýFDQWIXQGVDUHEHLQJH[SHQGHG PLOOLRQRYHU
17 years) to rehabilitate the land for the purposes of water
supply. The investment in protection and rehabilitation of
the lands for best water quality may reduce the future
QHHGIRUH[SHQVLYHýOWUDWLRQIDFLOLWLHV

Wildﬁre Risk to Sooke WSA:
Public access and the activities currently
occurring greatly increase the likelihood of
DýUHVWDUW'XULQJGU\VXPPHUFRQGLWLRQVD
KXPDQFDXVHGýUHFRXOGVSUHDGUDSLGO\WKURXJK
the young forest in the Leech WSA and burn
into the Sooke WSA. Such an event could be
catastrophic to the drinking water supply for
Greater Victoria.

Public Safety and Allowing Illegal Activities to Continue:
The Leech WSA has never been managed for public access
or use. Steep slopes and poorly maintained roads with
failing drainage structures pose a public safety hazard.
There are no facilities, few warning signs and unexpected
hazards. The CRD may face liability should serious injury
occur. Further, illegal activities such as hunting in a no
KXQWLQJ]RQHGXPSLQJDQGEXUQLQJGXULQJFDPSýUHEDQV
cannot be allowed to continue.
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What Needs to Change & How will this be Done?

What needs to change?
Human activities that are illegal, cause damage and place the Leech WSA and the Sooke WSA at risk need to stop.

How will this be done?
ä Update the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area (GVWSA)
ä Place additional signage providing information and delineating
Protection Bylaw to include the Leech WSA. The Bylaw already
boundaries. Signage is important to let people know the location
of the property boundaries and that unauthorized access is not
protects the Sooke and Goldstream WSAs. The Bylaw spells out
permitted.
that unauthorized access and unauthorized activities in the GVWSA
DUHLOOHJDODQGHQIRUFHDEOHZLWKýQHV
ä Install 1 additional gate and additional fencing in the northwest ä Expand public communicationÚE\SRVWLQJQRWLFHVDQGDUWLFOHV
corner of the Leech WSA near Weeks Lake. Existing access from the regarding restoration and the need to restrict public access to the
south and east is already blocked by gates and fencing.
Leech WSA to protect our future water supply.
ä Conduct additional ground patrols to educate and enforce the
Protection Bylaw in the Leech. Currently a ground patrol monitors
WKH/HHFK:6$GDLO\ZLWKPRUHIUHTXHQWSDWUROVZKHQZLOGýUH
danger is elevated.
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Who is Affected?

There have been approximately 60 trespass
incidents (approximately 200 people) detected
in the Leech WSA each year since the CRD
purchased the lands in 2007 and 2010. Some
incidents involve the same individuals who
trespass repeatedly. Restricting unauthorized
access to the Leech WSA will only affect a
relatively small number of people given the
population of the Region.

Leech WSA Trespass Incidents
2008-2014
Garbage Dumping/Grow Op
1%
Hiking/Biking
5%
Hunting/Fishing
7%
Vandalism/Theft
14%

The main trespass activities are:
51 % ATV/Motorcycle/Vehicle
&DPSLQJ&DPSýUHV
14 % Vandalism/Theft
7 % Hunting/Fishing
5 % Hiking/Biking
1 % Dumping/Grow Operations

Camping/Campﬁres
22%

ATV/Motorcycle/Vehicle
51%
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What Activities Can or Could be Allowed in the
Leech WSA?
The following activities are currently allowed:

The following activities could be allowed:

Research and Other CRD Initiatives

Non-Motorized Recreation

Researchers presenting proposals that are consistent with
restoration efforts are considered on a case-by-case basis. Access
for initiatives in the interest of the region may be considered.

Once the Leech is in active use as a drinking water supply area,
it will be fully closed to public access, consistent with the Sooke
and Goldstream Water Supply Areas. However, it may be several
decades before water from the Leech is needed.

Cultural Use
First Nations cultural access can be accommodated provided such
activities are consistent with watershed protection and restoration
efforts and public safety considerations.

Mining
The Leech Water Supply Area has a long history of placer mining
and mineral exploration that pre-dates the CRD purchase of the
lands. Provincial legislation currently requires the CRD to grant
miners with valid tenures access to their claim areas.

Requests from sanctioned organizations for non-motorized
recreation consistent with watershed protection and restoration
efforts could be considered on a case-by-case basis. Appropriate
insurance, orientation and permission to travel through adjacent
private forest land (TimberWest) would be required.
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Benefits of Closing the Leech Water Supply Area
to Public Access
The beneﬁts of fully closing the Leech Water Supply Area (WSA) to public
access are:
ä3URWHFWLRQRIDPDMRUýQDQFLDOLQYHVWPHQWLQRXUIXWXUHZDWHUVXSSO\
ä5HGXFHGULVNRIýUHVWDUWVDQGZLOGýUHWKDWFRXOGDIIHFWRXUFXUUHQWGULQNLQJZDWHUVRXUFH
ä Improved environmental stewardship - reduced risk of environmental damage and spread
of invasive species
ä Protection of public health by reducing risk of contamination from spills associated with
unauthorized vehicles, and from poor sanitation of people and pets
ä5HVWRUDWLRQHIIRUWVQRWKLQGHUHGRUGDPDJHGE\IRRWDQGRIIURDGWUDIýF
ä Consistent security approach with surrounding landowners
ä Public not encouraged to trespass across TimberWest lands
ä Consistent approach to watershed protection throughout the Greater Victoria Water Supply
Area (controlled authorized access only)
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Leech Water Supply Area Further Issues & Recommendations
In 2009, the condition of the Leech Water Supply Area was assessed by a team of consultants and CRD staff. The following main
issues and recommendations were noted, which informed the long-term restoration program:
Roads
Issue: Existing road network has terrain stability and sedimentation concerns placing risk on Leech River water
quality.
Recommendations:
ä ,QYHQWRU\DQGDVVHVVDOOURDGVDQGGUDLQDJHVWUXFWXUHV
ä 'HYHORSDFFHVVPDQDJHPHQWSODQIRUWKHDUHD
ä 8SJUDGHURDGVDQGGUDLQDJHVWUXFWXUHVRIZDWHUTXDOLW\FRQFHUQ
ä 'HDFWLYDWHDQGRUUHKDELOLWDWHURDGVRQXQVWDEOHWHUUDLQRUWKDWDUHQRORQJHUQHHGHG
Wildﬁre
Issue::LOGýUHUHSUHVHQWVDPDMRUWKUHDWDQGULVNWR*UHDWHU9LFWRULDZDWHUVXSSO\,QWHJUDWHG:DWHU6HUYLFHVKDVD
ZHOOHVWDEOLVKHGZLOGýUHPDQDJHPHQWSURJUDPEXWWKH/HHFKUHSUHVHQWVDGGLWLRQDOZLOGýUHSURWHFWLRQFKDOOHQJHV
(less access, more trespass, dense forest fuels, large area)
Recommendations:
ä ,QFRUSRUDWHWKH/HHFKZDWHUVKHGLQWRWKHZLOGýUHPDQDJHPHQWSURJUDPIRUWKH*9:6$
ä (YDOXDWHIXHOUHGXFWLRQRSSRUWXQLWLHVDQGRSWLRQV
ä 'HYHORSDZLOGýUHIXHOPDQDJHPHQWSODQ
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Leech Water Supply Area Issues & Recommendations
Soil Erosion and Slope Stability
Issue: The Leech watershed contains areas of highly unstable terrain as evidenced by historic landslides. Further
landslides into the Leech River system could have devastating impacts on water quality.
Recommendations:
ä $VVHVVH[LVWLQJODQGVOLGHVIRUUHKDELOLWDWLRQ
ä &RQGXFWGHWDLOHGWHUUDLQPDSSLQJ
ä $VVHVVVHGLPHQWVRXUFHVVLQNVDQGPRYHPHQWZLWKLQWKHZDWHUVKHG
ä &RQGXFWUHKDELOLWDWLRQZKHUHQHFHVVDU\
Forest Health
Issue: The Leech watershed has been heavily logged, adequate healthy reforestation must be achieved to meet
water quality goals over time. Invasive species represent a challenge to restoration and a possible threat to
ecological integrity.
Recommendations:
ä &ROOHFWIRUHVWLQYHQWRU\LQIRUPDWLRQIRUWKH/HHFK:DWHU6XSSO\$UHD
ä $VVHVVIRUHVWSODQWDWLRQVDQGýOOSODQWRUEUXVKWRDFKLHYHUHIRUHVWDWLRQREMHFWLYHV
ä &RQGXFWDQQXDOIRUHVWLQVHFWDQGGLVHDVHVXUYH\VWRPRQLWRUIRUWUHQGV
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Leech Water Supply Area Issues & Recommendations
Other Recommendations
Water Quality and Restoration Program Monitoring:
ä ,PSOHPHQWDQHWZRUNRIPRQLWRULQJVLWHVWRJDXJHH[LVWLQJZDWHUTXDOLW\DQGWKHHIIHFWWKDWUHVWRUDWLRQDFWLYLWLHVZLOOKDYH
on water quality in future years.
Cultural Assessment of the Leech Water Supply Area:
ä &RQGXFWDQDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHFXOWXUDOYDOXHVRIWKH/HHFK:DWHU6XSSO\$UHDDQGXVHWKHLQIRUPDWLRQWRguide future
management decisions.
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Leech Water Supply Area Restoration Program
In 2009, a 17-year $5.8 million capital plan was approved by
the Regional Water Supply Commission to rehabilitate the Leech
Water Supply Area. The graph to the right summarizes the work
completed to date.

Wildﬁre Management,
9%
$266,144
Reforestation, 10%
$302,929

Slope Stability &
Resource Assessments,
13%
$390,755

Roads, 68%
$1,985,449

Leech Restoration Projects
Completed ($2,945,277)
2009 - 2014

Highlights of restoration work completed:
Roads:
ä 3LOLQJDQGUHPRYDORIFDEOHVROGFXOYHUWVDQGVFUDSPHWDO
ä 5HPRYDORUUHSODFHPHQWRIIDLOLQJEULGJHV-DUYLV0DLQ:HVW/HHFK
Survey Main
ä 8SJUDGHRI6XUYH\0RXQWDLQ0DLQDQG&UDJJ0DLQURDGV
ä 5HURXWLQJRI6XUYH\0DLQDQG-DUYLV0DLQURDGV

Reforestation:
ä 3ODQWLQJRIWUHHVHHGOLQJVÚ'RXJODVýUZHVWHUQUHGFHGDU
white pine
ä %UXVKLQJIRUWUHHVHHGOLQJUHOHDVH
ä 3UXQLQJZKLWHSLQHWRUHGXFHVXVFHSWLELOLW\WRZKLWHSLQHEOLVWHUUXVW

Slope Stability:
ä &ODVVLýFDWLRQDQGPDSSLQJRIJHRORJ\WHUUDLQODQGVOLGHVWHUUDLQ
stability and soil erosion potential
ä 5RDGUHKDELOLWDWLRQSUHVFULSWLRQVIRUURDGVRQXQVWDEOHWHUUDLQ

Wildﬁre Management Program:
ä 3LOLQJDQGEXUQLQJRIUHPDLQLQJORJJLQJVODVK
ä ,QVWDOODWLRQRIWZRýUHZHDWKHUVWDWLRQV
ä ,GHQWLýFDWLRQDQGGHYHORSPHQWRIZDWHUSXPSLQJVWDWLRQVýUH
vantage points, helicopter landing sites
ä 5HPRYDORIDGHUHOLFWFDELQDW-DUYLV/DNH

CRD | REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY SERVICE - LEECH WATER SUPPLY AREA

Opportunity for Comment

Now it’s your turn to tell us what you think!
If you would like to leave us with any comments,
SOHDVHWDNHDFRPPHQWIRUPýOOLWRXWDQGOHDYH
in the comment box.
If you have a short comment, feel free to write it
on a post-it and stick it in the box on the right.
All written comments received will be provided to
Integrated Water Services staff, the Water Advisory
Committee and Regional Water Supply Commission
for their consideration.
Thank you for engaging with us about the
management of the Leech Water Supply Area and
the protection of our drinking water.

Your comments:

CRD | REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY SERVICE

Greater Victoria Water Supply Area &
Water Supply System
The Greater Victoria Water Supply Area
(GVWSA) provides source drinking water
for approximately 350,000 residents of
the Greater Victoria area.
Includes:
ä Leech Water Supply Area 9,623 hectares
ä Sooke Water Supply Area 8,620 hectares
ä Goldstream Water Supply Area 2,307 hectares

Total GVWSA - 20,550 hectares
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3 Watersheds & 2 Reservoir Systems
The Greater Victoria Water Supply Area is made up
of three main watersheds feeding two reservoir
systems.
The Sooke Water Supply Area feeds Sooke Lake Reservoir that
has been used for water supply since 1915.
ä Provides all of Greater Victoria’s drinking water other than a
short period for annual maintenance of the Kapoor Tunnel
ä Stores 160 million m3 of water, of which 93 million m3 is
available for drinking water
The Goldstream Water Supply Area feeds a series of four
reservoirs that have been used for water supply since 1905.
ä Provides backup water supply when Sooke Lake Reservoir is
taken off line
ä Stores 10 million m3 or two months of winter water supply
for Greater Victoria
The Leech Water Supply Area feeds the Leech River which will
supplement Sooke Lake Reservoir through an existing tunnel.

What is a Watershed? How does it Work?
Hi-tech forests? How they work for us.
Our forests, streams, lakes and wetlands provide an amazing service to
us: Clean water! They have evolved after millions of years of “research
DQGGHYHORSPHQWà)RUHVWVDFWDVDJLDQWýOWHU5DLQLQýOWUDWHVWKH
porous organic soil layer and percolates slowly to streams where it is
gradually released as clear water. As a result, forest streams commonly
run clear even during storms.

Watersheds are everywhere!
All the land area that drains into a stream system is called a
watershed. Most areas of Greater Victoria drain into streams,
so it is likely that you live in a watershed. A water supply
watershed is the land upstream of a water supply intake. The
Greater Victoria Water Supply Area is made up of the Sooke,
Goldstream and Leech River watersheds.
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The Need for Watershed Protection

Good drinking water starts with healthy forest ecosystems.
Healthy forest ecosystems are maintained by:

Maintaining Forest Cover

ä5HVWULFWLQJGHYHORSPHQWDQGPDLQWDLQLQJIRUHVWFRYHU
ä.HHSLQJFRQWDPLQDQWVDZD\IURPZDWHUFRXUVHVDQGWKHZDWHUVKHG
ä3UHYHQWLQJODUJHVFDOHQDWXUDOGLVWXUEDQFHVOLNHZLOGýUHLQVHFWDQGGLVHDVHRXWEUHDNV
ä0DLQWDLQLQJQDWXUDOGUDLQDJHSDWWHUQV
ä5HGXFLQJWKHLPSDFWVRIURDGV VRXUFHRIVHGLPHQWDWLRQ
ä&DUHIXORYHUVLJKWRIKXPDQDFWLYLWLHV SRVVLEOHWKURXJKODQGRZQHUVKLS

Protecting Natural Drainage Patterns

CRD Integrated Water Services ensures that drinking water quality is the primary
consideration in all planning, design and operational decisions in the Greater Victoria
Water Supply Area.

Reducing Road & Human Impacts
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
7KUHDW:LOGýUH
/DUJHIRUHVWýUHVLQWKH*UHDWHU9LFWRULD:DWHU6XSSO\$UHDDUHDVLJQLýFDQWULVNWRZDWHU
quality and the ability to supply drinking water.
2012 Wildfire near Shawnigan Lake
1.5 km from Sooke Water Supply Area

ä$ODUJHVFDOHýUHKDVWKHSRWHQWLDOWRLQFUHDVHWKHDPRXQWRIVXUIDFHHURVLRQDQG
nutrients entering a reservoir, which could stimulate toxin producing algal growth,
increase the amount of suspended sediment in the water and affect the colour and
taste of the water.
ä([LVWLQJZDWHUGLVLQIHFWLRQIDFLOLWLHVZRXOGQRWýOWHURXWWKHVXVSHQGHGVHGLPHQWVDQG
RUJDQLFPDWWHUHQWHULQJWKHZDWHUVXSSO\IURPDODUJHVFDOHZLOGýUHQHDUWKHUHVHUYRLU
This would cause the primary and secondary disinfection processes to be ineffective,
potentially putting public health at risk.

Erosion, sediment and nutrient flush
into a watercourse from the 2012
Shawnigan Fire
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
&5'3URJUDP:LOGýUH0DQDJHPHQW
7RSURWHFWWKHZDWHUVKHGVDJDLQVWWKHULVNIURPDODUJHVFDOHZLOGýUHWKH,QWHJUDWHG:DWHU6HUYLFHV'HSDUWPHQWLPSOHPHQWVDQ
H[WHQVLYHZLOGýUHPDQDJHPHQWSURJUDP
Wildﬁre Prevention Practices:

Wildﬁre Suppression Readiness:

ä 1RýUHVDOORZHGWKURXJKRXWWKH\HDU
ä 2SHUDWLRQVUHVWULFWHGRUVKXWGRZQGXULQJKLJK
DQGH[WUHPHýUHGDQJHU
ä 1RUHFUHDWLRQDODFFHVV

ä $GGLWLRQDOVWDIIGXULQJýUHVHDVRQWUDLQLQJDQG
SUDFWLFHLQZLOGýUHVXSSUHVVLRQ
ä )LUHýJKWLQJHTXLSPHQWODUJHZDWHUWUXFNV
2 small initial attack water trucks and 4
pickup trucks with tanks and all required supplies

Early Wildﬁre Detection:

Arrangements for Outside Assistance:

ä $LUDQGJURXQGSDWUROVGXULQJýUHVHDVRQEDVHG
RQýUHGDQJHU

ä $JUHHPHQWVDQGFRRSHUDWLRQZLWK:LOGýUH
Management Branch and neighbouring
ODQGRZQHUVWRSURYLGHýUHýJKWLQJDVVLVWDQFHLI
needed

Management of Forest Fuels:

Planning for Post Fire Risks:

ä Assessing and reducing forest fuels in key areas
(facilities, fuel break corridors)
ä 0DQDJHPHQWRIZRRG\GHEULVIURPURDG
clearing by chipping or burning

ä Assessment of potential erosion and planning
for mitigation of areas burned near water supply
reservoirs (in progress)
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
Threat: Access & Human Activity
Humans and human activities have the potential for some of the greatest threats to water quality.
For example:
Contamination from Dumping

ä )LUHVWDUWVWKDWOHDGWRZLOGýUHVE\FDUHOHVVXVHRIýUHRUDFFLGHQWDOLJQLWLRQ
ä ,QWURGXFWLRQRIFRQWDPLQDQWVLQWRWKHZDWHUVKHGVVXFKDVK\GURFDUERQV RLOSHWUROHXPDQG
solvents) while using vehicles and equipment
ä ,QWURGXFWLRQDQGVSUHDGRIXQGHVLUDEOHSODQWRUDQLPDOVSHFLHVLQWRWKHZDWHUVKHG
ä (URVLRQDQGHQYLURQPHQWDOGDPDJH
ä ,QWURGXFWLRQRIZDWHUERUQHGLVHDVHVLQWRZDWHUVXSSO\UHVHUYRLUVIURPSRRUVDQLWDWLRQRISHRSOHRUSHWV

Damage from Off-Road Vehicles

ä 9DQGDOLVPWRZDWHUVXSSO\LQIUDVWUXFWXUHRUFRQWDPLQDWLRQRIUHVHUYRLUVRXUFHZDWHU
ä (QFURDFKLQJUHVLGHQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWDGMDFHQWWRWKHZDWHUVXSSO\DUHDLQFUHDVHVWKHOLNHOLKRRGRI
ýUHVWDUWVFRPSOH[LW\RIZLOGýUHVXSSUHVVLRQUHFUHDWLRQDOSUHVVXUHGRPHVWLFDQLPDOVVWUD\LQJLQWRWKH
watershed, introduction and spread of undesirable plant and animal species

Concerns of Waterborne Disease
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
CRD Program: Watershed Security
Public access has been controlled in the Sooke and Goldstream watersheds since their purchase in 1911-1915 and 1925
respectively. Watershed caretakers and their visitors required medical testing as early as the 1920s in order to ensure water
quality was not compromised. To protect the watersheds against the risks from unauthorized human activities, the Integrated
Water Services Department implements the following programs and measures:
Legal Protection:

Compliance and Enforcement:

The Sooke and Goldstream watersheds are protected by
the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area Protection Bylaw no.
2804. The bylaw prohibits and provides for enforcement of:
ä 8QDXWKRUL]HGHQWU\KXQWLQJýVKLQJGLVFKDUJHRIýUHDUPV
ä 'XPSLQJGDPDJHWRWKHHQYLURQPHQWRUZLOGOLIH
vandalism
ä 8QDXWKRUL]HGýUHWUHHFXWWLQJDQGIXHOVWRUDJH

ä :DWHUVKHGRULHQWDWLRQVDQGHGXFDWLRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQIRU
all authorized entrants
ä 3URSHUW\VLJQVDQGLQVSHFWLRQVDORQJSURSHUW\ERXQGDULHV
ä ,QYHVWLJDWLRQRIDOOVHFXULW\LQFLGHQWV
ä :DUQLQJVDQGE\ODZWLFNHWVOHYLHGZLWKDVVLVWDQFHIURP
&5'%\ODZ2IýFHUV
ä 3URYLQFLDO:LOGOLIH&RQVHUYDWLRQ2IýFHUSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQ
ground patrols during hunting season

Security Monitoring:

Barriers to Unauthorized Access

ä Gatekeeper at the main entrance gate
ä *URXQGSDWUROVWKURXJKRXWWKH\HDUDQGDLUSDWUROVGXULQJ
ýUHVHDVRQ
ä 9LGHRVXUYHLOODQFHDWFULWLFDOLQIUDVWUXFWXUHSRLQWV
ä &RRSHUDWLRQZLWKQHLJKERXULQJSURSHUW\RZQHUVRQ
security

ä Heavy duty gates at road access points into the

watersheds
ä %RXQGDU\IHQFLQJZKHUHWUHVSDVVPRVWOLNHO\
ä *DWHNHHSHUDWWKHPDLQHQWUDQFHJDWH
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
Threat: Contamination from Spills
Spills of toxic or hazardous substances are a risk to water quality, should these substances enter the
reservoir, particularly near the water supply intake. Spills may occur from equipment, vehicles or
aircraft that spill on land or directly into a stream or reservoir.
spill boom and reel

CRD Program: Spill Prevention and Response
To protect the watersheds and reservoirs from spills of toxic or hazardous substances, the Integrated
Water Services Department implements the following programs and measures:
Controlled Access

Spill Response Training

Spill Response

Spill Prevention Practices

ä $FFHVVWRWKHZDWHUVKHGVLVUHVWULFWHG ä 8VHRIHQYLURQPHQWDOO\IULHQGO\
to those personnel and activities
hydraulic oil
authorized. The authorization process ä 1RVWRUDJHRIIXHORURLOZLWKLQWKH
includes screening for hazardous
watersheds without authorization and
substances.
containment measures
ä 1RORZOHYHODLUFUDIWþLJKWVRYHU6RRNH
Lake Reservoir
ä 2SHUDWLRQDODFWLYLWLHVUHTXLULQJFRQWDFW
with source water require a water
quality protection plan

Spill Response
ä 6WDIIWUDLQHGLQVSLOOUHVSRQVH
ä $OOVSLOOVUHSRUWHGDQGUHPHGLHGQR
matter how small
ä 9HKLFOHVDQGZRUNVLWHVHTXLSSHGZLWK
spill response supplies, additional
supplies in spill depots
ä /DUJHVSLOOERRPIRUUHDG\GHSOR\PHQW
on reservoirs if needed
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
Threat: Ecosystem Health
+HDOWK\IRUHVWHFRV\VWHPVSURYLGHKLJKTXDOLW\GULQNLQJZDWHUWKURXJKVORZýOWUDWLRQRISUHFLSLWDWLRQ
through natural drainage processes into a receiving reservoir. Where environmental damage occurs,
more sediment, nutrients and undesirable minerals and metals can enter water supply reservoirs and
degrade water quality.
Drinking Water Resource

CRD Program: Environmental Protection
To safeguard the health of the forested ecosystems of the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area, the
Integrated Water Services Department implements the following programs and measures:
Drinking water supply is the only resource
extraction/use:
ä 1RDJULFXOWXUHIRUHVWU\
ä No recreation

No application of chemicals:
ä 1REURDGXVHRIIHUWLOL]HUVRUSHVWLFLGHV DVPDOOWDUJHWHG
DSSOLFDWLRQPD\EHFRQVLGHUHGZKHUHWKHEHQHýW
WRHFRV\VWHPKHDOWKVLJQLýFDQWO\RXWZHLJKVWKHULVNWR
water quality)

Forest Health Management

Forest health management:
ä 0RQLWRULQJRILQVHFWVGLVHDVHDQGZLQGWKURZ
ä ,QWHUYHQWLRQZKHUHDODUJHVFDOHGLVWXUEDQFHPD\RFFXU

Management of access roads and stream
crossings:
ä5RDGVDUHUHTXLUHGWRPDLQWDLQDFFHVVWRZDWHUVXSSO\
facilities and for management of watersheds
ä Roads and stream crossings are managed to reduce their
impact on natural drainage patterns and water quality
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
7KUHDW8QGHVLUDEOH3ODQWVDQG$QLPDOV
Wildlife or domestic animals can be sources of pathogens in water in the form of parasites
(giardia and cryptosporidium), viruses (hepatitis A, coxsackieviruses) and bacteria (E.coli,
Salmonella, Shigella).
Testing for Pathogens

Although water from the reservoirs is treated, a high quantity of pathogens in the source
water increases the risk of waterborne disease entering the drinking water system.
Newly invading plant and animal species present a threat to the watersheds by rapidly
altering the existing species composition and ecosystem processes which can cause more
pathogens, undesirable sediment, nutrients, metals and minerals from entering reservoirs.

American Bullfrog

Knotweed Outside of Leech WSA
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
CRD Program: Invasive Species Management
To protect the water quality and ecosystem health of the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area, the Integrated Water Services
Department implements the following programs and measures:
Prevention

ä Removal of dirt and soil from
vehicles and equipment prior
to entry
ä 1ROLYHSODQWVDQLPDOVRUVRLO
brought in without risk review
ä 8VHRI&5'ZDWHUVKHGERDWV
only, or dry dock requirements
for other boats

Management of American Management of Canada
Bullfrog
Geese

Management of Beaver

ä&RQWURORIWKHLQYDVLYH
ä &RQWURORI&DQDGDJHHVH
ä%HDYHUDUHSUHYHQWHGIURP
American bullfrog in the
population (eggs addled in
establishing in the Sooke and
western communities to
spring)
Goldstream watersheds
prevent spread into the GVWSA ä &DQDGDJHHVHDUHVFDUHGDZD\ ä $Q\WUDSSHGEHDYHULV
in collaboration with
from the area where the
analyzed to detect the
CRD Regional Parks
intake tower is located
presence of any disease or
ä &DQDGDJHHVHVFDWLVDQDO\]HG pathogens
annually for presence of
ä %HDYHUGDPVDUHUHPRYHG
pathogens and bacteria
where natural drainage
patterns or infrastructure are
adversely affected

Management of Invasive
Plant Species

ä (UDGLFDWLQJQHZVSHFLHV
e.g. knotweed
ä &RQWDLQLQJVSUHDGRI
HVWDEOLVKHGVSHFLHVÚHJ
gorse, English holly, English ivy,
spurge laurel, Scotch Broom,
thistle
ä 5
 HGXFLQJHVWDEOLVKHGVSHFLHV
by regaining mature forest
cover - e.g. Scotch Broom,
blackberry
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Threats to Watersheds and Water Quality and
CRD Protection Programs
Threat: Climate Change
Climate change poses a potential risk to forest ecosystem health,
water supply and water quality. To date, the general predicted effects
of climate change related to the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area
include:
ä *UHDWHUYDULDWLRQLQZHDWKHUEHWZHHQ\HDUV
ä +RWWHUDQGGULHUVXPPHUV
ä :DUPHUDQGZHWWHUZLQWHUVZLWKPRUHLQWHQVHZLQWHUVWRUPV
ä /HVVVQRZLQFRDVWDOPRXQWDLQV
The predictions associated with climate change have a broad range of
implications for the resources of the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area:
ä :DWHUTXDOLW\DQGTXDQWLW\LQWKHVRXUFHUHVHUYRLUV
ä (FRORJLFDOSURFHVVHVDQGHFRV\VWHPV
ä 7KHVL]HRIEULGJHVFXOYHUWVDQGGLWFKHVDORQJURDGV
ä 7KHRSHUDWLRQDQGPDLQWHQDQFHRIZDWHUVXSSO\LQIUDVWUXFWXUH

CRD Program: Climate Adaptation Strategy
Anticipating some of the effects climate change may have on the
water supply areas and water supply system, the Integrated Water
Services Department is undertaking the following programs and
measures:
ä $VVHVVDQGSULRULWL]HWKHULVNVRIFOLPDWHFKDQJHRQWKHGULQNLQJZDWHU
system (underway)
ä 'HYHORSDQGLPSOHPHQWDGDSWDWLRQVWUDWHJLHV XQGHUZD\
ä Continue implementing the water conservation bylaw between
May-September to limit summer demand and maximize reservoir
storage
ä $VVHVVDQGXSJUDGHGUDLQDJHVWUXFWXUHVLQWKHZDWHUVKHGVWRPHHW
SUHGLFWHGKLJKHUSHDNþRZV XQGHUZD\

REPORT TO THE CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT BOARD
MEETING OF WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 2016

SUBJECT

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION REGARDING A POTENTIAL PERMIT
SYSTEM FOR RECREATIONAL ACCESS AND ACTIVITIES IN THE LEECH
WATER SUPPLY AREA

ISSUE
To provide supplemental information on an option to provide recreational access by permit in the
Leech Water Supply Area.
BACKGROUND
The Regional Water Supply Commission at its meeting on March 16, 2016, directed staff to
provide a supplemental report to the Board that addresses, the issues and costs that would be
involved with a permit system to allow recreational access and activities in the Leech Water
Supply Area (WSA).
This report expands on recreational access considerations presented to the CRD Board in
previous reports:
•
•

Supplementary Information Regarding Amendment of the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area
Protection Bylaw (No. 2804) to Include the Leech Water Supply Area (March 9, 2016)
Attachment 1 to the above report: Amending Bylaw No. 2804 to Include the Leech Water
Supply Area (RWSC Report #2015-18 October 21, 2015)

Current GVWSA Access Authorization (Access Permits)
Access and use of the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area (GVWSA) is regulated by the GVWSA
Protection Bylaw No. 2804 that states:
• Section 5: “No person, except emergency or authorized personnel or persons with the
authority of the General Manager, shall enter water supply area lands.”
• Section 33: “No person shall, in water supply area lands, conduct or carry on any special use
or enter into or remain within any water supply area lands except where authorized by a
special permit”
• Section 35 and 36: “The General Manager may issue a permit for special use…” and
“…establish the conditions respecting the issuance of permits”.
In adherence with Bylaw No. 2804, access to and use of the GVWSA is authorized by the General
Manager of Integrated Water Services through a permit process implemented by the Watershed
Protection Division. Note that the Bylaw currently only applies to the Sooke and Goldstream Water
Supply Areas and does not yet include the Leech WSA (an amendment to the Bylaw is currently
before the Board), but the same permit process has been used to consider access and activities
in the Leech WSA to date.
The permit process involves the applicant submitting an application form, providing evidence of
insurance, staff conducting a risk review, the applicant(s) attending an orientation, signing of a
declaration to adhere to access policies and procedures, and issuance of an access permit card.
IWSS-928280410-4681
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This process is currently used to provide access and activity authorization for CRD contractors,
researchers and miners in the Leech WSA. A recent agreement with T’Sou-ke First Nation,
approved by the CRD Board, will also provide the basis of access authorization for members of
T’Sou-ke First Nation to practise traditional use activities in the Leech WSA. The following section
provides further detail on the current permitting process and the different applicant types.
Permit Process Steps
1.

Application

The person, organization or company requesting access is required to complete an application
form providing all personnel involved, the planned activities, supplies and equipment, vehicles,
vessels and any heavy equipment to be used, any hazardous goods to be transported or stored,
location of activities, term of work and timing of entry and exit (Application Form in Attachment 2).
Evidence of insurance including vehicle, firefighting (during fire season April 1 – October 31) and
general liability are required to be submitted with the application. The CRD division sponsoring
the access must co-sign the application. Access requests for recreation or other purposes have
not been accepted to date. Access requests for educational purposes are granted as tours
escorted and led outside of the permit process where deemed appropriate and resoures allow.
2.

Risk Review

Watershed Protection staff conduct a risk review of the application in terms of potential and
likelihood of: contaminants, pathogens, wildfire, sediments/nutrients, environmental, cultural and
safety issues resulting from the access and activities. Where concerns are noted, the application
is routed to the Senior Manager, Watershed Protection who consults with the Manager, Water
Quality and others for purposes of review and determination. Any application deemed a high risk
(complex activity or one that poses a potential risk to water quality, public/worker safety, or other
GVWSA values), requires the approval of the General Manager to proceed. Based on risk review,
a resulting permit may contain specific requirements or conditions to mitigate potential risks to the
GVWSA.
3.

Orientation and Declaration

The applicant is notified of acceptance of the application and any conditions and requested to
attend a 45 minute orientation to review and understand Bylaw 2804 and GVWSA access policies
and procedures. Following orientation and to complete the application process, the applicant(s)
must sign a declaration stating that they understand the bylaws, policies and procedures and
agree to abide by them.
4.

Deposit, Keys and Equipment

A $500 deposit is collected for any keys and equipment issued (depending on the number of keys
issued, it may be more). Equipment such as VHF radios for road communication, spill equipment
and fire fighting equipment are required to be carried in each vehicle. Longer term applicants are
required to provide their own equipment while short term applicants may be issued equipment
daily or for the term of the permit. A dashboard card is provided to applicants not using marked
company vehicles, to identify the vehicle while in the GVWSA.
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5.

Permit Issued

Once the above steps have been completed, an “access permit” with picture, organization name
or type and permit term is issued, which along with the completed application form, serves as the
issued permit. The identification card/permit also serves as a “swipe key card” which opens the
automatic gate at the Goldstream entrance and records entry and exit through the gate. The
maximum permit term is one year, after which applicants must re-apply for access.
Current Permit Types
1. CRD Contractors
Contractors working for the CRD do not have automatic access authorization to the GVWSA.
Contractors are required to complete all the above permit steps and must be sponsored by the
hiring Division of the CRD, or by Watershed Protection for contractors working for other agencies
requiring access (e.g. access to Mt Macdonald communications facility for 911 and cell service
providers).
Given the location of some of the work in the Leech WSA, transit through TimberWest lands is
required. In these cases CRD staff advises TimberWest of the need to transit and adheres to any
conditions and requirements imposed on the contractor and staff by TimberWest. TimberWest
provides CRD with gate keys to their property for CRD operational and emergency needs.
2. Miners
There are mineral and placer mining tenures issued by the Province within and intersecting the
area of the Leech WSA. Until the Leech WSA can be reserved from mining claims similar to the
Sooke and Goldstream WSAs, the CRD is required to allow access to these tenures under the
Mineral Tenures Act and Mining Right of Way Act, but may place reasonable conditions on
access.
Upon notification from miners to access the Leech WSA, completion of the access application
form including evidence of fire fighting insurance and vehicle insurance, a copy of their mining
tenure and free miners certificate, as well as evidence of an agreement with TimberWest to transit
through their lands is required. Many mineral tenure holders in the Leech WSA are members of
the Vancouver Island Placer Miners Assocation which provides group fire fighting insurance as
one of the benefits of membership. Miners must complete all of the steps of the access permit
process.
CRD conditions of access include no overnighting, no construction of shelters, no carrying of
firearms, no ATVs and no access during extreme wildfire danger rating. Based on the location of
the mining tenure the applicant is issued only a key to the nearest CRD gate to the tenure. In all
cases this requires transit through TimberWest property.
There are a few mining tenures located on Kapoor Lumer property south of the GVWSA. Because
the only road to these tenures travels in part within the GVWSA, access must be allowed through
Goldstream gate and Goldstream WSA to these tenures. The same permit process applies.
In 2016, the CRD is implementing standard agreements with all mining tenure holders to serve
as a more formal access permit document that also provides the CRD with a waiver of liability.
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3. Researchers
Applications to carry out research within the GVWSA consistent with watershed management
principles are encouraged due to the benefit of the knowledge gained from these projects in
helping guide management of the area overall. Nevertheless, each research access request is
required to submit a proposal for CRD staff review and completion of the same application, review
and permitting process.
There have only been two research access requests for the Leech WSA to date. Due to the
location of one of the research sites, access through TimberWest property was required and was
gained by the research group.
4. T’Sou-ke First Nation
Through the Traditional Use Access Agreement, T’Sou-ke First Nation members will have
permitted access to the Leech WSA to conduct traditional use activities. The type, timing and
location of permitted activities (including hunting and non-motorized fishing) are detailed in the
Agreement. Similar to the other permit types, access and activities are restricted based on fire
danger rating, spill equipment and fire tools must be carried in vehicles, camping is not permitted
as a regular activity, members are issued and must carry an access permit and insurance covering
the members is required (vehicle insurance, fire fighting insurance, waiver of CRD liability).
Potential Recreation Access Authorization in the Leech WSA (Recreational Access
Permit Process)
If the CRD Board provides direction to accommodate appropriate recreational access in the Leech
WSA while the watershed is not yet supplying drinking water to the regional system, staff propose
to use the same access authorization process already in place and described in the previous
section, as a basis to consider and issue access permits for specified recreational activities.
Requests for activities such as off-road motorized riding or cycling, overnight camping, and
horseback riding would be declined due to their environmental impact. Activities such as hiking,
bird watching, fishing, and cycling/driving on existing roads are likely to be authorized. It is
expected that staff will work with the applicants to find acceptable activities, locations and dates
to accommodate the interest if possible. Initially, all applications and staff assessments will be
reviewed by the Senior Manager, Watershed Protection to provide oversight and consistency.
Leech WSA Entry and Exit for Recreation Permits
For recreation permits, no keys would be issued and a CRD patrol person or crew would meet
the recreational permit holders at the prescribed time at the specified CRD gate in the Leech.
Safe transit through TimberWest property will be the responsibility of TimberWest and the group.
The CRD patrol would conduct a quick inspection of the vehicles entering for leaks and signs of
invasive species, issue spill and fire equipment for each vehicle, ensure the entrants are those
that are authorized, provide dashboard cards and a hand held radio for the lead vehicle. The CRD
patrol would provide any current information about workers or other permittees in the area,
wildlife, weather concerns, ensure the group or individual has a map and driving directions and
review radio use.
The patrol is not intended to escort the group, but would respond if a party is lost or if there is a
safety concern. The patrol could visit the group during their stay if they have concerns about the
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activities, vehicles or people entering the GVWSA. The patrol would again meet the individual or
group at the specified time to open and close the gate for exit and to collect the issued equipment.
Given full performance to the permit, the security deposit would be returned.
Considerations for a Recreation Permit System in the Leech WSA
Establishing the Type and Amount of Activity to Allow
CRD staff would propose to use existing risk review screening and watershed protection principles
in determining what type of recreational activities to allow in the Leech WSA under permit. Certain
activities such as use of off-road motorized vehicles, horse riding and camping would not be
allowed, but for some requests it would be the number of recreational users that create the
environmental impact or operational disturbance, rather than the type of activity. While fishing
from shore or in non-motorized vessels may be activities that could be permitted, a fishing derby
involving dozens of vehicles, boats and people may represent too great an impact. This type of
event would also require compliance and enforcement presence beyond what Watershed
Protection is able to currently provide.
The CRD runs a risk of being seen as biased in determing what recreational activities or events
will be permitted, and may need to defend those decisions, even in Court. One mitigating measure
may be to consult with interested recreational groups to develop guidelines as to what types of
activities and events are consistent with sound watershed management of the Leech WSA. Once
established, it may however be difficult to change those guidelines, even with evidence of
environmental impact.
Safety
Until the Leech WSA is better secured by the CRD, current issues such as consumption of alcohol,
illegal discharge of firearms and restricted weapons, hazardous tree cutting, burning and
vandalism represent safety concerns that the CRD cannot knowingly subject authorized users to.
To reduce the potential for such safety concerns, it will be important to close the Leech WSA to
unauthorized access before or in parallel with implementing a recreational permit system. In
addition, with permitted recreational use, the CRD must ensure that operational worksites and
roads are maintained at a level to ensure public safety, or to close those areas to public access.
Sanitation
With a larger number of users in a group, or at sites where users spend more time, i.e. at lakes,
sanitation will need to be addressed. Currently Watershed Protection provides “dry” outhouses
for staff and at contract worksites. All waste is captured in bags and removed from the GVWSA
by Watershed Protection staff. From staff point of view, recreational permit holders should
propose and use their own sanitation system, rather than CRD staff delivering and servicing
outhouses to various locations in the Leech WSA. However if directed, and for practical reasons
to ensure protection of water quality, it may be necessary for CRD to implement dry outhouses to
designated sites and ensure their proper working order and maintenance. This would add to the
costs and effort described in the Financial Implications section.
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Potential Conflicts between Permitted Uses
If CRD issues recreational permits, it is committed to provide that recreational opportunity. The
CRD should be careful to avoid competing or conflicting uses between recreational users, and
other authorized users whether miners, researchers, First Nations or CRD staff conducting
operational work in the GVWSA. The Agreement with T’Sou-ke First Nation provides for relatively
short notice of hunting activities (24 hours) during certain times of the year. Recreational activity
should not be undertaken in the same area where hunting is occurring. The short notification
periods will make it difficult to meet the needs of both user types without CRD needing to choose
one permitted use over another.
Managing Recreation Expectations
There is a risk of increasing expectation of recreational opportunity and the need for additional
services to maintain water quality in the Leech WSA. Currently the area does not provide parking,
sanitation facilities, road direction and hazard signs, nor does IWS provide maps and advice to
the public for recreation in the Leech WSA. Staff may be easily drawn into spending increasing
time and effort in providing the services that permitted users seek, or to modify facilities to ensure
a low environmental impact. For example, there is limited parking at Jarvis and Weeks Lake. If
parking causes environmental damage, the CRD could be expected to improve parking to ensure
erosion and sedimentation into the lakes is kept to a minimum.
Mandate of Regional Water Supply
The Capital Region Water Supply and Sooke Hills Protection Act specifies that the purpose of the
Regional Water Supply Commission is to foster provision of high quality water, encourage water
conservation and encourage stewardship of the catchment area. The Regulations further specify
that the CRD Board, under bylaw, must adopt a strategic plan respecting the region’s water
supply, water conservation and management of the catchment lands. The 2012 Strategic Plan for
the Greater Victoria Water Supply System recommended a phased approach to a closed
watershed policy in the Leech WSA. In effect, there is no mandate given within the Act,
Regulations or the Strategic Plan to provide recreational opportunity on water supply lands.
TimberWest Access Policy and Affect on Recreational Opportunity
As the Leech WSA is surrounded by private forest land, the policies and practices of the adjacent
landholder TimberWest, plays a major role in the availability of the Leech WSA for CRD permitted
recreation. The only other access route is through the Sooke and Goldstream WSAs which have
been closed to public access to protect the Greater Victoria water supply for over 70 years
(Attachment 1 - Map). TimberWest develops and implements policies for their private land, and
may change those policies at any time. Currently, TimberWest policy affecting the Leech WSA
has been communicated to CRD staff and presented on their website for south Vancouver Island
as the following (www.timberwest.com/community/access or Attachment 3):
•
•
•

No public access on lands and roads surrounding the Leech WSA. Travel through open gates
without authorization is considered trespass. Signage on the road network provides notice of
trespass and prosecution.
TimberWest keeps their gates open during active operations, closes their gates when they
deem fire danger warrants it, or for any other reason.
Motorized off-road vehicles (ATVs and motorbikes) are not allowed on private TimberWest
lands, nor to transit through TimberWest lands.
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•

•
•

Public access may be granted through a “Land Use Agreement Application” for groups, not
individuals, that provide proof of insurance ($3 million auto liability; $3 million general liability;
$1 million fire fighting); and a $500 administraton fee (Attachment 4). As an example, a short
term agreement was struck between TimberWest and the Victoria Fish and Game Protective
Assocation for their members to hunt on TimberWest lands surrounding the Leech WSA
during select weekends between October 30 and December 10, 2015. There have been few
such agreements with TimberWest in the south Island area in the past 10 years.
Miners with valid tenures are required to enter into agreement with TimberWest, provide proof
of insurance, a security deposit, and are not allowed to use ATVs in order to transit or work
their mining tenures on TimberWest lands.
TimberWest conducts security patrols of their lands through use of a security contractor.

CRD cannot commit to recreational opportunity in the Leech WSA without TimberWest approval
of transit through their private lands. For this reason, CRD will require recreation access
applicants to obtain TimberWest approval to transit prior to issuing a recreational permit.
CRD and their contractors are authorized to transit TimberWest lands to access the Leech WSA
for business purposes. Independent researchers or other agencies accessing the Leech across
TimberWest lands are required to seek TimberWest authorization.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
It is estimated that the cost to process each recreational use permit would be $900, which would
include responding to enquiries, reviewing and processing applications, conducting orientations,
issuing permits, and providing a patrol crew to facilitate entry and exit to the Leech WSA. This
estimate does not include any costs associated with responding to emergencies, requests for
assistance or provision and maintenance of sanitation facilities. An estimated 10 permits per year
would cost $9,000 and use 54 hours of the Security Chargehand’s time and 40 hours of a patrol
crew’s time to accommodate recreational requests for an estimated 100 people.
This level of recreational use (10 permitted entries per year) could be accommodated with existing
staff resources within the operating budget. A greater number of permit applications would require
additional resources or a re-distribution of priorities.
Regardless of the whether recreational permits are implemented, the Leech WSA should be
secured from unauthorized access to stop the damaging activities that are occuring. In keeping
with information presented in previous reports, this would entail expenditure of approximately
$84,000 to construct one boundary gate and 250 m of fencing at the northern entrance of the
Leech WSA, implement boundary marking and signs, implement public communication of the
closure to unauthorized use and provide additional enforcement through CRD Bylaw during peak
summer weekends. In addition, patrols would be re-distributed to focus one patrol on the Leech
WSA during high and extreme fire danger.
RECOMMENDATION
That the CRD Board receive the staff report for information.
Submitted by:

Annette Constabel, MSc, RPF, PMP, Senior Manager, Watershed Protection

Concurrence:

Ted Robbins, BSc, CTech, General Manager, Integrated Water Services

Concurrence:

Kevin Lorette, P.Eng., MBA, Acting Chief Administrative Officer
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AC/TR:mm
Attachments:
1. Map of the Leech WSA in the context of the GVWSA and surrounding lands.
2. External Applicant Access Request Form and Additional Applicants Access Request Form
3. TimberWest website information on public access, downloaded April 1, 2016.
4. TimberWest Land Use Agreement Application Form, downloaded April 1, 2016
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Integrated Water Services, Watershed Protection Division

EXTERNAL APPLICANT ACCESS REQUEST
GREATER VICTORIA WATER SUPPLY AREA
Application No.
Please Print and Fill Out All Applicable Sections.

Primary Contact

Name of
Agency:

Applicant’s Name:
Applicant’s Title:

Phone:

Applicant’s Supervisor:

Phone:

Agency Street Address:
City/Prov:

P. Code:
Agency Fax:

Agency Email:
Other Agency Numbers (cell, pager):
Agency Emergency Contact:
Note:

Name:

Phone:

If Applicant is representing a group or work crew that will be using a single vehicle and working in the same
location at all times, only one full application form is required. Provide contact information for all of the other
workers in the crew on an Additional Applicants Access Request form. Orientation is required for the entire group.

Personal Contact Information (See Privacy Statement below.)
The personal information requested on this form is required to ensure continued protection of water quality and the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area lands; to
provide a means for emergency contact; and to safeguard CRD Water equipment and facilities.

Home Address:

Street:
City:

Prov.

Home Phone:

P. Code:

Other, if required (cell, pager, email):

Personal Emergency Contact:

Name:

Phone:

Privacy Statement
CRD Water Services is committed to respecting your right to privacy. Personal information is collected under authority of CRD Bylaw 2804. The collection
of personal information is subject to and protected by the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and will only be used for the purposes for
which it was originally collected or for a use consistent with that purpose. If you have any questions or concerns about any information collected here,
please contact the Manager, WSER (250-391-3566). By signing this form you acknowledge and accept the collection of this information.

Project / Purpose
Project Name / Purpose of Application (please provide supporting documents):

Note:

Research Applications must be coordinated through the Watershed Protection Division. Please attach
a copy of the research proposal and or work plan

Placer Miner Application - Attach claim location map and Claim Number:
Sponsoring Integrated Water Services (IWS) Division or other CRD Department (check one):
Water Management

Infrastructure Engineering

Water Quality

Other CRD Department:

Watershed Protection

Name of Water Services Access Sponsor (Division Representative):
Name of Water Supply Area Co-Sponsor (Project Manager):
(If Required)

Form OFC-SA 3.3: Feb. 28, 2013
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Vehicle, Equipment and Transporting Dangerous Materials Information
Vehicle Make:

Model:

Colour:

Vehicle Marking (Logo etc.):

License Plate Number:

Transporting Other Equipment (i.e. Heavy Equipment, Boat)?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

If yes, what is it?
(1)

Transporting Fuel, Lubricants , Chemicals or other Hazardous or Dangerous Material?
(2)

If yes , what is it and how much?
Transporting Dangerous Goods Certification Required?
Transporting Dangerous Goods Certification Number :
(1)

Over and above that normally found in the vehicle or piece of equipment.

(2)

Please attach MSDS for each product.

Access Requirements To be filled out in consultation with Sponsor
Location of Work (be specific and note all locations):

Access Dates:

From:

To:
Times:

Monday to Friday
Statutory Holidays

Weekend

Times:
Times:

Which ones?

Equipment Requirements To be filled out in consultation with Sponsor
The following equipment is required; please indicate if you are requesting a loan.
VHF Radio - CRD Water Frequencies

(1)

Loan Requested?

Yes

No

Emergency Spill Kit

Loan Requested?

Yes

No

Wildfire Equipment

Loan Requested?

Yes

No

(1)

If requesting approval to program personal radio to CRD Water Frequencies, please provide the following information:

Industry Canada File Number:
Industry Canada Licence Number:
On Site Safety Considerations
Applicable Safety Plan provided?

(details)

First Aid certif. / equip. to be provided:

Note:

By signing here the Applicant declares (and declares on behalf of group applicants), that the information provided is true and accurate.

Applicant’s Signature:

Date:

IWS Sponsor Signature:

Date:

WSA Co-Sponsor:

Date:

(If Required)

Form OFC-SA 3.3: Feb. 28, 2013
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For Internal CRD Use Only
Initial Risk Review
Contaminants (Hazardous material amounts, boat, heavy equipment)
Pathogens (Sani facilities, animals)
Wildfire (Blasting, grinding, welding)
Sediments / Nutrients (Excavation, erosion)
Cultural / Environmental
Safety (Training & Equip., Appropriate Plan / Procedures)
Initial Comments:

Conditions and Restrictions:

Risk Mgmt. Plan
Assessed Overall Risk to Water Quality or Other Values
Comments:
Low
1

Medium

1

High

1

Any application deemed a Medium or High Risk must be reviewed by the Senior Manager, Watershed Protection or Access Review Committee. Attach
rationale for Medium or High Risk designation and recommendations on course of action.

Inspections
Does the applicant require inspections or other action upon entry?
No

Yes

Provide Details:

Security Chargehand Comments
Previous Issues / Application Checks
Initial Determination
Accept the application

Reject the application (be specific):

Accept the application with requirements / restrictions as above and in addition:

Refer to Sr. Manager, or ARC (Medium or High Risk)
Results of Further Risk Review
CRD Signatures
Security Chargehand, Watershed Protection

Date

Manager, Wildfire, Security & Emergency Response

Date

(If Required)

Senior Manager, Sponsoring IWS Division (or Water Supply Area Co-Sponsor)

Date

(If Required)

Senior Manager, Watershed Protection Division

Form OFC-SA 3.3: Feb. 28, 2013
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Signature Required for High Risk Applications (complex activity or poses a risk to water quality or other WSA values)

General Manager, Integrated Water Services
Access Times and Keys
Annual (Expires Jan 31) or;
24/7

Date

Date From:

Saturday & Sundays

Date To:
Monday to Friday

7:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.

Statutory Holidays

Other:

Autogate Access:

Goldstream

Sooke

Gate Key Requirements: (refer to Water Supply Area Access Control Maps)
Goldstream Group

Sooke Entrance

Head Tank

AMO Submaster

KLC (Kapoor) Submaster

Macdonald Main

Survey Mountain

E&N Kapoor Group

Cragg Main

Weeks Lake

Mt. McDonald Compound

Others

Specify:

Refundable Key Deposit
Contract Holdback (none)

Researcher ($100)

Contractor / Consultant ($250)

Miner ($500)

Adjacent Land Owner / Non-CRD Contractor ($500)

Radio Frequencies
Permission to Program
Ongoing

File Number Checked

Long Term (> 1 year)

Orientation and Key Loans
Key Deposit Paid
Photo ID Card

Short Term

Orientation Complete

Licence Number Checked
Expiry:

Date:

Autogate Active

Dashboard ID Card

Key(s) issued / No(s):

Access Info. Folder issued

Other:
Return Date:

Security Chargehand or Alternate (Initials):

Applicant Declaration
By signing here the Applicant confirms completion of orientation; declares that they are going to an approved worksite(s)
within the GVWSA to carry out work authorized by the CRD IWS or its representatives; understands and agrees to adhere
to applicable Bylaws, policies and procedures; are not currently ill with a known waterborne communicable disease; will
use the sanitary facilities provided, and; will follow the instructions of CRD IWS personnel when required.
The Applicant confirms equipment loans as listed above and understands that any keys or equipment issued remain the
property of CRD IWS. The applicant declares (and declares on behalf of their group or work crew as required), that the
keys or equipment will be surrendered upon notice, that keys must not be copied or loaned to others and that they will
return keys and equipment on the due date or make arrangements for the renewal of borrowing privileges.

Applicant

Date

Routing
Applicant / Water Services Access Sponsor

Security Chargehand, Watershed Protection

Manager Wildfire, Security and Emergency Response

Senior Manager WP (and ARC - If Required)

If Required, Sr. Manager, Sponsor Div. / WSA Co-Sponsor

If Required, General Manager

Data Entry Date:

Form OFC-SA 3.3: Feb. 28, 2013
W:\WSM-EMS\Ops Mgt System\CDocs Security\Access Management
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Integrated Water Services, Watershed Protection Division

ADDITIONAL APPLICANTS ACCESS REQUEST
GREATER VICTORIA WATER SUPPLY AREA
Application No.
Please Print and Fill Out All Applicable Sections

Project Information
Project Name / Location:
Note: If access dates / times or vehicle / equipment information is different from Primary Contact, a full application form is required.

Applicant Information

Name of
Agency:

Applicant’s Name:
Applicant’s Title:

Phone:

Supervisor:

Phone:

Personal Contact Information (See Privacy Statement below.)
The personal information requested on this form is required to ensure continued protection of water quality and the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area lands; to
provide a means for emergency contact; and to safeguard CRD Water equipment and facilities.

Home Address:
Personal Emergency Contact:

Home Phone:
Name:

Phone:

Privacy Statement
CRD Water Services is committed to respecting your right to privacy. Personal information is collected under authority of CRD Bylaw 2804. The collection
of personal information is subject to and protected by the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and will only be used for the purposes for
which it was originally collected or for a use consistent with that purpose. If you have and questions or concerns about any information collected here,
please contact the Manager, WSER (250-391-3566). By signing this form you acknowledge and accept the collection of this information.

Date:

Applicant’s Signature:

Note: By signing here the Applicant confirms completion of orientation; declares that they are going to an approved worksite within the GVWSA to carry out work
authorized by the CRD IWS or its representatives; understands and agrees to adhere to applicable Bylaws, policies and procedures; are not currently ill with
a known waterborne communicable disease; will use the sanitary facilities provided, and; will follow the instructions of CRD IWS personnel when required.

Applicant Information

Name of
Agency:

Applicant’s Name:
Applicant’s Title:

Phone:

Supervisor:

Phone:

Personal Contact Information (See Privacy Statement below.)
The personal information requested on this form is required to ensure continued protection of water quality and the Greater Victoria Water Supply Area lands; to
provide a means for emergency contact; and to safeguard CRD Water equipment and facilities.
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Home Phone:
Name:

Phone:
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Date:
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authorized by the CRD IWS or its representatives; understands and agrees to adhere to applicable Bylaws, policies and procedures; are not currently ill with
a known waterborne communicable disease; will use the sanitary facilities provided, and; will follow the instructions of CRD IWS personnel when required.
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For Internal CRD Use Only
Access Info. Folder(s) Issued
Access Permit(s) Issued

Orientation Complete

Date:

Other:

Initials:

Routing
Applicant / Water Services Access Sponsor

Security Chargehand, Watershed Protection

Attach to Primary Contact’s application form
Data Entry Date:
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Land Use Agreement Application
Applicant Name:
FULL LEGAL NAME of Individual(s), Company or Society

Your File: ___________

___________________________________________________________________________________
Contact Name for Company or Society:
___________________________________________________________________________________
Applicant Mailing Address:
___________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________ postal code _________
Applicant Contact Numbers:
Phone: _______________________ Daytime Phone: _________________ Fax: _________________
Applicant Email Address:______________________________
BC Inc. #, BC Registration # or Society #:
Age: 19 or over

Yes

No

LAND USE AGREEMENT APPLICATION
Application Type:

new application

application renewal – TimberWest file number _______________

Requested dates of Access:____________________________________________________________
Proposed Use: ______________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
General Location of access area: _________________________________________
If available, please provide the legal description of the property you are requesting to access
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
A General Location Map(s) must be attached to or enclosed with this application form.
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Date and time Received:______________________
File No. ______________

Submission of this Land Use Agreement Application does not guarantee acceptance by
TimberWest. If this application is approved by TimberWest, you will be required to enter into a
formal agreement, which may include requirements as follows:
PROOF OF INSURANCE





FEES





$3,000,000 auto liability
$3,000,000 general liability
$1,000,000 fire fighting insurance
$500 Administration Fee
Licence Fee
Security Deposit (if required)

* These requirements are subject to change*

APPLICATION CERTIFICATION
All applications must be complete. Incomplete applications will be returned to applicant.

Applicant or Agent signature(s):
__________________________________

Date: ____________________

PLEASE RETAIN A COPY OF THIS APPLICATION FOR YOUR RECORDS
YOU MAY FAX OR EMAIL YOUR APPLICATION TO:
FAX: 250-716-3782
EMAIL: access@timberwest.com

NOTE:

The submission of this form does not in any manner convey
any rights to use or occupy TimberWest private land.

