VILLAGE OF PEMBERTON
-COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING AGENDAAgenda for the Committee of the Whole of Council of the Village of Pemberton to be held Tuesday,
May 3, 2016 at 2:00 p.m. at Council Chambers, 7400 Prospect Street. This is meeting No. 149.
“This meeting is being recorded on audio tape for minute-taking purposes as authorized by the Village of
Pemberton Audio recording of Meetings Policy dated September 14, 2010.”
Time

Item of Business

Page
No.

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Recommendation: THAT the agenda be approved as presented.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
2

a) Committee of the Whole No. 148 – Tuesday, April 19, 2016
Recommendation: THAT the minutes of Committee of the
Whole Meeting No. 148, held Tuesday, April 19, 2016, be
adopted as circulated.
5

4. WATER CONDITIONING ASSESSMENT - UPDATE

Recommendation: THAT the Committee of the Whole provides
direction on next steps with respect to water conditioning.
5. PEMBERTON MUSIC FESTIVAL INFORMATION

12

Recommendation: THAT the Committee of the Whole receives this
report for information.
6. ADJOURNMENT
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VILLAGE OF PEMBERTON
-COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTESMinutes for the Committee of the Whole of Council of the Village of Pemberton held
Tuesday, April 19, 2016 at 6:00 p.m. at Pemberton Community Centre, 7390 Cottonwood
Street.
ATTENDING:

Mayor Mike Richman
Councillor Ted Craddock
Councillor Jennie Helmer
Councillor James Linklater
Councillor Karen Ross

STAFF:

Nikki Gilmore, Chief Administrative Officer
Sheena Fraser, Manager of Corporate & Legislative Services
Tim Harris, Manager of Operations & Development Services
Jill Brooksbank, Communications & Grant Coordinator
Wendy Olsson, Executive Assistant/HR
Sarah Dicker, Legislative Assistant

Public:

23

1. CALL TO ORDER
At 6:00 p.m. Mayor Richman called the April 19, 2016, Committee of Whole
meeting to order.
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Moved/Seconded
THAT the agenda be approved as presented.
CARRIED
3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
a) Committee of the Whole No. 148 – Tuesday April 12th, 2016,
Moved/Seconded
THAT the minutes of Committee of the Whole Meeting No. 147 held
Tuesday April 12th be adopted as circulated.
CARRIED
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4. WATER CONDITIONING ASSESSMENT PRESENTATION
Graham Schulz, ISL Engineering, introduced Ashraf Rayyan, also of ISL who has
been working on this initiative and whose role with the organization is Water,
Wastewater and Lead. Schulz presented an overview of the proposed water
conditioning system. This included review of the four different treatment
mechanisms that have been considered as possible solutions to increase the pH
of the water.
The options consisted of:
1. Caustic soda (Sodium Hydroxide)and a corrosion inhibitor – This was the
originally preferred option as it easy to inject and does not require much
change to the well house but it was determined as unsuitable as it resulted
in an unstable and high pH of 9.8. The corrosion inhibitor (Clear Hib4)
operates in the optimal pH range of 7.4 to 7.8 and combined with the
unstable pH, this option is not viable.
2. Lime (calcium Hydroxide): This option requires a large silo as associated
infrastructure that would need to be located in Pioneer Park. This option
was ruled out due to the large infrastructure and storage facilities that
would be required as well as the cost.
3. Sodium bicarbonate: This option was eliminated due to the cost.
4. Soda ash (Sodium Carbonate) and a corrosion inhibitor (Clear Hib4) which
is more challenging to inject and will required expansion of the well house
but is the most effective in providing buffering to address the low pH.
Schulz advised that ISL is recommending conditioning with soda ash in
conjunction with a corrosion inhibitor as this is the most suitable and
economically viable solution. The soda ash will be the main component and is
intended to treat the alkalinity and the pH of the water. The corrosion inhibitor
acts as a back-up to the soda ash and is recommended as it forms a scale lining
in pipes to reduce leaching of metals. The estimated cost to implement the
soda ash and corrosion inhibitor is approximately $625,000.
If Council provides the direction to move forward with the project the timeline of
completion would be as follows:





4 weeks to complete the design and tendering documents
4 weeks for the Request For Proposal Period
4-5 months to complete construction and implementation of the system
Follow up flushing of the reservoir and water mains will also have to be
done

Schulz clarified that all chemicals in the treatment system have been NFS
approved, meaning that they have passed public health and safety standards.
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One environmental impact identified was that as the corrosion inhibitor contains
phosphates, which would be released into the system and have to be addressed
at the Waste Water Treatment Plant before being discharged into the river. This
would require additional infrastructure to be added to the Waste Water Treatment
Plant in order to address this outcome.
Discussion took place regarding the following:














At what point after the implementation of the system will flushing no
longer be required
Necessity of both the soda ash and corrosion inhibitor or if just soda ash
would suffice
The provision of in-home filtration systems in every home versus the
treatment of the water supply
Whether other communities have used a similar system
The cost associated with using only soda ash
The additional expense for modifying the Waste Water Treatment Plant
The effect of the system on copper levels
Health concerns related to the introduction of soda ash and the corrosion
inhibitor
Temperature fluctuations and impacts on the stability of the chemicals
Risks associated with storage of the materials
Introduction of new pH levels
Options should the Village decide to remain with the status quo
Decision making – would a referendum be an option to understand the
desires of residents

Nikki Gilmore, CAO, advised that staff has identified that if a referendum would to
be considered the earliest it could be held would be mid-June if this direction was
made at the May 3rd Regular Council meeting.
The Committee of the Whole directed staff to:





Find more information about other communities using soda ash and
corrosion inhibitor
Find out the cost of the upgrades required to the Waste Water Treatment
Plant to address the introduction of the phosphates
Investigate if there are any health implications associated with soda ash
and the corrosion inhibitor
Investigate the impacts of phosphates on septic tanks

At 7:30 p.m. the Committee of the Whole was adjourned.

_______________
Mike Richman
Mayor

________________________
Sheena Fraser
Corporate Officer
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REPORT TO
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

In Camera

Date:

May 3, 2016

To:

Nikki Gilmore, Chief Administrative Officer

From:

Sheena Fraser, Manager of Corporate & Legislative Services
Tim Harris, Manager of Operations & Development Services

Subject:

Water Conditioning Assessment Follow Up

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to follow up with the Committee on the questions asked at the April
19th Committee of the Whole Meeting and to seek direction as to next steps with respect to the
implementation of water conditioning.
BACKGROUND
At the Committee of the Whole Meeting No. 147, held Tuesday, April 19, 2016, the Village
engineers presented options respecting water conditioning. The Committee requested more
information and directed staff to follow up in particular on the following:





Find more information about other communities using soda ash and corrosion
inhibitor
Find out the cost of the upgrades required to the Waste Water Conditioning
Plant to address the introduction of the phosphates
Investigate if there are any health implications associated with soda ash and the
corrosion inhibitor
Investigate the impacts of phosphates on septic tanks

DISCUSSION & COMMENTS
The Village engineers and staff have reviewed and provided the following responses:
 Find more information about other communities using soda ash and corrosion
inhibitor.
In recent discussions with officials from the Federal Ministry of Health, Staff have been
advised that a significant number of communities in the United States use a corrosion
inhibitor. Further, It was identified that there are communities in Canada that also make
use of a corrosion inhibitor, however, specific examples were not provided and further
research is required.
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 Find out the cost of the upgrades required to the Waste Water Conditioning Plant
(WWTP) to address the introduction of the phosphates.
Conditioning options and the associated costs at the WWTP are still being investigated
but preliminary high level estimates indicate the cost will be in excess of $2.5 million.
Further research is required and will be brought forward at a later date.
 Investigate if there are any health implications associated with soda ash and the
corrosion inhibitor.
All chemicals to be injected in the potable water are to be NSF60 approved, which
means that the product is safe for human consumptions at the prescribed dose.
 Investigate the impacts of phosphates on septic tanks.
Wastewater by itself contains phosphates, if a corrosion inhibitor is used, this will result
in adding a small amount of phosphorus, to the wastewater. Disposal fields are designed
to minimize contamination of ground water, and require a certain minimum distance to
nearest drinking water wells. Regarding the impact to the environment, a study would
be required for each specific septic field, to determine if there is an affect or not.
Staff also compiled a list of questions asked at the question and answer period which are
attached for information as Appendix A.
If it is decided that only soda ash be implemented at this time, Council could move forward
without the need to hold a referendum as borrowing is not required. In this regard,
consideration for the addition of the corrosion inhibitor could be brought forward after a
monitoring period has been completed, that would identify whether or not the introduction of
soda ash is performing as anticipated.
If the soda ash alone is not effective and it is determined that the addition of a corrosion inhibitor
is required there would be a financial impact due to necessary upgrades that will be needed at
the WWTP. Based on the high level preliminary cost estimates, funding would need to be
secured either through long term debt or grant funding, if available and subject to being able to
meet project timelines. Council could at that time explore holding a referendum to seek the
communities assent for the borrowing and the project. Staff will continue to investigate the
costs for the WWTP upgrades and report back to Council.
At this time, staff is seeking direction on next steps. Options for consideration have been
provided below for the Committee’s review and recommendation to Council.
COMMUNICATIONS
The Village will continue to advise residents to follow flushing protocols by messaging out
through the eNEWS, Doorstep Digest, Facebook and on the Village website.
Once a decision has been made respecting the water conditioning, this will be communicated to
the community through a press release that will identify costs and timelines for the project.
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LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
There are no legal, legislative or regulatory considerations at this time.
IMPACT ON BUDGET & STAFFING
The Village has completed the 2016 budget discussions which includes a commitment of
$425,000 allocated to the water conditioning project. A revised quote has been provided by the
Village engineers and the cost to install a soda ash system only is estimated to be $560,000.
The cost to add in the corrosion inhibitor is estimated to be $40,000.
Funding sources identified to cover the cost of the proposed system are through Community
Works Gas Tax funds as well as Water Reserves.
The annual cost to operate the system is estimated at $60,000/year if both systems are
implemented. A cost savings will be realized if only the soda ash system is utilized. This cost
will be included in future water service budgets; in 2016 a prorated amount of $25,000 has been
allocated as presented in the 2016 – 2020 Five-Year Financial Plan.
INTERDEPARTMENTAL IMPACT & APPROVAL
There are no interdepartmental impacts or approvals required at this time
IMPACT ON THE REGION OR NEIGHBOURING JURISDICTIONS
The installation of a water conditioning system will have an impact on those residents serviced
by the Pemberton North Water System. The annual maintenance costs to residents will be
brought forward during the 2017 budget deliberations.
ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS
The options for consideration by the Committee are as follows:
Option One:

Proceed with the pH and Alkalinity adjustment by conditioning the water
using soda ash

Option Two:

Proceed with pH and Alkalinity adjustment by conditioning the water using
soda ash and adding a corrosion inhibitor (Clear Hib4).

Option Three:

Not proceed with water conditioning and continue flushing protocols as
established by Vancouver Coastal Health Authority.

POTENTIAL GOVERNANCE CONSIDERATIONS
The establishment of a water conditioning system for the Village of Pemberton meets with
Strategic Priority No. 3: Excellence in Service in which the Village is committed to delivering the
highest quality of municipal services within the scope of our resources and Strategic Priority No.
4: Social Responsibility in which the Village recognizes the importance and benefits of healthy
and engaged citizens.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the Committee of the Whole provides direction on next steps with respect to water
conditioning.
Attachments:
Appendix A:

Questions and Answers from the April 19, 2016 Committee of the Whole
Meeting.

MANAGER:

Sheena Fraser
Manager of Corporate and Legislative Services

___________________________
Tim Harris
Manager of Operations and Development Services

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER REVIEW

_____________________________
Nikki Gilmore, Chief Administrative Officer
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Water Conditioning Project Presentation
Tuesday, April 19, 2016

1. At what point after the implementation of the system will flushing no longer be required?
The Village of Pemberton will conduct monthly sampling for the five locations that had
elevated lead levels. If the results of two consecutive sampling events are below the lead
Maximum Acceptable Concentration (MAC) (0.01 mg/L), the Village will sample a larger
number of locations (20). If all 20 samples are below the MAC, at that time, the Village will
be able to confirm that the system is operating as intended.
The Village will continue to monitor the lead levels every three months for the first year,
and semi-annually after the first year. Residents will be advised of any level fluctuations or
changes.
Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH) recommends that residents continue to flush, even after
system implementation.
The Village will continue to message based on the
recommendations from Vancouver Coastal Health.
2. How will we know if the system is effective?
Scheduled in-home testing will be carried out to determine if the system has successfully
increased the pH of the water.
3. Are both the soda ash and corrosion inhibitor necessary to treat the water?
Soda ash will increase pH on its own, which will address the matter of the low pH. The
system is designed to allow for the addition of a corrosion inhibitor at a later date, if
deemed necessary. The corrosion inhibitor will help to protect pipes by providing a scale
layer which acts as a barrier to corrosion. It is not mandatory that both treatments be
implemented together or at the same time; the corrosion inhibitor is a secondary backup
system and would be considered if the increase in pH, by way of soda ash, was not
performing as intended.
4. What are the factors associated with the provision of in-home filtration systems in every
home versus the treatment of the water supply?
The installation of in-home drinking water filtration systems will not address the issue of
corrosion in pipes, fittings and fixtures. At this time staff are still gathering information.
5. What other communities have used a similar system?
The Committee of the Whole directed staff to follow up to determine what other
communities are utilizing this form of conditioning. At this time, Staff is still gathering
information.
6. What is the cost associated with using only soda ash?
The associated implementation cost of using only soda ash is estimated at $560,000.
7. Does the system have an effect on copper levels?
The copper levels would be reduced as a higher pH decreases leaching of metals.
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8. Is the potassium carbonate, which was eliminated due to cost, a more effective product
than soda ash?
The results of using soda ash or potassium carbonate are comparable.
9. The cost of the proposed water conditioning project is estimated at $625,000 based on the
Five Year Financial Plan presented at the Regular Meeting (held Tuesday, April 19, 2016);
however the budget presented as supported at Committee of the Whole on April 12, 2016
was $425,000.
After the 2016 – 2020 Five Year Financial Plan was presented at the Committee of the
Whole on April 12, 2016, a new estimate of $625,000 was provided by the Engineering
Consultants. As a result, the Capital Projects Budget was amended to reflect this increase
cost. Subsequently, at the Regular Meeting held on April 19th, Council amended the Capital
Project Budget by reducing this project budget back to $425,000. If further funds are
needed for this project the Five Year Financial Plan can be amended.
10. At the Town Hall Meeting (held April 5th, 2016), the statement that water rates would not
increase as a result of the purchase of the water conditioning system was confirmed, does
this statement still stand?
This will ultimately depend on the direction given by Council on which system(s) will be
installed and their associated funding allocation. At this time, funds have been allocated
from Community Works Gas Tax funds to cover the installation of the water conditioning
system.
11. Are the new standards for acceptable pH levels set out by the Canadian Drinking Water
Guidelines to be enforced or are they just a recommendation?
pH levels are considered an ‘Aesthetic Objective’ and therefore a community is not
mandated to make changes to a water system to address pH levels.
12. What is the effect of the corrosion inhibitor on septic tanks?
Wastewater by itself contains phosphates, if a corrosion inhibitor is used, we will be adding
a small amount of phosphorus as a result, to the wastewater. We do not anticipate any
adverse effect on the septic tank material or operation.
13. Is there an environmental impact from water containing phosphates flowing from septic
tanks into the septic field and ground water?
Wastewater by itself contains phosphates, if corrosion inhibitor is used, we will be adding a
small amount of phosphorus as a result, to the wastewater. Disposal fields are designed to
minimize contamination of ground water, and require a certain minimum distance to the
nearest drinking water wells, as required by VCH. Regarding the impact to the
environment, a study would be required for each specific septic field to determine if there is
an affect or not.
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14. What was the reason that the lime solution was discounted?
The lime solution would require a large storage structure as well as a conveyance system
which would be at a significant cost and would have an impact on the landscape of the
downtown core.
15. Will the corrosion inhibitor slow progression of damage to pipes?
The effectiveness of the corrosion inhibitor will vary depending on existing damage within a
home distribution system.
16. What are the health implications associated with the use of soda ash and corrosion
inhibitor?
All chemicals to be injected in the potable water are to be ‘NSF 60 Approved’, which means
that the product is safe for human consumption at the prescribed dose.
17. What is the cost associated with any upgrades to the Waste Water Treatment Plant if the
corrosion inhibitor is added to the system (to address the phosphates)?
The high level estimate for modifying the Wastewater Treatment Plant is in excess of $2.5
Million dollars.
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REPORT TO
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

In Camera

Date:

May 3, 2016

To:

Council

From:

Nikki Gilmore, Chief Administrative Officer

Subject:

Pemberton Music Festival Information

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to provide the Committee of the Whole with information regarding
the Pemberton Music Festival.
BACKGROUND
At the Regular Meeting of Council No.1425, held Tuesday, April 19, 2016, a discussion took
place under Late Business respecting the two applications for Non-Farm Use that were
considered by the Squamish Lillooet Regional District Area C Agricultural Advisory Committee
(AAC) on April 13th. Staff was asked to follow up and provide an update on the following:




Current Memorandum of Understanding between the Village, SLRD and the
Agriculture Land Commission (ALC)
Maps that identifies the current Festival lands and new areas identified
Temporary Use Permits Legislation (VOP vs. SLRD)

DISCUSSION & COMMENTS
For the Committee’s information the following information is attached to this report as
appendices:




Village of Pemberton, SLRD, ALC Memorandum of Understanding – Appendix A
Maps with current and new areas identified – Appendix B
Letter to the SLRD Board and copied to Pemberton Mayor and Council, dated April 19,
2016, from Jessica Delaney a resident of Electoral Area C – Appendix C

Council also requested that staff provide an overview of the legislative authority to issue
Temporary Use Permits. This information is provided under Legal Considerations below.
Further, Council wished to confirm the recommendations to the SLRD Board made by the
SLRD Area C Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC). In this regard, at the AAC meeting held
Wednesday, April 13, 2016, the following recommendation to the SLRD Board was passed
regarding the Pemberton Music Festival’s Non-Farm Use Applications. It should be noted that
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three (3) members of the AAC did not support the recommendation and voted in opposition of
the resolution. The resolution passed five votes to three and is as follows:
THAT it be recommended to the SLRD Regional Board:
1. THAT the non-farm use application for parking and camping for the Pemberton
Music Festival made on behalf of the Ayers/McLeod and Phare properties be
supported subject to the following conditions:
a. That soil testing be required pre and post event to address concerns of
pollution and compaction.
b. That the AAC does not support the use of [permanent] gravel surfacing on
the site.
c. That groundwater testing for drinking water wells adjacent to the subject
property be done pre and post event.
d. That there is a requirement and assurance of remediation to the land in
case of any issues following the event..
e. That there is a requirement and assurance of planting as outlined in the
application, and the same regarding the agricultural use of the property
pre and post event..
The two Non-Farm Use applications were subsequently considered at the SLRD Board
meeting held Wednesday, April 27, 2016 and the following draft resolution was passed and
will be confirmed when the minutes are adopted at the next Board meeting to be held in May:
THAT the Squamish-Lillooet Regional District (“SLRD”) Board approve the Non-Farm
Use Application 54805/55184 for parking and camping for the Pemberton Music Festival
made on behalf of the Ayers/McLeod and Phare properties (“Applicants’ Properties”),
subject to:




The same conditions that currently apply to the existing five properties within
the Agricultural Land Reserve related to the Pemberton Music Festival (by
way of the decisions of the Agricultural Land Commission pursuant to the
Agricultural Land Commission Act recorded as Resolutions #327/2012,
#395/2012 and #259/2013 and the terms of the Pemberton Music Festival
Memorandum of Understanding dated June 18, 2015 entered into between
the Village of Pemberton, the SLRD and the Provincial Agricultural Land
Commission) also be made to apply to the Applicants’ Properties; and
The following additional conditions:
a. That soil testing on the Applicants’ Properties be required pre and post
Pemberton Music Festival Event (“Event”) to address concerns of
pollution and compaction; and
b. That the SLRD Board does not support the use of permanent gravel
surfacing on the Applicants’ Properties; and
c. That groundwater testing for drinking water wells on lots adjacent to the
Applicants’ Properties be done pre and post Event and if acceptable
drinking water standards are not met, remediation at the expense of the
Applicants be undertaken as required to ensure the well water of such
adjacent lots are adequately protected/remediated; and
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d. That there is a requirement and assurance of remediation to the
Applicants’ Properties in case of any issues following the Event; and
e. That there is a requirement and assurance of planting as outlined in the
application and the agricultural use of the Applicants’ Properties pre and
post Event.
Staff have also been advised that another resolution pertaining to the Temporary Use permit
process for these properties was also made; however, the draft resolution was not available at
the time of preparing this report.
COMMUNICATIONS
There are no communication elements at this time.
LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
Temporary Use Permits (TUP) are governed by the Local Government Act, under Division 8 and
the conditions and regulation apply to both municipalities and regional districts. Inserted below
for the Committee’s information is entirety of Division 8, with the section pertaining to the term of
a TUP highlighted:
Designation of temporary use permit areas
492 For the purposes of section 493, an official community plan or a zoning bylaw may
(a) designate areas where temporary uses may be allowed, and
(b) specify general conditions regarding the issue of temporary use
permits in those areas.
Temporary use permits for designated areas and other areas
493 (1) On application by an owner of land, a local government may issue a temporary
use permit as follows:
(a) by resolution, in relation to land within an area designated under
section 492;
(b) by bylaw, in relation to land within an area outside a municipality,
if there is no official community plan in effect for the area.
(2) A temporary use permit may do one or more of the following:
(a) allow a use not permitted by a zoning bylaw;
(b) specify conditions under which the temporary use may be carried
on;
(c) allow and regulate the construction of buildings or structures in
respect of the use for which the permit is issued.
(3) If a local government delegates the power to issue a temporary use permit
under this section, the owner of land that is subject to the decision of the
delegate is entitled to have the local government reconsider the matter.
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Public notice and hearing requirements
494 (1) If a local government proposes to pass a resolution under section 493 (1) (a), it
must give notice in accordance with subsections (2) to (4) of this section.
(2) The notice must state
(a) in general terms, the purpose of the proposed permit,
(b) the land or lands that are the subject of the proposed permit,
(c) the place where and the times and dates when copies of the
proposed permit may be inspected, and
(d) the place where and the time and date when the resolution will be
considered.
(3) The notice must be published in a newspaper at least 3 days and not more
than 14 days before the adoption of the resolution to issue the permit.
(4) Section 466 (4) to (8) [specific requirements in relation to notice of public
hearing] applies to the notice as if the resolution were a bylaw.
(5) If a local government proposes to adopt a bylaw under section 493 (1) (b),
the following sections apply:
(a) section 464 [requirement for public hearing];
(b) section 465 [public hearing procedures];
(c) section 466 [notice of public hearing];
(d) section 469 [delegating the holding of public hearings];
(e) section 470 [procedure after public hearing].
Permit conditions: undertakings respecting land
495 (1) As a condition of issuing a temporary use permit, a local government may
require the owner of the land to give an undertaking to
(a) demolish or remove a building or other structure, and
(b) restore land described in the permit to a condition specified in the
permit by a date specified in the permit.
(2) An undertaking under subsection (1) must be attached to and forms part of the
permit.

(3) If the owner of the land fails to comply with all of the undertakings given under
subsection (1), the local government may enter on the land and carry out the
demolition, removal or restoration at the expense of the owner.
Permit conditions: additional security requirements
496 (1) In addition to any security required under section 502, a local government may
require, as a condition of issuing a temporary use permit, that the owner of the
land give to the local government security to guarantee the performance of the
terms of the permit.
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(2) If there is a requirement for security under subsection (1), the permit may
provide for
(a) the form of the security, and
(b) the means for determining
(i) when there is default under the permit, and
(ii) the amount of the security that forfeits to the local
government in the event of default.
Term of permit and renewal of permit
497 (1) The owner of land in respect of which a temporary use permit has been issued
has the right to put the land to the use described in the permit until the earlier of
the following:
(a) the date that the permit expires;
(b) 3 years after the permit was issued.
(2) A person to whom a temporary use permit has been issued may apply to have
the permit renewed, subject to the restriction that a temporary use permit may be
renewed only once.

(3) Subsection (1) and sections 495 [permit conditions: undertaking respecting
land] and 496 [permit conditions: additional security requirements] apply in relation
to a renewal under subsection (2).
A Temporary Use Permit (TUP) was issued by both the Village and the Squamish-Lillooet
Regional District for the Pemberton Music Festival which will expire following the 2016
Festival. The land owners will be required to make application for a subsequent term (the
initial term of the TUP was for three (3) years). The term of any one TUP is between one (1)
and three (3) years and may be renewed only once for a maximum of three (3) years. If the
use is still desired after the renewal, the owner(s) would be required to submit a rezoning
application.
IMPACT ON BUDGET & STAFFING
There are no impacts on budget and/or staffing.
INTERDEPARTMENTAL IMPACT & APPROVAL
There are no interdepartmental impacts or approvals required at this time
IMPACT ON THE REGION OR NEIGHBOURING JURISDICTIONS
There are no impacts on the region or neighbouring jurisdictions as this report is for the
Committee’s information.
ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS
There are no alternative options provided as this report is for the Committee’s information.
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POTENTIAL GOVERNANCE CONSIDERATIONS
Support of the Pemberton Music Festival aligns with Strategic Priority No. One: Economic
Vitality and Strategic Priority No. Two: Good Governance.
RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the Committee of the Whole receives this report for information.
Attachments:
Appendix A – Memorandum of Understanding
Appendix B – Maps with previous and new areas identified
Appendix C – Letter dated April 19, 2016 from Jessica Delaney
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER REVIEW

_____________________________
Nikki Gilmore, Chief Administrative Officer
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Appendix C
April 19, 2016
Attn: SLRD Directors
RE: Non-farm use application for the McLeod/Ayers /Ayers Property
Dear SLRD Directors:
The following letter is being submitted to outline some concerns related to the nonagricultural use application being considered by the directors. The festival is planning a 40to-50% expansion over 2015 and as a result will require new ALR lands for parking and
camping. With this expansion, comes increasing, direct negative impacts on the immediate
neighbours, namely significant risk to ground water contamination. Given the extremely
tight timelines, driven by the applicant, there has been insufficient analysis of the baseline
environment, impacts and mitigation and remediation strategies. Furthermore, the entire
process of festival expansion has been undertaken in a manner which is not transparent and
absent of any neighbour or broader community dialogue around whether or not a small
community, and its associated infrastructure, can support an ever increasing festival.
While there are immediate concerns directly related to the non-agricultural farm use
application, there are broader questions which the SLRD needs to consider. For example,
the first goal of the Area C and Pemberton Agricultural Plan is to maintain the integrity of
the ALR. This application achieves the opposite of this stated goal. Moreover, the OCP calls
for the development of a comprehensive tourism strategy for Area C and Pemberton which
has not been developed. Without a strategy there is limited local government information
to substantiate the question of how large a festival Pemberton and the SLRD can
reasonably accommodate.
Concerns
1. Ground Water Contamination
Six of the seven homes which directly border onto the McLeod/Ayers property are on wells.
Given the scope and scale of the property parking, coupled with no proposed surface cover,
there is a significant chance for ground water contamination from two primary sources:
hydrocarbons from up to 14,000 vehicles and human waste. This is a real concern which
both the Ministry of Agriculture and Vancouver Coastal Health have confirmed. This
concern is further compounded with the placement of restrooms very close to the stream
channel and our well source. There should be a significant setback delineated with a nonpassable barrier from both the stream edge and our wells.
An addition mitigation strategy would be to extend Village water to the remaining six
homes; however, this would only guard against well contamination and would still result in
likely ground water contamination.
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2. Consistency with the MOU
The spirit and intent of the MOU is to ensure there is no trace left by the festival and that it
remains contained to the existing five properties. Gravel does exist on the 2015 site and it
is questionable as to whether or not the field has been or will be used this year for
agricultural purposes. Festival creep is occurring based on the festival’s need to expand to
ensure its own financial success. This is occurring without any community consultation or a
comprehensive review of impacts, mitigation, remediation and monitoring programs.
The MOU signed in June 2015 specifically states the following:
-

-

(2) The Commission is concerned with the preservation of the agricultural capacity
and suitability of the Festival Site. Has the 2015 festival site been used for agriculture?
(4) The Local Jurisdictions, with the support of the Commission, will ensure that the
use of the Festival Site for the Festival does not diminish the agricultural capacity or
suitability of the Festival Site or other ALRD lands in the Pemberton Valley. The
Ministry of Agriculture is concerned about the disappearance of agricultural land
and the expansion of the festival.
(12) The Local Jurisdictions acknowledge that if the Promoter chooses not to
participate in enhancing agriculture in the Pemberton Valley as determined by the
Local Jurisdictions and the Local Jurisdictions and the Commission, but fails to
pursue or implement the enhancements, that this Memorandum of Understanding
and the Decisions of the Commission will expire. What has Huka done to enhance
agriculture?

3. Agricultural Use
The land was cleared on the premise of agricultural use. In doing so the land owner was
aggressive in their clearing and held up the Right to Farm Act as protection for his activities.
The proponent also has stated that the land will be hayed before and after the festival.
However, within the SLRD’s own agriculture committee some members questioned the
quality and viability of the land for agricultural purposes following the festival. Should
gravel or other surface materials be introduced to manage vehicle traction it will have
significant negative impacts on its quality and viability as agricultural land.
The suggestion that the field will be hayed prior to the festival does not seem feasible as
hay will scarcely have time to grow prior to the festival. In addition immature grasses will
not withstand vehicle traffic and will have to be re-seeded before cattle are brought in.
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4. Remediation
Currently the SLRD holds a $250,000 bond for the festival. This is to cover
damages/remediation as required because of festival activity. Based on information
provided by a remediation specialist this bond is entirely insufficient in the event of
contamination and should be several million dollars. The environmental liability, should this
proposal ultimately receive the Agricultural Land Commission’s approval, is significant and
likely outside the current financial capability of the SLRD.
5. Insurance and Liability
The SLRD’s current liability and insurance in the event of contamination is unknown;
however, with increasing festival numbers come increasing risk to individuals and property.
Additionally, neighbours have sought confirmation from Huka that we are not liable should
a festival-goer be injured on our property or that festival-goer damage or vandalize our
properties. This has not been confirmed.
6. Security
There are real concerns about security of our properties particularly given the proximity of
our properties to the McLeod/Ayers property. There have been no detailed plans or
commitments regarding security or fencing shared with neighbours.
7. Waste management
In addition to the waste which was reported in 2015, there is more sensitive waste such as
needles and condoms. Given the proximity to homes, many of whom have children, a
detailed and comprehensive waste management plan, coupled with advanced barriers will
be necessary to minimize the risk of this kind of waste.
Considerations for SLRD Directors
Please seriously consider not forwarding this proposal to the ALC and encourage the
festival to develop a transportation plan which minimizes individual vehicle use; thereby,
minimizing the need for additional land use.
Not supporting this application does not mean that the SLRD does not support the festival.
Rather, it means there are impacts and issues which an expanded festival present which
must be evaluated through a meaningful process which includes community consultation.
It is the festival which is seeking expansion without any transparent communications or
advance planning with neighbours or, by all appearances, the local jurisdictions or broader
community.

3
Committee of the Whole No. 149
Tuesday, May 3, 2016
25 of 26

There is no contingency plan for rain. Towing of thousands of vehicles would have a very
detrimental effect not only on the land in question, but also on overall festival logistics. The
proposal in its current form is very likely to have direct, negative impacts on immediate
neighbours, the most serious of which is contamination of our water.
It is the responsibility of the festival to develop a sustainable transportation plan that does
not see most festival goers driving, parking and camping on Class 1 agricultural land. In
addition, the MOU which references “no footprint” and “no trace”. In order for this to be
accurate and meaningful it must be monitored before, during and after the festival by a
third party to ensure that the festival is adhering to the guidelines of the ALC’s decision.
This proposal does not align with the OCP, the Area C and Pemberton Agricultural Plan, nor
the recommendation of the Ministry of Agriculture.
Kind Regards,
Jessica Delaney
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