
 
 
 

COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT
Solid Waste Management Public and Technical Advisory Committee Meeting

AGENDA
 

Date: Thursday, November 2, 2023

Time: 11:30 AM

Location: CSRD Boardroom

555 Harbourfront Drive NE, Salmon Arm
Pages

1. Land Acknowledgement

We acknowledge that we are meeting in service to the Columbia Shuswap Regional
District which is on the traditional and unceded territories of the Secwepemc, Syilx
Okanagan, Sinixt and Ktunaxa Nation. We are privileged and grateful to be able to live,
work and play in this beautiful area.

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples Act
Article 23: Indigenous peoples have the right to determine and develop priorities and
strategies for exercising their right to development. In particular, indigenous peoples
have the right to be actively involved in developing and determining health, housing
and other economic and social programmes affecting them and, as far as possible, to
administer such programmes through their own institutions.

2. Call to Order

3. Adoption of Agenda

Motion
THAT: the Solid Waste Management Public and Technical Advisory Committee meeting
agenda be approved.

4. Meeting Minutes

4.1 Adoption of Minutes 1

Motion
THAT: the minutes attached to the the Solid Waste Management Public and
Technical Advisory Committee Agenda be adopted.



4.2 Business Arising from the Minutes

None.

5. Overview

5.1 Plan Review Process Recap

6. Business General

6.1 Vision, Goals and Guiding Principles

Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) update with discussion.

6.2 Input and Feedback 4

Identified opportunities and issues from Public and Technical Advisory
Committee (PTAC), Committee of the Whole (CoW) and public.

6.3 Tipping Fee Review

Findings and recommendations.

7. Next Steps

Future meetings, communications and engagement approach.

8. Next Meeting

TBD

9. Adjournment

Motion
THAT: the Solid Waste Management Public and Technical Advisory Committee meeting
be adjourned.
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SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PUBLIC AND TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

Note: The following minutes are subject to correction when endorsed by the Committee 
at the next Solid Waste Management Public and Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 

 
Date:  
Time:  
Location:  

June 21, 2023 
1:00 PM 
CSRD Boardroom 
555 Harbourfront Drive NE, Salmon Arm  

 
Committee 
Members Present 

J. Mills City of Salmon Arm 

 G. Bau Baiges City of Salmon Arm 
 D. Symbaluk^ District of Sicamous 
 M. Manson City of Revelstoke 
 C. Cochran^ Town of Golden 
 N. Weston* Community Futures Revelstoke 
 L. Baer Public Member (Golden) 
 B. Hunchak Public Member (Revelstoke) 
 J. Taylor Public Member (Sicamous) 
 B. Fairclough Public Member (Shuswap) 
 A. Scales Public Member (Shuswap) 
 J. Peterson^ VP Waste 
 R. Putney Seldom Silent 
 S. Andrews^ Skw'lax te Secwepemcúl̓ecw 
   
Committee 
Members Absent 

C. Fennell Recycle BC 

 C. Dorward Cheap Garbage 
   
Staff In Attendance B. Van Nostrand (Chair) Team Leader, Environmental Health 

Services 
 G. Casselman (Vice Chair) Waste Reduction Coordinator 
 K. Doussept Administrative Services Assistant II 
*attended a portion of the meeting only                                     ^electronic participation 

1. Land Acknowledgement 

We acknowledge that we are meeting in service to the Columbia Shuswap 
Regional District which is on the traditional and unceded territories of the 
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Secwepemc, Syilx Okanagan, Sinixt and Ktunaxa Nation. We are privileged and 
grateful to be able to live, work and play in this beautiful area. 

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples Act 
Article 13: 

1. Indigenous peoples have the right to revitalize, use, develop and transmit to 
future generations their histories, languages, oral traditions, philosophies, writing 
systems and literatures, and to designate and retain their own names for 
communities, places and persons. 

2. States shall take effective measures to ensure that this right is protected and 
also to ensure that indigenous peoples can understand and be understood in 
political, legal and administrative proceedings, where necessary through the 
provision of interpretation or by other appropriate means. 

2. Call to Order 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:00 PM. 

3. Adoption of Agenda 

Moved By B. Fairclough 
Seconded By J. Taylor 

THAT: the Solid Waste Management Public and Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting agenda be approved. 

CARRIED 
 

4. Meeting Minutes 

4.1 Adoption of Minutes 

None. 

4.2 Business Arising from the Minutes 

None. 

5. Introductions 

Advisory Committee Introductions. 

6. Overview 

6.1 Background and Plan Review Process 

Post Agenda - Committee Terms of Reference and Presentation added. 

Chair provided a summary of the Committee Terms of Reference. 
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Morrison Hershfield presenters: Veronica Bartlett, Senior Solid Waste 
Planner and Carey McIver, Senior Technical Planning Advisor provided a 
presentation to the Committee. 

6.2 Current Management of Waste and Recycling 

7. Gap Analysis Findings and Identified Opportunities/Issues 

8. Breakout Session 

8.1 Emerging Opportunities/Issues 

N. Weston left the meeting at 4:10 PM. 

9. Vision, Goals and Guiding Principles 

No discussion was had, to be brought forward at the next meeting. 

10. Next Steps 

Communication and Engagement Approach 

No discussion was had, to be brought forward at the next meeting. 

11. Next Meeting 

TBD 

12. Adjournment 

4:26 PM 

Moved By B. Fairclough 
Seconded By M. Manson 

THAT: the Solid Waste Management Public and Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting be adjourned. 

CARRIED 
 

 
   

CORPORATE OFFICER  CHAIR 
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MEMORANDUM  
 

  

 

TO: Ben Nostrand, Manager of Solid Waste Services, 
Columbia Shuswap Regional District (CSRD) 

FROM: Veronica Bartlett, 
Project Manager 

  PROJECT No.: 220276800 

RE: Public feedback gathered August 23 – October 
16, 2023, to inform the CSRD’s solid waste 
management plan update  

DATE: October 24, 2023 

Under the Environmental Management Act, regional districts are required to have a SWMP, 

which must be developed following the 2016 solid waste management planning guidelines 

provided by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy (the MoE) for content 

and process. The Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) describes how a region will manage 

garbage, recycling, and organic waste programs and services for a ten-year period. The SWMP 

update requires adequate consultation with the public, Indigenous communities, a range of 

interested parties and affected stakeholders.  

The consultation has been designed to consider the CSRD’s Guiding Values established for the 

Board of Directors: “We value and provide opportunities for two-way dialogue with each 

other, and with the residents we serve”1. 

While the CSRD will be working closely with the Public and Technical Advisory Committee 

(PTAC) throughout the entire planning process, the public engagement efforts will be centred on 

two public engagement periods at the beginning of the planning process and once the draft Plan 

has been developed.  

The CSRD has commissioned Morrison Hershfield (MH) to support the planning process and 

MH completed a comprehensive current system review in May 2023. The report was discussed 

at the PTAC meeting on June 21, 2023 and with the Committee of the Whole (CoW) on June 

22, 2023. Feedback from the PTAC and CoW members identified some of the main emerging 

issues and opportunities that will need to be considered when future options are discussed. 

However, committee members felt that it was important to ask the public on feedback on how 

the CSRD should prioritize these issues and if anything additional should be considered as the 

SWMP is developed.  

The CSRD developed and promoted a brief online survey to gather feedback from the public 

and other interested parties on their priorities for managing waste in the next 5-10 years. 

Respondents were asked to provide information on their demographics, in addition to three 

survey questions. Feedback was gathered using the online form during an eight-week period 

(August 15, 2023 – October 16, 2023). The survey period was open for this extended time as 

many residents in the region were affected by wildfires.  

This Memorandum summarizes the feedback gathered via the online form during Engagement 
Period 1.  
  

 
1 2021‐2025 Five Year Financial Plan, CSRD Budget Process and Corporate Priorities, DRAFT 1 WORKBOOK, available online.  
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Survey Promotion  

The CSRD understands that residents, businesses, and other interested parties receive their 

information from multiple sources.  

The survey was publicized as follows: 

• Email and text notifications were sent to subscribers of the CSRD News Feed on August 
15, 2023, when the survey was released. 

• Social media platforms such as the CSRD’s Facebook page, Twitter, and Instagram on 
August 15, 2023, when it opened and again on October 10, 2023. Interactions with each 
are as follows: 

o Facebook, August 15 – 2,640 impressions, 10 shares, 

o Facebook, October 10 – 2,264 impressions, 7 shares, 

o Twitter, August 15 – 391 impressions, 

o Twitter, October 10 – 382 impressions, 

o Instagram, August 15 – 737 accounts reached, and 

o Instagram, October 10 – 690 accounts reached. 
 

 

1 FEEDBACK RESULTS AND RESPONSES 

The feedback form received a total of 147 responses. The following figures present the results 
in graphic form.  

1.1 Respondent Profiles (Question 1-2) 

Question 1 - Where is your primary residence? 

The majority (99% of 147 responses) of respondents have their primary residence in the 
regional district, with 1% having their primary residence outside of the region. The distribution of 
the respondents is presented in Table 1 and Figure 1. 

Approximately 62% of the responses were residents from the Town of Golden and Electoral 
Area A (rural Golden) (37% from Golden and 25% from area A respectively). This is a large 
representation of the responses considering that they make up a small percentage of the total 
population in CSRD (7% for the Town of Golden and 6% for Area A).  

The next highest percentage of responses came from Area G, which is a newly established 
electoral area with no Census 2021 data). While the City of Salmon Arm makes up the highest 
percentage of the total population in CSRD at 36%, only 6% of the total responses came from 
there.  

Page 5 of 26



Page 6 of 26



Page 7 of 26



Page 8 of 26



-  6  - 

  

 

1.2 Question relating to Prioritizing Issues & Opportunities 

Question 3 – Please rank how important each of the issues/opportunities are to you. 
(Please note – 1st is your top priority and 9th is your lowest priority)?   

The third question related to issues/opportunities for the SWMP update and what respondents 
see as the most important priority for managing waste in the CSRD in the next 5-10 years. 
Respondents were given nine priority areas to rank from most important (1) to least important 
(9). The survey provided explanation what each area meant. The nine areas were: 

• Prevent waste. 

• Find local composting options for communities without curbside organics collection. 

• Improve access to three-stream curbside collection in targeted areas. 

• Make producers responsible for the end-of-life management of their products 

• Determine the future of CSRD’s landfills. 

• Prevent illegal dumping. 

• Improve industrial, commercial, and institutional waste diversion. 

• Improve construction and demolition waste diversion. 

• Improve the transfer station network. 

Figure 3 shows the distribution of responses, with the lower number on the scale being a higher 
priority. They are displayed from most important on the left to least important on the right.  

Overall, preventing waste was a top priority amongst respondents, while improving the transfer 
station network was given the lowest priority. However, in the additional comments in response 
to survey questions 4 and 5, there were many comments on accessibility, most commonly due 
to opening hours, for transfer stations and landfills. This is discussed in more detail in Section 
1.3.  

Finding composting options and improving access to three-stream curbside collection scored 
similarly for the second and third highest priority. The other five categories were scored further 
apart and can be seen on the graph below in Figure 3.  
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Figure 3: Average score for responses to Question 3 – Please rank how important each of the 
issues/opportunities are to you (Please note – 1st is your top priority and 9th is your lowest priority)?  
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1.3 Summary of Respondents’ Comments  

Question 4: Have we missed anything that we should consider as we consider how waste 
is prevented and managed in the region? 

Question 5: Do you have any additional comments about how waste, recycling and 
organics waste are managed in the region? 

Respondents were given the opportunity to provide feedback and suggestions at the end of the 
survey for the CSRD to consider in the SWMP update in both questions 4 and 5. These 
questions were similar, and MH noticed reoccurring themes in the responses to both. For this 
reason, MH has presented an analysis of the combined comments and suggestions in this 
section.  

A total of 42 respondents (29% of all survey responses) provided comments to question 4, and 
49 (33%) to question 5. The combined comments were categorized into 12 overall themes and 
50 categories. Within all comments, there were a total of 137 mentions of different themes. The 
following discussion refers to the number of total mentions, not comments, as some 
respondents mentioned multiple themes within their comments. 

Figure 4 shows an overview of the ten most common themes of all comments in response to 
Questions 4 and 5 and the proportion of each theme. A copy of all comments is included in 
Attachment 1.  

The sections below discuss each theme in more detail, in order of most to least referred to. 
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Figure 4: Proportion of themes of respondent’s comments to from Questions 4 and 5. 

1.3.1 Operations 

Of the total comments, 18.2% of the comments (24 mentions) were on waste management 
operations in CSRD, such as facility access. This includes hours of operation, which were 
referred to in 7.3% of the total comments (10 mentions). Comments related to as the fact that 
many facilities are closed on Sundays and difficult to access outside of regular work hours, as 
well as the long distance to the landfills (6 mentions or 4.4% of the comments).  
 
Comments under Operations were also asking for increased signage, space, and wayfinding at 
facilities, with multiple respondents mentioning that facilities are often full, and that the capacity 
should be expanded (3 mentions). Other comments highlighted concern for groundwater 
contamination from landfills, methane capture at landfills, streamlining waste hauling and 
pickup, and the desire to manage waste locally.  
 
Interestingly, although this topic was mentioned in the most survey comments in questions 4 
and 5, this issue had the lowest priority overall with a score of 5.9 in question 3 (see figure 3 in 
Section 1.2).  
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In question 3, respondents were asked to rank the importance of various issues and 
opportunities, such as to “Improve the transfer station network (refer to Section 1.2). Figure 5 
shows the average score for improving the transfer station network broken down by area. A 
higher score means a lower priority. The figure shows that this issue has the highest priority for 
respondents from the District of Sicamous.  

 

Figure 5: Priority score by area for improving the transfer station network, as per Question 3. 

 

1.3.2 Recycling 

The second most popular feedback theme was the need of more or better recycling in CSRD 
(13.2% of comments were related to recycling, or 18 mentions). Specifically, the wish for more 
recycling and better recycling had 7 mentions (5.1% of comments). The following other issues 
were identified:  

• Having a regional approach and making programs mandatory across the region (3 
mentions, 2.2% of comments). 

• Improve EPR (2 mentions, 1.5% of comments).  

• Need to improve textile recycling (2 mentions, 1.5% of comments). 

• The need to make recycling more centralized by accepting more types of materials in 
one place (2 mentions, 1.5% of comments). 
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• And two individual comments, one on the need for recycling at the Golden Hospital and 
that the recycling is great in CSRD.  

1.3.3 Organics Infrastructure and Requirements 

Feedback related to organics infrastructure and requirements had 11.8% of all comments (16 
mentions). The most common feedback was the desire for increased composting programs and 
infrastructure (11 mentions, 8% of comments). Some comments relating to this included 
increased accessibility to programs, wanting ICI composting for the region, such as the City of 
Calgary, and asking that the region and municipalities team up to provide a countertop 
composting program.  

The need to look into the impacts of wildlife interactions related to composting, particularly in 
rural areas, had 2 mentions (1.5% of comments). One comment expressed the desire to look 
into a centralized system to help with this problem. 

 
In response to question 3, respondents were asked to rank the importance of various issues 
and opportunities, such as to “Find local composting options for communities without curbside 
organics collection” (refer to Section 1.2). Figure 6 shows the average score for finding local 
composting options for communities without curbside organics collection. A lower score means 
a higher priority. This issue has the highest priority for respondents from Area G, with Area E, 
Golden, Area A, Revelstoke, and Sicamous close behind. Overall, this issue had the second 
highest priority with a score of 4.48 (see Figure 3 in Section 1.2).  

 

Figure 6: Priority score by area for finding local composting options for communities without curbside 
organics collection, as per Question 3. 
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1.3.4 Curbside Collection  

Curbside collection has a total of 16 mentions, making up 11.8% of total comments. The most 
common issue mentioned was the desire for curbside organics collection (5 mentions, 3.6% of 
total). The second most common issue was the desire for more curbside recycling options (4 
mentions, 2.9%). Most comments mentioned wanting glass and bottles collection. The following 
other issues were identified: 

• Wanting expanded service such as wanting recycling pickup every week and garbage 
every other week or wanting collection for more streams at multi-family units (e.g., 
apartments and mobile home parks) (3 mentions (2.2% of comments).  

• One comment mentioned the desire for curbside pickup for all areas. This comment 
specifically mentioned that they were ineligible for curbside pickup in Area A, even 
though the houses across the street were eligible and are geographically further from the 
town limits. 

In response to question 3, respondents were asked to rank the importance of various issues 
and opportunities, such as to “improve access to three-stream curbside collection in targeted 
areas” (refer to Section 1.2). Figure 6 shows the average score for improving access to three-
stream curbside collection in targeted areas. A lower score means a higher priority. This issue is 
the highest priority for the Salmon Arm, season residents, and Area G.2 Overall, this issue had 
the third highest priority with a score of 4.49 (see Figure 3 in Section 1.2).  

 

Figure 7: Priority score by area for finding local composting options for communities without curbside 
organics collection, as per Question 3. 

 
2 The respondent that lives outside of the CSRD was not included in consideration due to being a seasonal resident. 
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1.3.5 Education 

Comments relating to the need for education and outreach had a total of 17 mentions, making 
up 12.5% of all comments. The desire for improved public education was prevalent with the 
following common topics:  

• ‘What goes where’, composting, waste reduction, and the impact of waste on the 
environment (9 mentions, 6.6% of all comments).  

• Improved education in schools with respondents asking for better programming such as 
the Beyond Recycling program, tours around facilities and presentations for school 
groups (3 mentions, 2.2%) 

• Wanting to know more about transparency around what is happening with recycling in 
the region (3 mentions, 2.2%). 

• The need for better education specifically at recycling facilities (one mention), offering 
ideas such as providing QR codes that brough residents to specific educational 
information such as what items can be recycled and how they are recycled, or signage 
with this information. 

• Although not directly related to education, one comment voiced that the CSRD should 
look at banning organics from the landfill and that it should be mandatory and not up to 
the local vote. As this type of regulation can assist with simplifying education programs 
and requirements, MH elected to include it as part of Education in our analysis.  

1.3.6 Waste Reduction and Reuse  

Waste reduction and reuse has a total of 7 mentions, making up 5.2% of all comments. 
Respondents commented 5 times (3.6%) on both the desire to encourage waste reduction more 
(e.g., repurposing, hosting reuse events, more reuse facilities, or tying in financial benefits to 
encourage it) and wanting to see more food waste/ organics prevention efforts.  

1.3.7 Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional (ICI) 

The issue of ICI waste has a total of 7 mentions, making up 5.1% of all comments. Respondents 
commented on the following:  

• Wanting to see an increase in pickup of separated materials for businesses in all areas 
(4 mentions, 2.9%). One business owner expressed frustrations with current limitations 
and not being able to have a recycling bin at their business in Golden.  

• The ICI sector should be more responsible for their waste and that they wanted to see 
an increase in enforcement to help promote diversion of waste from this sector (3 
mentions, 2.2%). 

1.3.8 Residual Waste Management and Energy Recovery 

Residual waste management and energy recovery were issues with a total of 7 mentions (5.1% 
of all comments). Respondents made 4 mentions (2.9%) on wanting the CSRD to look into 
energy recovery from waste instead of landfilling, including looking at the pros and cons or both, 
and finding better local solutions. There were also 3 mentions (2.2%) of the CSRD needing new 
landfill locations and that the landfills must meet regulations. 
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1.3.9 Costs / tipping fees 

There were 5 mentions (3.7% of all comments) about cost and tipping fees in CSRD. The cost 
of waste management, collection, and tipping fees in relation to the current cost of living, 
affordability, and poverty had 3 mentions (2.2%). One expressed concern that illegal dumping 
has become a larger problem because cost of living has increased, and people will find a way 
around paying for these services. Another respondent voice their concern for those living in 
poverty and that the current tipping fees are too high. Similarly, another respondent commented 
that a solution to this problem might be adding waste management to taxes in the region so that 
it is more universal, and the costs are better distributed. One comment expressed the desire for 
higher fees for curbside and dumping garbage.  

1.3.10 Hazardous Materials 

There were three mentions (2.2% of all comments) of concern for hazardous materials, how 

they are handled, and education around waste management for hazardous materials. 

1.3.11 Illegal Dumping 

There were two mentions (1.5% of all comments) of concern illegal dumping. Specifically, the 
respondents referred to improving access to facilities and improving the system as a whole 
(making it more available) to improve illegal dumping. 

1.3.12 Other 

There was a total of 13 mentions (9.6% of all comments) of other issues, such as the following 
topics which have not been covered by the previous themes:   

• Climate Change, 

• CSRD is doing great, 

• CSRD has limited options and is not doing good enough, 

• Circular Economy Principles, 

• Calling on other levels of government for help with building better landfills, 

• Wastewater and septic system concerns3, and 

• Stop taking waste from Alberta (Lake Louise). 

 

 

  

 
3 The SWMP is not covering liquid waste management.  
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2 CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

The CSRD received some valuable feedback from survey respondents throughout the region. In 
general, community members are very supportive of waste reduction, reuse and waste diversion 
efforts. Many would like to divert more and improve access to facilities and services. A common 
theme among respondents was access to facilities due to location and hours of operations. 
About one in five (18.2% of the comments) asked for improved waste management operations 
in CSRD, such as facility access. The need of more or better recycling in CSRD was the second 
most common feedback (13.2% of comments).   

In closure, the feedback received through the CSRD’s feedback form will create a good baseline 
for updating the SWMP. The CSRD, with support from MH, will use the survey feedback to help 
identify key priorities and suitable strategies for a new SWMP. The CSRD will need to ensure 
that the Plans goals, objectives, and proposed strategies reflect the priorities and community 
needs. 

The public, Indigenous communities, interested parties and affected stakeholders will have 
more opportunities to provide feedback when the CSRD is seeking input on actual proposed 
strategies. The level of interest is likely to increase as the planning process progresses and 
potential strategies are presented.  
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ATTACHMENT 1: ALL COMMENTS RECEIVED 
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