VILLAGE OF ZEBALLOS
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
AGENDA

7:00 pm

June 8, 2021
Zeballos Community Hall

CALL TO ORDER:
BUSINESS ITEMS:
1. Sugarloaf Bridge Traffic Calming Placement

2. Infrastructure Planning Grant application:
a) Overview of IPG program
b) Pandora Slough Culvert Inspection Report
c) Municipal Wharf and Seaplane Dock Inspection Report

3. Uniting Four Communities (U4C) : Next steps
a) CAO Report on Funding and Options
b) Decision Letter from Recreation Sites and Trails BC
c) Option Report from Mark Tatchell, Village of Tahsis CAO Mark Tatchell.

CAO REPORT

June 8, 2021

To:
Mayor & Council
From: Eileen Lovestrom, Interim CAO Village of Zeballos
Purpose
To discuss traffic calming speedbumps installation at Sugarloaf Bridge
Comments
Cost is affordable at approximately $350.00 for a four feet section. I have requested input from Mainroad Contracting regarding placement on
Maquinna Avenue and have not heard back yet. Photo to facilitate location discussion.

CAO REPORT
To:
Mayor & Council
From: Eileen Lovestrom, Interim CAO Village of Zeballos

June 8, 2021

Purpose
To provide an overview of considerations regarding the Infrastructure Planning Grant application.
Update
In the budget I find $2,500 included (41-653 and 42-750) for each project. That would allow for two
grant application of $10,000 each to pay for planning of both the culvert renewal and the seaplane dock
renewal.
Applications are accepted on a continuous basis. There are two intake deadlines (next one July 15) for
this program each year. Awards are announced twice a year (Spring: Mar-Apr and Fall: Sep/Oct). Any
application is valid for a full year so can be included in two rounds of awards without resubmitting.
Application does require a Council resolution to accompany the submission.
This program is to assist in demonstrated long term planning for capital projects. The focus is
sustainable infrastructure that will improve public health and safety, protect the natural environment
and strengthen local and regional economies.
Most important questions on the application are:
How will this project enhance environmental protection?
How will this project improve public health and safety?
How does this project support community sustainability goals?
How does this project support development or implementation of any long-term plans?
If the project doesn’t hit all these points, perhaps this is not the correct funding stream.
Recommendation
I would recommend submitting the Culvert application because there is a start on the paperwork. Just
because the timing is so tight, I would suggest preparing the Seaplane Dock application with a goal of
the spring intake.

1

Our File: 2221-49384-00

TECHNICAL MEMO
To
Meredith Starkey, CAO
Village of Zeballos

From
Dwayne Cybak, P.Eng
Project Engineer, Campbell River

Re
Reno Street Culvert Assessment

Date
April 28, 2021

Intro
McElhanney Ltd. has been commissioned by the Village of Zeballos to conduct a condition inspection of
the 1800mm diameter CSP culvert under Reno Street (see Figure 1) and prepare a report complete with
options for improvements and associated construction cost estimates, followed by recommendations for a
preferred option for the Village to pursue. The culvert connects the Pandora Slough to the Zeballos Inlet.
McElhanneys subconsultant, Pacificus Biological Services Ltd., conducted an environmental assessment
and has made recommendations based on their findings. The environmental memo is appended to this
report.

Existing 1800mm Dia.
CSP

Figure 1: General Location of Failing Culvert

McElhanney
1196 Dogwood Street, Campbell River BC Canada, V9W 3A2
Tel. 250-287-7799 | Fax. 1-855-407-3895 | www.mcelhanney.com
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Current Condition
According to Village records, the existing galvanized corrugated steel pipe (CSP) culvert was installed in
approximately 1997 as part of a habitat restoration project on the Pandora Slough. Currently, the steel
pipe has corroded to the point where approximately 10m of the most upstream section has collapsed and
is effectively blocked with road fill, fallen riprap, and rafted debris (see appended photos for reference).
As such, the road surface above the failure point has collapsed. Village staff have placed a log along the
road edge to delineate the collapsed road and guide traffic away from area. The original 9m road running
width has been reduced to approximately 6m.
The 9m downstream section of CSP has not failed yet, but it was observed to be substantially corroded.
The pipe invert was not visible as cobles and debris were lining the bottom. Given the age of the
installation and the same exposure to environmental factors, the downstream portion of the culvert is
likely to fail in the near term (1-3 years).

Improvement Options and Estimated Costs
The Class C capital cost estimates presented herein are based on material quotes, and previous
experiences pricing similar construction project in the region. The estimated construction cost estimates
proved in this section include a 25% contingency, a 5% contingency for remote work, and allowances for
tendering, construction supervision, environmental services and permitting. All estimated prices exclude
taxes. Refer to Appendix C for detailed cost estimates.
The environmental assessment provided by Pacificus noted that the hydraulics of the existing 1800mm
CSP have created intertidal backwatering upstream which provides fish access. Options which involve
widening the current passage may result in changes to established fish habitat. To avoid alterations in the
flow regime, the three options presented below are intended to maintain the current hydraulic
characteristics of the crossing and, in turn, within the slough.
As per the recommendations in the environmental assessment, each of the proposed options will require,
at a minimum:
The development and implementation of an environmental mitigation plan.
All instream work conducted with the presence of an onsite environmental monitor (EM).
All instream work performed within the seasonal fish window between July 1st and August 15th.
A Request for Review by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) may be required for any
instream work that is not compliant with DFOs Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat
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OPTION 1 - REMOVE THE EXISTING CULVERT AND CREATE A BALANCING CHANNEL
Removing the existing 1800mm culver and creating a 1.5m wide channel would maintain the current flow
regime within the slough. However, vehicle access at this location would be eliminated. Residents on
Pandora Avenue would still have vehicle access to the Village at Ferris Road or the north end of Pandora
Avenue. An optional pedestrian crossing structure spanning the channel could also be installed.
As pointed out in the environmental assessment, removing the existing culvert and establishing a channel
would not require Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) review and approval.
This option would require placing approximately 140m3 of riprap in the channel and up the banks to
mitigate erosion potential. Also, excavation and disposal of an estimated 340m3 of road and fill materials
would be required. The estimated cost for culvert removal and channel construction is $81,000 with an
additional $13,000 for a pedestrian bridge.

OPTION 2 - CULVERT REPLACEMENT
Replacing the failing galvanized CSP with a more durable aluminized Type 2 or HDPE coated CSP of the
same diameter would maintain the existing slough hydraulics and vehicle access. These aluminized and
HDPE coated products are better suited to saltwater marine environments with 50 and 100-year
estimated lifespans respectively. In comparison, the existing culvert has functioned for approximately 20
years and is now past its intended service life.
The replacement option would require DFO review and approval of the intended instream work.
Compared to option 1, option 2 would require minimal supplemental fill, riprap, and material removals with
an overall estimated construction cost of $62,000 for aluminized pie or $78,000 for HDPE coated pipe.

OPTION 3 - CULVERT REMOVAL AND CONSTRUCTION OF A CLEAR SPAN STRUCTURE
An option of replacing the existing culvert with an approximately 50m long clear span structure would be
significantly more costly means of maintaining safe vehicle and pedestrian access. The labour and
material costs are estimated at upwards of $384,000.

Recommendations
In the short-term, it is recommended that the existing culvert crossing be limited to maximum 5 ton GVW
local traffic with only with signage posted on both approaches and continued monitoring occur every 6
months for signs of further fatigue and/or failure. The fallen riprap and rafted debris should also be
removed under the supervision of a qualified environmental professional.
Overall, replacing the existing culvert with a longer life span aluminized or HDPE coated CSP is
recommended as it is not only the least expensive option, but it does not limit current vehicle and
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pedestrian access. Its recommended that the Village plan to initiate a long-term improvement option as
soon as possible.
Lastly, its recommended that the village initiate an annual inspection and condition assessment schedule
for all bridges and culverts within the village to identify environmental and safety hazards early on and to
plan for inevitable infrastructure maintenance, repair, or replacement.
Please reach out to the undersigned should any further information be required.

Sincerely,

Reviewed by:

Dwayne Cybak, P.Eng.
dcybak@mcelhanney.com
250-287-7799

Mark DeGagne, P.Eng
mdegagne@mcelhanney.com
250-287-7799

Technical Memo | Prepared for The Village of Zeballos
Reno Street Culvert Assessment

Page 4

Our File: 2221-49384 | April 22, 2021

APPENDIX A
Statement of Limitations
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Statement of Limitations
Use of this Report. This report was prepared by McElhanney Ltd. ("McElhanney") for the particular site,
design objective, development and purpose (the Project) described in this report and for the exclusive
use of the client identified in this report (the Client). The data, interpretations and recommendations
pertain to the Project and are not applicable to any other project or site location and this report may not
be reproduced, used or relied upon, in whole or in part, by a party other than the Client, without the prior
written consent of McElhanney. The Client may provide copies of this report to its affiliates, contractors,
subcontractors and regulatory authorities for use in relation to and in connection with the Project provided
that any reliance, unauthorized use, and/or decisions made based on the information contained within this
report are at the sole risk of such parties. McElhanney will not be responsible for the use of this report on
projects other than the Project, where this report or the contents hereof have been modified without
McElhanneys consent, to the extent that the content is in the nature of an opinion, and if the report is
preliminary or draft. This is a technical report and is not a legal representation or interpretation of laws,
rules, regulations, or policies of governmental agencies.
Standard of Care and Disclaimer of Warranties. This report was prepared with the degree of care, skill,
and diligence as would reasonably be expected from a qualified member of the same profession,
providing a similar report for similar projects, and under similar circumstances, and in accordance with
generally accepted engineering and scientific judgments, principles and practices. McElhanney expressly
disclaims any and all warranties in connection with this report.
Information from Client and Third Parties. McElhanney has relied in good faith on information provided
by the Client and third parties noted in this report and has assumed such information to be accurate,
complete, reliable, non-fringing, and fit for the intended purpose without independent verification.
McElhanney accepts no responsibility for any deficiency, misstatements or inaccuracy contained in this
report as a result of omissions or errors in information provided by third parties or for omissions,
misstatements or fraudulent acts of persons interviewed.
Effect of Changes. All evaluations and conclusions stated in this report are based on facts, observations,
site-specific details, legislation and regulations as they existed at the time of the site assessment/report
preparation. Some conditions are subject to change over time and the Client recognizes that the passage
of time, natural occurrences, and direct or indirect human intervention at or near the site may substantially
alter such evaluations and conclusions. Construction activities can significantly alter soil, rock and other
geologic conditions on the site. McElhanney should be requested to re-evaluate the conclusions of this
report and to provide amendments as required prior to any reliance upon the information presented
herein upon any of the following events: a) any changes (or possible changes) as to the site, purpose, or
development plans upon which this report was based, b) any changes to applicable laws subsequent to
the issuance of the report, c) new information is discovered in the future during site excavations,
construction, building demolition or other activities, or d) additional subsurface assessments or testing
conducted by others.

Technical Memo | Prepared for The Village of Zeballos
Reno Street Culvert Assessment

Page 6

Our File: 2221-49384 | April 22, 2021

Independent Judgments. McElhanney will not be responsible for the independent conclusions,
interpretations, interpolations and/or decisions of the Client, or others, who may come into possession of
this report, or any part thereof. This restriction of liability includes decisions made to purchase, finance or
sell land or with respect to public offerings for the sale of securities.
Construction Cost Estimates. This construction cost estimate has been prepared using the design and
technical information currently available, and without the benefit of a topographic survey or Geotechnical
information. Furthermore, McElhanney cannot predict the competitive environment, weather or other
unforeseen conditions that will prevail at the time that contractors will prepare their bids. The cost
estimate is therefore subject to factors over which McElhanney has no control, and McElhanney does not
guarantee or warranty the accuracy of such estimate.
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APPENDIX B
Site Photos
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01 Facing North West

02 Facing South East

03 Upstream Looking North  Pandora Slough

04 Upstream Blocked Inlet

05 Upstream Road Failure

06 Downstream Ocean South

PHOTO PLATE | Zeballos Culver Assessment
Photos taken: January 19, 2021

Road and Culvert Images

Date prepared: March 31, 2021
Scale: N/A

Prepared by: D. Cybak
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07 Downstream Inlet

08 Downstream Inlet

09 Inside of Culvert Facing North

10 Failure at Joint

11 Failure at Joint

12 Failure at Joint

PHOTO PLATE | Zeballos Culver Assessment
Photos taken: January 19, 2021

Road and Culvert Images

Date prepared: March 31, 2021
Scale: N/A
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APPENDIX C
Cost Estimates
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Village of Zeballos - Pandora Slough Culvert
CULVERT REMOVAL
Class 'C': Construction Cost Estimate

2221-49384
April 19, 2021

Soft Costs
Mobilization and Demobilization
Traffic Control
Environmental Protection, Permitting & Monitoring
Engineering Design & Tendering
Construction Supervision and Inspection

1
1
1
1
1

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS

$
$
$
$
$

5,000
2,000
6,000
7,500
4,500
Subtotal

$
$
$
$
$
$

1

LS

$

8,400

$

8,400

140
340
1
1

CM
CM
LS
LS

$
$
$
$

80
50
500
10,000
Subtotal

$
$
$
$
$

11,200
17,000
500
10,000
47,100

Construction Cost Subtotal
Contingency 25%
Contingency for Inflation and Remote Work 5%
Construction Cost Subtotal

$
$
$
$

72,000
18,000
4,000
94,000

Construction Costs
Removal and Channel Construction (200 Series Excavator, Operator,
Laborer)
Riprap (MOTI Class 100 kg)
Fill Disposal
Culvert Disposal
Optional 15.24m (50') Aluminum Pedestrian Bridge

Page 1 of 4

5,000
2,000
6,000
7,500
4,500
25,000

Village of Zeballos - Pandora Slough Culvert
ALUMINIZED CULVERT REPLACEMENT
Class 'C': Construction Cost Estimate

2221-49384
April 19, 2021

Soft Costs
Mobilization and Demobilization
Traffic Control
Environmental Protection, Permitting & Monitoring
Engineering Design & Tendering
Construction Supervision and Inspection

1
1
1
1
1

Construction Costs
Remove and Reinstate 1800mm Dia. Culvert (200 Series Excavator,
Operator, Laborer)
1800mm Dia. Aluminized Type 2 CSP
Riprap (MOTI Class 100 kg)
Culvert Disposal

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS

$
$
$
$
$

5,000
2,000
6,000
7,500
4,500
Subtotal

$
$
$
$
$
$

5,000
2,000
6,000
7,500
4,500
25,000

1

LS

$

8,400

$

8,400

12
50
1

LM
CM
LS

$
$
$

800
80
500
Subtotal

$
$
$
$

9,600
4,000
500
22,500

Construction Cost Subtotal
Contingency 25%
Contingency for Inflation and Remote Work 5%
Construction Cost Subtotal

$
$
$
$

48,000
12,000
2,000
62,000
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Village of Zeballos - Pandora Slough Culvert
HDPE COATED CULVERT REPLACEMENT
Class 'C': Construction Cost Estimate

2221-49384
April 19, 2021

Soft Costs
Mobilization and Demobilization
Traffic Control
Environmental Protection, Permitting & Monitoring
Engineering Design & Tendering
Construction Supervision and Inspection

1
1
1
1
1

Construction Costs
Remove and Reinstate 1800mm Dia. Culvert (200 Series Excavator,
Operator, Laborer)
1800mm Dia. Duramax HDPE Coated CSP
Riprap (MOTI Class 100 kg)
Culvert Disposal

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS

$
$
$
$
$

5,000
2,000
6,000
7,500
4,500
Subtotal

$
$
$
$
$
$

1

LS

$

8,400

$

8,400

12
50
1

LM
CM
LS

$
$
$

1,800
80
500
Subtotal

$
$
$
$

21,600
4,000
500
34,500

Construction Cost Subtotal
Contingency 25%
Contingency for Inflation and Remote Work 5%
Construction Cost Subtotal

$
$
$
$

60,000
15,000
3,000
78,000
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5,000
2,000
6,000
7,500
4,500
25,000

Village of Zeballos - Pandora Slough Culvert
50' BRIDGE INSTALLATION
Class 'C': Construction Cost Estimate

2221-49384
April 19, 2021

Soft Costs
Mobilization and Demobilization
Traffic Control
Environmental Protection, Permitting & Monitoring
Engineering Design & Tendering
Construction Supervision and Inspection

10,000
8,000
11,000
25,000
9,000
Subtotal

$
$
$
$
$
$

$

81,600

$

81,600

$
$
$
$

125,000
80
40
500
Subtotal

$
$
$
$
$

125,000
11,200
13,600
500
231,900

Construction Cost Subtotal
Contingency 25%
Contingency for Inflation and Remote Work 5%
Construction Cost Subtotal

$
$
$
$

295,000
74,000
15,000
384,000

Construction Costs
Removal, Channel Work, and Bridge Construction (2 - 300 Series
Excavator, 2 Operators, Laborer)
15.24m (50') Concrete Composite Bridge with Precast Abutments
Riprap (MOTI Class 100 kg)
Fill Disposal
Culvert Disposal
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1
1
1
1
1

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS

$
$
$
$
$

1

LS

1
140
340
1

LS
CM
CM
LS

10,000
8,000
11,000
25,000
9,000
63,000
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APPENDIX D
Environmental Assessment
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Dwayne Cybak, P.Eng.
McElhanney
1196 Dogwood Street
Campbell River, BC

March 23rd, 2021

Re: Culvert Condition Assessment Summary, Zeballos, BC

Dear Dwayne Cybak,
The following correspondence summarizes the culvert condition assessment carried out by
Pacificus Biological Services Ltd. (Pacificus) for McElhanney, located in Zeballos, BC (Figure 1).
Additionally, information is provided regarding the regulatory requirements for the proposed
culvert structure.
The Village of Zeballos inquired about having the failing culvert assessed and examining
options for the site. The current culvert structure is a corrugated metal pipe (CMP) culvert,
1800mm in diameter, with a gravel road crossing the culvert. This culvert is located in a tidally
influenced area in the Zeballos River estuary (Photo 1). The existing culvert is noticeably damaged
on the upstream end, and the road surface was observed to be eroding (Photo 2). Thus, the culvert
structure is in need of replacement in order to safely support the road crossing the culvert and to
allow adequate water flow.
Jennifer Russell, RPBio., and Sarah Pakozdi, BSc, of Pacificus, assessed the subject
crossing structure on March 9th, 2021. The weather during the assessment was sunny with minimal
winds or cloud covering.
The site of the assessed culvert is one of many areas along the lower village where sloughs
and backchannels have formed, due to tidal influx in the Zeballos River estuary. These intertidal
sloughs are managed under the Fisheries Act, as they are an important habitat for juvenile
salmonids and other intertidal species, such as mussels, clams, crab and shrimp. Previous
restoration initiatives were implemented by the Village of Zeballos, in concert with DFO in this
location; the culvert had malfunctioned in the past and resulted in restricted flow. The previous

replacement of the culvert, which occurred in 1997 was part of a revitalization project of the tidal
slough designed to improve productivity (Fisheries and Oceans, 1997).

Site Summary
The culvert outlet was observed to be in good working condition (Photo 2), allowing water
to flow unobstructed, supporting an environment with relatively high productivity and species
abundance. The substrate directly in front of the culvert is cobble and boulder, which are encrusted
with barnacles, rockweed (Fucus gardneri) and blue mussels (Mytilus trossulus) (Photo 3).
Encrusting barnacle growth continued into the culvert (Photo 4). The riparian vegetation alongside
the channel consisted of terrestrial grasses, cedar and spruce trees and small shrubs. The east bank
was moderately low gradient and consisted of mud and clay, whereas the west bank was steep and
consisted mainly of rock and gravel. Residences were located on both the east and west bank
along the channel, limiting the vegetated riparian area. The downstream end of the channel
terminated at the ocean confluence.
The culvert inlet was observed to have experienced damage. The inlet was crushed, rusted
out and was obstructed by boulders and woody debris (Photo 6). The road above the upstream
section of the culvert is eroding and holes were observed along the road margins (Photo 5). Erosion
of the banks adjacent to the culvert has caused riprap and rock to fall into the channel. The
substrate near the opening of the culvert consisted of gravel, cobble and silt. The bank alongside
the culvert was steeply sloped, about 1.5-2m in height, with riparian vegetation that consisted of:
alder, cedar and spruce trees as well as invasive species of broom and blackberry observed.
Continuing upstream, the channel widened (10-15m at its widest point) and terminated in a blind
end (Photo 8). The channel was found to consist of both groundwater and saltwater. The channel
substrate consisted primarily of wood debris and silt. The channel is a large low gradient wetted
area likely providing refuge habitat for juvenile salmonids. This upstream area has been the focus
of previous habitat restoration efforts (Photo 9).

Recommendations
Due to the failing condition of the existing culvert, along with the erosion surrounding the
culvert site, it is recommended that the site be addressed for environmental and safety reasons.
Based on the unique biological characteristics of the site, there are a few options available for this
site. The water restriction through the culvert has created intertidal productivity at the outlet, as
well as providing fish access and backwatered flow to the upstream channel; changes in this water
flow could lead to changes in the habitat and structure surrounding the culvert site.
Options available for this site are,
1. Replace the CMP culvert with a new CMP culvert.
2. Replace CMP culvert with a clear span structure.
3. Remove the culvert but maintain water flow through site.
1. Replace the existing CMP culvert with a new CMP culvert to allow for the same water
flow that the site currently experiences. This course of action will maintain the same
habitat values and water flow and levels. Based on the site visit and information
collected during the assessment, it was determined that replacing the culvert would
involve instream works which are not compliant with all of the outlined conditions for
Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat1, and would require a Request for
Review2 by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO).
2. Replacing the CMP culvert with a clear span structure is also an option, providing
increased area through the crossing that could be utilized by fish. A clear span would,
however, alter the flow regime of the site unless designed to mimic the current crossing
specifications. This course of action would also require a Request for Review from
DFO.

1

Measures to protect fish and fish habitat (dfo-mpo.gc.ca) (accessed; March 19th 2021)
Request for Review from DFO Request a review of your project near water: Step 4. Request a project review (dfo-mpo.gc.ca) (accessed; March
11th 2021)
2

3. Removal of the culvert, while maintaining the flow through the site, would maintain
the structure and habitat that currently exists on the site, however it would result in the
loss of road access. This could be mitigated by installation of a pedestrian walking
bridge across if necessary. No project review by DFO would be required, however an
environmental mitigation plan (EMP) would need to be developed and implemented
for the works.
If replacement of the crossing structure is preferred, these works will involve instream
works and disruption of habitat. As such, these works would require a submission of the proposed
works for review by Fisheries and Oceans Canada. In addition, the works would also require an
EMP including: sediment and erosion control and mitigation measures, fish exclusion, and fish
salvage of the work site. In water works are to be completed during the reduced risk work window
(July 1st to August 15th) and the presence of an environmental monitor (EM) would be required for
the duration of the instream or near stream portions of the project.
If you have any questions regarding the information provided in this letter, please do not
hesitate to contact our office at 250-949-9450.

Sincerely,

Reviewed by:

Sarah Pakozdi, BSc.
Pacificus Biological Services Ltd.

Jennifer Russell, RPBio
Pacificus Biological Services Ltd

Figure 1. Location of collapsed culvert in Zeballos, BC.

Photo 1. View downstream from the culvert site, showing the confluence of the blind channel with
the ocean.

Photo 2. Downstream opening of culvert, good condition.

Photo 3. Blue mussels (Mytilus trossulus) seen on the underside of the rocks at the downstream
opening of the culvert.

Photo 4. View of the inside of the culvert, depicting the barnacle coverage along the edges near the
culvert outlet.

Photo 5. Photo of road crossing culvert site.

Photo 6. Wood debris accumulated in front of the culvert inlet.

Photo 7. Upstream view, possible refuge habitat for juvenile fish.

Photo 8. Upstream termination point of the channel - which is a blind end.
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1
1.1

INTRODUCTION
Executive Summary

The Village of Zeballos contracted Foreshore Technologies Inc. (Foreshore) to provide above and
below water detailed inspection services of the Municipal Wharf and Seaplane Dock. This report
provides detail on the condition of the inspected elements including the location, degree and level of
damage observed.

The Wharf and Seaplane Dock are in generally good condition with damage identified on individual
timbers ranging from Light (<10%) to Heavy (>50%) cross-section loss. The identified damage has
been caused by mechanical impact, fungi and marine borers.

1.2

Project Locations
Site
Zeballos Seaplane Dock

Northing
5538388.18

Site
Zeballos Municipal Wharf

2

Northing
5538448.20

Easting

UTM Zone

654514.73

9U

Easting

UTM Zone

654477.43

9U

SCOPE OF WORK

This project covered detailed inspection of the piles and superstructure components located in the
Zeballos Municipal Wharf and Seaplane Dock.
All structural elements inspected received a Level I inspection with suspect areas receiving a Level II
and/or a Level III inspection. Inspection Levels are described as follows:
Level I

visual inspection;

Level II

hammer sounding or probing; and,

Level III

coring/drilling.
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3 THE REPORT
3.1

General

This report contains three drawings (Appendices 1, 2 and 3) and two tables (see Appendix 4) detailing
the location and degree of damage found on the inspected piles and superstructure members.
Additional details on the condition of inspected elements are provided in the body of the report.
Included is a conceptual drawing for the relocation of the Seaplane Dock.

3.2

Structural Element Identification

3.2.1 Piles
In the tables, bearing piles and fender piles have been identified by their bent and row location as
illustrated on Drawing 9312-D-02.1 (see Appendix 2).
The "Rating" column refers to the percentage cross-section remaining as determined by the inspector.
This rating represents the section of the pile with the greatest amount of damage. The "Notes"
column describes any visual observations made by the inspector. In the report, the terms light,
moderate and heavy are used to describe the level of fungal damage observed. These terms refer to
the following ranges of cross-section loss:
Light .......................less than 10% loss in cross-section,
Moderate .............10% to 50% loss in cross-section, and,
Heavy .....................greater than 50% loss in cross-section.

3.2.2 Caps and Cross Bracing
Sections of damaged cap and cross brace timbers have been identified by their bent and row location.

4
4.1

Municipal Wharf Inspection Results
Wharf Piles (see Photograph 1)

The overall condition of the bearing piles are in good condition. Of the bearing piles inspected, 3
received a rating of less than 50%, and the remainder of the piles were rated between 70% to 100%.
Bent 11 pile 6 (see Photograph 2) and Bent 11 Pile 7 are the piles which have the most damage.
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Photograph 1: General arrangement of approach and wharfhead.

Photograph 2: Bent 11 Pile 6, marine borer damage.
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4.2

Superstructure Timbers

4.2.1 Caps and Braces
Overall, the timber caps and cross braces are in good condition (see Table 2). Two caps are identified
as being in poor condition and require replacement, Bent 3 cap (moderate damage) and Bent 4 cap
(heavy damage, see Photograph 3). One cross brace (Bent 11) had heavy damage.

Photograph 3: Bent 4 pile cap heavy fire and mechanical damage.

4.2.2 Wharfhead Dolphins and Fender Piles
The dolphin piles and fender piles on the North side of the wharfhead are generally in good condition.
A number of piles require replacements of their aluminium hats (see Photograph 4). Piles 1 and 3 in
the dolphin on the southeast corner are in poor condition (see Photograph 5). One fender pile (Bent
12 Fender 5a) has heavy marine borer damage in the intertidal zone and is rated at 10%.
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Photograph 4: Missing aluminium hats.

Photograph 5: SE Dolphin pile 1 and 3 damage.

4.2.3 Stringers
All the stringers are in serviceable condition with some showing a light amount of weathering.

4.2.4

Decking and Bull Rails (Curbs)

The Municipal Wharf decking, handrails and curbs are all in serviceable condition. All timber elements
do show signs of weathering and should be monitored and replaced as required (see Photograph 6).
There is one cleat that is broken and should be replaced.

Photograph 6: SE side of wharfhead.

4.2.5 Gangway
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The gangway running from the Municipal Wharfhead to the float is in serviceable condition (see
Photograph 7). There is light surface corrosion that should be cleaned off and new paint applied. The
lower roller and guides also should be cleaned, painted and lubricated as required.

Photograph 7: Wharfhead gangway.

4.3

Wharf Float

The Municipal Wharf float has moderate to heavy weathering along with several broken deck planks
and a broken bull rail on the north side (see Photograph 8 and 9). The flotation is in good condition,
and it is recommended to clean and replace float timbers where necessary. The broken deck planks
should be made a priority to fix as they pose a public safety concern.
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Photograph 8: Broken deck planks.

4.4

Photograph 9: Broken bull rail.

Float Piles

The float piles are generally in good condition with light abrasion in the intertidal zone. The pile guide
on the southeast corner of the float is broken and needs replacement (see Photograph 10).

Photograph 10: Broken pile guide southeast corner.

9|Page

Municipal Wharf Inspection

5 Seaplane Dock Inspection Results
5.1

Float deck, Bull Rails and Flotation

The Seaplane Dock system is made up of 5 floats and one gangway (see Photograph 11). The gangway
is located to the north (inshore) and float number #

south where the

floatplanes tie up.

Photograph 11: General arrangement of
Seaplane Dock and gangway.

5.1.1

Photograph 12: Damage to lower handrail of
Seaplane Dock gangway.

Gangway

The gangway is in serviceable condition. There is some impact damage on the lower handrail (see
Photograph 12) that should be monitored but it is not affecting the gangway s performance. The
gangway has jumped out of the tracks on the landing float, and it should be put back into place (see
Photograph 13).

5.1.2 Float #1
Float #1 is the landing float for the gangway, and it has two chains running inshore that are in good
condition (see Photograph 14). These chains go to the wharf pilings and are connected underneath the
float with shackles. The flotation for Float #1 is in good condition. The float decking has light to
moderate weathering and several planks under the gangway should be replaced.
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3

Photograph 13: Gangway out of tracks.

Photograph 14: Inshore chains Float #1.

5.1.3 Float #2 and #3
These floats are in serviceable condition. All connections are in good condition and flotation is stable
and functioning as intended. The decking on both floats has moderate weathering and several deck
planks should be replaced. Float #3 has two chains on the north end heading east and west. Both
chains run to single anchor blocks (see Photograph 15) that are in good condition. The chains,
connections and all hardware show only minor corrosion and are in good condition.

5.1.4 Float #4
Float #4 is in good condition with light to moderate weathering of the exposed timber elements. The
connection points to float #5 have broken and are held together with ropes (see Photograph 16).
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Photograph 15: Anchor block to the west of Float #3.
Photograph 16: Broken connections between
Float #4 and #5.

5.1.5 Float #5
Float #5 which is the main seaplane landing float is in poor condition and in need of repairs or
replacement. There are two chains that run offshore of the float that hold it in place and they are in
good condition. The anchors for the offshore anchor lines were not inspected due to depth
restrictions, however the lines to the 30m water depth point are in good condition. Due to the weight
of the offshore lines and the missing flotation on Float #5 the connections to Float #4 have failed and
Float #5 timbers have started to warp. It is recommended that the decking be replaced, and
supplementary flotation be installed.

5.1.6 Seaplane Dock Recommendations
Float #1

#4 and the gangway are all in serviceable condition with only minor repairs required. Float

#5 which is the main seaplane float should be replaced. A drawing of the Seaplane Dock and
relocation concept has been included in Appendix 3. As the price of lumber and services can be quite
high at the moment, Foreshore is happy to engage with the village stake holders to help develop a
cost-effective plan for the future.
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6

Conclusion

This report has been prepared by Foreshore Technologies Inc. (Foreshore) for the exclusive use and
benefit of the Village of Zeballos. Foreshore appreciates the opportunity to work with the Village of
Zeballos and we would be happy to help in any way we can going forward with your plans for the
Municipal Wharf and Seaplane Dock.

PREPARED BY:

____________________________________
Alex Sevensma
V.P. Operations
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APPENDIX 1

Drawings 9312-D-01.1 Municipal Wharf and Seaplane Dock

Location Plan
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APPENDIX 2

Drawings 9312-D-02.1 Municipal Wharf Layout
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APPENDIX 3

Drawings 9312-D-03.1 Seaplane Dock Layout and Relocation

Concept.
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APPENDIX 4

Tables 1 and 2

Inspection and damage results of piles and

superstructure of the Municipal Wharf.

17 | P a g e

TABLE 1
INSPECTION RESULTS OF THE PILES
LOCATED IN THE ZEBALLOS MUNICIPAL DOCK
APPROACH, WHARFHEAD & FLOAT
ZEBALLOS, BRITISH COLUMBIA
Pile Location
Bent
Pile
1
1
1
1.5
1
2
2
1
2
2
3
1
3
2
4
1
4
2
5
1
5
2
6
1
6
2
7
1
7
2
8
1
8
2
9
1
9
2
9
2.5
9
3
9
4
9
5
9
6
9
Batter 6 East
9
7
10
1
10
2
10
2.5
10
3
10
4
10
5
10
6

Rating
100%
90%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
95%
85%
100%
100%
100%
85%
85%
95%
80%
70%
100%
100%
90%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
70%
90%
90%
100%
100%
90%

Remarks
25% Bearing.
Center fungal decay. Not Bearing.
Less than 50% Bearing.

Light fire damage top 2m of pile.
Mechanical damage 1.5m from top.

Marine borer damage 1m from bottom
Marine borer damage 0.3m from bottom. Light fire damage top 1m. 30% Bearing
Marine borer damage at mudline.
Marine borer damage 0.5m from mudline.
Marine borer damage from mudline to 2m.

Marine borer cavity 0.6 m from mudline.

Light post pile.
Marine borer damage from just above mudline to 3m. Fire damage in top 1m.
Marine borer damage in crack 1m from mudline.
Marine borer damage in crack 2.75m from mudline. Light checking at top.

Marine borer damage 0.3m from mudline.

TABLE 1 continued
INSPECTION RESULTS OF THE PILES
LOCATED IN THE ZEBALLOS MUNICIPAL DOCK
APPROACH, WHARFHEAD & FLOAT
ZEBALLOS, BRITISH COLUMBIA
Pile Location
Rating
Remarks
Bent
Pile
11
1
90% Marine borer damage in split 2m from mudline.
11 Batter 1 West 10% Heavy marine borer damage mudline to 3m.
11
2
100% Moderate fire damage in top 2m.
11 Batter 2 North 100%
11
2.5
95% Marine borer damage 0.5m from mudline.
11
3
100%
11
4
100%
11
5
100%
11
6
10% Marine borer damage 0.8 m from mudline.
11
Batter 6 East 100%
11
7
30% Marine borer hole 0.75m from mudline. Light post pile.
12
1
100%
12
2
95% Marine borer damage 0.3m and 5m from mudline
12
3
95% Marine bore damage 0.5m from mudline.
12
4
100%
12 Batter 4 North 95% Mechanical damage mudline to 1m.1
12
5
100%
12
6
95% Mechanical damage at mudline.
12 Batter 6 North 100%
12
12
12
12

D1
D2
D3
D4

80%
80%
40%
100%

Fire and mechanical damage top 1.5m.
Light marine borer damage at mudline. Light mechanical damage 2m from top.
Heavy mechanical damage 3m from top.
Marine borer damage at bottom. Mechanical damage 1m from mudline.

TABLE 1 continued
INSPECTION RESULTS OF THE PILES
LOCATED IN THE ZEBALLOS MUNICIPAL DOCK
APPROACH, WHARFHEAD & FLOAT
ZEBALLOS, BRITISH COLUMBIA
Pile Location
Bent
Pile
12
Fender 1
12
Fender 2a
12
Fender 2b
12
Fender 4a
12
Fender 4b
12
Fender 5a
12
Fender 5b
12
Fender 6a
12
Fender 6b
12
Fender 6c
12
Fender 6d
Float
Float
Float
Float
Float
Float
Float
Float

Pile A NE
Pile B NE
Pile A SE
Pile B SE
Pile A NW
Pile B NW
Pile C NW
Pile D NW

Rating
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
10%
100%
100%
100%
90%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
95%
95%
100%
100%

Remarks

Heavy marine borer damage in the intertidal zone.

Marine borer damage from mudline to 3m in split.

Light abrasion on north side.
Light abrasion on south side.

TABLE 2
LIST OF DAMAGED PILE CAPS AND BRACING
LOCATED IN THE ZEBALLOS MUNICIPAL DOCK
APPROACH & WHARFHEAD
ZEBALLOS, BRITISH COLUMBIA
Pile Location
Bent Cap/Brace
3
Cap
4
Cap
5
Cap
6
Cap
7
Cap
8
Cap

2
7
8

Cross 1-2N
Cross 2-1S
Cross 2-1S

Rating
60%
15%
95%
95%
90%
85%

Remarks
Crushing of cap due to fungal decay at row 2.
Fire damage over entire length and heavy mechanical damage.
Light fungal decay in row 2 end.
Light fungal decay in row 2 end.
Rot in row 1 end.
Rot in row 2 end and, light mechanical damage in row 1 end.

95% Marine borer damage at row 2 end.
95% Marine borer damage at mudline.
95% Marine borer damage at mudline.

CAO REPORT
To:
Mayor & Council
From: Eileen Lovestrom, Interim CAO Village of Zeballos

June 8, 2021

Purpose
To provide an update on the Rural Dividend Grant funding for the CUT (Trail) Project and to comment on
next steps for project.
Funding
The deliverables on this grant application have been completed as far as we can control.
They are listed as follows:

The assessment and designs have been completed. The application went to the MoFLNRO but was
ultimately rejected. On speaking with the funding staff they feel that the decision, even though not the
authorization we expected, satisfies the grant deliverable.
With a final invoice to be processed in the amount of $3,130.14 we will have fully expended the
$91,720.00 we were awarded in 2017. Staff will be filing the final report on this grant in the coming
weeks.
Next Steps
Council is advised to discuss the options set out in the report from Village of Tahsis CAO and decide
where their collective self is leaning. It could prove easier to discuss first as a single entity and then
bring in other opinions to consider.

1

Category

No

Project Management

Item

Decription

Recommended Action

Project roles and Responsibilities

The application lists OEL as the proponent on the project.
Also the application package lacks a clear description of
project management accountabilities. Given the scope of
the project a Coordinating Registered Professional will be
required to ensure all phases of the project are completed
to standard.

A description of project roles and responsibilities is required. Please
clarify the following: Proponent, Project Manager, Coordinating
Registered Professional, Designer, Terrain Specialist, other professionals
(e.g Fisheries Biologist)

1

Design

Design Basis
2

3

Several requried elements of the design basis are missing
in the application package, specifically the design life,
timing of use of trail (e.g. seasonal, year round), and
design capacity (i.e load ratings)
Draft Design Unity Trail Establishment Section Geometric The designs submitted in the application are draft
Alignment km 14+171 to 15+478

Ford Designs
4
Reactivation of the Little Zeballos Main

5

End haul
6

Hazard and Risk Assessments

Landslide Likelihood Definitions
7
Overall Terrain Stability

8

The application is required to be completed and sealed by a qualified
professional to ensure all components are addressed at an adequate
level.

A final design is required for review by the approving authority including:
the drainage design (including climate change considerations),
incorporation of the Terrain Stability Assessment recommendations,
locations of pull outs and end haul spoil sites
Several non typical ford designs are proposed that are not A rational for the fords design (deadman and buried cable) and design
conventional fords, and include deadmans and cables.
loads is to be provided. A maintenace plan for these structure is required
to be submitted.
The construction of the CUT Connector Trail will be
A detailed design for the reactivation of the Little Zeballos Main Line
contignent on the reactivation of an access road to the
over the area of interest will likely be required by the authorizing agency
construction site. The road over the area of interest has incorporating the OEL recommendations and address the terrain and
been significantly impacted from upslope instability and stream hazards associated with the high density of steep creeks crossed
drainage issues. The reactivation of the access route will by the trail including drainage structure specifications, end haul details,
require to be authorized by the appropriate agency or
cut slope, fill slope and overal road prism specifications.
permitee depending on the status of the access route. As
this route is not a recreation trail, RSTBC will not be the
authorizing agency.
The OEL report indicates that end haul will be required but The end haul plan is required to show the location of end haul spoil sites,
does not provide a volume estimate over the section of
contain a volume estimate, and confirm the appropriateness of the end
Little Zeballos Main in the area of interest, nor are any of haul site locations in regards to managing erosion and landslide hazards.
the end haul sites shown on the plan for the area of
interest.
Landslide Likelihood definitions used in the design deviate A rationale for departing from the definitions provided in LMH56 is
from the commonly accepted defintions without providing required to be included in the application package.
a rationale.
The proposed trail is located in very unstable terrain. The Additional analyis is required concerning: the cumulative effects of the
information provided in the application does not
many proposed switch backs (and road density) over the area of
adequately analyse the risks, and does not provide a risk sensitive terrain (e.g cross sectional profiles, modelling or another
management strategy
methods), the location of the proposed alignment across densely drained
headwater basins and within a rain on snow elvation band, and a
concluding comment regarding the suitability of the location of
alignment relative to the terrain attributes of the area.

Category

No

Item

Decription

Gully Descriptions

The trail crosses a gullied Non Classified Drainage in 4
Further analysis and a management strategy is required for the effects of
locations creating an increase risk of gully failure without the multiple trail crossing through the gully, with particular focus on the
a recommendation regarding these crossings
effects of trail runoff into the gully. A design including specifications is
needed for the proposed rock fill at the gullied stream crossing at station
15+163 that reportedly experienced a recent debris flow.
The design calls for steep cut and fills slopes on soil types A rationale for the appropriateness of the cut and fill slopes is required
that appear unsuitable for this practice as per the field
that includes a slope failure risk mitigation proposal
data collected. Reported field evidence suggest shallower
cut and fill angles would be more appropriate.
The application refers to the risks associated with rainfall An analysis of the user safety risks is to be completed, and a risk
and the need for a rainfall shutdown plan, but does not
mitigation strategy including appropriate protection measures is to be
provide an analysis for other factors increasing the risk to developed to ensure recreational user safety. A plan is to be submitted
user safety (e.g. oncoming traffic, speed control on
on how the rainfall conditions will be monitored, and rainfall shutdown
sustained steep sections, steep drop off along switch
implemented.
backs)
Table 6 1 of the OEL report identifies residual landslide
The application requires to contain a risk management strategy for the
hazard, but does not speak to the residual risk after
residual risks.
mitigation strategies have been put in place. The OEL
report states the residual partial risk from Sta. 13+960 to
Sta. 14+823 is Moderate, but no management strategy for
this moderate risk has been identified.
The information provided mentions the potential for rock A rock fall hazard and risk assessment is required to be included in your
fall hazards but does identify how this hazard will be
application.
managed during construction, maintenance, and use of
the trail.
The proposal calls for cut height of more than 6 meters, Instruction as per WorkSafe BC needs to be provided as part of the
and does not provide a safety management plan as per
application package with respect to cut heights exceeding 6 meters.
WorkSafe BC requirements, for both during construction
and potential future maintenenance
The proposal uses the WFP shutdown criteria as opposed A rational is required for the selection of the WFP rainfall shutdown
to others, and uses the intermediate rainfall zone over the guidelines as opposed to others, the selection of the intermediate
very wet/wet rainfall zone without providing a rationale. rainfall zone as opposed to the very wet wet rainfall zone, and a plan of
The project site appears to be located in the very wet/wet how the rainfall shutdown procedure would be implemented by the
rainfall zone and in the rain on snow elevation band.
proponent both during the construction and after construction for
limiting access by trail users.
A review of the terrain indicates that snow avalanches
Avalanche hazard analysis and public safety risk management strategy is
have occurred in the past in the area of the proposed trail. required to be part of the application package.
The application package did not contain an assessment or
analysis of avalanche risk, and did not propose a public
safety management strategy.

9

Cut and Fill slope angles
10
Trail user
11

Residual Landslide Risk
12

Rockfall Hazard
13
Safety

Cut heights more than 6 meters
14
Rainfall Shutdown (for landslide safety)
15

Snow Avalanche Assessment and planning
16

Recommended Action

Category

No

Construction

Item

Decription

Recommended Action

Construction Conformance Certificate by a Registered
Professional Engineer

The proposed trail would be located in a very sensitive
area that requires considerable oversight to ensure the
trail is constructed according to the design. Key sections, if
not the entirety of the project, requires oversight by a
P.Eng with completion of a Construction Conformance
Certificate upon conclusion of the project.
Based on the nature of the terrain it is anticipated that
some modification to the design will be required during
construction such that a record drawings will be necessary
in order to document the trail in its as built condition.
The proposed construction site will be in challenging
terrain, and weather conditions can furthur increase the
risk to work site safety and the environment
The proposal, if approved, will result in a very high
maintenance trail, with significant environmental and
safety risks. Lack of maintenance is the most significant
risk to the integrity of the trail, trail user safety, and the
environment.
The approaching trail sections along forestry roads appear
to be located on non status or Road Permit roads,
however your application refers to these roads as Forest
Service Roads. Depending on the status of the roads
approvals and agreements may be required from existing
permit holders. RSTBC will not designate any trails on
roads that will be used for future industrial activity,
however some maintenance works may be considered on
these roads if currently inactive.
The application does not speak to any Archeological
values or assessments conducted to date.

The applicant will be required to commit to oversight by a P.Eng with
completion of a Construction Conformance Certificate upon conclusion
of the project to be submitted to the approving authority

One of the streams crossed by the proposed road is a
tributary to Barr Creek. Environmental report does not
comment about the fish habitat on Barr Creek

A sealed professional report addressing any fish related assessments and
recommendation will be required.

17

Record Drawings
18
Timing of Construction
19
Trail Maintenace

Maintenance plan and budget
20

Other approvals

Road Status

21

Archeological Values

Acheological Assessment
22

Environment

Fish Habitat

23

Barr Creek
24

The applicant will be required to commit to completing and submitting
record drawings to the approving authority

The applicant will be required to clarify the appropriate time of year
construction would take place.
A maintenance plan and budget identifying in detail the proposed
maintenance activities will be required.

Clarify the current status of the approaching roads and a plan on how to
obtain permission or authorization to complete works on these roads.

An Archeological Assessment of the area for the CUT Connector Trail will
be required, and a mitigation strategy may be required to address any
archeologocal values.
The application contains contradictory comments about A sealed professional report addressing any fish related assessments and
the location of fish habitat in and around the project area. recommendations is required to be submitted.
The environmental report confirms the presence of fish
along all reaches of the Little Zeballos River and tributaries
and assumed the presence of fish until a barrier is found.
No barriers are show on the map and environmental
report makes no comments about proposed ford crossings
over what appear to be fish streams.

Category

No

25

Item

Decription

Erosion Control Plan

The project area contains a high stream density, fine
An erosion control plan will be required to be submitted as part of the
sediment size of soils, and connection to fish bearing
application
streams, increasing the risk of negative impacts of soil
erosion on fish and fish habitat. The intended use also
presents a long term maintenance challenge as the
creation of 'long running rills' are inevitable. Very regular
surface maintenance (in addition to engineered structure
i.e., deadmen, drainage strurctures, cut banks etc) would
be required to address surface erosion and concentration
of water volumes.

Recommended Action

Category

No

Item

Decription

Erosion Control in relation to proposed recreational use

The majority of the trail alignment is located in the
The trail design will require including appropriate grade reversals, profile
Moderate to Higher Risk for erosion within Great Trails
details, and turn radia to minimize erosion due to recreational use
frame work with most being close to Higher Risk
The trail does not appear to include properly designed
grade reversals and instead uses water bars to manage
surface water and (possibly ditch water as well). The
current design has a few instances of extended sections
(+50m) without a water bar, when combined with the
formation of tire ruts this will result in long running rills
which will exacerbate erosion without continual,
expensive maintenance. Given the wet climate found at
this location 18m to 25m is the maximum between proper
grade reversals.

26

Post Construction Seeding/Planting
27
Trail Surfacing Requirements
28

29
Recreational Use

Karst
Trail design

30

Turn Radii

31

The lack of profile details illustrating the Open top
surface drains, culvert installation or creek crossings
results in an incomplete picture making review of the
application difficult to complete
Significant soils diplacement, cut and fill slopes are
proposed in the application , exposing large areas of soil,
and increasing the risk of erosion
The trail surface will be a critical component of managing
sedimentation, erosion, and rutting. The application does
not refer to the trail surface requirements

Recommended Action

A post construction seeding and planting plan is required to submitted as
part of the application

The design is required to include trail surface requirements (sediment
size, thickness of application, etc.) with a focus on managing erosion and
rutting. Aditionally clear statements are requried regarding armoring the
ditch line and any cross drain ditches.
Much of the Extravagant Main intersects Karst terrain and The re activation of the Extravagant Main will need to consider Karst in
this may result in additional planning requirements.
its planning.
The currently proposal calls for a 4 metres wide trail. This The proponent is asked to consider using a narrow design more suitable
is significantly wider than required for recreational use
for a recreation trail.
and will be far more costly than a 1.5m (60) or 3m (120)
trail, have a larger ecological footprint, and encourages
higher speeds resulting in more braking forces applied
before corners, and will require more maintenance.

The 7.5m radius turn is suited to the design speed of 5 km Speed reducing features are requried to be included in the trail design to
per hour, however the trail grades, width, alignment
ensure the 5km/h cornering speed is adhered to by recreational users.
encourages higher speeds into these relatively standard
corners.

Category

No

Item

Decription

Recommended Action

Trail Closures

There are various scenarios that will require trail closures
(maintenance, adverse weather, landslide risk, avalanche
risk) to ensure worker and public safety and the
environment
The current proposal would result in a 4 meter wide
running surface on the trail that will likely lead to highway
vehicle access issues.There are implications related to
Section 42 of the Transportation Act common law
roadway designation. If applicant constructs this
infrastructure with inadequate access controls or those
access controls fail, it is likely that highway vehicles will
use the trail and that in turn will result in a common law
roadway designation. This has safety and use implications
for recreational users, and the resource road
management framework would have to be applied.
Long sections of sustained steep grades (more than 18%)
are proposed without grade reversals or safety features,
resulting in significant risk of out of control use in case of
equipment malfunction or limited equipment operator
experience

A plan to manage trail closure will be required to be submitted with the
application, inlcudign identifying any regulatory requirements that may
have to be put in place.

32
Use restrictions

33

Steep Trail Grades
34

The application requires a strategy and design to allow access to ATV use
only, and restrict access to 4WD vehicles and high vehicle traffic.

The proposal needs to include a plan for managing the hazards for trail
users associated with sustained steep grades, i.e grade reversals,
barriers, run away lane

File: FOR-16660-01
March 11, 2021
VIA EMAIL: MTatchell@villageoftahsis.com
Mark Tatchell - Chief Administrative Officer/EOC Director
Village of Tahsis
Dear Mr. Tatchell:
Thank you for your application of March 7, 2019, and the additional information provided in
June 2020 to construct a recreation trail between the Villages of Tahsis and Zeballos. At your
request, Recreation Sites and Trails BC (RSTBC) has only reviewed the CUT Connector Trail
portion of the original application; however, the connector cannot be considered entirely
independent of the full length of the trail.
I have completed a review of your application and note that your application includes
information gaps that need to be addressed. There are also numerous technical details that either
require clarification or substantial revision.
Of primary concern in the application is the combination of steep terrain and challenging soil
conditions crossed by the proposed trail alignment. Due to the steepness of the terrain and
geographical constraints, the proposed trail geometry with cut slopes at 100% exceeds stated
stable slope angles of 67%. The degree and complexity of construction and installed
infrastructure required to achieve the proposed grades far exceed standards for a recreation trail
and are more appropriate for a road standard in very steep terrain. In addition, the proposed
tread width of 4m is significantly wider than any recreation trail standard. If the overall design
of the CUT Connector Trail cannot achieve maximum slopes of 67% and trail tread widths
suitable for a recreation trail, RSTBC will not be able to consider approval of the trail and will
direct the proponent to consider options for authorization to construct a road.
Attached to this letter, you will find a table outlining items of the engineered design that need to
be addressed. I recommend that this list be reviewed by a qualified professional, and that the
issues be addressed in a revised application package.

Ministry of Forests, Lands,
Natural Resource Operations and
Rural Development

Director
Recreation Sites and Trails BC

Mailing Address:
42000 Loggers Lane
Squamish, BC V8B 0H3

Telephone:
236-468-3918
e-mail: john.hawkings@gov.bc.ca
Website: www.sitesandtrailsbc.ca/
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I would like to highlight the following items from the table:
Road Status and Approvals: The trail sections along forestry roads appear to be located
on non-status or road permit roads; however, your application refers to these roads as
Forest Service roads. Depending on the status of the roads, approvals and agreements
may be required from existing permit holders. RSTBC will not designate any trails on
roads that will be used for future industrial activity; Please clarify the current status of the
roads and your plans on how to obtain permission or authorization to complete works on
these roads.
Proponent: The previous application for this project was submitted by a contractor, with
the name of the contractor as the proponent. You will need to clarify who the project
proponent is, as the proponent will be required to submit the application.
Archeological Values: Archeological Assessments are required for this project and have
not been included in your current application.
Fish Habitat: There are conflicting statements in the current application about the
location of fish habitat in and around the project area.
Maintenance Plan and Budget: The proposal, if approved, would result in a very high
maintenance trail with significant environmental and safety risks. A lack of maintenance
would significantly increase the risk of landslides and erosion, potentially resulting in the
loss of the trail and resulting in significant downslope impacts. A maintenance plan and
budget detailing the proposed maintenance activities is required before further review of
this proposal. Maintenance would be the responsibility of the proponent and would
include the requirement for professional oversight.
Rockfall Hazard: The information provided in the application package mentions the
potential for rock fall hazards but does not identify how this hazard will be managed
during construction, maintenance, and use of the trail.
Karst: Much of the Extravagant Main intersects karst terrain which would likely result in
additional planning and operational requirements. You may require approvals from
appropriate authorities prior to completing any works on the Extravagant Main road.
Recreational Use Considerations: Several recreational use considerations require
clarification including Steep Grades, Turning Radii and Anticipated Speeds, Proposed
Trail Width, and Restricting Highway Vehicle Access.
The application in its current form does not allow me to further process it, and I therefore request
that you address the issues outlined in this letter and the attached table and resubmit your
application.

-3Finally, while your proposal is limited to CUT Connector, construction of this short section of
trail represents considerable long-term safety, environmental and cost liabilities to the province.
Prior to initiating any construction of the CUT Connector section, the ministry must be satisfied
that the overall project including access from points of commencement in Tahsis and Zeballos in
their entirety are viable in the long term.
Your proposed project has a high level of complexity. The project falls far outside the scope of
RSTBC trail proposals and this makes it difficult to review and adjudicate. The need to retain
outside expertise to complete the review significantly slows down the process, and it is important
that the application meets the professional standards for a project of this scope. Further, it
appears that the application in its current form may be more aligned with a road development
rather than a recreational trail. RSTBC does not authorize road construction.
I hereby request that any subsequent versions of your application meet the recommendations
contained in this letter and the appropriate components be reviewed and signed by a professional
engineer, geotechnical engineer, and other professionals as required before being re-submitted.
If you have any questions, please contact me at 236-468-3918 or by email at
John.Hawkings@gov.bc.ca.
Sincerely,

John Hawkings
Director,
Recreation Sites and Trails BC
Attachment - Review and Recommendations Table
cc:

Tennessee Trent, Trails Manager, Recreation Sites and Trails BC
Robert van der Zalm, Coast Regional Manager, Recreation Sites and Trails BC

VILLAGE OF TAHSIS
Report to Council
To:

Mayor and Council

From:

Mark Tatchell, CAO

Date:

May 3, 2021

Re:

Community Unity Trail Options

PURPOSE OF REPORT:
To summarize options for the Community Unity Trail project in light of the March 12,
2021 Recreation Sites and Trails (“RSTBC”) decision rejecting the Community Unity
Trail submission to establish a multi-purpose trail between Tahsis, Zeballos and
Ehatis.

OPTION 1
Re-design the trail taking into account the issues and input from RSTBC in the March 12,
2021 letter and appendix and re-submit for approval under the Forest and Range
Practices Act.
Pros:
 Is consistent with decisions and directions approved by grant funders, the
Village of Tahsis and the Uniting 4 Communities Society (“the Society”).
 The RSTBC letter leaves open the possibility for a revised submission
“I hereby request that any subsequent versions of your application meet the
recommendations contained in this letter and the appropriate components be
reviewed and signed by a professional engineer, geotechnical engineer, and other
professionals as required before being re-submitted.”
 Can utilize and leverage already completed engineering and data collection
work.
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Cons:






The RSTBC letter invites a re-submission which would address all of the issues
listed in the letter and the table. At the same time, John Hawkings
(“Hawkings”), RSTBC Director, made clear during the March 25, 2021 phone
meeting that he believes the terrain and soil conditions of the connecting
section are too challenging to engineer, construct and maintain a trail suitable
for quads/ATVs that would meet RSTBC’s requirements.
It remains uncertain whether the Society or any of the communities have the
capacity to maintain the trail to the level required by RSTBC.
A source(s) of funding for new engineering work and work by other professional
consultants would need to be identified and confirmed.
Estimated time to complete and submit a revised proposal and receive a
response from RSTBC is 2-3 years. It is unknown whether the Rural Dividend
program and ICET would agree to further extensions of time to accommodate
this re-submission.

OPTION 2
Re-design the route linking the Extravagant and Little Zeballos mains as a forestry road
and develop an application for provincial government approval
Pros:
 RSTBC suggests that the engineering and construction required for the
connecting section auger for a road, rather than a trail.
 The engineering, design and environmental assessment work to date could
possibly be re-purposed for a road permit application under the Land Act or the
Forest Act.

Cons:
 Uncertain whether grant funders would agree to use approved grant monies to
pay for road construction.
 Changes the project scope from a recreational trail to a road which could affect
trail branding and marketing.
 Would require consideration consultation with existing road tenure holder
(WFP).
 Construction costs would be greater than trail construction.
 Would require more resources to engage provincial government staff, seek
advice, consult funders and stakeholders and prepare submission.
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OPTION 3
Consider other routes for a multi-purpose trail, including the route proposed by 43K in
2016, and develop a new proposal for submission to RSTBC.
Pros:
 Is consistent with the original concept of establishing a multi-purpose trail
between Tahsis and Zeballos.
 Other routes may have fewer trail design and construction challenges and
issues.
 Rural Dividend continues to be supportive of a recreational multi-purpose trail
between Tahsis and Zeballos.
Cons:
 Would require more resources to: research other routes; conduct recce work,
engineering, design, environmental assessment.
 No guarantee that a suitable route can be found.
 No guarantee that a FRPA application for a new route would be approved by
RSTBC.

OPTION 4
Research options for a hiking (and/or mountain bike) trail using this route or a coastal
route between Tahsis and Zeballos
Pros:
 Hawkings suggested considering either re-scoping the proposed trail for hiking
or mountain biking or developing a proposal for a coastal hiking trail. There is
high demand for coastal hiking trails (e.g., Nootka Trail, North Coast Trail) and
a new coastal hiking trail would be a great asset for the province, according to
Hawkings.
 Developing a hiking trail could be less costly than a multi-purpose trail aimed
at ATV/Quad users, depending on the terrain.
 Rural Dividend would likely be supportive of a hiking trail between Tahsis and
Zeballos.
 Would be a magnet for visitors, similar to a multi-purpose trail.
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Cons:
 Would require more resources to research route options and conduct the recce
work, design, environmental assessment and the other requirements for a
RSTBC submission.
 No guarantee that a suitable route can be found.
 No guarantee that a submission would be approved by RSTBC.
 A business case would also need to be conducted to determine the economic
benefits to the community.

OPTION 5
Postpone or cancel the project.
Pros:
 Reduces future Village expenditures on a project which may never be approved.
 Allows staff and other resources to focus on other Council and Village priorities.
Cons:
 Loss of a potentially significant eco-tourism asset which could support existing
businesses and spur new businesses.
 Over $200,000 spent on the project to date without resulting in a viable
proposal.
 Loss of opportunity to work collaboratively with Zeballos and the two First
Nations.
 Failure to complete could impact future grant applications.
 Potential reputational risk.

Analysis
Proceeding under any of the Options 1-4, will require a confirmed source of funding,
staff time commitment and a collective understanding that: a) the additional work may
take 2 or more years to complete; and b) even a revised or new proposal may not
receive RSTBC approval.
Moreover, to make an informed decision regarding any of these options (or others),
more information is required. Gathering this preliminary information for decisionmaking purposes will likely require expenditures on professional consultants and staff
time. Making a decision without more information could prove risky (i.e., costly). The
Village and the Society may decide on an initial or tentative preferred option(s) and
then investigate to determine whether that option is viable based on the preliminary
research.
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Initial Recommendations
 The Society convene a meeting to consider these and other options.
 The Village (as grant recipient) and the Society appoint a small ad hoc
committee to consult with Rural Dividend and ICET on these (and/or other)
options to determine how the grant funding would be affected under the various
scenarios.
 The ad hoc committee meet with John Hawkings or other RSTBC staff for input
on options.
 The ad hoc committee also consult with ATVBC, Campbell River ATV Club, WFP
and other stakeholders on the RSTBC decision.
 Tahsis, Zeballos, MMFN and E/CFN contribute $5,000 each toward retaining
consultant(s) to conduct preliminary research on one or more of the tentative
preferred options.
 The ad hoc committee (or staff) discuss the tentative preferred option (could be
options 1, 2 and/or 3) with Onsite Engineering.
 The ad hoc committee (or staff) discuss the tentative preferred option (could be
options 3 and/or 4) with 43K.
 The ad hoc committee make a recommendation to the Village and the Society on
the committee’s preferred option based on the information gathered.

STRATEGIC PRIORITY:
Yes: “Build the Community Unity Trail linking Tahsis with Zeballos”.

Respectfully submitted:

____________________________
Mark Tatchell, CAO
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