
 
REGIONAL DISTRICT OF CENTRAL KOOTENAY 

 

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES 
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 3002 and 3003 

 
A Public Hearing for Bylaws No. 3002 and 3003, a proposed amendment to Zoning Bylaw No. 1675, 2004 
and Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2214, 2011 was held on March 13, 2025 at 6:00 
p.m. remotely via Zoom and in Nelson, BC at the RDCK Head Office. The Hearing commenced at 
6:02p.m.  There were 75 members of the public in attendance including the applicant. 
 
 
PRESENT 
Director Tom Newell  Chair of Public Hearing 
Zachari Giacomazzo  Planner 1 
Laura Christie   Public Hearing Secretary 
 
  
CALL TO ORDER 

 
 Director Newell called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. 
 

INTRODUCTIONS 
 
 Director Newell introduced himself and the RDCK staff to the public. 
 

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSAL 
 
 Planner Giacomazzo gave an overview of the proposal. 
 

PRESENTATION BY APPLICANT 
 
 The applicant made a presentation at the beginning of the formal submissions period. 
 

QUESTIONS and ANSWERS 
 

 The public asked questions which were answered by the Chair, the Planner and the applicant. 
 
 Questions and concerns are summarized as follows: 
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Question: When will the minutes be finalized? If we notice any errors or omissions, who would we 
contact? 
Planner: Contact myself and they will be finalized before the April 17th board meeting. 
Question: The RDCK has been sent the McAlhaney groundwater impact assessment report. Will this 
be included in it’s entirety as part of the RAC and RDCK Board meeting? 
Planner: Yes it will be attached as a submission to the staff report from the public as a written 
submission.  
Question: Will you be including in your staff report comments on the McAlhaney report.  
Planner: It was received quite recently, so I haven't had a chance to go through the whole thing in in 
complete detail. Yes, it will be considered by myself and the elected officials. 
Question: Regarding the revised report from Active Earth on ground water assessment. As my wife 
said, the neighbors, my neighbors have sponsored this study from another engineering firm. Will you be 
submitting the study done by the neighbourhood to IHA to make a review and comment on?  
Planner: We will not be providing it to IHA, because it is not part of our procedure to take information 
that has been solicited or commissioned by the public. Our role is taking in the information that was 
submitted in the application process and get comments on that. It is outside our procedure to 
circulate reports and comments that come from other sources to external agencies. 
Chair: The Board specifically asked something of the proponent. Their response was legal, certified, 
and responded to by IHA. The Board deem that to have fulfilled the requirement of one of the 5 
reports that they required. That’s how that will be processed.  
Question: Can we submit it to IHA to see that they provide comments to the Board? 
Chair: No. You can submit it, but we can’t receive any more feedback. But I could be wrong. I don’t 
think that's part of like their service that they offer.  
Planner: I don't want to speak on behalf of them, but I don't think that they have the capacity to take in 
reports from the general public on whatever topic that is and comment on them like they're a referral 
agency. And specifically, the people that I send the information to, they work with us to assess 
development applications and specifically work with the local government. I just don't know if they would 
offer that service.  
Question: How many times in the last 3 years have you received an application for both Bylaw change 
and OCP designation change? I’m just wondering how common that is. 
Planner: I’m not sure off the top of my head. There’s at least one example I can think of. I would have 
to look at my list of files and the history of my applications.  
Chair: It could be on the official community plan area app page.  
Planner: There is also a decisions page on our website that goes over the past decisions, whether they 
have been approved or not. Those decisions would be there. I don’t have a number, at least one 
within the last 2 years. 
Question: The closing down of the receipt of submissions and talking to the area representatives. Is 
that an administrative policy of the RDCK or is that a statutory policy codified in a statute? 
Planner: It’s a legislative requirement under the Local Government Act. It’s part of the procedures for 
public hearings. 
Question: Are comments and presentations tonight restricted to the groundwater impact system? 
Planner: The purpose of holding this meeting is to consider the new information. If there’s other 
things you want to mention, we’re not going to say that you can only talk about the groundwater 
assessment. However, we’re encouraging everyone, for time sake, to focus on the new information. 
But there is not a legal requirement that you cannot address other items. 
Question: Can you help me understand why something that might impact our health like the 
McElhanney report wouldn’t get sent to Interior Health? 
Chair: The Board asked the proponent for 5 studies and they fulfilled that requirement. IHA 
responded to the study and the RDCK asked the proponent to address the issue. In good faith, they 
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addressed the issue with affirm. To which the IHA, who raised the issue originally, said in their report 
that it was an adequate response from the proponent. 
We could keep going through reports, but at some point, the Board needs to rely on what was 
requested of the proponent. They have fulfilled what we asked them to do. The Board will consider 
IHA’s comments. We have put demands on the proponent and now each Board member will need to 
consider the comments to see if it’s adequate for them on that particular issue of the aquifer and the 
groundwater safety. They will be considering many different issues when it comes to whether each 
person would deem it to be approved for rezoning. 
In fact, in the court ruling that I read yesterday, the judge did say that this could go on forever. At 
some point the process needs to be stopped so the decision-making body could actually make a 
ruling. Therefore, we feel we have fulfilled all the legal requirements of the public hearing process. 
We put great demands on the proponent to fulfill requirements and now the Board will have to sit 
down, and each member will read the report. We will have to see their opinion, feelings, thoughts on 
how to move forward and how to vote on it.  
In your submission, you can say we should do this or that, but the question part of the agenda has 
been answered. 
Question: Once the decision is made by the Board is there an appeals process?  
Chair: No, there isn’t, as far as I know.  
Planner: I believe there is an opportunity for a challenge or appeal. I don’t know the ins and outs of 
that process. 
Question: If this independent report is done and IHA is not considering it, would this be grounds for 
an appeal? 
Chair: We can’t answer that. I think that you would need to seek legal advice on that. I don’t want to 
go beyond our legal. 
Planner: I think some of these questions are in relation to the procedure. What Chair Newell was 
trying to summarize is that we have a procedure that we stick to for all these applications. That 
involves us seeking advice from external agencies when required. So that’s what we did during the 
submission of the first aquifer assessment. It just comes down to procedural fairness. There is nothing 
in our procedure that allows us to take in the type of a report from an individual or community group 
and then circulate that as supplemental information to external agencies. 
Question: The applicant has been asked by the Board to submit these 5 additional reports. Why 
wouldn’t the Board ask other interested parties to submit reports instead of just the applicant? There 
appears to be other individuals that sort of been more willing to submit information in this process. 
But you only went to one source. Is that the policy of the RDCK? Is that in the Local Government Act? 
Planner: Again, I think that’s a bigger question about our procedures. 
Question: And so it’s an administrative procedure is what you’re telling me? 
Planner: Yes, it’s the standard procedure for land use bylaw amendments. I can’t speak to other local 
governments or procedures but yes. 
Chair: Thank you. I’m getting a lesson in the Local Government Act and it’s complexities. There are 
law firms that only deal with municipal law. It’s very complex and evolving aspect of law. 
Question: Of the residents, businesses and institutions submitting letters of support or non-support, 
what percentage are actually local and will be directly affected by this decision?  
Chair: The emails I’ve been reading include no address or anything, just an email. It’s hard to measure 
that. Is there anything you would like to add? 
Question: No, it's just a consideration that if there's no way of knowing, at least I have no way of 
knowing whether there's private interests or stakes in the outcome that are affecting people’s 
decision to submit. 
Chair: Yes, that's something the Board will have to somehow take into consideration. But the 
proponent does have some feedback. So if the proponent has some insight into that. Go ahead. 
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Proponent: The previous submissions, the architectural division, there was one from UBC and it was 
about the creation of jobs. Many of our staff have gone to UBC. That is the only letter that I am aware 
of that is not from the area.  
Chair: We don’t know where they are coming from, that is the reality of email.  
Question: The Kokanee Provincial Park is only a half kilometre away from this proposed site. What 
assessments have been done to assess the risk to wildlife in this area? Did we get any assessment on 
wildlife? 
Planner: As part of the process, the referral was circulated to a wildlife biologist [at the Province], 
with no significant comments.   

 
  
 FORMAL SUBMISSIONS FOR OR AGAINST PROPOSED BYLAW No. 3002 and 3003 
 

Written Formal Submissions received prior to the Public Hearing are attached and form part of these  
minutes. The Written Formal Submissions expressing opposition to the proposal are attached to these  
minutes as Appendix A. The Written Formal Submissions expressing support for the proposal are  
attached to these minutes as Appendix B. 
 
VERBAL and WRITTEN formal submissions received during the Public Hearing:  
 

Name Submission 
Josh and Ben Hall 
(Applicants) 

My name is Josh. This is my brother Ben. We are the second generation of 
Spearhead. We want to say thank you to the RDCK. For the diligent work. I think 
we can all appreciate that diligent work.  
We'd like to take a moment to speak to who we are to clarify who Spearhead is 
in this community and also speak to our application.  
We have always pursued through craftsmanship in our work, but we have also 
been very consciously embracing forward looking technologies so that we could 
stay at the forefront of our industry. As the company has grown over the 28 
years, we've been at 12 Mile. Our role in advanced timber projects has really 
galvanized our reputation and has distinguished our company and this 
community as global leaders and it's really celebrated project typology. These 
projects serve an important role in our industry because it's through this work 
that we're making advancements in the materials and methods that are shaping 
the future of the timber fabrication industry.  
To be an internationally recognized leader in this world, while having the 
privilege of living in Nelson, is something that we do not take for granted. Ben 
and I both grew up here, and we're excited to be raising families of our own 
here. We're also incredibly proud of the amazing team that we have with 
Spearhead, many of whom have deep roots in this community, many of whom 
have worked with us for up to 25, 26, 27 years. We feel a great responsibility to 
be running a family business here in Nelson. We're proud of the fact that we're 
one of the largest employers in the area, contributing several million dollars of 
payroll into Nelson annually. 
The mass timber industry has grown tremendously over the past few years in 
North America, but we need to highlight that our focus is quite different from 
the industry. Our focus is on pursuing and delivering low volume demonstration 
projects like what you see on the screen. But to do that effectively, we've had to 
specialize and innovate as a company. That is really what this whole project is all 



Public Hearing Minutes 
Proposed Amendment Bylaw No. 3002 and 3003 

 
about. It's about maintaining our leadership in the industry to ensure that we 
can stay competitive and successful in Nelson in the long term. We didn't sit 
down and say, “What's next for Spearhead.” We are really responding to real 
pressures in our industry. I'm not referring to the tariffs. I'm referring to the 
timber industry, and we must evolve or risk losing the edge that has made our 
business special, and that has really made us successful here in Nelson.  
Thanks to our strategic location in Kootenays, we have access to some of the 
best timber in the world which we can use responsibly to produce the highest 
quality glulam in North America. As the conduit between the client and the 
forest, we have a great responsibility to educate our clientele, and to ensure that 
we are not only encouraging best practice harvesting in forestry, but leveraging 
the position we must actually encourage and support progressive change in the 
way the industry operates. 
Our rezoning is about 2 things, childcare and additional fabrication space with 
handmaking capabilities. Ultimately this building will be an extension of our 
existing business and integral component in our highly collaborative work 
environment. We're excited to be one of the 1st businesses in this region taking 
the bold step to invest in on site childcare, and hopefully encourage other 
companies to follow.  
We should underscore that our focus is on low volume projects of high 
complexity. What this means is that while the building may be large, the output 
is actually very low. The building size is dictated by the equipment needed to 
fabricate these inspired projects as well as accommodate the larger footprint 
required utilize 0 VOC glues. To that point and to highlight the precedent setting 
nature of our project, we would be the only one of the only companies in North 
America capable of making glulam that could be used in living, building challenge 
certified buildings. One of the highest certifications in the construction industry. 
We've been asked why we don't build this somewhere else. And I think the 
answer is quite simple. The type of work that we do requires intimate 
collaboration amongst our team, amongst all aspects of the business, and that 
internal feedback loop is critical to our success. If we partition that, we will not 
be successful in these highly complex projects. 
And just to wrap up to be mindful of time here. This is an exciting project, led by 
what we believe to be a very talented group of individuals, both Spearhead staff 
and consultants, that we've hired the architects, the engineers, the whole team 
in a fantastic location and at a very pivotal moment in time. 

Kathy Tixier 
(Senior 
Hydrogeologist 
with Active Earth) 

I am a senior hydrogeologist with Active Earth. I did not author the report, but I 
am quite familiar with that report and the site.  
What's always challenging in my field is getting everyone on the same page in 
terms of what's happening underground, so that we're all picturing the same 
setting. So, the slides that I'm going to present to you provide the 
hydrogeological setting for this site and if we all better understand that we can 
better assess the impacts on the environment, particularly on water quality, 
which I understand to be the primary concern for down gradient residents.  
So, I'll just share my screen here. Okay, so here's the site. It's outlined in red. 
There's currently an operation on this parcel, and we're looking to expand and 
rezone these other 3.  
What we're seeing here are registered water wells in the vicinity. It is not a total 
picture. Not all water wells are registered, but these are the ones that are 
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included in the province’s database, and they all have what's called a well tag 
number. There are 3 wells on the site. 3 of them are not registered. They're all 
not registered. And there's a neighbor’s well on this property. If we look at this 
in another way, you can see again the same distribution of wells. They're all 
given blue dots.  
And you can see how the province has mapped 2 aquifers. One is a bedrock 
aquifer, Aquifer 1018, and the other one is an overburden aquifer. That's this 
aquifer, 994, which is largely comprised of alluvial deposit in this fan carried in 
by Kokanee Creek. If we were to draw a slice through the ground surface and 
look at this in profile, the Kokanee River is on the left side, and the mountain 
upland area climbs to the right.  
Based on the lithological information shared in the well construction records, 
we've come up with this picture. We have a bedrock aquifer that's shaded in 
gray. It is covered by a thin veneer of colluvium of sand and gravel. The site is 
situated right here. It covers this distance, and as you move further downhill 
what begins to appear is that alluvial fan, which is different materials, entirely 
largely comprised of sand and gravel, and the water table is very shallow. That's 
why this has been very loosely classified as a vulnerable aquifer because of the 
shallow water table and the high permeability of these sediments.  
The bedrock aquifer that we will be drawing from for the project's water supply 
is different. It's a different flow regime. It relies a lot on interconnected water 
bearing fractures, some of which are noted in the logs.  
The water levels can be very variable. They can be near surface or very deep but 
it's a slightly different picture. The water ends up in the same place, but it takes 
a very different pathway, whether it's through the bedrock aquifer, I mean. In 
this case it will discharge it, probably into the sand and gravel aquifer and then 
into the river.  
But I just wanted to share that that global picture with you. Of the 
hydrogeological regime. The blasting that the proponents are proposing will go 
into the slope a little bit. The tallest wall of that excavation would be about 10 
meters. We've shown that here with the yellow triangle. Now, if we zoom in on 
this area on the site and we're looking at it in plan. This was from the 
McElhanney report… 
Submission was ended due to 10-minute time constraint. 

Anne Desjardins  
(Starlight Road 
resident) 

Regarding the rezoning of lots on Highway 3A and Starlight Road, as well as the 
amendments to Bylaws 3002 and 3003.  
I'm a member of the Crescent Beach Community Group, which was formed to 
pool our efforts to oppose the rezoning application of these 3 lots, as well as the 
Bylaw amendments. Our Crescent Beach community opposes rezoning of any 
residential land for any industrial use in a rural neighborhood, no matter which 
neighborhood, no matter which industry. This 64,000 square foot building, 
added to an existing 4,000 square foot compound does not constitute 
comprehensive development. As far as we're concerned, it is the size of a 
significant industrial development.  
We submitted petition 85% of the residents in our neighborhood who are 
opposed to the rezoning. This opposition is getting momentum as a broader 
community is getting informed and you've heard about the petition circulating 
now on change.org with over 200 signatures on the 1st week. And members of 
the greater Nelson community, who are also opposed to this rezoning, they say, 
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and I quote, “No industrial development in proximity of a salmon bearing 
Kokanee Creek. It's too close to the park and residents, and it's time for all 
government levels to make clear stands on those kind of activities that threaten 
wildlife and human quality of life.”  
This is not a conversation that has been sparked. It's an opposition that has been 
sparked. 
Now, I would like to address the whatever number letters of support for this 
rezoning application that individual and businesses who have expressed their 
support and have commercial ties to the developers. Which raises questions 
about the potential for conflicts of interest. The theme of most of these letters is 
that Spearhead has a successful business which should be allowed to grow. 
Whether it is a good business or not, it is not the question before the Board. 
Spearhead’s integrity and ecological mindset has no bearing on the issue of 
rezoning.  The question before the Board is whether 3 rural residential lots 
should be rezoned for industrial use, and the official community plan be 
amended to do so. Most of these letters were written by people who are not 
Crescent Beach community residents people who are not directly impacted by 
this rezoning proposal. They represent letters of support for the expansion, but 
have no direct impact when it comes to supporting their zoning. They are not as 
strong as a formal petition submitted by the Crescent Beach community 
residents. The people who live there, and will lose their quality of life as a result 
of the industrial expansion.  
Stopping the rezoning does not have to stop the expansion. Spearhead has the 
choice of building in a different location. They have resources necessary, and 
other locations have been considered previously on land that is already 
designated for industrial use. Where their economic growth can continue, they 
can continue to expand at will give work to local businesses and employees. This 
might turn out to be a winning situation for everyone concerned. Instead of 
dividing the community, Spearhead will gain overall support by those that may 
support them, but do not support them. Forcing their agenda onto a community 
who has made adamantly clear their opposition.  
Spearhead is a choice, but the residents do not. They cannot all pack up and 
leave their devalued homes, in which they had invested years of their lives they 
will be forced to live in close proximity to an industrial compound that did not 
exist before they arrived that has slowly grown and is threatening to continue to 
grow to a size that is no longer acceptable. This does not foster positive 
relationships with the neighborhood.  Allowing this rezoning will sacrifice the 
needs and welfare of many. In order to benefit a few.  
We ask the Board members to not let this rezoning take place, which is for the 
convenience of the business developer and not let financial gain overrule the 
welfare of people and the integrity of the environment? I asked this question 
and to the applicants, would you consent to have a 70,000 square foot industrial 
compound develop in your neighborhood? Then why is it acceptable to develop 
it in others? Does, contributing 7 million dollars of payroll to the community, 
give you the right to demand this in this in this fantastic location that you call our 
backyards and our Park. 

Michele St. 
Germain  

I'm an expert in managing risks for insurance companies and pension plan.  
I spoke at the last hearing at the risk of drinking water contamination to my 
drinking water and that of my neighbours.  
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(Crescent Road 
resident) 

In my opinion, the report and the revised report by Active Earth has not properly 
assessed that risk my drinking water is on Aquifer 994, just below Spearhead. 
And the aquifer has been reported as being highly vulnerable to contamination 
by surface activity. And I'm going to quote from the Interior Health email that 
was sent to you, “The cornerstone of healthy built rural development is keeping 
drinking source water and potential contamination sources apart. Ensuring 
source water is free from contaminants is a very important safeguard. We know 
that Aquifer 994 is identified as highly vulnerable. Any additional development 
should be carefully assessed.” I don't think it has been carefully assessed.  
There are 2 sources of contaminants, the chemical risk. Regarding the chemical 
risk, Active Earth states that in the event of an accident any glue or spill will be 
contained by the concrete floor of the building and will be cleaned 
appropriately. But the SDS in connection with those chemicals states that the 
cleanup is with water, and there's no mention of the contaminated water will be 
handled. The SDS also state that the chemical Isocyanates must not be allowed 
to get into drains or groundwater. This was not analyzed by Active Earth. Active 
Earth also states that the adhesives are low VOC, but that doesn't mean that 
they are not hazardous, and toxic. That glue will remain toxic and hazardous for 
a very long time and will continue to represent a risk to the environment.  
Furthermore, Active Earth did not address how the shop floor and the 
equipment will be cleaned, and how the water and any solvent that has 
encountered the glues will be disposed of. This risk and is ongoing, and I haven't 
seen any measure that they would not enter the drains or the groundwater.  
The other risk is effluent. There will be over 100 persons using washrooms on a 
daily basis, and the by products will be pumping to an effluent in the upper 
bench and then it will be disbursed. There's a risk that the affluent will flow 
down the slope without sufficient time to renovate. Active Earth indicates that 
because of the conscious way deposit that can be managed. But Active Earth has 
not analyzed how it would be done and the conclusion of negligible risk has 
remained unproven.  
In my opinion, the risk of water contamination to our drinking water has not 
been properly assessed, and I encourage you to look at the Interior Health 
statement that drinking water must be free from contamination. 

Mariette St. 
Germain 
(Crescent Road 
resident) 

At the second public hearing, on January 28th, many residents raised a concern 
that the potential risk to the private domestic wells and drinking water.  
Having reviewed the groundwater impact assessments prepared by Active Earth, 
they believed that the scope of that study did not adequately address the risk of 
aquifer contamination, and that it would not ensure that their drinking water 
remains safe. This group of residents decided to pay for an independent 
hydrogeological assessment. McElhanney Ltd. was contracted to perform the 
assessment and has identified potential risks to private wells located 
downgrading of the proposed rezoning site. These risks include, and I quote from 
their report, “1. Effluent from the septic field that may only be partially 
renovated, and thus still contain organic matter. Nutrients and biological 
pathogens as it flows down the slope and enters the building perimeter drains, 
and from there will impact water quality of Aquifer 994.  
Shock wash down water from concrete floor slab, which may contain shock 
chemicals, such as residual glues and stains may enter the septic system, or the 
perimeter drains or rock pits, and then will recharge Aquifer 994.  
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Exterior wash down water which would enter the storm water retention disposal 
system would be discharged to be infiltrated, to groundwater on rock pits, and 
would recharge Aquifer 994.  
Concentration of stagnant water in rock pits would lead to higher concentrations 
of contaminants over time increased, stormwater runoff due to and the increase 
in impervious rooftops and paved surfaces would have an impact on the water 
table underlying homes downslope of the new plant.”  
McElhanney also identified several deficiencies in the proposal as has been set 
forth in documents provided at these public hearings:  
1. It's unlikely that there will be adequate, effluent renovation prior to discharge 
at the South property boundary  
2. Time for potentially contaminated groundwater to be intercepted by domestic 
wells indicated downslope of the property may be less than expected and could 
represent a health hazard.  
3. There is no consideration of the high consequences, though low likelihood 
event, of a release of low VOC or petroleum hydrocarbon chemicals at the 
property. 
4. There is currently no clear stormwater management plan for the property.  
5. There has been no consideration of installation of groundwater monitoring 
wells along the South property boundary  
6. There has been no consideration of baseline and post operation groundwater 
monitoring in the highly vulnerable aquifer 994.  
McElhenney Limited also further warned that regarding the 3 test pits excavated 
by Highland Consulting a clay layer was found only at one. And the clay was not 
intercepted at any of the other test pits. Hence the continuity of clay across the 
property has not been verified, and the clay is to be considered a localized lens. 
Furthermore, the bottom of the clay layer has not been defined, and as such the 
thickness of this layer is unknown.  
In contrast, the Active Earth groundwater impact assessment. It is referenced in 
their conclusions that there is a relatively continuous clay like deposit, such as 
the impact on groundwater quality for the wells located south of the site is 
quote, “expected to be negligible” unquote. Mcelhenney concludes differently. 
The development of the site which is between 20 and 45 meters up gradient of 
the highly vulnerable Aquifer 994 could pose significant risks to the wells located 
downgrading of the site which are the sole source of drinking water for several 
residences.  
On behalf of the Crescent Beach Community Group, I want to be clear. Residents 
down gradient cannot and should not be exposed to any health hazard, risk to 
their private drinking wells because of this rezoning proposal. It is the RDCK's 
duty to protect the well-being of the community, and they must not allow any 
compromise on drinking water safety. At this point many unknowns remain. 
RDCK Directors will need to decide. Knowing that this rezoning proposal carries 
the potential to cause significant health risks to residents living near the 
proposed site.  
Therefore, we urge all directors and everyone else to read the Mcelhenney 
groundwater impact assessment and to act in the best interest of Crescent 
Beach Community to protect them from any potential contamination of their 
drinking water. I strongly urge the RDCK to oppose this rezoning proposal as the 
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risk to the health and safety of our Crescent Beach community residents are too 
great. 

Klaus Offerman 
(Robertson Road 
resident) 
 
 

What I first would like to talk about is community concerns and a particular one. 
I know that opposition to the large new factory is not motivated by opposition to 
development in principle. Many of the reasons provided by supporters of the 
large new glulam facility are also reflected in the comments of concerned 
neighbors who support the current Spearhead workshop. I, too, celebrate how a 
small creative high tech workshop from this little community has so successfully 
penetrated world markets with magnificently designed structures. I also support 
the expansion of so much value added to the resource because jobs are 
inevitably lost to technological advances. I understand that because I used to be 
Union Rep in the forest industry.  
But, like many of my concerned neighbors, I believe that Kokanee is not at all an 
appropriate location for this large factory, and I believe that for the following 
reason, it is not acceptable to download the risk of likely unsafe corporate 
externalities onto this residential neighborhood.  
Presentations by concerned members of this community have provided an 
amazing amount of information, often very efficiently condensed to the time 
constraints. These have been immensely helpful for me to understand these 
issues, and I'm thankful to all. Especially Chancy Blair's important contribution 
compelled me to participate in this process. His observation, that research which 
asserts polyurethane and MDIs are non-toxic is ancient research that ought to be 
taken very seriously by the RDCK.  
The RDCK cannot in good conscience rely on research from the sixties and 
assume that it has protected the health and well-being of this community. There 
are reasons why OSHA has for several decades set occupational exposure ceiling 
limits for MDIs. Chancy explains that safety data sheets are classifying MDIs as 
harmful substances that can cause toxicity through inhalation, ingestion and 
steam product with a host of severe consequences for integration.  
Further, a 1996, biology publication referencing case Number 5, Wood Products 
Manufacturing, describes how 10 workers at an engineered products plant 
developed occupational asthma from exposure to MDI. The document is titled, 
“Preventing Asthma and Death from Diaconate Exposure.” The introduction is 
titled, “Workers Exposed to diaconates may involve serious or fatal respiratory 
disease. Clearly, Isocyanate give sufficient cause for extraordinary caution.  
Living at 4733 Roberts Road, I'm concerned that a wildfire may contact your 
operation. It seems like West Kokanee Creek almost to have become a regular 
event for wildfires. I would like to see information on the proximity of and 
frequency of fires in a 3 to 4 kilometer section. I recall when a rapidly spreading 
fire broke out on the property behind Rob and Begg's place. I could not believe 
how quickly that fire moved towards our place. The neighborhood all headed for 
safety to the mailboxes, and anxiously waited for the fire engines to arrive. 
Thank goodness, they arrived expeditiously. If they had not, I think all the 
properties north of Robinson Road, including ours, would have been lost. I would 
bet that fire was within, or much close to, 200 views of the proposed new 
Spearhead factory site. I remember the burning embers of the Hasty Creek fire 
landing in the waters just off Osprey Point. For at least a couple of fire seasons, 
the neighborhood gathered at the mailbox late in the evening, anxiously 
observing whether huge wildfires would crest. On one occasion the ridge east of 
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Sitcom Creek, and on another occasion it the crest the ridge right behind West 
Kokanee Creek. One sleepless midnight, I stepped out to the end of our driveway 
at the park entrance. I could observe the raging fire on one of those ridges, even 
from that location. One summer fire was raged all around Kokanee Creek Park. 
The campsites west of the creek were shut down for public use and replaced by 
the tents of firefighters from Australia, who have come to help with the 
emergence in our neck of the woods. All of this persuades me that forest fire 
information ought to be part of the consideration of this rezoning application.  
I want to make one more comment. It's titled, “Legal is Not Always Safe,” and I 
had a host of examples.  
But I want to give you my last point. In the mid seventies, still at KFP I mixed glue 
that was applied to the layers of the beam veneer in a panel of plywood. The 
mask I was given did the job of protecting me from the very fine rice husk 
powder that I poured into the mixing tank filled with a dark red resin. On the 
weekends I had to clean that 7 foot diameter mixing chain. Wearing rubber 
coveralls, I would be sent 9 feet down that slimy ladder packing of powerful 
steeples, so I could dissolve the thick sludge of phenyl formaldehyde caustics 
and other uglies that have built up on the wall. The regulatory environment 
continued to evolve after that, and in the late seventies the dryer operator I 
would enter and hold down the burner chambers of huge gas fired veneer dryer. 
I was now sensibly provided with a sky air pack, a respirator that isolated my 
breathing from the environment, and supplemented my lungs with oxygen. But 
by now I have developed a cedar allergy and have become very sensitive to my 
environment. I now have eczema and acute asthma. A smoky fire season means 
retreating to the house and to the air focus, as does a severe cold in session.  
So, I have learned that regulations are frequently outdated, that employers 
generally adhere to written regulations, but will not generally acknowledge 
salient new information that has not yet been rigorously tested. However, my 
health and my body often remind me that a practice being fully consistent with a 
regulatory framework, absolutely can be unsafe. The construction of a large 
glulam factory near Kokanee is example where rigorous research has just failed 
to catch up to reality.  
I’ll give you a couple more examples of my interaction with the regulatory 
regime. So, 57 years ago, I started working at the KFP Cloud Mill as a clipper 
spotter. I was having cotton to protect my hearing. Years later, the WCB 
Requirements advanced to foam or rubber earplugs. Good thing a 9 foot long, 
steel knife rapidly hammering on a roped Dane aluminum envelope makes one 
heck of a racket. Today proper earmuffs would be required at the times these 
were not available or required by the WCB regulations. So now I have significant 
hearing loss.  
In 1981, I became a business agent for the Woodworkers Union, and I serviced 
factories and logging camps throughout the West Kootenays. I was alerted that a 
couple of mills were treating lumber with pentacle xorphanols. I studied the 
matter and confirmed the work of concern that exchanging leather gloves for 
long rubber gloves would not really protect the workers. The employers were 
insistent, and the workers informed me that we would walk out for the sake of 
their health. I gave their decision my blessings. 

Chauncy Blair My name is Chancy Blair, and I've been a proud resident on Crescent Beach for 
44 years. My property is located on Crescent Beach Road, approximately 50 
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(Crescent Road 
resident) 
 
 
 

meters from Spearhead. At the last public hearing, I spoke about potential risk to 
human and environmental health in the proposed development. Today, I want 
to briefly address 2 additional environmental concerns.  
First, I'd like to talk about the emissions from the biomass boiler and the 
potential impact on ambient air quality. I recently received data from a DC based 
environmental monitoring company which conducted air quality monitoring on a 
similar boiler to the same manufacturer. The emissions, components tested 
included particulate matter, total hydrocarbons, nitrous oxides and carbon 
monoxide. all of which significant implications for both human health and the 
environment. The results from this testing, conducted at 66% boiler capacity 
showed emissions that were either on the high end or exceeded the 
manufacturer's maximum emission specifications. In fact, emissions of 
particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide surpassed the ambient provincial air 
quality objectives which are set to protect both public health and environment. 
My point is these systems may not be as efficient as proclaimed. We have no 
emission air dispersion model data modeling for our community. Simply put, we 
have no data on the level of emissions we'll be exposed to in our homes and 
cannot come to any conclusions on safety.  
Second, I want to address the potential environmental impact of isocyanates 
which are found in glulam adhesives. When MDI isocyanates interact with water, 
they form polyurea’s which create a sledge on the surface of water bodies. In 
one environmental toxicity study I read, this sledge formation led to significant 
changes in the microbial composition in an aquatic pond model. Though this may 
seem insignificant to some listeners, we know that in ecology even the tiniest 
changes can have devastating long-term downstream ripple effects on an 
ecosystem. Again, I want to point out, isocyanates. Do not have any established 
data on long-term, low-level exposure, making it impossible to assess the full 
environmental risk.  
While Spearhead may make efforts to contain these chemicals, it is impossible to 
eliminate all emissions and wastewater from a large industrial facility. Over time, 
the accumulation of these substances, like polyurethane sludge, can alter 
ecosystems and threaten environmental health. This situation mirrors the 
growing problems of microplastics in our environment. Another example of how 
seemingly inert chemicals can accumulate and cause widespread harm.  
If this rezoning proposal approved an unknown long-term risk scenario is created 
for the Resident. I urge the Board to err on the side of caution and prioritize 
safety over economic growth. Regional Districts face increasing pressure to 
balance industrial and residential zoning which often leads to competing 
interest. However, there are responsible ways to handle this. The risks I have 
outlined would be significantly reduced if the applicant expanded an industrial 
zone away from residential homes.  
I conclude the harms and risks of this project are not 0.  Individuals should be 
free to decide what levels of risk they're willing to accept in their homes. This is a 
fundamental right. A vote in favor of rezoning fringes on that right, and subjects 
residents to foreseeable harms. Please take our concerns seriously. I certainly do 
and that's why I'm here speaking again tonight. 

Austin Hawkins 
(Area ‘F’ resident) 
 

I live near Crescent Beach, but not below the facility. I'm an architect, but I have 
no commercial ties to Spearhead. I think this gives me not just my position, but I 
think you know my work as an architect. Gives me a very specific idea of the 
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value of spear guys work. And I also think the research that the community at 
Crescent Beach has done has been super helpful and working as an architect. 
Again, not working on this project, I'd like to suggest to the RDCK that's working 
with the architects of record on the project, that they take the these well studied 
kind of concerns seriously and approach those problems to come to some 
contribution.  
On a whole, I have a different point of view from the residents of Crescent 
Beach. I think primarily because of my demographic. So, I'm kind of early in my 
career. I'm 37 and mostly what I work on is basically affordable housing is 
sustainable by that. And that terms used a lot. But it's about, you know, 
integrating our construction with our environment.  
That's plants that grew up, so I call it. You know, bio fibers, and timber is one of 
those, and Spearhead has done a bunch of work to advance that. But in 
particular, I think, was critical now. So, we have mass timber, which uses a lot of 
timber really quite quickly, and I think that you know I've used it myself in in one 
project I work on. But that's becoming a big problem in our neighborhood as 
well. We see logging trucks coming by every 20 minutes. That can't carry on 
forever. And I think if you look at this, the reason I say our point of view is 
different. I'm kind of younger and I'm looking at a solution to climate change, 
which is a way bigger question than your neighborhood.  
Your neighborhood has a concern about water and air. Those are key concerns. 
Those can be solved by technology locally. And I think that's the responsibility of 
the architect involved and the RDCK. Using technology and some pits to deal 
with that drainage and potentially use wells to test for. But that's something that 
I think you know Spearhead can do, and we don't have to lose the potential to 
invent new things that can save us from an even bigger problem, which is, you 
know, I want to talk about that a little bit.  
What Spearhead is proposing to do in that glulam plant is to, from my 
understanding of it is, create a press that can make glulam’s that can bend in 
multiple directions. Right now, that's mostly applicable for luxury housing. One 
of our problems in structure is that we typically use flat numbers also known as 
members in bending. This is a very inefficient way to support a structure. We 
need to use numbers that are curved like the bones of a whale skeleton, and get 
greater structural efficiency, and to arrive at a much more efficient use of our 
timber you cost in the timber industry know we're running out of timber and we 
have to use it differently. We have to upcycle it to a much greater degree.  
Now, locally, is this the right neighborhood for it? We have all these problems 
that you're talking about Spearhead in the neighborhood. I was just hiking up 
behind 9 mile, just like a few kilometers away. There are 5 old trucks back there, 
leaking their oil into the forest as well. So, we need to deal. We've had these 
problems air quality. There is a haze over that part during the summer, because 
we're burning wildfires, right? And so, I think we need to integrate these 
problems and look for a new solution.  
And I think you guys are working together beautifully. So, I just thank you for 
your work as well as advocating for the water and things locally. And thank you 
guys for your work advocating for sustainable harvesting of timber and you know 
new technology going forward. 

Terry Lowrey  I stand before you tonight to express my strong opposition to the proposed 
rezoning of the lots in question.  
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(Robertson Road 
resident) 

My primary concern is the impact this project will have on our airshed. 
Specifically, regarding Spearhead's plan to burn waste wood chips or shavings for 
heat generation, and to reduce the disposal cost of those shavings and chips. For 
myself, I feel this is unacceptable. There is a growing concern among scientists 
and environmental experts regarding the detrimental effects of biomass 
burning. It is widely recognized as a significant source of pollution in releasing 
harmful particulates and contributing to global warming. I feel that by 
contributing this biomass heating option, Spearhead is taking a step backward, 
not forward in terms of environmental responsibility.  
Let me provide some historical context. Spearhead previously operated a wood 
fired boiler which became a pretty big source of smoke pollution in the 
neighborhood. The smoke would typically drift eastward towards Kokanee 
Creek, where it would follow a downslope trajectory settling over our 
neighborhood almost kind of like a micro inversion. When my wife and I first 
moved to the area in the 1980s, many households were relying on wood for 
heat. We like to sleep with our window open, but during the winter months, the 
overpowering wood smoke made that impossible. At that time numerous 
community groups and government bodies, recognizing the health risk 
associated with wood smoke and worked to eliminate outdated practices like 
behind burners and burn barrels. And efforts were made to improve the 
efficiency of wood burning heaters in homes.  
Fast forward to today and over the last decade. Many in our community have 
invested in alternative heating methods, mainly air source heat pumps. The 
improvements have been remarkable. My wife and I can once again sleep with 
our windows open, freed from the smoke that once plagued us. In addition, the 
collective shift to energy efficient systems, like heat pumps, solar, and 
geothermal heating has led to substantial improvements in respiratory health, 
not just in our neighborhood, but also across the province. These alternatives to 
natural gas and wood boilers are the future, and have demonstrated clear, 
healthy benefits. The plan to burn approximately 33,280 cubic feet of chips or 
shavings, which equates to about 260 cords of wood or more actually, I'm 
finding is that it's probably an underestimate, would represent an archaic step in 
the wrong direction.  
After years of progress in improving air, quality, and public health, it is 
incomprehensible to bring back wood burning into populated areas. This move 
seems counterproductive, especially in such a modern and technologically 
advanced operation as Spearhead. I believe there are alternative methods for 
heating the facility that would be far more environmentally responsible.  
In closing, I would ask that you carefully consider the health and environmental 
impacts of this proposal. We've made significant progress. And it would be a 
grave mistake to undo that progress by reintroducing harmful wood burning 
practices back into our communities.  

Lisa Bramson 
(Robertson Road 
resident) 

Aquifer 994 is my delicious drinking water.  
I noticed from Appendix B of the hearing minutes, that there are 65 letters of 
support that were submitted supporting the rezoning for Spearhead’s expansion. 
And of those 65 letters, 43 are from out of the area. They are not the direct 
neighbor. They're not Crescent Beach residents, and that includes 9 Mile. 9 Mile 
is not Crescent Beach, 9 Mile is 9 Mile. Kokanee Landing is Kokanee Landing. 
That's different from Kokanee than Crescent Beach. And of those letters of 
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support most came from institutions, businesses, collaborators who have 
worked with Spearhead and have had a good experience. But that's beside the 
point. A lot of them didn't even reference an understanding of what the 
expansion really was all about. There is 21. Excuse me, 22 letters of support from 
neighbors. Direct Crescent Beach, Starlight Road, Crescent View Road, and 
Robertson Road, and I would just like Directors and Planner to compare this with 
the 56 signatures that we got from actual Crescent Beach residents who are 
opposing the rezoning. The opposition for against rezoning or opposition to 
rezoning really show glaring incongruences with our official community plan.  
At the last hearing, we outlined over 10 reasons why the proposal contravenes 
the OCP. But since the last hearing, I combed over the OCP. Again, and I actually 
found 19 articles that define and defend preservation and of rural quality of life, 
which is at the heart of the opposition to industrial rezoning and others have 
spoken to some of the details about the water. So, I'm not going to repeat that. 
But a direct OCP quote goes like this, “Economic activity within area F consists of 
home-based businesses, the service and recreation industry and some low 
impact industrial activity. Residents do not support large industrial enterprises 
within what is largely a rurally based residential community,” unquote.  
By definition, when chemicals, big machinery and large-scale buildings are 
involved, that is heavy industry. All 3 of these criteria for heavy industry exist 
with the new Spearhead plan proposal. The scale of this proposal is a 
manufacturing site approximately 60 to 70,000 square feet. Part of it 3 stories 
high at full build out. That's 4 Nelson arena size skating rinks, and that doesn't fit 
into light industry or low impact definition.  
In closing, I urge the Planner and Directors to follow their own OCP guiding 
principles, and I can even give you the number. Article 5.3, 11. These include 
environmental integrity of communities minimizing the potential of adverse 
impacts of development and public involvement. The guiding principles article 
further states that quote, “the RDCK must be seen to follow the principles 
identified,” unquote.  
Please know that we are watching closely. 

Ursula Lowrey  
(Robertson Road 
resident) 

Our issue is not with the company. It's with the rezoning at our location. To build 
a much larger and different kind of factory than what they currently have. Last 
November I first became aware of the Spearhead Timber Works expansion plans 
through that notice of proposal signs above and below the residential lots that 
they bought. The signs announce expansion of the workshop in a custom timber 
mill business and a 3 story office building and child care support. So I thought, 
oh, here we go again they expanded in 2020, and it wasn't so bad. They actually 
cleaned up some of their operations like that wood fired boiler. Then it took 
some probing and more probing, and finally I found out the proposed building is 
a standalone structure with a final footprint of 64,207 square feet. That's nearly 
one and a half acres. Which is bigger than our whole property that my husband 
and I own on the lake there and it's more than twice the size of the Nelson Civic 
Center. If you can imagine that, which is 3 stories high, but pay twice as large 
and twice as wide. Or Nelson City Hall and the courthouse combined, if you stuck 
them both together, but not quite as tall. So, the signs and this proposal have 
been very misleading to anyone that reads it. It's just an expansion of their 
workshop.  
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The lots that Spearhead had proposed to build on are mostly steep granite 
bedrock, requiring considerable blasting and rock hammering to build such a 
huge structure at this location. It'll shake our nails out of our house.  
I'm sure the water drainage running off the hardened surfaces and the waste 
disposal will be problematic for a structure and parking lot of this size. And it 
would affect surrounding vulnerable aquifers which we've been talking about. 
Residents here rely on those aquifers for clean drinking water.  
Inside this massive building, Spearhead plans to manufacture glulam beams 
which the current workshop does not do as a purchasing. This is branching into a 
whole new area of fabrication. It's not a finished product, which is what they're 
doing now. But an industrial scale factory. It is not an expansion of the existing 
workshop as advertised, and it certainly does not belong in a residential 
neighborhood.  
Spearhead claims that the glue they'll be using is benign, but the product safety 
data sheet warn of severe health effects if exact guidelines are not followed, if 
anything goes wrong with containment, or there's an accident, or the chemicals 
are mishandled or a forest fire. And here they specifically mentioned, if that 
chemical isocyanate is heated 200°C or more, it becomes extremely toxic. Why 
would you even consider endangering our homes and lives with an industry in 
such a location?  
And I said, we don't have a problem with the company. They have honorable 
goals. They're doing great stuff. But they don't always comply with what they say 
they'll do. For example, during the expansion in 2020 there was a fence erected, 
not landscaping, which is now on the highway right away. And it was supposed 
to screen the parking lot but now it's screening the storage area. This is not in 
the plan. So, they bought the residential lot next door for their parking. The 
noise continues every so often. Well, of course, they have delivery trucks and 
traffic and diesel trucks regularly polluting the air.  
Spearhead has been evasive about the negative effects, and they downplay the 
scale of their plans. What they're proposing is way bigger and it doesn't belong. 
There are established places where this kind of industry would be welcomed 
Castlegar, Creston, Salmo, and you could consolidate if you don't want to split it 
up. You can remove everything. How much property do you own at home? You 
can put it in your own backyard.  
Approval of this rezoning would set a precedence for more conflict and pockets 
of unwanted and unplanned development in our regional district. It would 
reduce the quality of life and the tourist economy which we have encouraged in 
our Crescent Beach Community and Kokanee Park.  
And anyway, please find a different location. We've got a wonderful company. It 
needs to go somewhere else. 

Peggy Hinitt 
(Robertson Rd 
resident) 

I'm here not to oppose the expansion of spearhead business, but as a concerned 
member of the Crescent Beach community who is against the rezoning of the 
residential land for industrial use.  
I'm concerned that Spearhead is not addressed noise pollution over the years. 
Since the last public hearing, I had the experience of a large truck idling 
throughout the night in the Spearhead parking lot. This is just one example of 
the ongoing noise disruption that is all too common in our community. I also 
want to bring attention to the ongoing, persistent noise of the dust collector 
which operates 5 days a week, creating a constant hum that I that have lived 
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through since we've been there. Following the truck idling incident, we did reach 
out to Spearhead, and they did apologize. I do appreciate the apologies, but I 
want to emphasize that this is an isolated issue.  
This conflict between industrial operation and residential living have become a 
regular occurrence, and they are disrupting our daily lives. I'm deeply concerned 
that if this proposal moves forward, this noise disturbance will only worsen with 
predictions that more large trucks will be needed to deliver manufacturing 
supplies, such as wood chips, and beams. I fear that the noise level will become 
even more unbearable for the community and our noise bylaws do not protect 
us from industrial noise pollution.  
On a related note, the dust collector issue remains unresolved. I personally hear 
the constant humming noise every day. Spearhead has been aware of this issue 
for years and yet the problem persists. I reviewed the RWDI noise study which 
offered solutions for reducing the noise for the dust collector, including installing 
silencers on exhaust outlets, and closing the airborne housing in an acoustical 
enclosure, or even installing a sound barrier near the source of the noise. These 
are practical proven solutions to address the issue. Given that there are clear, 
effective measures available to reduce the noise, I must ask, has Spearhead had 
done everything in their power to address the dust collector noise as they claim? 
The ongoing noise disruption leaves me with doubt, and once again I'm deeply 
concerned that if the rezoning application is approved, the noise will only 
worsen.  
In conclusion, I urge the Board to consider the impact of the rezoning decision 
on our community, we need to protect the balance between residential and 
industrial area. And I believe that expanding Spearhead in a more suitable 
location would be a better solution for all of us. 

Dan Rempel 
(Spearhead 
Employee) 

After 20 years of working in architectural refabrication and construction across 
10 different companies. I can easily say that Spearhead is by far the best 
companies that I have ever worked at. It is the most ethical and employee 
focused business. Our work safe record is outstanding. My wife is a nurse and 
knows of Spearhead because they never see any Spearhead employees at the 
hospital. After 13 years I've never had a sick day. My kids are proud when they 
tour the facility that this is where their dad works, and they can then be on the 
choices that I've made, and hope that they work at a company like Spearhead 
when it comes time to join the workforce.  
We've got a couple of main points that want to address from a community 
impact standpoint. Spearhead has, quietly but significantly, over the years 
invested in this community by donating timber structures to the Japanese 
garden, local schools and recreational facilities. They've contributed consulting 
expertise to local projects like the Hall Street Beer and the Cottonwood Band 
Shelter totally free of charge. They sponsored community fundraisers and are 
development programs at Selkirk College to help improve the welfare and 
economic viability of our community. We're providing work experience 
opportunities for students. We had a grade 9 student from the older school. 
There has work experience with us today. Just during my tenure, the company 
has contributed over a hundred thousand dollars in cash to local organizations.  
From an environmental responsibility standpoint, as a rural resident myself, I 
value the regional district’s environmental assessments and ensure it helps 
guidance on water usage. When scientific experts determine a project has low 
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environmental impact, trust your professional government. I'd like to think that 
everyone in this room also is a believer in science. When neighbors expressed 
concerns about noise, traffic and air quality, Spearhead has consistently 
responded by engaging qualified experts to conduct thorough studies 
demonstrating their commitment to addressing community concerns with 
integrity.  
On an economic innovation standpoint, we must remember that innovation is 
what made them professional to begin with. The recent trend of rejecting 
manufacturing, rezoning applications is concerning for our economic future. 
Victoria and Ottawa are watching this decision. How we respond will determine 
whether Nelson continues to receive investment for forest management, 
infrastructure, healthcare facilities and housing. And I'll offer one cautionary 
example of just a recent note. A glulam company just 3 hours west of us, went 
bankrupt after 60 years, partly due to a failure to innovate on their own site in 
British Columbia. They built a separate facility in the United States, and it 
contributed to the destruction of their business. It was acquired by a 
multinational corporation, and just last week they laid 15 people off. That harms 
that community in a real way. Remaining competitive in advanced timber 
requires constant reinvestment. With unstable international trade relations, 
investing in value added forest products, which is one of BC's most valuable 
resources, is crucial for economic resilience.  
This decision isn't just about one company. It's about the community's future or 
economic stability and the ability to balance innovation with environmental 
stewardship. 

Linda Blair 
(Crescent Road 
resident) 

At the last public hearing, I shared my concerns about potential health risks from 
groundwater contamination, air pollution, and the importance of preserving our 
rural, residential, and recreational land for future generations.  
But today I wish to address something that I believe is foundational to 
understanding our current situation. Our shared history of this area. 
Understanding this year history provides us, perhaps with a clearer perspective 
on the decisions we face today.  
I've lived in Crescent Beach for over 50 years and I've had the real privilege of 
teaching over 700 elementary school children and their families in Areas E and F. 
The majority of these families chose to live on the North Shore because of its 
rural character and its proximity to Kootenay Lake. A 2020 land survey 
conducted by the RDCK in area E revealed that the overwhelmingly majority of 
residents prioritize rural character, the natural environment and quietness 
ranking them at the 3 top values. In stark contrast, industrial development was 
ranked last, a mere 2% support. This speaks volumes about what residents in our 
area value in their quality of life.  
I also want to point out the importance of our Official Community Plan, which 
was adopted in 2011 I believe, and that plan was adopted in extensive 
consultation with 13 government and community agencies. The community 
consultation and policy development process involved 18 local advisory planning 
commission meetings that were open to the public. 2 public meetings, 6 
community specific workshops, 3 open houses and continuous updates through 
the website and newsletters. Given this comprehensive community driven 
process, should we not be honoring the principles set forth in our OCP? Should 
we not be adhering to the long-term vision and goals laid out in this plan that 
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came from our community? Our OCP, as Lisa said, consistently emphasizes 
maintaining the rural character of the area. I believe Spearhead’s acquisition of 3 
residentially zoned lots with the intent to have them rezoned for industrial use 
goes against the express desires of the wider community and our neighborhood. 
Interior Health’s report also reinforces that, “Best practices dictate residential 
and industrial zone should be kept far apart.”  
Finally, I wish to address the Archaeological Study, commissioned by Spearhead 
which I found surprising given the number of documented and undocumented 
artifacts unearthed in the area. The study concludes there is low potential for 
archaeological sites. But I believe this is inconsistent with the evidence 
presented in the report. Firstly, the study is located near Kootenay Lake and 
Kokanee Creek. Both of which are well known to have high archaeological 
potential as well as proximity to fish, wildlife, and plant values. Moreover, there 
are 8 registered archaeological sites within the 5-kilometer radius. Travis Vatke, 
the manager of the BC Government Archaeology Branch and his team are 
currently reviewing the archaeological impact assessment.  
In conclusion, I ask that we carefully consider the historical, the cultural, and the 
environmental significance of this area. We have an opportunity to honor our 
past, protect our future and ensure that the values cherished by this community 
are respected. 

Erica Strom 
(Spearhead 
Employee) 

I'm here tonight to speak in support of the proposed Spearhead expansion.  
I've lived in Nelson for 10 years, and I've been employed by Spearhead for the 
past 8, and a graduate of Selkirk College, a homeowner in Fairview, a pass holder 
at Whitewater, and most importantly, a mom to our 2-year-old daughter. We 
love camping at Kokanee Creek, fishing in Kootenay Lake and hiking in the 
mountains with my dog.  
I'd like to take my time to share how Spearhead has supported me, not only as 
an employee, but also as a woman working in the trades, a parent, an outdoor 
enthusiast, and a community member in Nelson. In 2016, as a student in a fine 
working program at Selkirk College, I toured the Spearhead facility. Amazed by 
the craftsmanship, I immediately knew I wanted to work there. Starting on the 
tools in the fabrication department, I quickly came to learn about what kind of 
company I was working for. Not only did they align with my morals and values, 
but they were also inclusive, encouraging, and supportive of my career path and 
goals. They supported my apprenticeship journey and offered ongoing training 
opportunities for mentors within the company and through courses at Selkirk 
College and BCIT. My woodworking career was well on its way, progressing to 
the role of development.  
Three years ago, I decided to start my family, and I naturally felt the 
apprehension many new moms have on stepping away from their careers to 
focus on family. During my pregnancy, Spearhead was 100% supportive and 
understood that many aspects of my job needed to change. I decided to move 
into a new role and department and was provided mentorship and training in 
house without any hesitation. When I took my maternity leave Spearhead 
provided wage support by topping up my EI earnings, relieving much of the 
financial pressure of that early stage of parenthood.  
As I returned to work, I experienced the stress and difficulty many local families 
face when trying to obtain childcare here in the Kootenays. There's a shortage of 
spaces available, and we're very lucky to secure 2 days per week. Spearhead has 
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worked with me to create a flexible schedule to take care of my daughter, and 
I'm incredibly grateful for the support here has shown me and many other 
parents of the company. This experience reinforced my opinion that Spearhead 
is a family first company, which we've seen in their efforts to include the daycare 
facility in future phases of the proposed expansion.  
This expansion plans to include space for employees and community members 
to learn about the industry, partake in apprenticeships and teach about trade 
opportunities. It will advance the careers of current employees. It will provide 
work opportunities for graduates with specialized programs offered at Kootenay 
and BC schools. It will keep our families local and provide people opportunity 
positions. For me, this expansion provides an opportunity for development and 
education, but also an opportunity to teach and mentor. An opportunity to not 
only show young women what they are capable of, but to show my own 
daughter what she's capable of when a company like Spearhead gives us a 
chance. It would also allow me to advance my career locally, work with 
innovative and specialized technology, to support my community and provide a 
better life for my family.  
To close, I want to say that Nelson is an amazing place to live, but I want to keep 
it that way. This expansion would create a space for so many people to 
experience Nelson as I do for years to come. Spearhead is the kind of employer 
we want bringing jobs into the community, and I have no doubt that growing this 
company will only bring more opportunities to the town we love.  
I grew up in an industrial town and we lived right downtown, so I had trains of 
chlorine that went past my home. My dad worked in the bleach plant and every 
day he smelled so bad. I've also worked in a mill next to a pulp mill. I worked 
with all sorts of steel products and there was a lot of risk. So, I've had this 
experience with big corporate companies that maybe didn't care about my 
family or my dad. And I do not experience that with Spearhead. It’s a small 
family company that I felt safe bringing myself and my unborn child to the 
Spearhead facility. And spending my pregnancy there with all the considerations 
that we need to keep me safe and continue to keep me safe to go home with my 
family.  

Tom Klein 
(Adjacent 
property to the 
west of 
Spearhead) 
 

When I first learned about this proposal, I had some concerns very similar to 
what I've heard throughout this process. I thought about it for a couple of 
weeks, and I decided to meet with them directly. Ben and Josh showed me 
around the facility, and I learned a bit about their company values and what 
their vision is for the program. After this I decided to support them.  
These are good people doing good things in the industry. Supporting a company 
like Spearhead is the logical conclusion. They act with environmental integrity 
and have generously donated to the community. I want the best for everybody 
in our neighborhood and support Spearhead. I support them. 

Andrea Lazzarotto 
(Crescent Road 
resident) 

I stand here today not only as a concerned member of this community, but as a 
voice for those who cannot be here, such as my own children. My kids, like so 
many others, love and care deeply about this area. And in many ways this 
rezoning decision may impact them more than anyone else because of their 
young age. My 8-year-old has been listening closely to the discussions. And he's 
trying to understand how it's fair for an industry to come in and try to change 
the rules about the land that have been in place for decades. I honestly do not 
know the answer. My 10-year-old learns about protecting the environment and 
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using sustainable energy sources in school. All in an effort to reduce our carbon 
footprint. He questions why industries are still allowed to pollute in residential 
areas when there are greener, cleaner solutions like solar energy available. Once 
again, I do not know the answer.  
This proposal brings a lot of uncertainty and many questions that need careful 
consideration. For instance, the new aquifer impact assessment done by 
McElhanney has highlighted. Several significant aquifer concerns related to this 
proposal that could negatively impact our health. This report needs to be sent to 
Interior Health. McElhanney should be able to respond to any of the Active Earth 
public hearing comments tonight. All of Active Earth's assessments have had 
major gaps. The health and well-being of our area residents should come before 
corporate profits. As parents and as a community, we are relying on the RDCK 
Board members and staff to make decisions that will not just benefit us today 
but will benefit our children tomorrow. You are accountable to them. To the 
next generation. You may not see them tonight, but they live on Crescent Road 
and they will be the ones to live with the consequences of your decisions. They 
have many more years ahead of them in this beautiful area, and we need to 
show them that their health, their environment, and their future matters more 
than anything else. I urge you to consider this as you make your decision. Please 
oppose this rezoning application. 

Eugene Josay  
(adjacent 
neighbour to the 
east of 
Spearhead) 

The Chair called a brief recess to consider the content of Mr. Josay’s submission. 
The chair determined that the info being shared by this resident was not related 
to the specific application being considered. 
Mr. Josay indicated he does not have anything to add in relation to the 
application. 

Kent Foot 
(Operation 
Manager at 
Spearhead) 
 
 
 

I recognize a lot of people in the room because I'm one of the two people who 
went around the community and knocked doors and answered questions, 
provided presentations and tours of our world class facility. This was a rewarding 
experience meeting everyone. It was exciting to let people know what we were 
up to. The range of responses went from, “It's not my business what do you guys 
do over there, you run a clean operation,” to, “We don't want any change at all 
to our community.” So many of the concerns that we hear tonight were brought 
up during those door knocking sessions. That was the beginning of Spearhead’s 
push towards addressing these concerns.  
I would never stand up in front of a group of people and support something I 
didn't truly believe in. My background is forestry and I'm an environmentalist. If 
anybody knows a kid who starts reading organic gardening like the gospel. I 
spent my entire forestry career thinking about my kids. I never wanted one of 
my children to ask me, what have you done to help? Why can't I find work here? 
I count my biggest achievement being one of the founding members of the 
Project Community Forest, whose mandate was to protect water first and create 
local jobs.  
Second, I was there for all the initial community meetings, writing the mission 
statement, creating a business and watching the first log come down the hill. I 
see many parallels between the start of that project, and where we find 
ourselves today with Spearhead.  
There were people who opposed the project, and there were people who 
supported it. Many different reasons came up. Some wanted us just to leave this 
to the professional loggers. We have to keep reminding ourselves that we were 
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on the right path. Our plan is a good plan. Spearhead is eager to be involved for 
the air, park and community forest, not because of greed or profit, but simply 
because the Spearhead owners understand and support that type of forestry 
which is kind of a dream that we had many years ago when we sat around the 
table to talk about how we can make this work as a community forest.  
I just like to remind everybody that no matter where a person is from or how 
long they've lived in a particular area, not me or anyone in this room stands 
alone on top of a moral and ethical mountain. We all share a responsibility to 
make good decisions for the next generation. If only wealthy and retired folks 
can afford to live in this amazing places. Spearhead is an incredible company to 
work for, and it all starts at the ownership level. We now have a second 
generation of ownership of Spearhead with Josh and Ben, who grew up in 
Nelson, have the priorities straight and have a level of environmental ethics that 
very much aligns with my own.  
When people ask me what it's like to work for Spearhead. I immediately start to 
smile. And it's when I get to work with 70 talented, smart individuals that are 
just a real pleasure to work with. When I was lucky enough to get hired I was 
told, “We don't want our staff to do a really good job. We want them to do an 
extraordinarily good job, and we want to be the best in the world of what we 
do.” I've never worked for anybody who said anything like that before, and it's 
truly remarkable. Nelson is full of incredibly skilled people, of all different walks 
of life and spirit, it is a shining example of that staff is treated really well, and 
one of the reasons why we have so many staff that have remained for 10 years, 
15 years, and maybe beyond 20 years.  
If anyone has kids or grandkids that want to stay in the Kootenays rather than 
going to the oil patch or Vancouver or Calgary to find work, then you need to 
support this initiative. This is a unique opportunity to build dozens of quality jobs 
in this area that will inevitably spin off even more quality jobs. I fully support the 
expansion project and believe that Spearhead will continue to make the 
decisions and do the right thing by all of us. 

Murray Shunter 
(Crescent View 
Drive resident) 

I'm going to ask what is to be gained by this proposed development? Or what 
couldn't be gained with a different expansion location?  
When Spearhead was a small, startup timber frame business, they served the 
local Kootenay area. They no longer contribute in that way as they're now a 
multinational corporation. I believe that's the word that serves very affluent 
clients and focuses on design and fabrication of wooden steel.  
Spearhead currently creates several well appreciated jobs. If the expansion was 
developed at the alternative locations previously mentioned by Spearhead 
themselves, these new jobs would. Recurrent local business relationships with 
Spearhead could maintain those relationships at the current location. The new 
location Spearhead has mentioned that the proximity of the proposed 
development to its current operation is important, due to low production 
volumes. We haven't been given any idea what this means. Regardless, this may 
actually be used as an argument for being able to operate in a in a different 
location. And we're not talking about in the United States. Here. We're talking 
about 45 min down the road or somewhere that was previously mentioned. 
Honestly, the only real benefit to this exact proposal really appears to be 
convenience for Spearhead.  
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Loss of ambient air quality, loss of peace and quiet loss of traffic, safety, 
potential loss of safe and sufficient water supply to over 120 households from 
the highly vulnerable aquifer shared by these households, and the other aquifer 
shared by our household and the provincial park. Even if low risk, and this is far 
from being confirmed, this does not mean no risk. Gambling with people's water 
with so much to lose is not responsible.  
I would like to touch on the loss of aesthetics of a rural residential neighborhood 
and beloved Kokanee Provincial Park. This is not a small thing. It may sometimes 
seem like it when we're talking about jobs and the future of our Earth. But it's 
very important. This monstrous glulam plant and additional buildings would have 
a footprint of 69,965 square feet, specified in the January 29th submission from 
Spearhead’s consulting. To help put this in perspective, the area currently 
protects the nature of our neighborhoods with a limit of 2.47 acres per newly 
built home in R2 country residential zoning. On the proposed development 
property that would allow for the building of 2 houses. Statistics Canada shows 
the average BC home at 1,410 square feet. This means the proposed glulam 
buildings would be the equivalent of 50 average sized houses. You imagine the 
outcry. If someone applied to build 50 houses on this 5-acre lot. They are not 
homes. They're a massive industrial glulam plant. Go to the facts and shake your 
head.  
At the first public hearing, it was implied that Spearhead would uproot families if 
their proposal was turned down. And they were to build their expansion in the 2 
different local locations that they themselves have deemed viable. The company 
is since backed away from this position.  
Spearhead would not be the first corporation to operate in multiple locations 
facilitated by today's ever expanding modes of communication and collaboration 
over distance. This is now the norm, not the exception. If you've seen their 
current location, there are many huge buildings wedged into this site which are 
in no way are architecturally compelling buildings.  
Spearhead is a fast-growing company and needs to expand. That is obvious. 
What is also obvious is that these expansions will be ongoing. How long before 
the proposed development would be outgrown. In all likelihood in the future, 
multiple locations will be required despite anything that is decided for this one. 
So, saying no to the zoning change, and industrial expansion would not be 
fracturing the company. Saying yes to it, considering the impacts on air, quality, 
water, quality, noise, traffic, 24 hour lighting, aesthetics, etc. Would fracture a 
neighborhood. What could also be fractured is the trust of the residents and 
their Area Director and all Directors. The trust that as constituents, our interests 
and needs are being protected, and that the spirit and intent of the official 
community plan is being honored.  
This rezoning application has obvious implications for all Directors in all areas of 
the RDCK. So please do the right thing. Consider a neighborhood as your 
neighborhood. These really are the ties that bind us in the RDCK.  
Please don't vote for this massive and intrusive industrial expansion in a rural 
residential neighborhood. Please don't abstain base to choose the pre-option 3 
previously presented by the Planners. And remember this decision is irreversible. 
What's in your hands is the future of many generations of our children. 

Tyler Rice  
(9 Mile resident) 

I live at 9 Mile with my 12 year old son. Here he attends Redfish Elementary. So, 
he goes by that location every school day and he's been very intrigued in the 
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process, understanding why can't business grow in this area? He learns about 
solar and water and everything else, but he's also exposed to business and 
development and community, and so I brought him out to be part of a 
democratic process, so that he's not left wondering what goes on, and he can 
see what goes into that community discussion. As a parent I express, the 
community is not just one localized area, but the entire Regional District and the 
impacts that are expressed today are important for the localized community, but 
also for the broader Regional District, and to ask what's at risk? It's a big what if 
question.  
To look at the geopolitical situations, to have constraints for a poster child of 
business. From my perspective, that is a generational growth. Success in our 
region is really setting a strong signal to the business community as to whether 
the Regional District is open for business. Especially with regards to the pollution 
and traffic when they're trying to source local wood from Harrop-Proctor we 
must look at. If they are moving to those alternative locations, well, where are 
the impacts of that? Well, now, we've got trucks going further to ship that 
material from here to Proctor, we've got more disruption and more pollution.  
From what I understand on this proposal, Spearhead is creating very high value 
product from material in our region, recruiting staff to this area. For myself, 
Nelson is the destination to recruit employees. To look at a different location, I 
know for myself, it's difficult to recruit staff to those areas because of the joys in 
which we all have in the Nelson area.  
So, I'm in support of the project, and I appreciate everybody's comments and 
sentiments. I just want to make sure that the elected officials are really looking 
at this from what is the definition of community. And my perspective, that's a 
broader Regional District. 

John Cathro 
(RDCK Resident) 

I have three things I’d like to say: 
First is I mean for people who live immediately adjacent to it. Without a doubt 
you’re closet to the impact, and you have right to use this process and other 
process to pick it up for your values. I would also like to think that Spearhead 
hears that and that they would take it very seriously and that that they would 
want to make sure that you are the very first people that they want to make 
happy. Obviously, the staff and their customers, but you guys are neighbors, and 
I think being good neighbors is important. 
Second, as somebody who’s worked in forestry for 30 years, all I’ve seen in that 
time is our manufacturing capacity diminish. Castlegar used to have three 
sawmills up the lake. Now they’re gone. 
The third thing is we all hear continually these days is how our supply chains 
must change, how we need to start providing for ourselves and adding more 
value to what we are doing here locally. Whether it’s food, energy or wood 
products. It’s a different situation now than it was a couple months ago and 
certainly when this application started.  
It has left us wondering if we can’t find a way to keep neighbors happy and 
support local business that wants to invest in such a globally renowned business 
while adding value. How can we truly face the challenges that are in front of us? 
I don’t think it is easy. It’s an initiative I think we all need. 

Shelly Sapriken 
(online comment)  

Concerning inconsistency in rule enforcement. While one participant was 
sanctioned for legal matter and the applicant’s character.  
Chair explained the reasoning behind his actions.  
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Nicolas Sills 
(Blewett resident) 

I just wanted to speak from some expertise in the industry to get further 
perspective. Mr. Ripple mentioned a company that went bankrupt in the 
Okanagan. That was Structureland, I was previously the general manager of that 
company. There were some comments made about a fractured business. He 
opened a 4th facility in Conway, Arkansas that was not able to attain, retain, or 
acquire the staff that were needed to operate, helping in significant financial 
hardship along with several other large management issues. But that ultimately 
resulted in that organization which was bought out by a multinational company 
which also had difficulty due to a fragmented nature, and we lost 15 people last 
week. So that's just a perspective on some of the things this growing industry 
goes through. 
Building on that I wanted to provide an example of scale, and I think I'm not 
overstepping boundaries here. But from what I understand from Spearhead's 
proposal, the scale is roughly 7% of a neighboring mass timber facility. But at the 
scale we are talking about here is still a relatively bespoke scale leading into that 
excellence of Spearhead’s building on that scale. I also conduct reports for the 
Government of British Columbia on how to grow this massive industry and what 
the future looks like. In these reports there is a metric used called the EBA, 
economic value added. And what Spearhead’s business plan proposes to add, is 
a multitude of what we see in the forest industry. And this is an opportunity that 
we, as British Columbia as a whole, need to learn how to encompass and jump 
on, and especially in the face of what's happening in the world today, how to 
support ourselves and our communities in these manners.  
The third part I want to add here is, I am also helping a college develop a master 
excellence program. Selkirk College has been diving into that master excellence 
program because this specific area been deemed the center of excellence for 
these skill sets and the people that live here today. They live here, and we need 
to create these jobs here to make sure that they have a future as British 
Columbians with the resources we know how to use. 

Walter Townsend  
(lives across the 
street from 
Spearhead) 
 

There's a great number of comments have been made about the air pollution. 
But we're the lowest point in that whole area and there's a number of houses 
around us that have wood burning stoves. I can actually watch the smoke come 
out of the chimneys come down along the ground and funnel right into our front 
door of our house. Kokanee Creek Park with their bonfires going right up until 
the fire ban stops them, and then starting up right afterwards. That area has got 
a smoke tinge to it, for most of the year, and I'm breathing it all the time.  
What I'm seeing from Spearhead is a much cleaner alternative, and I really don't 
see the air quality decreasing with their operation. I'm definitely in support of 
them going ahead with it.  

Sandy Mitchell 
(Salmo resident) 

I've heard somebody say let's move it to Salmo. I lived in Salmo for 45 years. 
What’s better about Nelson than Salmo?  Why are we trying to move it to 
somebody else’s back yard?  
These guys have an incredible facility. In fact, we always brag and talk about 
what Spearhead’s creating on a world scale. And honestly, I’m really proud of 
what goes on here at Spearhead. It’s fantastic.  
What are we going to do here? Are we somehow going to get people to work 
out there?  
The mention of smoke pollution is a good point. I don’t ride my bike there 
anymore because it’s toxic in the park.  
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I hate to see, “It’s not my backyard” mentality. I think everybody needs to work 
together.  
It’s a world class facility. We should be proud of this thing. Regarding jobs, it’s a 
fantastic place for a job. People stay here and raise families.  
The other one is you're saying, move that one facility off site. But did anybody 
think how many trucks will bring in that material back onto this site?  

Anne Desjardin  
(Starlight Road 
resident) 

We as community residents here, are not opposed to Spearhead developing. We 
think it's a fantastic company. We would love to see them continue to grow. We 
are proud that Spearhead is part of the of our community. But we just want 
them to consider relocating or not making such a huge industrial expansion into 
our neighborhood, that's all. They're fantastic employers, it's obvious. But it is 
difficult for us because everyone loves Spearhead. We are trying to preserve the 
integrity of the environment and our homes and our lives in our neighborhood. 

Kimberley 
Casmore 
(Spearhead 
Employee) 

I come from a background working as a professional engineer in oil and gas, and 
I recently went back to school to pursue architecture as a way to work in an 
industry that's more aligned with my values. I took on student loans. I uprooted 
my life. I essentially started over so I could feel good about what I was spending 
my life and career doing.  
When given the option of settling anywhere in Canada, I chose to pursue living in 
Nelson and the Kootenays. I moved here because I'm an avid outdoor 
adventurer and an advocate for the environment. I ski in the mountains, and I 
frequently have paddled the many rivers in this area. So, believe me when I say I 
also deeply care about this area. I grew up in Hinton, Alberta and I know what 
it's like to live in a strong community and to be an active member of the 
community where I live.  
Although I've only been at Spearhead a short time, I've been blown away just at 
how much they care about their business practices and how informed they are 
on being industry leaders. I've been on oil and gas sites, in pulp mills, in urban 
construction and it's a world of difference in how they approach their business. I 
believe that with the expansion they'll continue to push those values and be 
industry leaders.  
I've heard a lot of the comments of concern about the scale of the expansion 
and the effects on the community. They're faced with the demands of 
competing priorities, and it's as much a social science as a technical trade. And 
so again, I've been so impressed with how they've approached this expansion 
with the architects they've chosen to work with to really bring the 
connectedness of the community and try and do it in the most sensitive and 
genuine way they can.  
I like to think that I've been welcomed to this community, and that the work of 
Spearhead will attract others like me to your community. People who care about 
the environment and want to be a part of the industry that's leading change to 
make the world a better place. I chose to live in the Kootenays because of the 
values of the community, and I chose to work at Spearhead specifically because 
it was an opportunity for me to be a part of a company that can actually change 
the status quo of construction and without broader change in the industry.  
We'll continue to face the global issues that still impact us all, such as the 
immense risk of forest fires from climate change, the droughts of our rivers and 
lakes, and deforestation from poor forestry management. I may not have lived 
here as long as most of the people in this meeting today, but I hope to. I hope to 
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be the next generation that upholds the values and spirit that you've worked so 
hard for in this community, and that opportunity would not be available to me 
without Spearhead. 

Anders Malpass 
(Area ‘F’ resident) 

We really got to think about working together as a community. 16 years ago, I 
was in this exact boardroom thinking about our business. I was given that 
opportunity of land and we were trying to push for manufacturing. And we've 
been successful in doing that because we were given the opportunity from the 
public be able to have that opportunity. And when I look at Spearhead and look 
at our community, we understand this organization, and there will be sacrifice 
across the range for all of us.  
Spearhead is not looking to build an atrocity facility. I think about the creation of 
jobs. I think about our environment. And I think about our community around 
us. I think it's a very viable option for everybody here. We understand them. 
They're community driven. They want to provide impact. They're willing to go 
above and beyond and then trying to find solutions against these things. So 
really, I think that we need to think about embracing some other things and 
think about an option for change, and how we do that. 

Mariette St. 
Germain  
(Crescent Road 
resident) 

I would like to bring the topic back to the topic of water quality that we started 
out at the beginning of this evening. This proposal is to put a plant an industrial 
plant on a vulnerable aquifer, beating a highly vulnerable aquifer. These are not 
imaginary terms. These are the BC Government’s classifications of the aquifer 
we live on. We take our drinking water from these aquifers.  
Please understand this plant and the chemicals they're intending to use 
represent a health risk to those of us who take our water from a highly 
vulnerable aquifer. This was the purpose of this evening to look at the 
groundwater assessment impact assessment studies. And we would like to bring 
your attention as that is one of the key issues of us in the Crescent Beach 
community. 

 
PROPONENT’S RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 
The proponents Josh and Ben Hall opened with appreciation for the valuable feedback and discussions 
shared. They emphasized the company’s commitment to maintaining an open dialogue with the 
community. A historical overview of the site was provided, highlighting the longstanding industrial and 
commercial use in the area. 
 
Key clarifications were made regarding the business model, specifying that the company does not intend 
to produce and sell unfinished glulam billets but rather manufacture specialized, high-quality products. 
Concerns about water usage were addressed, noting that a hydrogeologist’s desktop study had assumed 
double the actual water consumption. The company confirmed that no process water or site washing is 
involved, with dust control managed through advanced HEPA vacuum systems. Additionally, a 
commitment was made to install monitoring wells along the property’s southern border if the project 
proceeds. 
 
Noise concerns were discussed, with confirmation that while the region has no decibel-based bylaw, a 
voluntary threshold was established using comparisons to Health Canada and other BC jurisdictions. The 
company acknowledged past noise complaints related to an older dust collector and committed in 
writing to replacing it with a quieter, modern system as part of the expansion. 
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Regarding facility size, it was explained that the 64,000 sq. ft. building is dictated by production 
equipment requirements, but efforts have been made to reduce its footprint and increase setbacks. 

On adhesive use, the company outlined its choice of cold press polyurethane glue, which is GreenGuard 
Gold certified for low VOC emissions and handled under strict safety protocols. A recent third-party 
study in Germany found that MDI emissions in the company’s equipment setup were below detectable 
limits. 

The proponents concluded with a commitment to working collaboratively with the community and a 
recognition that the project’s future would be covered in the media. The company reaffirmed its 
dedication to exceeding regulatory standards and fostering a positive, innovative solution that benefits 
both business and residents.

Additional correspondence prior to the public hearing being closed are attached as Appendix A and B. 

ADJOURNMENT OF PUBLIC HEARING 

The hearing was adjourned at 9:23 p.m. 

Tom Newell, Director, Electoral Area F Zachari Giacomazzo, Planner 1

Approved on April 2, 2025
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McElhanney 

1800 Willowbrook Drive, Cranbrook BC Canada V1C 7H9                                                                               

Tel. 250-489-3013 | Fax. 1-855-407-3895 | www.mcelhanney.com Page 1 

 

Our File #: 2451-06280-11 

TECHNICAL MEMO 
To 

Crescent Beach Community Group 

From 

Adeola Oyefiade, Hydrogeologist 

Scott Green, Senior Hydrogeologist 

Remi Allard, Senior Hydrogeologist 

2121 / Water Resources 

Re 

Groundwater Impact Assessment  

Spearhead Industrial Expansion 

Date 

March 12, 2025 

1. Introduction 

Crescent Beach Community Group (CBCG) retained McElhanney Ltd (McElhanney) to prepare this 

groundwater impact assessment for 3 lots located at 4612 and 4614-4616 Starlight Road, and 4643 

Highway 3A, in the Crescent Bay area of the Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK), approximately 

15 km northeast of Nelson, BC (Figure 1). The legal lot descriptions are presented in Table 1 and together 

are hereafter referenced as the “Property”. 

Legal Description Size 

4612 Starlight Road, LOT 5 DISTRICT LOT 790 KOOTENAY DISTRICT PLAN 2449 
(015-282-228)   

0.53 ha 

4614-4616 Starlight Road, LOT 4 DISTRICT LOT 790 KOOTENAY DISTRICT PLAN 
2449 (015-289-567) 

0.68 ha 

4643 Highway 3A, LOT 3 DISTRICT LOT 790 KOOTENAY DISTRICT PLAN 2449 (015-
289-559) 

0.81 ha 

Note: ha hectare = 10 000 m2 

Table 1: Component Lot Legal Descriptions and Areas of the Property 

Beyond the Property, this report considers water wells completed within a 300 m radius of the Property, 

and regional features such as Kokanee Peak (15 km north of the Property), Kokanee Creek (between 320 

m and 530 m east of the Property) and the Kootenay River (between 195 m and 205 m southwest to south 

of the Property).   
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Figure 1: Property Location Map (BC Water Resources Atlas). 

2. Background 

Spearhead, a wood product manufacturer company and occupant of the lot immediately east of the 

Property, plans to expand onto the Property by building a new facility (Figure 2). It is assumed following 

expansion to the Property, Spearhead will continue to operate on the lot immediately east of the Property. 

The new facility is to be serviced by two septic fields and a currently unlicensed on-site water well. The 

Property is currently zoned Country Residential (R2). For the development to be approved, the following 

must occur under the Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) regulatory framework (RDCK File 

Z2410F): 

• Zoning must be changed to Comprehensive Development (CD3); and 

• Land use designation in the Area F Official Community Plan (OCP) must be revised from Country 

Residential (CR) to Industrial (M). 

A December 11, 2024 meeting of the RDCK Rural Affairs Committee required that an application by the 

Proponent to change the zoning on the Property be subject to a public meeting and required that a 

groundwater impact assessment (Active Earth, 2025) and an on-site wastewater assessment (Highland, 

2025) be performed (among other studies and assessments) to support the application. Two public hearings 

were held on January 09 and January 28, 2025, where the proposed development was presented, and 

Nelson 

Kootenay River 

(aka West Arm of Kootenay Lake) 

Kootenay Lake 
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local area residents were consulted and allowed an opportunity to comment. Following the public hearings, 

amid concern the proposed development would affect the groundwater quality in their private water wells, 

the Crescent Beach Community Group (CBCG) retained McElhanney to complete an independent 

groundwater impact assessment. 

 

Figure 2:  Property Location bounded by red polygon (Imagery from Regional District of Central Kootenay). 

Lot 5 

Lot 4 

Lot 3 

The Spearhead 

12 Mile Storage 
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3. Objective and Scope of Work 

The objectives of this groundwater impact assessment were to:  

• Provide a professional opinion regarding potential impacts on groundwater quality and quantity 

resulting from the proposed development activity, and  

• Provide preliminary level recommendations to prevent, reduce, mitigate, or monitor the anticipated 

effects to aquifers in the area of the proposed development.  

To achieve the stated objectives, McElhanney has performed the following scope of work: 

• Reviewed the public hearing information package distributed by the RDCK; 

• Reviewed the Active Earth January 29, 2025 report entitled Groundwater Impact Assessment, 

4612, 4614-4616 Starlight Road and 4643 Highway 3A, Nelson, BC prepared for Spearhead (Active 

Earth, 2025). Reviewed the Active Earth January 17, 2025 report. Hereafter, both the January 17 

and January 29 Active Earth reports are collectively referenced as Active Earth (2025);    

• Reviewed the Highland Consulting Ltd. January 17, 2025 report entitled Spearhead – SPHD 

Expansion On-Site Wastewater Review (Highland, 2025);  

• Reviewed the BC Sewerage System Standard Practice Manual, Version 3;  

• Reviewed the Geological Survey of Canada Surficial Geology Kootenay Lake Map (Fulton et. al. 

1984); 

• Reviewed the BC Groundwater Protection Regulation and BC Water Sustainability Act (BCGOV, 

2025); 

• Downloaded and reviewed aquifer mapping reports and factsheets for mapped aquifers in the area 

including AQ 1018 and AQ 994 (Appendix A) from the BC Water Resources Atlas (BCWRA, 2025), 

and, 

• Downloaded and reviewed well logs for several wells adjacent the Property from the BC Water 

Resources Atlas (BCWRA, 2025).      

All of the information presented in this report is publicly available.   
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4. Overview of Existing and Proposed Developments 

4.1. OVERVIEW OF EXISTING DEVELOPMENT 

Existing development on each lot is described below moving from west to east across the Study Area. 

4612 Starlight Road, LOT 5 DISTRICT LOT 790 KOOTENAY DISTRICT PLAN 2449 (015-282-228)   

There is a clearing at the north end of Lot 5, adjacent to Starlight Road. It is not clear from the imagery 

viewed if there is a single-family residence on this property. For purposes of this report, it is assumed that 

there is simply a clearing with no residence on this property. The clearing occupies approximately 25% of 

the area on the property. The southern 75% of the property remains undeveloped and is covered  primarily 

with coniferous trees.  

4614-4616 Starlight Road, LOT 4 DISTRICT LOT 790 KOOTENAY DISTRICT PLAN 2449 (015-289-567)    

There are two buildings located on the north end of this property, adjacent to Starlight Road. One of these 

buildings is a single-family residence, while the other is an out-building servicing the single-family home. 

The reason that this single-family home has two civic addresses is uncertain, however it’s noted on BC 

Assessment as a 1 Story Duplex. The residence is assumed to be serviced with an in-ground effluent 

disposal system. The Active Earth report (2025) shows this residence to be serviced with water from 

unregistered Well C (Figure 3). This well is taken to be unregistered since it is not referenced on the 

BCWRA and as such, there is no publicly available log for Well C.    

The residential development occupies approximately 33% of the property, with 67% of the property surfaced 

with a mixture of coniferous and deciduous growth. The deciduous growth is primarily located in the central 

portion of the property where a clearing had previously been cut. 

4643 Highway 3A, LOT 3 DISTRICT LOT 790 KOOTENAY DISTRICT PLAN 2449 (015-289-559) 

There is a single-family residence and a garage at the south end of this lot, adjacent to Highway 3A. This 

residence is assumed to be serviced with an in-ground effluent disposal system. The Active Earth report 

(2025) shows this residence to be serviced with water from unregistered Well B (Figure 3). This well is 

taken to be unregistered since it is not referenced on the BCWRA and as such, there is no publicly available 

log for Well B.    

The residential development occupies approximately 33% of the property. Approximately 15% of the 

property area is occupied by bedrock outcropping at ground surface on  the slope immediately northwest 

of the existing Spearhead buildings on the adjacent lot.   
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Figure 3:  Property Layout with Proposed Facility Location (Active Earth, 2025)  

The current operations by Spearhead are located on the neighbouring property to the east. The bedrock 

outcropping along the northern limit of the existing Spearhead buildings were photographed by Active Earth 

in their January 2025 site visit and presented as Photos 1 and 2 (Figure 4). Well A, which is assumed to 

be used for current operations, is located on this property. It is assumed that Well A will continue to be used 

for industrial water needs on the lot immediately east of the Property.  

4.2. OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

McElhanney understands the proposed development calls for the following (in order of occurrence): 

1. Consolidation of the 3 lots into a single lot having an area of 2.075 hectares (20,750 m2);  

2. Development of new production shop building (Phase I area: 4,885 m2); and, 

3. Development of Daycare and Office Tower (Phase II area: 1,243 m2). 

Figure 3 also presents the proposed development following completion of Phase I and does not show the 

Phase II development at full build-out. Figure 5 (which is in the figures section appended to this report) 

shows the development following completion of Phase II. At full build-out the production shop building, 

daycare and office tower are expected to have a combined footprint of 6,128 m2. Including the asphalted 

parking and access areas (2,150 m2), the approximate developed area will be 8,278 m2. This excludes the 

proposed landscaped area (944 m2). Calculated areas are based on dimensions provided by Hemsworth 

(2024) as shown in Figure 5. 

Bedrock 

Outcropping 

Lot 5 

Lot 4 

Lot 3 
Spearhead 
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Figure 4: Photos of Bedrock Outcropping occupying approximately 15% of Lot 3 (Active Earth, 2025)    
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The building foundation design is reported to extend below the top of, and into, bedrock (Active Earth, 

2025). The requirement for blasting of the bedrock, and the foundation depth for the new development, is 

unknown. It is expected that foundation perimeter drainage will be required. 

The proposed development calls for two areas for subsurface effluent disposal (one primary field and one 

back-up field), adjacent the north boundary of the Property (Figure 3). The proposed development calls for 

Well C to be closed in accordance with the Groundwater Protection Regulation (BCGOV, 2025), as it is 

located within the 30 m setback from the proposed locations of effluent disposal areas. Unregistered Well 

B is proposed to service the development with potable water. Driller’s logs for both Well B and Well C are 

either not provided or not available. Figure 3 and Figure 6 (Figure 6 is provided in the Figures section 

appended to this report) show the location of Well B within the footprint, at the northeast corner, of the 

proposed production shop building.    

Three test pits were excavated to 1.5 m below existing grade (ground surface) at locations across the north 

end of the Property (Figure 6). Generally, the test pits intersected sand-silt mixtures overlying fine to coarse 

sand and gravel followed by silty sand having between 5 % and 50 % course fragments (Highland, 2025). 

At TP-1 (the northeast corner of the Property), a 15 cm thick sandy clay layer was reported at the base of 

the test pit (Highland, 2025). Since the clay layer was not intersected at any other test pits, its continuity 

across the Property has not been verified and the clay is considered a localized lens. Furthermore, the 

bottom of this clay layer has not been defined and as such, the thickness of this layer is unknown. Since 

each test pit was consistently terminated at 1.5 m depth below grade, the depth to the uppermost 

impermeable layer or saturated zone (restrictive or limiting layer, that defines the lower bound of vertical 

separation) is unknown (BC Health, 2014).  

The stated purpose of Highland (2025) is to assess the Property’s capacity for an on-site septic system 

with redundancy. At full build-out, the design effluent discharge rate is 5,780 L/day (5.78 m3/day; Highland, 

2025). Permeameter tests were performed at locations adjacent to each test pit location. Average 

percolation test results were reported to range between 2 and 4 minutes/inch (Highland, 2025). However, 

the depth at which percolation tests were performed and the number of trials performed at each test location 

were not reported. Further, there was no evidence in the report that adequate pre-saturation was performed 

or achieved prior to conducting the percolation tests. The proposed conceptual effluent disposal field design 

called for pressurized distribution laterals oriented parallel to the elevation contours at each location.  

There is reference to a rock pit to be constructed at the southwest corner of the Property for purposes of 

water storage (Active Earth, 2025). Typically, rock pits are used to facilitate seepage into unconsolidated 

sediments as opposed to ‘storage’. If the stated purpose of the rock pit is to store water, it is conceptualized 

that the rock pit will consist of a pit excavated, or blasted, into the low-permeability rock to store water. 

However, the more likely intent of the rock pit is to provide rapid infiltration of storm water collected from 

the building perimeter drain. Further detail of the design, location, and anticipated number of rock pits is 

required.         
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The proposed operation includes application, short-term storage, and handling of low volatile organic 

carbon (VOC) wood glue and stain (Active Earth, 2025). The RDCK public hearing information package 

included a Material Safety Data Sheet for an adhesive called ‘Loctite’ manufactured by Henkel Canada 

Corporation. The chemical constituents of Loctite are provided below (Henkel, 2020): 

 

No bulk storage of process chemicals is planned for the development (Active Earth, 2025). No information 

was provided regarding other chemicals that would potentially be used on the Property.       

5. Climate       

Climate normals for the period between 1991 to 2020 as recorded at the Nelson Climate Station (Elevation 

534.9 m asl; 477892E; 5482128N Zone 11 NAD 83) operated by Environment Canada are summarized in 

Table 2. 

Table 2: Mean Monthly Temperature and Precipitation Recorded at Nelson Climate Station (Canadian Climate 
Normals, 2025) 

 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Year 

Temp. 

(°C) 
-0.7 0.6 4.4 8.6 13.3 16.4 20.7 20.4 15.4 8.5 2.9 -1.0 9.1 

Precip. 

(mm) 
nr nr nr 59.6 65.9 84.4 34.2 30.6 42.4 63.5 nr nr nr 

Note: nr = not reported 

Snow falls occasionally between November and March. However, representative precipitation 

measurements for these months are not reported at this climate station. In the absence of a complete 

annual precipitation record, a mean monthly precipitation rate of 54.4 mm/month is estimated. Peak runoff 

is likely to occur during spring freshet when rain-on-snow events could generate both significant overland 

flow and runoff from hard surfaces (bedrock, roof and park lot), 

Climate change research in mountainous regions of BC predict that the intensity and frequency of fall and 

winter precipitation events will increase and, in contrast, persistent hot and dry conditions in summer with 

simultaneous periods of no precipitation will create prolonged periods without groundwater recharge to 

aquifers and prolonged periods of low water levels in creeks and streams during that season (Allen and 

Scibek, 2004).  
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6. Physiography 

6.1. TOPOGRAPHY AND DRAINAGE 

Regionally, the property is situated at the toe of the Selkirk Mountain Range defined to the west by Slocan 

Lake, to the east by Kootenay Lake and to the south by the Kootenay River (locally known as the West Arm 

of Kootenay Lake). Local area peaks include Mt. Yuill (2,150 m asl; 6 km north northeast of the Property), 

Grays Peak (2,740 m asl; 13.7 km north of the Property) and Kokanee Peak (2,780 m asl; 15.1 km north of 

the Property). Each of these peaks are adjacent to glaciers that drain into Kokanee Creek. Kokanee Creek 

is also fed by Kokanee Lake (~1,970 m asl) and Gibsons Lake (~ 1,560 m asl) at its headwaters (iMapBC, 

2025). The Kootenay River is at an approximate elevation of 534 m asl.  

At the closest proximity, Kokanee Creek is 320 m east of the northeast corner of the Property. At the most 

distal point, Kokanee Creek is 530 m east of the Property. Figure 7 is an oblique image of the Property 

showing the layout relative to Kokanee Creek. The yellow lines on Figure 7 highlight the crest and toe of 

the local area slope upon which the Property is situated. Using 5 m contours obtained from Lidar imagery 

across the Property, as shown in Figure 8 (provided in the figures section appended to this report), the 

slope across the Property is roughly 23 %. The maximum elevation on the Property is 575 m asl at the 

northeast corner and 543 m asl at the southwest corner. The slope direction on the west side of the Property 

is south southwest (Figure 8), while on the east side of the Property it is south southeast and strongly 

influenced by the bedrock outcropping shown in Figure 4.  
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Figure 7: Oblique Image of the Property Showing Toe and Crest of Local Slope (Google Earth, 2025) 

6.2. BEDROCK GEOLOGY 

Bedrock geology at the Property has been mapped as the Nelson Batholith comprised of porphyritic granite, 

granodiorite, and granite gneiss (iMapBC, 2025). The batholith is regional in scale and has been mapped 

across the area extending from Slocan Lake (in the west), a series of north-south trending faults adjacent 

the north arm of Kootenay Lake (in the east), Nelson (in the southwest), but extending to a point 

approximately 10 km north of Salmo, BC (iMapBC, 2025). There are no faults in the area of the Property 

(iMapBC, 2025).  

6.3. SURFICIAL GEOLOGY 

Regional scale mapping of surficial geology published by the Geological Survey of Canada has determined 

the Property is underlain by “bedrock with steep slopes exposed by a modern stream” (Fulton et. al., 1984). 

Generally, this includes rock outcropping at surface with a thin veneer or blanket of colluvium, rubble aprons 

and rubbly till.  

The Property is situated upon the west slope (lateral distal portion) of a delta associated with Kokanee 

Creek. The depositional history of area including the Property is interpreted to be as follows: 

Kokanee Creek 

Kootenay River 
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1. The west slope, which is dominated by bedrock, was initially formed by scouring during glacial 

advance and retreat; and, 

2. The fast-moving waters of Kokanee Creek have discharged into the slow-moving waters of the 

Kootenay River forming a complex of fan and delta deposits. Deltaic deposits are typically 

comprised of sand and gravels, as deposited sediment-laden water in Kokanee Creek,  interbedded 

with lacustrine silts and clays as deposited during periods of high water in the slower moving 

Kootenay River. 

7. Groundwater Occurrence and Flow 

7.1. PROVINCIAL AQUIFERS IN THE AREA 

Figure 9 shows the local extent of the two provincial aquifers that exist in the area of the Property. A 

summary of aquifer characteristics is provided in Table 3. 

Table 3: Summary of Aquifer Characteristics for Provincial Aquifers in the Area   

Aquifer Name 
Aquifer 

Number 
Aquifer Type 

Current 

Delineated  

Extent (km2) 

Vulnerability Productivity Demand 

Crescent Bay 1018 Bedrock 8.36 Moderate Moderate Low 

Kokanee Point 994 
Sand and 

Gravel 
1.18 High Moderate Moderate 

The Property is located at the southeast extent of fractured bedrock Aquifer AQ 1018 (Appendix A). The 

aquifer extent has been delineated based on recorded stratigraphy, well location and occurrence, bedrock 

geology and drainage area. Generally, the hydraulic conductivity of the aquifer is reported as low, having a 

median well yield of 34 m3/day (BCWRA, 2025). Based on low hydraulic conductivity clay and silt units 

reported by drillers as overlying the bedrock, the aquifer is characterized as being partially confined. Based 

on the reported thickness of these low hydraulic conductivity layers, the aquifer is interpreted to have a 

moderate vulnerability to contamination from infiltration of potential contaminants. The mean depth to water 

is reported as 14.2 m below grade. A note on the Aquifer Classification Worksheet (Appendix A) suggests 

that discharge from this aquifer is into the surficial aquifer (AQ 994) and Kootenay River to the south 

(BCWRA, 2025). 
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Figure 9: Provincial Aquifers in the area of the Property (BC Water Resources Atlas, 2025) 

The northern extent of sand and gravel Aquifer AQ 994 has been mapped between 20 m and 45 m south 

of the Property (Appendix A). The aquifer extent has been delineated based on recorded stratigraphy, well 

location and occurrence, surficial geology mapping and topography (BCWRA, 2025). The southern extent 

of the aquifer is defined by the Kootenay River. In addition to the sand and gravel aquifer materials, the 

Aquifer Classification Worksheet (Appendix A) also indicates that dirty sand and gravel, silt, clay and some 

till and boulders are present (BCWRA, 2025). Of the wells drilled up to and including 2012 (when the Aquifer 

Classification worksheet was published), the worksheet indicates low permeability confining units in 38 % 

of the wells, and an unconfined sand and gravel aquifer in 53% of the wells drilled (BCWRA, 2025). The 

low hydraulic conductivity units are discontinuous lenses and as such, the vulnerability of Aquifer AQ 994 

is more likely high as opposed to moderate as described in the Aquifer Classification Worksheet (Appendix 

A). The median well yield is 124.8 m3/day (22.9 USgpm), inferring the aquifer is moderately productive. The 

average depth to groundwater is reported to be 6.2 m below grade (BCWRA, 2025). A note on the Aquifer 

Classification Worksheet (Appendix A) suggests that recharge to Aquifer AQ 994 originates laterally from 

Aquifer 1018 (BCWRA, 2025). Copies of the Aquifer Classification Worksheets for AQ 994 and AQ 1018 

are included in Appendix A.  
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7.2. WATER WELLS 

Figure 10 shows the locations of 24 water wells registered in the BCWRA within a 300 m radius of the 

Property. On the assumption that all properties in the area that have buildings must also have a water well, 

there are many wells in the area that have not been registered. Submission of water well logs prior to 2016 

was discretionary and therefore wells completed prior to this date may not appear in the well registry. There 

are at least twenty-four lots south of the property and only eleven registered wells in the area. This suggests 

that, in addition to the 11 registered wells, there are inferred to be approximately 25 unregistered wells 

located south of the property (for an estimated total of 36 wells). Available details garnered from well logs 

are summarized in Table 4.   

Individual well records can be accessed on the BCWRA at https://maps.gov.bc.ca/ess/hm/wrbc/. 

  
Note: nr = not reported 

Table 4: Registered Well Locations within a 300 m Radius of the Property (BCWRA, 2025) 

Relative Location or 
Civic Address Well Tag  Number 

Drillers Reported 
Yield (m3/day)

Well Depth (m 
bgs) 

Depth to Water (m 
below reference) Aquifer No. 

Distance from 
Property (m) Notes

4647 Cresent Rd 131010 8.18 170 nr 1018 106
 4608 Starlight Rd 125918 19.1 224 nr 1018 on property
4598 Highway 3A 124093 nr 9.14 nr 994 144
 4622 Crescent Rd 120935 nr >9 nr 994 171
 4711 Robertson Rd 117710 109 28.3 8.23 994 175
4608 Crescent View 166151 16.4 182 13.72 1018 139
4676 Crescent Rd      108916 109 14.0 6.71 994 216
Starlight Rd 105588 2.73 183 91.44 1018 5
 Crescent View Dr 92891 16.4 165 4.27 1018 241
Crescent View Dr 92889 38.2 116 0 1018 140 Artesian
Crescent View Dr 92888 10.9 122 3.05 1018 182
Crescent View Dr 91664 21.8 123 1.22 1018 96
4646 Crescent Rd 85983 245 13.1 4.88 994 180
4646 Crescent Rd 85981 nr 5.94 5.49 994 189
4604 Starlight Rd 85957 27.3 219 0 1018 52 Artesian
12 Mile-Storage 79334 109 152 23.77 1018 221
4652 Crescent Rd 66287 109 10.7 1.83 994 151
Crescent Beach 51893 60.0 116 nr 1018 209
Nelson 39860 81.8 143 30.48 1018 146
North Shore 35593 81.8 18.6 10.67 994 86
North Shore 34912 54.5 15.2 7.31 994 85
Kokanee 26477 nr 4.57 nr 994 22 dry
Kokanee 26469 218 10.7 nr 994 164
Provincial Park 16615 191 15.2 6.71 994 175
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Figure 10: Registered Well Locations within 300 m of the Property (BCWRA, 2025)  

Of the 24 registered wells within a 300 m radius of the Property, 12 source water from bedrock aquifer AQ 

1018 and 11 wells source water from the sand and gravel aquifer AQ 994 (BCWRA, 2025). One of the wells 

(WTN 26477) intersecting AQ 994 is reported as dry.  

The following notable observations were made from the well logs:  

• Generally, wells on the Property and areas to the north are completed in bedrock aquifer AQ 1018 

and wells to the south of the Property are in sand and gravel aquifer AQ994. The mean well yield 

in bedrock aquifer AQ 1018 is 27.3 m3/day (5 USgpm). The mean well yield in the sand and gravel 

aquifer AQ 994 is 124.8 m3/day (22.9 USgpm);  

• Two wells intersecting the bedrock aquifer AQ 1018 (WTN 92889 and WTN 85957), were reported 

to have water levels at grade or slightly above and are noted as artesian in Table 3. Artesian 

means water pressure in the fractures intersected by the well is higher than the ground surface;  

• Wells completed in bedrock aquifer AQ 1018 have depths ranging from 116 m (WTN 92889 and 

WTN 51893) to 224 m (WTN 125918); 
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• The average depth from ground surface to the top of bedrock in the area is 4.7 m, with the 

maximum depth of 16.7 m noted in WTN 51893 located 190 m NW of the Property. The depth to 

bedrock is greatest generally to the north of the Property. However, as inferred by bedrock 

outcropping on the Property, the depth to bedrock on the Property is inferred to be relatively 

shallow. The depth to bedrock increases from between 5 and 15 m below ground surface to the 

south and downslope of the Property;   

• Although located within the footprint of aquifer AQ 994, WTN 131010 was drilled through sand and 

gravel AQ 994 and into the underlying bedrock Aquifer AQ 1018; 

• WTN 125918 was drilled adjacent the southwest corner of the Property and the stratigraphy 

reported at this location was sand and gravel to 3.0 m below grade, followed by clay to 6.1 m below 

grade overlying bedrock; and,  

• WTN 105588 was drilled 5 m west of the Property and approximately 15 m west of the proposed 

westernmost effluent disposal area, with bedrock encountered at 1.2 m below ground surface.  

• The mean depth to groundwater (the water table or static water level) in the sand and gravel aquifer 

AQ 1018 is 5.8 m below ground surface. The closest well to the Property and in aquifer AQ 994 is 

WTN 26477 located 30 m downslope of the southern limit of the Property. This well is completed 

to 4.6 m depth where it intersected bedrock. This well was not completed with a well screen.  

7.3. GROUNDWATER RECHARGE AND AQUIFER FLOW 

Generally, groundwater travels from groundwater recharge zones (typically found at high elevations) 

towards groundwater discharge zones (typically found at lower elevations). Groundwater recharge to 

bedrock aquifer AQ 1018 is conceptualized as precipitation and glacial meltwater infiltrating fractures in 

bedrock at the higher elevations of the Selkirk Mountains adjacent Kokanee Peak, Grays Peak and Mount 

Yuill. If glacial or snow meltwater and precipitation do not encounter fractured bedrock, infiltration will be 

limited resulting in runoff and infiltration into the overburden material above the bedrock and shallow 

groundwater flow along the top of the bedrock. The flow along bedrock follows topography, some of which 

will report as runoff to local creek channels. Where the creeks flow over fractured bedrock, there may be 

some loss of creek flow via infiltration into bedrock.  

Flow within bedrock is not within the primary porosity of the bedrock itself but via the fractures in the bedrock 

following pressure gradients. Where a well has been drilled into the bedrock, the groundwater flow rate of 

that well is dependent upon the number of continuous fractures intersected by that well. Granodiorite rock 

which predominates in the area, is notoriously massive with relatively few fractures. The paucity of fractures 

is consistent with the absence of mapped faults in the area and the depth of the wells drilled in the bedrock 

aquifer AQ 1018.  

The quantity of flow above bedrock is a function of the type and thickness of overburden material above 

the rock and the size of the catchment area that provides recharge of precipitation and snowmelt. The local 

catchment area of aquifer AQ 994 that collects and infiltrates precipitation to the overburden extends 1 km 

upslope to the north of the Property.  
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The regional groundwater discharge zone is the Kootenay River (West Arm of Kootenay Lake). As such, 

groundwater in the bedrock is conceptualized as following pressure gradients that converge upon the 

Kootenay River. Where the bedrock surface is exposed at the base of the Kootenay River, groundwater in 

the bedrock is expected to discharge directly into the Kootenay River. However, where sand and gravel is 

deposited directly upon the fractured bedrock, groundwater discharging from the fractured bedrock is 

conceptualized as discharging laterally and directly into the sand and gravel aquifer AQ 994. Where isolated 

clay lenses are present directly on the bedrock, discharge from the bedrock into the sand and gravel aquifer 

will be minimal or absent. However, as clay mantled on bedrock has been reported at WTN 125918 only 

and not in other well logs in the area, it is inferred the clay layer is discontinuous and therefore that  

groundwater discharge from the bedrock to the sand and gravel aquifer predominates. Since aquifer AQ 

994 abuts directly against the Kootenay River, it is also expected that seasonal groundwater recharge 

occurs from the river into the aquifer during freshet when water levels in the river may rise marginally higher 

than water levels in the aquifer.   

In summary, groundwater flow in the area is from the north to the south towards the River. To the north of 

the Property flow is predominantly in fractured bedrock (AQ 1018) that is recharged over a larger area that 

extends to 2,700 m asl. Flow in this aquifer provides some recharge to the sand and gravel overburden 

aquifer (AQ 994) that is at lower elevation and adjacent to the River. Recharge to AQ 994 is also provided 

by lateral flow along the top of bedrock that is derived from infiltration within a smaller catchment area that 

extends to 1 km north of the Property. The overburden aquifer AQ 994 is also recharged via infiltration of 

precipitation over the footprint of the aquifer and lateral recharge from the River when the elevation of the 

River is higher than the level in the aquifer which may occur during peak freshet runoff.  

7.4. GROUNDWATER USE 

Wells in sand and gravel aquifer AQ 994 are inferred to be primarily domestic wells, except perhaps WTN 

124093 which based on its location, is inferred to service the Crescent Beach Resort.  

Similarly, wells completed in the bedrock aquifer AQ 1018 are inferred to be primarily domestic wells, with 

the exception of WTN 79334 servicing the 12-Mile Storage facility. 

8. Potential Impacts 

8.1. AQUIFER WATER BALANCE 

A groundwater budget or aquifer water balance is simply an accounting of water inputs or “recharge” to an 

aquifer (or system of aquifers) offset against water outputs including pumping from wells, losses to surface 

water and lateral flow to down-gradient aquifers (Fetter,1994; Domenico & Schwartz, 1990). The completion 

of a detailed water balance is beyond the scope of this assessment; however, a discussion of the how the 

proposed development may impact the water balance in the area is presented.  

Our understanding is that most of the effluent infiltrating into the disposal fields on the property will be 

sourced via pumping from one of the water wells on the Property (likely Well B). The existing disposal fields 

servicing the existing homes will be decommissioned. At full buildout on the Property, the effluent disposal 
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rate will be 5,780 L/day (1,500 USgals/day). This equates to a water demand on site of 5.8 m3/day (1 

USgpm), which is much less than the average 27.3 m3/day (5 USgpm) yield for a well in bedrock aquifer 

AQ 1018. 

The volume of water withdrawn from wells on the property is likely to be higher considering shop floor and 

parking lot washdown plus irrigation water requirements. It is assumed that shop washdown water will report 

to the perimeter drain, with appropriate attention afforded to preventing any shop chemicals or cleaners 

being included in the waste stream. The volume used for exterior washdown and irrigation demands is also 

assumed to be 5.8 m3/day (1 USgpm). Exterior washdown water is expected to report to the on-site 

stormwater retention/disposal system. The net of applied irrigation water used, defined as irrigation return 

flow, will equate to about 30% of the volume of irrigation applied. Irrigation return flow will infiltrate into the 

subsurface and recharge shallow groundwater above bedrock in the same way as effluent from the disposal 

fields. The total water use on the Property is therefore assumed to be 17.4 m3/day (3 USgpm), which is still 

less than the mean well yield for aquifer AQ 1018.   

There will be an increase in the volume of recharge reporting to the overburden materials above bedrock 

on the Property due to a substantial increase in impervious surface area, represented by roofing atop the 

production shop building and paved parking areas. Less impervious surfaces cause water to run off quickly 

and increase the volume of stormwater to be accommodated by a stormwater system. Our understanding 

is the stormwater on the Property will be collected and infiltrated to ground at a location downslope of the 

main production shop building.    

In summary, the volume of water that will accumulate on top of the shallow bedrock on the Property will 

increase and this water will flow laterally downslope ultimately contributing to the recharge of aquifer AQ 

994. The extent to which the water table may rise in the aquifer due to increased recharge is beyond the 

scope of this assessment, but practically it is unlikely to be more than 1m and expected to occur in the 

summer when rainfall and irrigation return flow will have the most influence. Given the mean depth to water 

(water table) in aquifer AQ 994 is 5.8 m, a 1 m increase is not expected to represent a significant impact. 

However, a reconnaissance of wells located downslope of the Property including static water level 

measurements, combined with a survey of basement slab elevations relative to groundwater levels is 

warranted. Ultimately an assessment of the impact of increased recharge and groundwater level rise should 

be completed.   

The increase in flow above bedrock will be the result of: 

• Water pumped from bedrock aquifer AQ 1018 that ultimately reports to the effluent disposal 

fields upslope of the production shop building. This is effectively a transfer of water from aquifer 

AQ 1018 to aquifer AQ 994; and,  

• Disposal of stormwater collected on the Property via infiltration to ground, noting the volume 

will be higher than historical due to increased impervious area. 
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8.2. POTENTIAL FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 

The depth to bedrock is 1.2 m below grade at WTN 105588 (20 m west of the western-most septic field), 

which is relatively shallow. Bedrock outcropping at ground surface is also noted on the Property. The clay 

that sits on top of the bedrock has been identified in test pit TP3 at the north end of the property and in 

WTN 125918 at the south end of the Property underlying 3 m of sand and gravel inferred to be the northern 

extent of sand and gravel aquifer AQ 944. There is insufficient subsurface data to suggest that clay is 

continuous over the Property. Lastly, the slope across the Property is roughly 23% and the percolation rate 

is less than 4 min/inch in the proposed disposal field areas.  

Effluent discharged at the proposed effluent disposal field locations is therefore expected to infiltrate and 

migrate vertically downward through the coarse sand and gravel at a rapid rate prior to intersecting the 

underlying bedrock surface. At the bedrock surface, the effluent flow direction is expected to follow the 

topography of the bedrock surface, which is generally from north to south across the property, towards the 

production shop building and ultimately the Kootenay River. As such, there is significant potential for the 

effluent to be collected by the perimeter drain surrounding the production shop building and subsequently 

discharged to ground on the south side of the building. The effluent is expected to mix and dilute with any 

other runoff captured in the perimeter drain. 

In summary, this information raises a concern that substantial renovation of effluent may not be achieved, 

leading to partially treated effluent flowing along the top of the bedrock on the Property being captured by 

the stormwater system and subsequently infiltrated to ground at the south end of the property. Disposal of 

partially renovated effluent at the south end of the Property has the potential to impact groundwater quality 

in aquifer AQ 994 and represents a health hazard for groundwater users (domestic water wells) in the 

residential area downslope of the Property.  

Therefore, the stormwater collection and disposal system on the Property must carefully consider the 

following:   

• If stormwater will be collected and conveyed solely via gravity to the lowest elevation area (southern 

portion) of the Property; 

• The locations, intended function and number of rock pits should be clarified. Are rock pits for 

storage and subsequent infiltration of stormwater directly to bedrock, or are rock pits only for 

storage with overflow of storage directed via gravity to infiltration points in the overburden above 

bedrock;    

• Partially treated effluent can still contain significant levels of contaminants such as organic matter, 

nutrients (like nitrogen and phosphorus), and pathogens. Effluent that accumulates in rock pits 

designed to convey overflow only, represents a stagnant volume of effluent which can lead to higher 

concentrations of biological pathogens over time; 

• Perimeter drain design, including sections of pipe that are perforated or not perforated to optimize 

collection and delivery of water to disposal areas, points of connection with roof leader and parking 

area runoff and design of rock pits for optimal storage;  
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• How will the concrete floor slab in the shop building be washed or will it be washed at all; and, 

• Assuming the concrete floor slab will be washed, how will that wash water be managed.  

Based on the very limited information provided on the proposed stormwater system for the Property, our 

understanding is that disposal of stormwater to ground may be planned at the south side of the production 

shop building in which case partially renovated effluent and stormwater would be discharged directly into 

the unsaturated sand and gravel (as noted in WTN 125918) either directly from the perimeter drain or from 

the rock pit(s), and infiltrate vertically downward until it intersects the clay noted in WTN 125918 or intersects 

the water table in AQ 994. Where the effluent and stormwater intersects the water table in aquifer AQ 994, 

the mixture will travel following the direction of flow in the aquifer towards the Kootenay River.  

Stormwater discharge to ground on the Property will mix with ambient groundwater flow in aquifer AQ 994, 

with water quality expected to improve as distance increases downslope from the Property along the 

direction of groundwater flow towards the River. However, pumping from domestic water wells located along 

the groundwater flow path has the potential to “capture” a portion of the infiltrated stormwater prior to 

substantial mixing occurring with the ambient groundwater flow in aquifer AQ 994. The area surrounding a 

well where groundwater is influenced by pumping is defined as a well head capture zone. It includes all the 

water that will eventually flow into the well. The extent and orientation of a capture zone is a function of the 

rate the well is pumped and the hydraulic gradient in the aquifer. Where the pumping rate is small and the 

hydraulic gradient is relatively flat, the capture zone is small and symmetric (circular). Where the pumping 

rate is higher and the gradient is not flat, the capture zone increases in size and becomes elongated 

extending further upslope (up-gradient) along the dominant direction of groundwater flow. In summary, the 

time for potentially contaminated groundwater to be intercepted by domestic wells located downslope 

(down-gradient) of the Property may be less than expected and represents a health hazard.  

There is no proposed secondary containment proposed for the low-VOC wood glues and stains that will be 

used on site (Active Earth, 2025). The viscosity and maximum on-site storage quantities of these products 

is not reported. The primary containment for these products is reported to be the concrete floor slab of the 

production shop building. The same concerns exist for the transport and fate of these chemicals within the 

effluent disposal and stormwater management systems on the Property.      
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9. CONCLUSIONS  

The unconfined sand and gravel aquifer located down slope and down-gradient with respect to groundwater 

flow, designated by the Province as aquifer AQ 994, has been characterized as highly vulnerable to impacts 

from potential contaminants at ground surface. The northern limit of aquifer AQ 994 is between 20 m and 

45 m of the southern limits of the Property. 

Based on a review of the available information, potential impacts to down-gradient receptors (water wells 

and the Kootenay River) from the proposed development are as follows: 

• Partially renovated wastewater effluent may be directed, or eventually report, to aquifer AQ 994 via 

the rock pits and/or perimeter drains on the Property.  

• Recharge of stormwater to the subsurface at the south limit of the Property will increase via the 

rock pit and/or the perimeter drain; 

• If Well B is not completed with a surface annular casing seal, there is a risk that insufficiently treated 

effluent from upslope effluent disposal fields could migrate into Well B;  

• Wash water from the concrete floor slab (residual wood stain and glue water quality) and from 

asphalt surfacing (residual hydrocarbon concentration) may report to the perimeter drain system 

and/or rock pit(s) on the Property and impact groundwater that will recharge aquifer AQ 1018;   

• It is understood that Well B is proposed to service Spearhead with potable water. The location of 

Well B is within the footprint of the proposed production shop building. There are no details 

regarding this well, specifically when the well is drilled, what geology was encountered, the depth 

to water-bearing fractures and if the well is compliant with the requirements under the Groundwater 

Protection Regulation. As defined in the BC Water Act, if the well is used for industrial/commercial 

purposes, it will be become a public water supply well 

Generally, in our professional opinion, based on the information provided to date, the proposal has the 

following deficiencies: 

• There is currently no clear stormwater management plan for the Property; 

• It is unlikely that there will be adequate effluent renovation prior to discharge at the south property 

boundary; 

• There is no consideration of the high consequence, low likelihood event of a release of low VOC 

or petroleum hydrocarbon chemicals at the Property; 

• Since Well B is planned to become a public water supply, well completion details at Well B are 

unknown; 
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• There is no consideration of the fact that the proposed development on the Property is between 20 

m and 45 m up-gradient of a highly vulnerable aquifer that is the sole-source of potable drinking 

water for several homeowners; 

• Time for potentially contaminated groundwater to be intercepted by domestic wells located 

downslope (down-gradient) of the Property may be less than expected and could represent a health 

hazard. 

• There has been no consideration of effluent pre-treatment to a higher standard than Type 1;   

• There has been no consideration of installation of groundwater monitoring wells along the south 

Property boundary;  

• There has been no consideration of baseline and post operation groundwater monitoring along the 

south property boundary or in the highly vulnerable aquifer;   
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10. CLOSING 

We trust the information provided meets your current requirements. If you have any questions or concerns, 

please contact the undersigned at your convenience.  

Sincerely, 

 

Prepared by: 

 

Adeola Oyefiade, Hydrogeologist 

aoyefiade@mcelhanney.com 

604-674-7412  

Prepared by: 

 

Scott Green, P.Eng. Senior Hydrogeologist 

sgreen@mcelhanney.com 

604-230-1914 

 

Reviewed by: 

 

Remi Allard, M.Eng.,P.Eng. Senior Groundwater Engineer 

rallard@mcelhanney.com 

778-247-0667 
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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 

McElhanney’s 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/planning/etc 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. 
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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.  
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Figure 5: Architect’s Rendering of Proposed Development at Full Build out (Hemsworth, 2024) 
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Figure 6: Test Pit and Well Location Plan (after Highland, 2025) 
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Figure 8: 5 m contours obtained from Lidar imagery across the Property 
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APPENDIX A  

Aquifer Mapping and Factsheet Reports for AQ 994 and AQ 1018  
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Aquifer Description (Mapping Report - 2012):
Fractured crystalline (igneous intrusive or meta-
morphic, meta-sedimentary, meta-volcanic, vol-
canic) rock aquifer (subtype = 6b).

Aquifer Details

Region Kootenay
Water District Nelson
Aquifer Area 8.4 km2

No. Wells Correlated 13
Vulnerability to
Contamination

Moderate

Productivity Moderate
Aquifer Classification IIIB
Hydraulic Conductivity * Unknown
Transmissivity * Unknown
Storativity * Unknown
No. Water Licences
Issued to Wells

Unknown

Observation Wells
(Active, Inactive)

None

* min - max
For Hydraulic Connection see guidance document

Disclaimer: Use of information from Aquifer factsheets (accessed by BC government website) is subject to limitation of liability provisions (further described
on that website). That information is provided by the BC government as a public service on an “as is” basis, without warranty of any kind, whether express
or implied, and its use is at your own risk. Under no circumstances will the BC government, or its staff, agents and contractors, be responsible or liable to any
person or business entity, for any direct, indirect, special, incidental, consequential or any other loss or damages to any person or business entity based on this
factsheet or any use of information from it.
Detailed methods for all figures are described in the companion document (Aquifer Factsheet - Companion Document.pdf).
Factsheet generated: 2022-07-27. Aquifers online: https://apps.nrs.gov.bc.ca/gwells/aquifers.

1
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 AQUIFER CLASSIFICATION WORKSHEET 
 DATE: 31-Mar-12 

 AQUIFER REFERENCE NUMBER: 1018 

 DESCRIPTIVE LOCATION OF AQUIFER: Crescent Bay, BC 
 NTS MAP SHEET: 082F11 
 BCGS MAP SHEET: 082F065 

 CLASSIFICATION: IIB RANKING:  9 
 Aquifer Size: 8.35 km2 

   
 Aquifer Boundaries: 
 The aquifer boundaries were delineated based on well lithology, the extent of groundwater 
development, bedrock geology, and the drainage area encompassing the extent of development 
(topography). The southern boundary is shown with a solid line along the west arm of Kootenay 
Lake between Longbeach and Fraser. The northern boundary is shown as a dashed line along the 
approximate drainage basin for the bedrock aquifer. This aquifer may be hydraulically connected 
(discharging to) aquifer 9939. 

 
 Aquifer Sub-type: 6b 

   
 Aquifer Priority Rating for Observation Wells: 24.64 

   
 Geologic Formation (overlying materials): clay & till 
 From surficial soils maps, the overlying deposits are mostly sandy tills (Fulton et. al, 1984). The 
thickness of the overlying deposits vary between 2.44 and 25.91 m and are described as clay, 
gravel, boulders, and till.  

 
 Geologic Formation (aquifer): bedrock 
 Fractured bedrock. Bedrock is made up of granodioritic intrusive rocks of the Nelson Batholith 
Group from the Mesozoic Era (Massy et. at., 2005). Within the well logs, bedrock was 
characterized as granite or simply referred to as ‘bedrock’.  
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Confined/Partially Confined/Unconfined: Partially Confined  
 Five of the 13 wells report low permeable confining deposits above the bedrock. These five wells 
are distributed across the southern extents of the aquifer. The eight wells that do not report low 
permeable confining deposits above the bedrock are within the south-eastern extents of the 
aquifer. Therefore, although only a few wells report the presence of confining deposits, the 
deposits are expected to be aerially extensive with localized windows of vulnerability in the 
southeast. The confining deposits are described as clay and till. Where present, the confining 
thickness varies between 3.05 m and 22.86 m. The average and median thicknesses of the 
confining deposits are 10.18 m and 9.14 m, respectively.  

In the southeast where confining deposits are not reported, high permeable materials (gravel, 
cobbles, and boulders) were reported above the bedrock. In this region, there are localized 
windows of vulnerability to the aquifer.  

 
 Vulnerability: B - Moderate 
 The depth to water is shallow. The permeability of the aquifer materials is low (fractured 
bedrock). The aquifer is partially confined with localized windows of vulnerability in the 
southeast. The average thickness of the confining deposits is 10.18 m.  

 
 Productivity: Moderate – 0.4 L/s (geomean) 
 Well yields were reported for 12 of the 13 wells within the aquifer with values ranging between 
0.06 L/s and 1.26 L/s. The geometric mean of the yield values is shown above and was used to 
calculate the aquifer rank. The median yield value is 0.38 L/s.  

 
 Depth to Water:  14.24 m (average) 
 Depth to water was reported for ten of the seven wells with values ranging between 1.22 m and 
34.75 m. The average depth to water is shown above. The median depth to water is 4.27 m.  

 
 Direction of Groundwater Flow: 
 This has not been determined. It is estimated that groundwater flow is from areas of high 
elevation in the north towards Kootenay Lake in the south. 

 
 Recharge: 

 This has not been determined. It is estimated that recharge to this aquifer is from the infiltration 
of precipitation and discharge is to the surficial aquifer and Kootenay Lake in the south. 

 

 
 
 

Appendix 'A' Page 103 of 112



 

 

 Domestic Well Density: Low – 1.4 domestic wells/km2 
 The domestic well density was calculated based on ten private domestic wells and two unknown 
wells with a yield of less than 1 L/s. An unknown well with a yield of less than 1 L/s was assumed 
to be representative of a domestic well. 

 
 Type of Water Use: Drinking Water 
 None of the wells are listed as commericial/industrial or irrigation wells. Therefore, they are 
assumed to be for drinking water purposes. 

 
 Reliance on Source: 
  Conjunctive. There are natural springs and surface water licenses within this aquifer.  

 
 Conflicts between Users: 
  None documented. 

 
 Quantity Concerns: 
 None documented. 

 
 Quality Concerns: 
 None documented. 

 
 Comments: 
 Well depth ranges between 4.57 m and 230.12 m. The average and median well depths are 
132.45 m and 123.44 m, respectively. 

 
 References: 
  Berardinucci J. and K. Ronneseth, 2002.  Guide to Using the BC Aquifer Classification Maps For 
the Protection and Management of Groundwater.  BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection, 
Water Management Branch, Groundwater Section.   

 
Fulton, R.J., I. Shetsen, and N.W. Rutter. 1984. Surficial Geology, Kootenay Lake, British Columbia 
– Alberta. Geological Survey of Canada, Open File 1084.  

 

Massey, N.W.D., D.G. Mac Intyre, P.J. Desjardins, and R.T. Cooney. 2005. Digital Geology of British 
Columbia: Whole Province. B.C. Ministry of Energy and Mines, Geofile 2005-1. 
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AQUIFER CLASSIFICATION AND RANKING 
 AQUIFER LOCATION:  Crescent Bay, BC   

 AQUIFER REFERENCE NUMBER:  1018 
 AQUIFER SUB-TYPE:  6b 
 AQUIFER PRIORITY RATING FOR OBSERVATION WELLS:    24.64   
 CLASSIFICATION: IIB RANKING:  9 
 Classification Component: 
 Level of Development – Low level of development and moderate productivity. 
 Level of Vulnerability – Depth to water is moderately shallow, permeability of the aquifer 
material is low, the aquifer is partially confined but there are windows of vulnerability within the 
southeast. 
 Ranking Component: Ranking Value: 
 Productivity: 2 
 Vulnerability: 2 
 Size: 2 
 Demand*: 1 
 Type Of Use: 2 
 Quality: 
 Quantity: 
 Total: 9 
 * Demand has been assessed subjectively.  Demand is based on domestic well density, the presence of several  
 water supply system wells, and general knowledge of well use and land use in the area.  Demand assumes that  
 the reported well capacity is the amount of water used, which can be misleading.  The reported well capacity is  
 often higher than actual use.   

 Statistical Summary of Well Data for Aquifer # 1018 
 Total number of wells available for statistical  13 

 Depth to Well Depth to Reported Est.  Est. Thickness  
 Bedrock Depth Water Well Yield of Confining 
 (m bgs) (m bgs) (m bgs) (L/s) Materials (m) 

 Number of Wells 9 13 7 12 5 
 Maximum 25.91 230.12 34.75 1.26 22.86 
 Minimum 2.44 4.57 1.22 0.06 3.05 
 Average 9.99 132.45 14.24 0.57 10.18 
 Median 4.57 123.44 4.27 0.38 9.14 
 Geometric Mean 7.08 104.28 7.03 0.40 7.78 
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Aquifer Description (Mapping Report - 2012):
Predominantly unconfined deltaic sand and
gravel aquifers are commonly found in deltas
where a stream or smaller river flows into a
standing body of water (subtype = 2).

Aquifer Details

Region Kootenay
Water District Nelson
Aquifer Area 1.2 km2

No. Wells Correlated 13
Vulnerability to
Contamination

High

Productivity Moderate
Aquifer Classification IIA
Hydraulic Conductivity * Unknown
Transmissivity * Unknown
Storativity * Unknown
No. Water Licences
Issued to Wells

Unknown

Observation Wells
(Active, Inactive)

None

* min - max
For Hydraulic Connection see guidance document

Disclaimer: Use of information from Aquifer factsheets (accessed by BC government website) is subject to limitation of liability provisions (further described
on that website). That information is provided by the BC government as a public service on an “as is” basis, without warranty of any kind, whether express
or implied, and its use is at your own risk. Under no circumstances will the BC government, or its staff, agents and contractors, be responsible or liable to any
person or business entity, for any direct, indirect, special, incidental, consequential or any other loss or damages to any person or business entity based on this
factsheet or any use of information from it.
Detailed methods for all figures are described in the companion document (Aquifer Factsheet - Companion Document.pdf).
Factsheet generated: 2022-07-27. Aquifers online: https://apps.nrs.gov.bc.ca/gwells/aquifers.

1
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 AQUIFER CLASSIFICATION WORKSHEET 
 DATE: 31-Mar-12 

 AQUIFER REFERENCE NUMBER: 994 

 DESCRIPTIVE LOCATION OF AQUIFER: Kokanee Point, BC 
 NTS MAP SHEET: 082F11 
 BCGS MAP SHEET: 082F065 

 CLASSIFICATION: IIA RANKING:  10 
 Aquifer Size: 1.18 km2 

   
 Aquifer Boundaries: 
 The aquifer boundaries were delineated based on well lithology, the extent of groundwater 
development, surficial soils mapping, and topography. The southern boundary is shown with a 
solid line along the west arm of Kootenay Lake between Crescent Bay and east of the Kokanee 
Narrows where the aquifer is believed to discharge. The northern boundary is shown as a dashed 
line where the valley bottom meets the valley wall at the base of Mount Yuill. 

 
 Aquifer Sub-type: 2 

   
 Aquifer Priority Rating for Observation Wells: 32.38 

   
 Geologic Formation (overlying materials): clay, sand & fines, and boulders 
 Fifty-three percent of the wells log the aquifer material to surface. Where the aquifer material is 
not at surface, fluvial deposits of sand & fines, dirty sand & gravel, silt, clay, and some till and 
boulders are reported.  

 
 Geologic Formation (aquifer): sand & gravel 
 Fluvial gravel, sand, and sand & gravel deposits. Aquifer materials are present at surface in 53% 
of the wells.  

 
 Confined/Partially Confined/Unconfined: Partially Confined  
 Low permeable confining deposits of sand & fines, silt, till, and clay were reported in five of the 
thirteen wells within the aquifer. Where reported, the thickness of these deposits varies from 
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1.83 to 16.15 m. The average thickness of the low permeable deposits is 7.98 m. The median 
thickness is 8.23 m. These deposits are not aerially extensive. As well, 53 percent of the wells 
have logged the aquifer material to surface. This aquifer is considered partially confined with 
windows of vulnerability. 

 
 Vulnerability: A - High 
 The depth to water is shallow. The permeability of the aquifer materials is high. The aquifer is 
partially confined with windows of vulnerability. The confining sediments are not aerially 
extensive and are comprised of some moderately permeable materials (sand & fines). Fifty-three 
percent of the wells log the aquifer material at surface. Therefore, although the aquifer is partially 
confined, majority of this aquifer is highly vulnerable to contamination from surface activities. 

 
 Productivity: Moderate – 0.89 L/s (geomean) 
 Well yields were reported for 11 of the 13 wells within the aquifer with values ranging between 
0.03 to 2.84 L/s. The geometric mean of the yield values is shown above and was used to 
calculate the aquifer rank. The median yield value is 1.26 L/s.  

 
 Depth to Water: 6.16 m (average) 
 Depth to water was reported for ten of the 13 wells with values ranging between 1.83 m and 
12.19 m. The average depth to water is shown above. The median depth to water is 6.1 m.  

 
 Direction of Groundwater Flow: 
 This has not been determined. It is estimated that groundwater flow is from areas of high 
elevation in the north towards Kootenay Lake in the south and perhaps locally towards Kokanee 
Creek. 

 
 Recharge: 

 This has not been determined. It is estimated that recharge to this aquifer is from the infiltration 
of precipitation and discharge from bedrock aquifers to the north. 

 

 Domestic Well Density: Moderate – 6.77 domestic wells/km2 
 The domestic well density was calculated based on four private domestic wells and four 
unknown wells with a yield of less than 1 L/s. An unknown well with a yield of less than 1 L/s was 
assumed to be representative of a domestic well. 

 
 Type of Water Use: Drinking Water 
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 Reliance on Source: 
  Conjunctive. There are natural springs and surface water licenses within this aquifer.  

 
 Conflicts between Users: 
  None documented. 

 
 Quantity Concerns: 
 One well has gone dry. 

 
 Quality Concerns: 
 None documented. 

 
 Comments: 
 Well depth ranges between 5.94 m and 28.96 m. The average and median well depths are 15.46 
m and 14.28 m, respectively. 

 
 References: 
  Berardinucci J. and K. Ronneseth, 2002.  Guide to Using the BC Aquifer Classification Maps For 
the Protection and Management of Groundwater.  BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection, 
Water Management Branch, Groundwater Section.   

 
Fulton, R.J., I. Shetsen, and N.W. Rutter. 1984. Surficial Geology, Kootenay Lake, British Columbia 
– Alberta. Geological Survey of Canada, Open File 1084.  
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AQUIFER CLASSIFICATION AND RANKING 
 AQUIFER LOCATION:  Kokanee Point, BC 

  AQUIFER REFERENCE NUMBER:  994 
 AQUIFER SUB-TYPE:  2 
 AQUIFER PRIORITY RATING FOR OBSERVATION WELLS:    32.38  
 CLASSIFICATION: IIA RANKING: 10 
 Classification Component: 
 Level of Development – Moderate level of development and moderate productivity. 
 Level of Vulnerability – Depth to water is shallow, permeability of the aquifer material is high, the 
aquifer is partially confined but majority of the aquifer is vulnerable due to a lack of confining 
deposits present. 
 Ranking Component: Ranking Value: 
 Productivity: 2 
 Vulnerability: 3 
 Size: 1 
 Demand*: 2 
 Type Of Use: 2 
 Quality: 
 Quantity: 
 Total: 10 
 * Demand has been assessed subjectively.  Demand is based on domestic well density, the presence of several  
 water supply system wells, and general knowledge of well use and land use in the area.  Demand assumes that  
 the reported well capacity is the amount of water used, which can be misleading.  The reported well capacity is  
 often higher than actual use.   

 Statistical Summary of Well Data for Aquifer # 994 
 Total number of wells available for statistical  13 

 Depth to Well Depth to Reported Est.  Est. Thickness  
 Bedrock Depth Water Well Yield of Confining 
 (m bgs) (m bgs) (m bgs) (L/s) Materials (m) 

 Number of Wells 0 13 10 11 5 
 Maximum 0.00 28.96 12.19 2.84 16.15 
 Minimum 5.94 1.83 0.03 1.83 
 Average 15.46 6.16 1.40 7.98 
 Median 0.00 13.72 6.10 1.26 8.23 
 Geometric Mean 0.00 14.28 5.23 0.89 6.10 
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From:
To:
Subject: About the spearhead expansion (accidentally sent my draft on the first email)
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 9:37:06 PM

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important

CAUTION This email originated from outside the organization. Please proceed only if you trust the sender.

Morning mr. Giacomazzo

            Im writing in regards to the decision about the property rezoning for the spearhead
expansion. I believe allowing spearhead to expand would be a great benefit to the community.
Specially in an era of support canadian, buy canadian and create more value added good a
business like spearhead is what i picture they provide many good paying jobs that don't
disappear once tourist season ends. There yard is clean and tidy looks like a well put together
operation from passing viewings from the roadside.  

       They make a value-added product that are both beautiful and well-crafted with being a
wood fiber product has an extremely low environmental impact. In a time when canada is
needing more well paying jobs that can support families and tax revenue i cant see why this
wouldnt be approved.

     I strongly believe the people against this project are a vocal minority who seem strongly
against any change in the area even when its a positive one. And wrongly spread
misinformation about "environmental risks of sawdust" "damaging the character of the area"
ect.

          I think if anything having an operation such as spearhead in the location near the park
shows the Kootenay spirit that entrepreneurship and environmental conservancy can coincide
with each.

Thank you for reading
Alan Dosenberger (a 40yr resident of the Northshore)
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From:
To:
Subject: Spearhead Rezoning Application Z2410F
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 11:47:12 AM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from  Learn why this is
important

CAUTION This email originated from outside the organization. Please proceed only if you trust the sender.

To the board of the RDCK,
 
I am writing to express my support for Spearhead’s rezoning application Z2410F, considering it from
both a community and economic perspective.
As a long-time resident of the North Shore, having grown up at 10 Mile and later establishing
manufacturing companies within our greater community, I understand that change can raise
concerns, particularly for those living closest to the proposed development. However, it is equally
important to consider the broader positive impact this project will have on our entire community.
Over the years, I have observed Spearhead’s growth and commitment to responsible business
practices. More recently, they have actively engaged with stakeholders, addressing concerns and
making thoughtful adjustments to minimize potential impacts—not just for their immediate
neighbors, but for the community as a whole.
Sustainable growth should be encouraged, particularly when driven by well-established local
businesses with a proven record of responsible operations and community investment. Spearhead’s
expansion will create stable, long-term career opportunities—critical for supporting local families,
strengthening our workforce, and ensuring a prosperous future for generations to come.
This is a unique opportunity to foster economic stability while maintaining high operational
standards and responsible development. Supporting Spearhead means supporting a stronger, more
resilient community.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
 
Kind regards,

Anders Malpass

North Shore Resident and long time community member
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From:
To:
Subject: Support for Spearhead Rezoning Application Z2410F
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 3:19:22 PM

You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important

CAUTION This email originated from outside the organization. Please proceed only if you trust the sender.

Dear RDCK Board Members,
 
In February 2022, my family and I moved to 4643 Highway 3A, right next to Spearhead.
We always had a great relationship with Spearhead, and they consistently made an effort to ensure
that living next to the facility was pleasant.
They were mindful not to start the sawdust collector early in the morning, and Spearhead were always
considerate about noise levels, including music and other potential disturbances. Their overall noise
emission is less than is coming from the highway and it's usually confined to business hours only.
Our children learned to ride their bikes in Spearhead’s parking lot. In winter, the snow removal service
would always create a large snow pile for them to play on it, which brought them a lot of fun.
 
I have come to know Spearhead and the Hall family as warm and open-minded people, and I can
hardly imagine a situation where a solution couldn’t be found for any issue that might arise.
I'm sure they will do their best to be mindful of the neighbourhood while still getting the room they
need. At least they will really use their new shop and create new jobs with their expansion, not like the
lot across Highway 3A, where nearly all trees were cut down and a big shop was built, but I haven't
seen a single person working there in two years.
 
In October 2024 we moved to Balfour because we were able to buy a house there.
We are happy to be residents here, in an area that is experiencing growth, like with the expansion of
Spearhead. As a mother of two small kids, I'm especially appreciative of their efforts to integrate a day
care in their development.
 
We sincerely wish Spearhead great success with their expansion and all the best for the future.
 
Best regards,
 
Anika Meyer
7746 Highway 3A,
Balfour, BC V0G 
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VANCOUVER ISLAND  METRO VANCOUVER FRASER VALLEY OKANAGAN KOOTENAY 

March 13, 2025 
Project Number: 4397      

 

PUBLIC HEARING RESPONSE – GROUNDWATER AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 

 

Regional District Central Kootenay 
202 Lakeside Drive,  
Nelson, BC, V1L 6B9 

ATTENTION:  Zachari Giacomazzo, Planner 

REFERENCE: Rezoning for Spearhead Timberworks 
4612, 4614-4616 Starlight Road  
and 4643 Highway 3A, Nelson, BC 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Active Earth Engineering Ltd. (Active Earth) was asked to review and address the concerns raised 
during the public hearings held on January 9 and January 28, 2025, regarding the proposed 
rezoning application (Z2410F) for Spearhead Timberworks at 4655 Highway 3A, Nelson, BC, 
specifically relating to groundwater aquifers, wells, surface water, and broader environmental 
impacts. These hearings were held to discuss amendments to Zoning Bylaw No. 1675, 2004, and 
Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2214, 2011, as outlined in Bylaws No. 3002 and 
3003. The comments below reflect the concerns of residents and stakeholders, alongside relevant 
context from the Groundwater Impact Assessment Report prepared by Active Earth, dated January 
29, 2025 (Project Number 4397). 

2 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT AND CONCERNS 

The following summarizes the documented public comments and concerns into categories that 
are later addressed in this response letter. 

 Groundwater and Wells: Several residents expressed significant concerns about the 
potential contamination of local aquifers, particularly Aquifer #994, which is classified as 
highly vulnerable. The Groundwater Impact Assessment Report confirms that the site is 
underlain by Bedrock Aquifer #1018, which is likely hydraulically connected to Aquifer #994. 
The report indicates that the aquifer underlying the site is moderately vulnerable and 
productive enough to support the new developments. However, residents emphasized the 
importance of protecting their drinking water sources and requested more thorough studies 
and continuous monitoring to ensure the safety of their wells. 

Linda Blair, a resident of Crescent Beach, highlighted that the groundwater assessment 
failed to provide monitoring recommendations. She questioned what measures Spearhead 
would take to monitor the aquifer to ensure that well water remains pristine, clear, and 
clean. The report mentions that the depth to groundwater could not be directly assessed at 
the site, and the depth to the water table is assumed to be deeper than 1.5 meters below 
grade. This uncertainty has raised concerns among residents about the potential risks to 
their water supply. 
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 Water Usage and Quality: Concerns were raised about the potential increase in water usage 
and its impact on the local water supply. The report estimates a septic system flow capacity 
of 5,780 L/day, which is approximately equivalent to three single-family homes. Residents 
questioned the sustainability of the proposed development's water consumption and its 
effects on the existing water resources. There were also worries about the potential for 
surface water contamination and the measures in place to prevent such occurrences. 

Michel St-Germain, a resident of Crescent Road, emphasized the risk of contamination 
caused by the new chemicals that will be used in the manufacturing process. He pointed 
out that the proposed glulam manufacturing process would use hazardous chemicals with 
acute toxicity, such as Loctite polyurethane adhesives, which are classified as isocyanates. 
Research indicates that these chemicals should not be allowed to enter groundwater. St-
Germain expressed concern that the environmental impact assessment did not address the 
risk of water contamination from these chemicals. 

 Environmental Impact: The environmental impact of the proposed development was a 
major topic of discussion. Residents highlighted the need to preserve the natural habitat 
and protect local wildlife, particularly in the nearby Kokanee Creek Provincial Park. The 
Groundwater Impact Assessment Report notes that the proposed operations will include 
planing, cutting, and gluing of wood to produce finished glulam products, with all operations 
conducted inside an enclosed building with a continuous concrete floor. The report 
concludes that the proposed operations present a low risk to the environment, but residents 
remain concerned about potential air and water pollution from the proposed biomass boiler 
and other industrial activities. 

Chauncy Blair, a resident of Crescent Beach, raised concerns about the potential health risks 
associated with exposure to industrial pollutants, including those from adhesives and other 
chemicals used in the manufacturing process. He pointed out that the polyurethane 
adhesives used in the glulam manufacturing process contain methylene diphenyl 
diisocyanate (MDI), which can cause serious health issues such as respiratory 
inflammation, asthma, and possibly lung cancer. Blair emphasized the need for stringent 
control systems to prevent these chemicals from entering the ecosystem. 

 Health and Safety: Health and safety concerns were also prominent. Residents were 
worried about the potential health risks associated with exposure to industrial pollutants, 
including those from adhesives and other chemicals used in the manufacturing process. 
The report mentions that the glue and stain products will be delivered in sealed containers 
and applied mechanically, with no bulk storage of process chemicals on-site. Despite these 
measures, the community requested detailed information on the safety protocols to protect 
both residents and the environment. 

Mariette St-Germain, a resident of Crescent Beach, highlighted the risks associated with the 
disposal of hazardous adhesives and the potential for accidental spills. She pointed out that 
the BC Hazardous Waste Regulations state that hazardous waste must not be deposited or 
discharged into any system of waste disposal operated by a municipality or other public 
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authority unless expressly authorized by a permit. St-Germain emphasized the need for 
strict compliance with these regulations to prevent environmental contamination. 

In conclusion, the public comments and concerns highlight the community's strong desire to 
protect their water resources, preserve the environment, and maintain their quality of life. It is 
crucial that these concerns are thoroughly addressed and that appropriate measures are 
implemented to mitigate any potential risks associated with the proposed development. 

3 RESPONSE TO CONCERNS 

The following provides a response to the concerns described above. 

 Groundwater and Wells: The overburden Aquifer #994 is comprised of alluvial sand and 
gravel deposits from Kokanee Creek and is located at lower elevation to the Site, essentially 
bounded along Highway 3A to the immediate south of the Site. This overburden aquifer is 
not present on the Site. The Site overlies bedrock Aquifer #1018, with a thin soil veneer that 
blankets the shallow bedrock. 

The depth to water in the bedrock aquifer is not indicative of an unconfined water table but 
rather represents the water pressure encountered in discrete fracture zones that are 
intercepted by a given well. As such, there is significant variability observed in the existing 
wells surrounding the Site. The depth to water is noted to be 300ft deep in the closest 
adjacent water well (WTN 105588) located immediately west of the Site. In other wells to the 
north and west (WTN 79334 and 92888) it is about 80-100ft, and one well to the east of the 
Site (WTN 91664) it is reported as only 4ft. In general, the wells in the vicinity of the Site are 
quite deep (generally in the 300-700 ft range). The bedrock aquifer is comprised of discrete 
fracture networks that carry the majority of the groundwater flow and the wells must be 
drilled deep enough to encounter sufficient water bearing fractures. The recharge of water 
to these fractures occurs at higher elevations up the slope to the north of the Site. In some 
cases, this can result in water pressure in the deep fractures being quite high and water 
levels in the well can be close to or even above the ground surface (such as WTN 91664), but 
most wells are showing deeper static groundwater levels indicative of lower pressures in 
the fracture networks. The upper 35ft (10m) appears to be void of significant water-bearing 
fractures based on the surrounding wells – the wells simply would not have been drilled as 
deep if groundwater was encountered at shallower depth. The source of groundwater that 
recharges the groundwater flow in the fractures does not include the footprint of the 
planned excavation. Additionally, several test pits have been excavated at the proposed 
building site and no groundwater was encountered to 5m depth (max depth of test pits). 
Please refer to the table on page 6 of the Active Earth report and Figure 2. 

The Kootenay River represents a groundwater discharge zone and as such, deeper 
groundwater flow within the fractured bedrock will upwell towards the surface in the area 
and discharge to the river. As such, there will be some component of the bedrock 
groundwater flow that will recharge the unconfined Aquifer #994.  However, the majority of 
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groundwater recharge is inferred to be infiltration of precipitation directly into the 
overburden soils and leakage from Kokanee Creek. Shallow wells closer to the river are 
likely directly hydraulically connected to the river. The depth to groundwater is quite 
shallow in the overburden Aquifer #994 and there is no natural confining layer; as such, the 
aquifer is classified a highly vulnerable to surface sources of contamination. This pertains 
to activities in close proximity to the wells that have the potential to impact water quality 
by infiltrating directly from surface into the ground. This potential pathway is not directly 
operable from the Site, as the overburden aquifer sediments do not extend northward 
beneath the Site. 

Spearhead plans to monitor water levels and water quality in their wells on-Site in addition 
to the closest neighbouring well (WTN 125918). Water quality samples will be collected prior 
to any construction activities and dataloggers will be installed to monitor water levels, pre-
construction, during construction and post-construction. 

Water Usage and Quality: The quantity of water (demand flow) required for the proposed 
development is approximately equal to the demand of three single-family lots and therefore 
no significant change is anticipated as a result. The impact to neighbouring wells is 
anticipated to be negligible and monitoring will be undertaken to confirm.  

Active Earth has reviewed the proposed facility operations and procedures with respect to 
the import, handling, process and disposal of chemicals primarily glue products. Assessed 
from the perspective of the BC Contaminated Sites Regulation (CSR), the operations are 
considered to present a low risk to the environment. There is no handling or storage of large 
quantities of free liquids; glue and stain products are delivered and handled in discrete 
containers and the mechanical application occurs over a continuous concrete floor.  

 Environmental Impact: The environmental impact of the proposed development is deemed 
to be low in terms of potential impacts to soil, groundwater and the terrestrial environment. 
Additional concerns related to air quality have been raised. The existing and proposed 
operations include robust air quality management systems to collect and treat emissions 
from the facility. 

 Health and Safety: There will be no disposal of hazardous wastes on the Site. The chemicals 
(glues and stains) used in the processes are delivered in discrete containers and 
mechanically applied. The containers are then returned to the supplier. This handling and 
application of the chemicals greatly mitigates the potential for environmental and health 
and safety related impacts. There are stringent laws in BC that preclude any disposal of 
hazardous waste on the Site.  

 

 

  

Appendix 'B' Page 51 of 53



 
 
 

 
 

activeearth.ca                                                                                      5 
 

March 13, 2025 
Project Number: 4397      

 

4 LIMITATIONS 

The use of this report by anyone is subject to the following conditions and limitations: 

1. This report has been prepared at the request of the client and for the specific use referred to 
herein. The client may rely on this report. It is not reasonable for any other party to rely on 
the contents of this report without first obtaining written authorization from the client and 
Active Earth Ltd.  

2. Liability is expressly denied to any person other than the parties indicated above and those 
who obtain written consent. Accordingly, Active Earth Ltd. does not accept responsibility 
for any damage suffered by any such person as a result of decisions made or actions based 
on this report. Diligence by all intended users is assumed. 

3. This report is believed to provide a reasonable representation of the general environmental 
condition at the Site. The conclusions made in this report reflect Active Earth’s best 
judgment in light of the information available at the time of reporting. Should additional 
information become available, or Site conditions change, the conclusions and 
recommendations of this report may be subject to change. 

4. Active Earth Ltd. has agreed to conduct an assessment and prepare this report as requested 
by the client named in the report for the use specified by the client, which is stated in the 
report. The client has agreed that the performance of this work and the report format are 
appropriate for the intended use. 

5. Written consent from Active Earth Ltd. must be obtained before any part of the report can 
be used for any purpose by anyone other than the client and other intended users identified 
in the report. Liability to any other party or for any other use is expressly denied regardless 
of who pays Active Earth Ltd.’s fee. Written consent and approval of Active Earth Ltd. must 
also be obtained before the report (or any part of it) can be altered or conveyed to other 
parties or the public through prospectus, offering memoranda, advertising, public relations, 
news, sales or other media. 
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5 CLOSURE 

We trust that this provides you with the information you currently require.  

Yours truly, 

ACTIVE EARTH ENGINEERING LTD.  
EGBC PERMIT TO PRACTICE NO. 1001595 
   
Prepared By:                   

      
 
 
 

 
Matt Pye, P.Eng.    
Principal, Senior Hydrogeologist     
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