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ANNEX A

Co PY

Susan Hunt
Subject:

FW: Cottage Farm location

From: Hana & Miro [maiIto:miroslav)eastIink.ca1
Sent: December-18-10 4:05 PM
To: Info
Subject: Cottage Farm location
To: SCRD Board

—

C
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of Directors

Aft: Ms. Lee Turnbull
Cc: Andrew Allen
Garry Nohr, Chair;

I

.

Donna Shugar; Lorne Lewis; Jord
an Loule; Barry Janyk; Darr
en lnkster; Erica Graham

Mental Health facilities for Sunshine Coast..
As residents of the Sunshine Coast, we now have two prop
osals with similar goals, but, in our judgment, very
different strategies toheip mentally ill people.
The Cottage Farm proposal for Langdale is based on
private financing and modeled after the US Nort
h Carolina
facility Cooper-Riis, which is privately run. The main
focus of therapy being farming in an open spirituall
y
grounded environment run by staff and volunteers. The
proposed location in Langdale has definitely diffe
rent
weather patterns from North Carolina: high precipita
tion (rain, snow) in Langdale will limit the spiritual
farming to a maximum of 4 months. The information
provided by the CF Board of Directors on finan
cing and
general running of the proposed facility is very confusin
g at this stage, as there does not appear to be a well
documented plan for security, safety and staff training.
The preliminary cost per patient of $60,000 per
year
,
is
not attainable for most people. The plan to bring patie
nts from the lower mainland will further burden
our
health care, RCMP, and fire department infrastructure.
Vancouver Coastal Health has recently announced its
proposal for a 28 bed mental health facility in
Gibsons.
The approach to the project and explanation on finan
cing are well documented. The presentation clear
ly shows
that the staff will be professionally trained, including
the presence of a clinical psychiatrist; further, it
will be
responding mainly, to local needs with some patients
from the lower mainland. Plans are already on the
way
with local RCMP, fire department to address safety and
security issues.
Clearly we can not absorb both proposals with our
limited population and already burdened infrastruc
ture.
At this point, we see the Coastal Health Proposal bein
g handled very professionally and being conducted
within
the Canadian parameters of health care for all.
Hana and Miro Hejzlar
Langdale

1

1

ANNEX B
Susan Hunt
FW: Protection of Mt. Elphinestone’s remaining old growth forests a school for today, a
lesson for tomorrow: An open letter to government

Subject:

-

CC

From: Jef Keighley [mailto:keighley@dccnet.com]
Sent: December-19-10 7:27 PM
To: premier@gov.bc.ca; Pat.Bell.MLA@leg.bc.ca; forests.deputyministersoffice@gov.bc.ca
Cc: glangoif; Hans or Charlene Penner; Forests.ExecutiveDMsionOffice@gov.bc.ca; Nomi.Kempe@gems7.gov.bc.ca;
nicholas.simons.mla@Ieg.bc.ca; Kim Toumat; carole.james.mla@leg.bc.ca; moira.stilwell.mla@leg.bc.ca;
yourvoice@christyclark.ca; info@kevinfalcon.com; george.abbott.mla@leg.bc.ca; Mike.deJong .MLA@leg.bc.ca; Info;
info@gibsons.ca; info@district.sechelt.bc.ca; rbaptiste@secheltnation.net; thelocal@telus.net; editor@coastreporter.net
Subject: Protection of Mt. Elphinestone’s remaining old growth forests a school for today, a lesson for tomorrow: An
open letter to government
-

Gordon Campbell, Premier of British Columbia;
‘

-_

Pat Bell, Minister of Forests, Mines and Lands; and

.

1

Dana Hayden, Deputy Minister of Forests, Mines and Lands

December 15, 2010

Dear Premier Campbell, Minister Bell and Deputy Minister Hayden:
Re: Protection of Mount Elphinstone’s remainini old 2rowth forests
tomorrow An open letter to the BC Government

—

a school for today. a lesson for

—

The official BC Timber Sales (BCTS) notice was terse and unremarkable. Very few British Columbians ever
see such notices, and most of those who do, wouldn’t have given it a second thought. Yet the provincial
government’s purpose, via the BC Forest Service notice, was, with just 2% of heritage forests remaining on
Mount Elphinstone, to offer up some of the last remaining stands of old growth forest above Roberts Creek on
the Sunshine Coast, for extermination via clear cut logging.
The BCTS’s old growth epitaph was contained in a single line entry, among four pages of similar entries, on the
‘Sales Schedule April 1, 2010 to March 31, 2011. That single line indicated that TSL# 84612, consists of 3
cut blocks, located on Dakota Ridge, containing 26,049 cubic metres of merchantable timber, with a species
composition of 60% Hemlock, 23% Yellow cedar and 15% Balsam growing over 44.2 hectares and that it was
to be clear cut, with ‘reserves’, by ground cable logging methods.
—

What BCTS didn’t say was that these last remaining cut blocks, which had only survived by the luck of the
draw themselves, as ‘reserves’ of earlier clear cut logging shows, appear to contain a couple of dozen Yellow
Cedars, culturally altered by aboriginal harvesting of the highly valued yellow cedar bark, among a small
forested area with trees that may be 1,000+ years old! Trees that were already a good size when the Battle of
1
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ANNEX B
Hastings took place, that dec
isive victory in the Norman
Conquest of England! BCTS
old growth forest floor is host
also didn’t say that the
to abundant wild blueberries,
whose genetic stock has likely
the same land on Mount Elphin
been reproducing on
stone for thousands of years!
What if BCTS had first tol
d British Columbians a sto
ry of what the area likely
recognized the historical and
represents? A story that
cultural values of ‘the people
’ who have lived here from
than simply issue a one liner
time immemorial, rather
.‘old growth for sale, exterm
ination expected, name you
would we so callously allow
r price’. If they had,
the clear cutting to proceed?
And if they did tell such
begin? Well.
a story, how would it
The year is 1750 AD, twenty-ei
ght years before the first Eu
ropean contact on BC’s we
lies within a vast and verdant
st coast. Dakota Ridge
coniferous mountain forest
ove
rlooking the Georgia Strait.
and deer ferns, salal and blu
eberries cover the forest flo
Deep moss, sword
or. Huckleberries spring fro
Several Shishalh families are
m
gathered around a campfire
fallen, rotting trees.
on the Ridge 1,000 metres
golden shafts of a September
above sea level. The last
sun setting over Vancouver
Island penetrate between the
illuminating their camp with
trunks of massive trees,
filtered light as smoke trails
upwards into the canopy abo
soon be a sea of pinks, sal
ve. Georgia Strait will
mon and vibrant reds. The
clouds above will dance wit
approaching night. A deer is
h the shifting hues of
roasting over the fire; its del
icious scent fills the air. A
swaddled warm against the
baby is sleeping near,
coming cool of the evening
in a soft yellow cedar bark
tongues are stained purple fro
blanket. The children’s
m days of eating the succul
ent wild blue berries as the
annual harvest.
y joyfully go about the
..

Four days earlier, the families
had
the left tributary up Gough Cre gathered at the mouth of Clack Creek and hiked the 9
kilometers up, talcing
ek to their traditional cam
p, the area now designated
Recreation Area’ (see H-5 on
‘Dakota Ridge Winter
the Sunshine Coast Super Ma
p) just as their ancestors had
to do as they too had, in turn,
taught flçj_r ancestors
learned so well. The hike
took a full day from tidew
grounds, but the bounty was
ater to the harvesting
worth every step. Foraging
the abundant resources would
for the winter, prized fine yel
yie
low cedar bark for hats, bla
nkets, baskets, and clothing, ld countless berries
grained wood, for the best pad
and resilient, straight
dles, crisp, haunting masks,
and much more. As they cha
light before the warming fire
t quietly in the waning
, the women manipulate stra
nds of freshly harvested yel
weaving the baskets needed
low cedar bark, deftly
to carry their bounty of berrie
s
bac
carry home the rolls of fresh
k down the mountain. The
yellow cedar bark, the harves
men fashion slings to
ting of which leaves lon
trunk of the tree. Scars that wil
g
triangular scars up the
l eventually heal, but which
will leave their marks for the
altered, proving to all who car
e to look, that ‘the people’
life of every tree so
had been there before.
In the comfort of their crackling
campfire, those Shishalh fam
ilies could not know that the
rewarded their lives would one
eternal forest that so
day be all but destroyed. Th
ey could not know that in
and slivers of what once was
2010 a few rare patches
boundless, was now slated
for final extermination: ext
proof that ‘the people’ had
inguishing forever the living
ever been there. They cou
ld not
shielded from the lessons of his
tory and divorced from respon imagine a state where living and being was
sibility for the future. They
any people who value the lan
would not believe that
d and the waters would eng
age in such folly? Indeed
psychologically inconceivable
,
that the scale of such destructio
it would have been
n was even possible!
Today, that is what the provin
cial government is planni
ng to do, via the BCTS div
Forests: sell off the right to
ision of the Ministry of
clear cut the last vestiges
of
Mount Elphinstone’s old
basement prices*. In so doing,
gro
wth forest, at bargain
they would extinguish the pos
sibility forever, that these
of old growth forest could ser
last patches and slivers
ve as a school for today
and a lesson for tomorrow
aboriginal alike, of what was
, for aboriginal and non
once the basis of a sustainabl
e way of life for all of ‘th
lived here long before European
e people’ who loved and
s ‘discovered’ this magnific
ent Sunshine Coast we cal
l home!
2
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(* Note: Th
e ‘upset’ or minimum pri
ce
be
ing
asked for by BCTS for
$1.84/cubic metre. Not even
this old growth timber
close to the value of fir
is a mere
ewood! There are 2 cubic
firewood).
metres of wood in a 1
cord of
If BCTS had first told us
the story of those Shishalh
families and then propo
that heritage forest via an
sed the destruction of the
unremarkable single line
last of
ite
m
in the ‘Sales Schedule’,
our collective failure to defen
would we all be as passi
d the last old growth stand
ve in
s on Mount Elphinstone?
We would hope not!
Fortunately, its not too lat
e to save the last vestige
s of the old growth for
represent.
ests and celebrate the his
tory they
The Sunshine Coast Coun
cil Of Senior Citizen Or
ganizations strongly appla
logging TSL #A84612 on
uds the temporary suspen
Dakota Ridge while arche
sion of
ologists assess the two do
altered trees within the de
zen, and perhaps more,
signated cut blocks. Gi
cu
lturally
ven that the lands in qu
remaining from prior old
estion are themselves the
growth logging, who know
las
t
stands
s
ho
axe and chain saw, would
w many other such old gro
have evidenced similar
wt
h
lan
ds
,
lon
g
fel
led
history and the impact
by
now decimated forests? Th
of aboriginal life on an
ese last remaining old
d within the
growth forest lands on
survived against all odds
Dakota Ridge have for
,, and we the current gene
tuitously
ration of citizens of the
breathe and claim to be ‘in
Sunshine Coast, who sti
-charge’, have a responsibi
ll
live and
lity to protect what little
for generations to come.
is left of the past for tod
ay and
The Sunshine Coast Coun
cil Of Senior Citizen Orga
nizations strongly support
the remaining old grow
s the permanent preserva
forest lands on the Sunshin
tion of
e Coast, including the cu
Ridge TSL A846l2, as a
t
blo
living tribute to the peop
ck
s
de
scr
ibe
d
by the Dakota
le and forests on whose
urge the provincial governm
lands we all live and pro
ent to ensure that they are
sper, and we
protected for posterity.
Sincerely,

Jef Keighley,
Co-Chair, Sunshine Coast
Council Of Senior Citizen
Organizations.
8580 Redrooffs Road,
Halfmoon Bay, B.C.,
VON 1Y1
Tel: 604 885-2290

cc.

Sunshine Coast Council Of
Senior Citizen Organizati
ons members,
BC Council Of Senior Ci
tizens Orga

nizations,

Hans Penner and Ross M
uirhead

, Elphinstone Logging Fo

cus,
Mike Falkiner, Executive
Director, Field Operatio
ns, BC Timber Sales,
3
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Norm Kemp, Planning Forester
, BC Timber Sales,
Nicolas Simons, MLA, Powe
ll River and Sunshine Coast,
Carole James, Leader, New De
mocratic Party of BC,
Moira Stiliwell, Liberal Party
of B.C. Leadership Candidate
Christy Clark, Liberal Party of
B.C. Leadership Candidate
Kevin Falcon, Liberal Party of
B.C. Leadership Candidate
George Abbott, Liberal Party of
B.C. Leadership Candidate
Mike de Jong, Liberal Party of
B.C. Leadership Candidate
Sunshine Coast Regional Distric
t,
Town of Gibsons,
District of Sechelt,
Sechelt Indian Band andSechel
t Indian Government District,
The Editor
The Editor

—

-

The Local,
Coast Reporter
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA
-—

The Best Place on Earth

Ref:

168476

December 23, 2010
‘—‘‘

Donna Shugar, Chair
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Rd
Sechelt BC VON 3A1

I

k;

C-A’P
Dear Ms. Shugar:
I am responding to your letter of June 3, 2010, and Brian Shoji’s letter of April 19, 2010. I
apologize for the lateness of my reply.
I note your request for a land re-designation and/or a land exchange of Crown forest land in the
Chapman and Gray watersheds. As you know, this land is a provincial forest and is part of the
Sechelt Community Forest Agreement (CFA) held by Sechelt Community Projects Inc.
Government has the ability to change the area of CFA but believes that the community-based
nature of CFAs makes them an appropriate form of tenure for forest management in watersheds.
Should the CFA licence holder request government delete CFA area, it may be considered.
At this time, it is doubtful if a land exchange could be accomplished as all adjacent provincial
forest land is currently committed to other tenure holders.
I recommend you discuss your concerns and proposal with Sechelt Community Projects Inc.
They can be reached at 604 885-7809.
Sincerely,

-

Steve Thomson
Minister
PC:

Brian Hawrys, Ministry of Natural Resource Operations, Powell River
Sechelt Community Projects Inc.

Ministry of
Natural Resource
Operations

Office of the
Minister

Mailing Address:
P0 Bo, 9078 Sm Prov Govt
Victoria BC X’8W 9E2

6

Phone:

Fax:

250 356-6611
250 952-0223

Website:

www.gov.bc.ca/nro

CCpy
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA
The Best Place on Earth

Ref:

168477

December 23, 2010

-‘.

‘.-v
-J

Donna Shugar, Chair
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Rd
Sechelt BC VON 3A1

-:

I

Dear Ms. Shugar:
I am responding to your letter of June
3, 2010, requesting a new Community
Forest Agreement
(CFA) to be operated by the Sunshine
Coast Regional District (SCRD). I
apologize for the
lateness of my reply.
At this time, the current apportionment
for CFAs in the Sunshine Coast Tim
ber Supply Area is
fully committed, and there are others awa
iting an opportunity, some of whom
have expressed
interest in CRAs as far back as 1999.
If you have further questions regarding
the CFA program, please contact Bri
an Hawrys at
604 485-0700.
Sincerely,

-

Steve Thomson
Minister
pc:

Brian Hawrys, Ministry of Natural Res
ource Operations, Powell River

Ministry of
Natural Resource
Operations

Office of the
Minister

Mailing Address:
P0 Box 9078 Sni Prov Govt
Victoria BC V8W 9E2
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Phone:
Fax:
Website:

250 356-6611
250 952-0223
www.gov.bc.ca/nro

ANNEX D

SUNSHINE COAST
REGIONAL DISTRICT

1975 FlekI Road
Sch
British Columbia
Canada VON 3A1

Tel. 604.885.6800
Fax: 604.885.7909
TOIl Free 1800.687.5753
Web Sit,: www.scrd.bc.ca

June 3, 2010

CRRESP EN CE

Honourable Pat Bell
Minister of Forests and Range
P0 Box 9(349
STN PROV GOVT
Victoria BC V8W 9E2

I-

Dear Minister Bell:

Re:

Community Forests in the Sunshine Coast Regional District

The Sunshine Coast Regional District met with the Sunshine Coast Acting Forest District
Manager in April 2010. Two items rose in the discussion that seemed best directed to
your office for a response.
The first was would the Minister consider a new Community Forest operated by the
Regional District?
The second item is that the Regional District would like the Minister to remove the
Chapman and Gray Creek watersheds from the Sechelt Community Forest Licence area.
The Regional District is looking forward to discussing these items with you or your sta.ft
Yours truly,

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

cc Mark McMullen, Plnnning Manager, Sunshine Coast Regional District
H:\PLN6660-Ol FoMOF2OlOMeng\MOFannualmcetbrdltr2Ministcr.docx

ELECTORAL AREASz A/ Emont. Pender Harbour D/Halfrnoon Bay D/ Roberts
Creek El Elphlnstone Fl West Howe Sound
I’f(JNIClPALJTIES. District of SecheJt/Sechelt Indian Government District
/ Town of Gibsons

8

ANNEX E

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 6, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – January 13, 2011

FROM:

Mark McMullen, Manager of Planning & Development

RE:

Integrated Stormwater Management and Planning
Update and Options for Future Actions

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. THAT the report entitled “Integrated Stormwater Management and Planning –
Update and Options for Future Actions” dated January 6, 2011 and “Subdivision
Drainage and Grading Procedure” dated May 2010, be received;
2. AND THAT amendments to SCRD Building and Plumbing Bylaw Nos. 400 and
535 relating to addressing on-site drainage for building permits for new buildings
in existing subdivisions be drafted by staff for initial review by the Board prior to
consultation with the public and building community;
3. AND THAT SCRD staff arrange meetings with Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure (MOTI) staff to further discuss the proposed mitigation and
remediation measures for the “SCRD Drainage Sites – Priority Rankings and
Estimated Capital Costs” dated July 8, 2008, and to:
(a) Identify how each site improvements could be undertaken according to
priority given by Delcan and funding available;
(b) Identify funding options for these improvements;
(c) Establish a process for constructing these improvements upon receipt of
funding;
(d) Outline options for future maintenance of such drainage improvements.
4. AND THAT an update on the progress on the above-noted “Drainage Sites“ be
brought forward after the above-noted meetings with MOTI and completion of the
current OCP geotechnical reviews to determine what other courses of action,
such as applying for senior government funding or the establishment of an SCRD
Drainage Function, could be considered;
5. AND THAT SCRD staff bring forward the draft Servicing Amendment Bylaw
320.17 in early 2012 after an 18-month assessment of the effectiveness of the
application of the May 2010 “Subdivision Drainage and Grading Procedure” to
determine if Bylaw 320.17 needs to be considered for adoption in lieu of the
Procedure.

h:\pln\delcan_iswmp\staffreports\staff report to pdc january 13-2011.docx
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BACKGROUND
At the January 2009 Planning and Development Committee a report was received that
outlined potential completion of the Integrated Stormwater Management Planning
Phase 2 Study for West Howe Sound, Elphinstone and East Roberts Creek. 1 In
February 2009, the Planning and Development Committee also made recommendations
concerning drainage issues at Ocean Beach Esplanade.
In the Spring and Summer of 2009, the SCRD met with MOTI staff to review the
locations within the table “SCRD Drainage Sites – Priority Rankings and Estimated
Capital Costs” prepared dated July 8, 2008 (Attachment A). MOTI is aware of the sites,
and provided update of the knowledge of the issues, but noted there was limited funding
to pursue the proposed works. Without an SCRD Drainage Function, there is also no
SCRD budget to undertake such work within MOTI road allowances or SCRD property
or private property.
However, SCRD and MOTI staff worked on the Ocean Beach Esplanade drainage
issues below Oceanview Drive and 15th Street with the assistance of the Ocean Beach
Esplanade Stewardship Committee. There has been MOTI engineering staff follow-up in
field review of these sites. Currently, MOTI staff are examining approaches to
addressing these drainage problems on these sites within their limited budgets.
SCRD and MOTI should continue to work together, with private properties where
necessary, to develop, fund and construct, where possible, drainage works to address
the areas identified in the “SCRD Drainage Sites – Priority Rankings and Estimated
Capital Costs” dated July 8, 2008.
Staff will also be utilizing the Delcan reports along with the future OCP geotechnical
studies for establishing new development permit area guidelines and developing
drainage management policies for the West Howe Sound to Halfmoon Bay OCPs that
could be implemented at the time of issuance of development permits and review of
rezoning applications.
Before discussing the four phased options for addressing drainage management in a
comprehensive way, the following overview of possible planning and management
actions are summarized.
In summary, the Delcan Phase 2 Report dated February 13, 2008 recommends the
following further planning actions for the West Howe Sound to East Roberts Creek area:

1

This report, the Project Summary and Technical Memorandum #2 prepared by Delcan are available in
the Planning and Development Department prior to January 13, 2010 PDC meeting.
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1. Detailed watercourse / watershed mapping program to identify existing creek
alignments and recent creek ravine conditions;
2. Detailed topographic survey of stormwater and drainage systems within the
foreshore areas of the study area;
3. Detailed watershed hydrology and conveyance system analysis for the Seaward
Creek, Whittaker Creek and Joe Smith Creek watershed;
4. Integrating detailed biophysical surveys of priority watersheds with watershed
assessment;
5. Additional discussions with the Ministry of Transportation and SCRD regarding
implementation strategies; and
6. Identification of other funding sources for planning and implementation phases of
this ISMP.
To actually undertake fully integrated stormwater management on the ground, the
SCRD would need to:
1. Develop a procedure between the SCRD and MOTI Subdivision Approving
Officer to address on-site drainage in new subdivisions.
2. Amend its Building and Plumbing Bylaws to address on-site drainage from new
buildings.
3. Possibly amend its Servicing Bylaw No. 320 to include prescriptive regulations
for on-site and off-site drainage works to be undertaking at the time of
subdivision and for larger multi-family and non-residential buildings.
4. Possibly establish a Community Drainage Function that would bring the SCRD
into building and maintaining municipal-style, off-site drainage works with budget
provided by tax requisitions and new drainage development cost charges based
on a capital works plan.
Given that Delcan’s further recommended extensive planning actions and the possible
management approaches will require extensive time to develop as well as upfront and
extensive ongoing costs, staff recommends the following phased option approach to
addressing drainage management.

Phase 1 (Underway) – New On-Site Subdivision Drainage & Grading Procedure
required by SCRD Staff & MOTI Approving Officer
Staff have concerns over additional costs to the SCRD and applicants as well as the
imposition of additional mandatory Serving Bylaw approaches to drainage management
that could accompany the adoption of Subdivision Servicing Bylaw 320.17 (Attachment
B). Given this, staff from the SCRD, MOTI, DFO and VCHA developed the “Subdivision
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Drainage and Grading Procedure” at several Regional Technical Working Group
meetings. This Procedure was completed in May 2010 and has been applied to
subdivision applications that the SCRD and MOTI consider to need additional drainage
review and possible works to be constructed. This procedure aim’s to maintain postdevelopment flows at the same level as pre-development flows within subdivisions as
well as provide guidance on the SCRD building permits required for such drainage and
grading works.
The “Subdivision Drainage and Grading Procedure” (Attachment C) is applied by the
SCRD and MOTI via both agencies’ comments on subdivisions that are seen to cause
potential drainage and landslip issues beyond those identified in the OCP Development
Permits Areas. The Procedure applied under the powers provided to the Subdivision
Approving Officer under Section 86 of the Land Title Act.
Phase 2 (Proposed)- Building Permits for New On-Site Buildings in Existing
Subdivisions
As the majority of new buildings are constructed in existing rather than new
subdivisions, there is a need for addressing drainage from these sites more
comprehensively. The Delcan Report identified the cumulative affects of new
development on increasing storm runoff and drainage problems. Part of their
recommendations was to develop a municipal-style stormwater management function.
Both the SCRD and MOTI are concerned about taking on such a function given financial
constraints and the disperse nature of development in the regional district. MOTI also
maintains its road ditches mainly for road drainage and not for storm drainage from new
development. Nevertheless, incremental clearing and associated increased runoff
occurs. Therefore, as a second part to addressing storm runoff from new development,
it is proposed that the following amendments brought forward to the Board for
discussion to address stormwater from new buildings under SCRD Building and
Plumbing Bylaws 400 and 535.
•

Where new construction is contemplated in existing subdivisions not subject to
the new subdivision drainage requirements or where no or little detail of any
drainage plan exists, a Registered Professional must assess the viability of the
proposed building at time of building permit application with respect to site
drainage including addressing impact on adjacent lots specifying any upgrades
to the applicant and including these specifications in the application for a
building permit.

•

The Regional District may review the building permit application drainage details
to determine compliance with any applicable local area drainage study
recommendations, avoiding drainage impacts on other private lands or impact on
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public property (including MOTI road allowances) with the goal of protecting the
public interest.
Should there be a necessity to formalize the process more than the above approaches,
the possible requirements under draft Servicing Amendment Bylaw 320.17 (below) may
be incorporated into the Building and Plumbing Bylaws as amendments to further
specify more prescriptive drainage requirements.
Possible Phase 3 – Legislative Approaches to Drainage for New Subdivisions and
Larger Buildings under Servicing Bylaw 320

In February, 2007, the Board considered draft Bylaw 320.17 (Stormwater Management)
to amend Bylaw 320 (Subdivision Servicing) to introduce requirements for on and offsite stormwater management plans, but opted not to proceed with the bylaw at that
time.
If, after a trial period, if it is felt that the above Subdivision Grading and Drainage
Procedure should be more formalized, the SCRD could consider adopting an
amendment to Servicing Bylaw 320 such as in the previously proposed Servicing
Amendment Bylaw 320.17 (Attachment B) that would provide more detail and formalize
the above drainage procedure requirements for subdivisions.
Such proposed amendments to the servicing bylaw could also be made to be applicable
to permits for multi-family residential buildings containing more than three units and or
non-residential buildings as provided for under Section 938 of the Local Government
Act. Such an amendment to Bylaw 320 would provide more involved and detailed
requirements on subdividers and builders of larger buildings. Also, as such
requirements would be in a bylaw, they could only be waived via a formal development
variance permit issued by the Board.
Given the above, it is recommended that such a bylaw amendment not be pursued until
the effects of the Phase 1 Subdivision Grading and Drainage Procedure on new
subdivisions is known and the Phase 2 Building and Plumbing Bylaw amendments are
prepared and discussed with the Board, APCs and building community.

Possible Phase 4 – Establish an SCRD-Funded Drainage Management Function
If the above approaches to ongoing drainage management for new developments,
along with working with MOTI to address the priority problem areas on a case-by-case
basis, prove to be insufficient to address overall drainage issues, the SCRD could
establish a municipal-style drainage function. MOTI has stated that its mandate is not
to oversee overall community drainage management and planning, but to undertake
road drainage and apply drainage requirements for new subdivisions via the Subdivision
Approving Officer.
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Such a direction would require undertaking the above-noted studies recommended by
Delcan to start along with adopting a service-establishing bylaw for a community
Drainage Management Function. This would also entail undertaking a feasibility study
for the function and Alternative Approval Process (AAP) or Referendum process . After
undertaking the above, the SCRD would need to develop long-term drainage
management plans and capital works plans similar to the 10-Year Waterworks Master
Plan which would prioritize current and future drainage works throughout the community
drainage areas. To fund both the capital and operating costs of such systems, the
SCRD would need to use a combination of funding approaches that could include new
property tax requisitions and new development cost charges.
CONCLUSION
As discussed above, drainage management can involve relatively basic policies and
regulations for developers and targeted expenditures on priority problem areas as
outlined in Phases 1 and 2. Drainage management can also be expanded to include
more regulation under servicing bylaw in Phase 3. It can also include the full-range
drainage management regulations and services under Phase 4 as provided in some
municipalities. However, given the low-density rural nature of most of the electoral
areas, such drainage services could be far more costly and complicated to implement
than in many smaller, compact municipalities.
It is therefore recommended that the SCRD continue the Phase 1 and 2 approaches to
addressing drainage in new subdivisions and for new buildings to reduce runoff impact
from new developments on existing ditches and creeks. It also recommended that the
SCRD and MOTI find creative ways to fund undertaking the works in the priority
drainage areas identified by Delcan and possible other drainage hotspots identified by
the geotechnical assessments planned for the West Howe Sound to Halfmoon Bay
OCP areas.

________________________________
Mark McMullen,
Manager of Planning and Development
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Low

Medium

High

Priority

Roberts Creek
West Howe
Sound

Wood Creek Park /
Ocean Beach Esplanade

Veterans Road

Byng Rd / Geddes Rd /
Maskell Rd

Burns Rd / Hopkins Rd /
Langdale Creek

Reed Road /
Soames Creek

Williamson’s Landing

Secret Beach Area

S6

S10

S13

S3

S4

S5

S7

Crowe Road

S14

Chaster Road Bench

Area west of Ocean Beach
Esplanade and east of Gulf
Road

S12

S8

Elphinstone

Burton Road / Russell
Road / Reed Road

S11

Elphinstone

Roberts Creek

Roberts Creek

Elphinstone

15th Street /
Ocean Beach Esplanade

S9

single lot, planning advice area, property flooding, runoff from adjacent
lots, stream bank erosion
watershed / sub-watershed planning advice area, property flooding,
shallow impermeable soil/rock layer, mild slopes, inadequate
conveyance

single lot, planning advice area, modification of existing runoff
patterns, inadequate capacity, slope erosion, property flooding

$ 400,000

n/a

$ 535,000

$ 25,000

multi-lot, planning advice area, modification of existing runoff patterns,
property flooding, stream bank erosion

$ 75,000

multi-lot, planning advice area, property flooding, slope & stream bank
erosion, insufficient erosion control

$ 1,100,000

$ 425,000

multi-lot, planning advice area, property flooding, roadway erosion

West Howe
Sound

single lot, planning advice area, property flooding and standing water,
lack of erosion control at culvert outlets, land slip potential

$ 425,000 to
$ 675,000

multi-lot, planning advice area, modification of existing runoff patterns,
ravine & creek slope erosion

West Howe
Sound

Elphinstone

$ 100,000

multi-lot, planning advice area, modification of existing runoff patterns,
property flooding, roadway erosion

$ 60,000

multi-lot, existing problem area, property & roadway flooding, lack of
drainage infrastructure

$ 95,000

$ 270,000

$ 140,000

$ 450,000

Estimated
Capital Costs

multi-lot, existing problem area, modification of existing runoff
patterns, inadequate erosion control, geotechnical considerations

multi-lot, existing problem area, property flooding, hillside slopes,
modification of existing runoff patterns
multi-lot, existing problem area, hillside slopes, road and property
flooding, slope erosion

Comments

multi-lot, existing problem area, modification of existing runoff
patterns, lot and roadway erosion, land slip potential

Elphinstone

Elphinstone

Forbes / Smith Road

S2

West Howe
Sound
West Howe
Sound

Location

Twin Isle Drive

Site Description

S1

Site
ID

Table 1: SCRD Drainage Sites – Priority Rankings and Estimated Capital Costs
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW 320.17
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICING BYLAW
A bylaw to amend the “Sunshine Coast Regional District Subdivision Servicing Bylaw
No. 320, 1987”.
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting
assembled, enacts as follows:
PART A – CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the “Sunshine Coast Regional District Subdivision
Servicing Amendment Bylaw No. 310.17, 2007.”

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

The title of “Sunshine Coast Regional District Subdivision Servicing Bylaw No.
320, 1987” is hereby amended to be “Sunshine Coast Regional District
Subdivision and Development Servicing Bylaw No. 320, 1987.”

3.

References to “Sunshine Coast Regional District Subdivision Servicing Bylaw
No. 320, 1987” are changed throughout to “Sunshine Coast Regional District
Subdivision and Development Servicing Bylaw No. 320, 1987”.

4.

Section 103 Organization is amended by adding “Schedule ‘C’ – Integrated
Stormwater Management Requirements” immediately following “Schedule ‘B’
Subdivision Servicing Manual”.

5.

Section 103 Application is amended by replacing Subsection 1., as follows:
“1. For the purposes of servicing requirements for sewage disposal and water
supply, this bylaw shall be applicable to Electoral Areas A, B, D, E, and F of
the Sunshine Coast Regional District, as defined in the letters patent, and for
the purpose of servicing requirements related to stormwater, this bylaw shall
be applicable to areas covered by official community plans in Electoral Areas
A, B, D, E, and F of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, as defined in the
letters patent.”

6.

Section 303 – “Stormwater” is added as follows:
1.0

On-site Stormwater Requirements for Building Permits and Small
Subdivisions
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Building Permit and Subdivision applications for the following
types of development require an On-Site Stormwater Management
Plan prepared and sealed by a professional engineer with expertise
in hydrology and in the design of stormwater management
facilities:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

a dwelling unit, duplex, multi-family unit development,
expansion or development of a mobile home park,
auxiliary buildings 200 square meters and larger;
commercial, industrial or an institutional building; and
subdivisions that would result in an net increase in three or
more parcels for any type of land use.

1.2

Unless there are geotechnical or soil constraint limiting factors
described and certified by an engineer with geotechnical
experience, or by a geoscientist, the On-Site Storm Water
Management Plan shall achieve on-site drainage that manages the
majority of rainfall events within the development site (all but one
per year, on average), and safely conveys runoff from extreme
storms to the outlet of the site. At a minimum, developments
should provide for stormwater management facilities which limits
runoff from extreme events to pre-development flows and mimics
pre-development/natural runoff patterns when possible.

1.3

The On-Site Stormwater Management Plan shall include
engineered design plans with Letters of Assurance of professional
design and commitment for field review during construction for
on-site storm water management. All plans and inspections are to
be done by a professional engineer.

1.4

The On-Site Stormwater Management Plan shall incorporate
techniques that include appropriate lot grading (as outlined in
Appendix A to this bylaw ), sub-surface infiltration (where
feasible), stormwater storage, erosion control and other acceptable
methods to mitigate the runoff impacts on adjacent and potentially
affected down slope properties due to proposed development.

1.3.1

Infiltration facilities shall be designed with overflow pathways that
connect to a conveyance system (channels, overland flows that do
not flow into adjacent properties, pipes). As a minimum,
percolation tests will be performed to determine site infiltration
capacities.

H:\PLN\Delcan_ISWMP\StaffReports\AttachB-Draft Bylaw 320.17.docx
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1.3.2

Engineering certification of the ability of the conveyance
system to safely handle the additional flow without
downsteam or downslope erosion is required.

1.3.3

Infiltration facilities that can be used are described in
Appendix A to this Bylaw, and include the following:
Retention Ponds (Dry Ponds); Bioretention Areas;
Soakaway Trenches or Pits; Infiltration Chambers; French
Drains; Soakaway Wells and Infiltration Swales.
Other source controls, including rainwater reuse or green
roofs may be applied, without or in combination with
infiltration facilities.

1.3.4

2.0

•

The design of a rainwater reuse system must be
supported by a detailed water use and rainfall
collection report. Low flow release to ensure
adequate stream base flow may be required.

•

The design of green roofs must be supported by a
drainage plan for the building envelope, a copy of
structural calculations accounting for the additional
loading, and engineering certification..

Detention Facilties may be provided on development sites,
subject to engineering certification. They shall be designed
with bottom drainage to ensure the facility is dry when not
in use, except where slope stability concerns require ponds
to be lined.

Off-site Stormwater Requirements for Subdivisions, and Major
Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional
Developments
2.1

Applications for Building Permits and for Subdivisions for
the following types of development require an Off-Site
Stormwater Management Plan prepared and sealed by a
professional engineer with expertise in hydrology and in
the design of stormwater management facilities:
(a)

(b)

Parcels involving a building containing more than 3
multi-family units and development or expansion of
a mobile home park;
commercial, industrial or an institutional building;
and

H:\PLN\Delcan_ISWMP\StaffReports\AttachB-Draft Bylaw 320.17.docx
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(c)

2.2

subdivisions that would result in an net increase in
three or more parcels for residential and rural land
uses, and for any subdivision involving commercial
or industrial land uses.

The Off-site Stormwater Management Plan shall describe
the details of how drainage servicing will be provided to
the proposed development, and indicate how the
development will impact existing drainage infrastructure
and systems downstream and downslope.
At a minimum this planning will address the following:
2.2.1

Increases in flows and volumes that could result in
flooding downstream in the catchment in which the
development is planned.

2.2.2

Any design or operational aspect of the
development that could result in decreases in water
quality in discharges from the site, in particular
discharges that could be construed as deleterious to
aquatic life.

2.2.3

Impacts of any alterations to natural topography or
vegetation that could result in unstable soil
conditions and/or significant increases in water
temperature. Site Grading Plans as indicated in
Appendix A to this Bylaw shall be required.

2.3.4

Each lot shall be graded to drain away from
building sites, and off-site into a drainage system or
natural watercourse, independent of adjacent lots
where possible. Minimum lot grades are to be 1.0
percent and to be shown draining away from
buildings.
Lots lower than adjacent roadways and other lots,
should be avoided where possible, or acceptable
stormwater management techniques must be
incorporated to direct drainage into an existing or
proposed drainage system.

2.2.4

Impacts of alterations to the natural hydrological
features (including groundwater flows) that could
result in reduced water quality or reduced
downstream base flows.

H:\PLN\Delcan_ISWMP\StaffReports\AttachB-Draft Bylaw 320.17.docx
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2.2.5

The Plan will be based on appropriate geotechnical,
hydro-geological and hydrological investigations.
As a minimum, percolation tests will be performed
to determine site infiltration capacities.

2.2.6

The Plan will address the development’s impact on
adjacent and down stream and down slope
properties; and on the overall “Integrated
Stormwater Management Plan, and include the
following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

2.2.7

Proposed Drainage System
Investigations
Assumptions and Predictors used
Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analysis
Water Quality Analysis
Stormwater Management Facilities – Design
Stormwater Management Facilities –
Operations and Maintenance including
required easements and legal agreements

The Proposed Drainage System will consist of the
following components:
2.2.7.1 The “Minor System” for both On—
Site Storm Water Management Plans
and Off-Site Storm Water
Management Plans shall consist of
pipes, swales, and/or ditches, which
convey overflows from on-site
rainfall capture and runoff control
facilities resulting from storms up to
a 10 year return frequency.
Driveway culverts that form part of
the minor system shall be designed
to a 10-year return frequency, with
the design headwater not to exceed
the top of the culvert.
2.2.7.2 The “Major System” shall consist of
overland flow paths, roadways and
watercourses which convey peak
flows resulting from storms up to a
200-year return frequency. Major

H:\PLN\Delcan_ISWMP\StaffReports\AttachB-Draft Bylaw 320.17.docx
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flood path routing is required
wherever surface overland flows in
excess of 0.05 m3/s are anticipated.
Roadway crossings shall be designed
to accommodate the 200-year return
frequency. Surcharge at the inlet for
the 200-year flow is acceptable
provided the headwater profile does
not intersect habitable property.
2.2.8

7.

The Plan will be sealed and stamped by a
Professional Engineer licensed to practice in the
Province of British Columbia with recognized
expertise in stormwater management and with the
appropriate level of liability insurance. Submission
requirements respecting mapping are outlined in
Appendix A to this Bylaw.

SCHEDULE – C is added as depicted on Appendix A to this bylaw:

PART C – ADOPTION

INTRODUCED AND READ A FIRST TIME

this

DAY OF

2007.

READ A SECOND TIME

this

DAY OF

2007.

READ A THIRD TIME

this

DAY OF

2007.

ADOPTED

this

DAY OF

2007.
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Appendix A to Amendment Bylaw 320.17

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTICT
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS
STORM WATER
SCHEDULE C
OF
“SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT SUBDIVISION SERVICING AND
DEVELOPMENT BYLAW No. 320, 1987”
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Rainfall Capture and Runoff Control Design Types
1.0 The following types of infiltration facilities can be used to meet rainfall
capture (and runoff control targets):
Retention Ponds (Dry Ponds) – unlined ponds that retain runoff and allow it
to infiltrate through the pond bottom.
Bioretention Areas – Shallow landscaped basins that retain runoff in a thick
layer of absorbent soil and on the surface (shallow ponding). The low points
should be planted with plants that tolerate flooding – higher areas should be
planted with streamside or upland species.
Soakaway Trenches or Pits – Trenches or pits filled with drain gravel.
Absorbent landscaping can be installed over the surface, and with proper
engineering, pavement (with light vehicle traffic) may be allowed on the
surface (e.g. a soakaway under the driveway).
Infiltration Chambers – Inverted plastic half pipes can be installed in
infiltration trenches to increase retention storage capacity and improve
infiltration performance.
French Drains – runoff exfiltrates from a perforated pipe into an infiltration
trench and then into the surrounding soil.
Soakaway Wells – Runoff exfiltrates from screened wells into the
surrounding soil.
Infiltration Swales – consists of surface swale (i.e. conveyance swale) on top
of a gravel filled infiltration trench.

2.0

Submission Requirements for Plans
2.1 On-Site Storm Water Management Plans
i. Shall be at 1:500 or 1:1000 scale. The Plan(s) shall note:
ii. The minor (10 year return) storm sewer system with the flows
noted per section and the accumulated flows from all upstream
and/or upslope sections. Provision must be made for upstream and
upslope development potential where applicable
iii. A legend noting all items proposed in the Storm Water
Management Plan. Applicable “General Notes’ should also be
included;
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iv. Where applicable, the proposed means of providing storm water
detention, infiltration or other forms of flow control, complete with
details of the proposed control facility and sizing computations.
v. Overflow pathways infrastructure from the site to connect to
offsite conveyance.
2.2 Storm Water Management Plans
Shall be at 1:500 or 1:1000 scale. The Plan(s) shall note:
i. The minor (10 year return) storm sewer system with the flows
noted per section and the accumulated flows from all upstream
and/or upslope sections. Provision must be made for upstream and
upslope development potential where applicable
ii. The major (200 year return) system, which shall include where
ever the major system is not in a storm pipe or the roadway, and
showing the routing, flows and velocities, etc. for the 200 year
return storm;
iii. A legend noting all items proposed in the Storm Water
Management Plan. Applicable “General Notes’ should also be
included;
iv. A site plan showing the catchment areas(s) involved. This can be
at a scale of 1:5000.
v. Where applicable, the proposed means of providing storm water
detention, infiltration or other forms of flow control, complete with
details of the proposed control facility and sizing computations.
vi. Overflow pathways and infrastructure from the site to connect to
offsite conveyance.
vii. Where the development creates impacts requiring upgrading of the
storm sewer system in other parts of the catchment area,
engineering plans for upgrade of the receiving system must be
provided.

2.3

Site Grading Plans
Shall be at 1:500 or 1:1000 scale and shall note:
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The pre-development contour lines. The topography shall extend a
minimum 30 meters outside the development site for Off-Site Storm
Water Management Plans.
The proposed contour lines at 1 meter intervals for building permit
applications and at 2 meter intervals for subdivision applications.
All existing corner lot elevations;
All proposed corner lot elevations (differentiated from existing corner
lot elevations.)
The proposed building envelope with the Minimum Building
Elevation.
The slope of the lot (directional arrow), noting a minimum 1% grade
on lots away from buildings.
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As a first stage, the SCRD proposes to provide requirements respecting drainage within the PLA
prepared by the Provincial Approving Officer under Section 86 of the Land Title Act. The comments
would include application-specific wording based upon the following general comments for any
subdivision creating three or more additional lots where any of the lots are under 2.0 ha. in size.
The SCRD requires that the owner retain a Registered Professional with relevant civil, geotechnical
and/or drainage engineering experience to review the soils, surficial geology, topography, existing
drainage conditions and potential drainage for the maximum proposed development permitted under
the SCRD’s subdivision and land use zoning. A report and/or plans from the Registered Professional
should ensure that the development is satisfactorily drained for the maximum proposed development,
that the development will be satisfactory for the use intended, and that it will not increase predevelopment drainage flows into MOTI ditches, drainage infrastructure or adjacent private properties.
The applicant shall:
•

Engage the Registered Professional to address the following in the form of plans and/or reports:
o
o
o

o

o

The impacts of anticipated buildings, driveways and parking, septic fields and tree
removal on on-site and off-site drainage;
Methods of detaining and retaining drainage on-site feasible given the soils, topography
and anticipated development;
The type, design and location of on-site drainage works (accompanied by the necessary
hydrology and civil engineering methodology) which may include drainage swales,
exfiltration ditches, infiltration ditches, detention ponds, retentions ponds, soak-away
pits, sumps and other similar works to the satisfaction of the SCRD and MOTI;
Where pre-development off-site drainage regimes cannot be maintained, the necessary
off-site drainage works on MOTI road allowances must be designed and constructed to
satisfaction of the SCRD and MOTI; and
Requirements for grading and soil retaining and structures when deemed necessary by
the SCRD and MOTI to allow for adequate building sites, parking and road access.

•

Construct all drainage works on strata common property, or that occupy more than 1 proposed
lot or that occupy an MOTI road allowance to the satisfaction of the SCRD and MOTI prior to
subdivision final approval.

•

Provide a maintenance security to the SCRD and/or MOTI in the amount 20% of the value of such
drainage works (estimated by the Registered Professional. to the satisfaction of the SCRD and/or
MOTI) for a period of 1 year after completion of said works.
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•

Register at the Land Title Office at the time of final subdivision approval, the necessary legal
agreements for addressing drainage on-site in a long-term sustainable manner via inclusion of
drainage works in bare land strata common property, or in private easements between
proposed lots and/or be regulated via covenants between the private property owners and the
SCRD to ensure that the required drainage works are undertaken at time of building permit. All
such agreements are to be consistent with the plans and recommendations of the applicant’s
Registered Professional and are to be to the satisfaction of the SCRD and MOTI.

Building Permits for Drainage and Grading Works in New Subdivisions
•

Permits for all retaining walls, catch basins, and drainage pipe installation are required prior to
construction and subdivision approval and installation must be reviewed by the Registered
Professional engaged. Inspections of the systems in progress must also be arranged for through
the SCRD by the applicant, accompanied by appropriate field review memos from the designer
or his designate on his behalf.

•

Once all of the expected works have been completed in accordance with the subdivision
drainage plan, there will be a final letter of assurance issued by the Registered Professional of
record for these works.

•

Any builder -related work that is associated with an alteration to the original design of the
drainage works at time of subdivision or as a result of final grading works is to be the
responsibility of the builder, may also require permits if not included in the building permit
application for the building.

27

ANNEX F

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 5, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (January 13, 2011)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner
RE:

Regional Affordable Housing Committee Draft Terms of Reference

RECOMMENDATIONS:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee provides comments to the
Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Group (TAG) regarding the Draft Terms
of Reference for a Regional Affordable Housing Committee;
AND THAT the Draft Terms of Reference be referred to the Town of Gibsons,
the District of Sechelt and the Sechelt Indian Government District for comment;
AND THAT SCRD staff provide a report outlining the comments received and
TAG comments on the Draft Terms of Reference, Memorandum of
Understanding, which shall include a budget, and Vision Statement prior to the
SCRD, Town of Gibsons, District of Sechelt and Sechelt Indian Government
District considering approval.

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION
The SCRD held a facilitated Workshop on May 28, 2010 to set the groundwork for a Regional
Housing Committee. The Workshop was well attended with representatives (both staff and
elected officials) from the Town of Gibsons, District of Sechelt, and the SCRD. Also in
attendance were representatives from the Coast Builders Association, Sunshine Coast
Community Services and the not-for-profit housing sector. Notes from the Workshop are
attached (Attachment A).
The Workshop set the stage for developing a regional approach to addressing affordable
housing. It was felt that there is scope to establish a Regional Affordable Housing Committee to
provide for information exchange and coordination of efforts by all stakeholders on the Coast.
One issue that needed to be carefully considered is the role played by Elected Officials from the
participating local governments. At the Workshop there was a mixed opinion as to whether
Elected Officials should be voting members of a Regional Committee or hold a non-voting role.
The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) spent some time considering the benefits of either
approach. The conclusion reached was that it is important to have Elected Officials represented
on the Committee; however care needed to be taken not to place them in a position where they
are faced with defending a recommendation from the Committee that they may not be in
agreement with. It is also recognized that advisory committees/commissions established by the
SCRD normally do not include Directors as voting members, although they can attend meetings
and participate in discussions. It was considered by TAG that local government staff
representatives could formally represent the local government.
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The TAG reviewed the results of the meeting and is developing key components for a Regional
Housing Committee. The first step was the development of the Committee’s Draft Terms of
Reference (Attachment B). This will be reinforced with a Vision Statement that notes recent
work carried out and the key issues that face the Coast with respect to meeting affordable
housing needs. This could be incorporated into the Terms of Reference.
A third component will be the drafting of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) for the local
governments to adopt and sign. The MoU will contain details about how the Committee will be
supported (such as staff allocation). Currently the TAG considers that the local governments
would provide some administrative support (minute taking, Agenda production, arranging
meetings and so on) in addition to identifying staff who would attend meetings. It is not
anticipated that this would be a significant cost as there would be a limited number of meetings
per year.
The Draft ToR, makes allowances for the Committee to establish its own procedures with
respect to meetings, recommendations and decisions. Once agreed then these would be
incorporated into the final ToR. Appointments to the Committee would be made by the
signatories of the MoU.
TAG members consider that the Draft Terms of Reference should be reviewed by each local
government and that the Draft will be amended to incorporate comments provided. A final
version would then be forwarded to the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board and other local
governments for approval prior to the Regional Housing Committee being established.
The TAG will continue to develop a Draft Memorandum of Understanding and Vision Statement.
Both of these will be referred to the local governments for comment prior to a final version being
drafted for approval and signing.
Planning staff consider that for administrative and budgeting purposes the Committee will fall
within the SCRD Regional Planning function. Costs need to be determined and this will be done
as part of the MoU process.
CONCLUSION
The attached Draft Terms of Reference were developed in light of the Workshop held in May
2010 and discussions by the Technical Advisory Group. The TAG members recognize that
additional work is needed to finalize the Terms and a first step is to receive comments from
each local government. The Draft ToR, should be forwarded to each local government for
comment. The Technical Advisory Group will provide recommendations how to address the
comments received and amend the Draft accordingly. When the draft Memorandum of
Understanding is completed it will be referred to local governments for comment.
Planning staff consider that the Regional Affordable Housing Committee should fall within
SCRD Regional Planning function for administrative and budgeting purposes. This will be
considered within the context of the Memorandum of Understanding as will the budget.
SCRD staff will provide a report setting out the results of the consultation and provide an
amended Draft ToR, Memorandum of Understanding and Vision Statement for the SCRD
Board’s consideration.
_____________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
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ATTACHMENT A
Workshop Discussing a Regional Housing Committee
for the Sunshine Coast
Friday May 28, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 12:30 PM
The What - Key Facts and the Regional Lens
 Lifestyles on the coast are changing
 Demographic diversity is declining; we are aging etc.
 Paradigm shift required about what our priorities as a community are…can we make
sacrifices?
 Young people need AH but also employment, social needs met, cultural
 Want to have a focus on workforce housing above all – helps us access federal funding
for this?
 AHC will have regional focus, funding and functions
 This body allows us to work on different pieces of the regional puzzle, to fit different
conditions
 Need to incentivize developers and others – not just the role of government
The What - Additional Key Facts
 OCP legislation requirements for AH
 2 OCP reviews underway on SC now
 Trailer park project under development
 RD support for this issue (feasibility study, motion for committee)
 Supportive Housing project in Sechelt
 Project database with blurbs written for each one (accessed how?)
 Recent changes to grant applications to CMHC
 Regional Homelessness Initiative
 Emergency Shelter Committee
 Other communities are doing similar preparatory work (how can we take advantage of
their learnings and models? How to share successes and failures? Web/wiki/online
forum?)
The Why part of the discussion
 This matters to all of us
 We are more capable working together regionally (many votes)
 Memory of my own 1st home motivates me – gave me stability and potential
 Want my kids to be able to live here
 Do not want housing to be seen as a frill
 Young families are key
 Think of abused women and others who need a fresh start
 Want all walks of life included in our communities
 Economic and demographic balance (several votes)
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Build better communities, more stable and more safe
Part of the sustainability balance/equation
Want to give something back
Care for seniors requires balanced community
Creative solutions and action are possible with body like this (e.g. access to living on
and sharing land for farming improves our food security)
Community well-being
Learning

What do we mean by collaboration?
 Multi-agency partnerships are required for provincial and federal support
 Need independent community leadership rather than government
 Policy coordination between towns
 Youth outreach program linking schools, non-profits and governments (works because of
clear purpose, no parochialism, focus is on the issue not the jurisdiction)
 Reduced conflict, more profile, more impact
 On the scale of Networking to Integration need to aim for collaboration or higher.
 Generally want to aim for effective cooperation and collaboration with caution around
integration.
 Need to be aware of the legal constraints on local governments – they are a reality.
Priority Tasks for the AHC (in addition to report)
 Joint applications for funding
 Define leadership and coordination function clearly
 Need to define regional nature of issues; build a regional strategy
 Powerful 1 page summary of what this body is and what it does – value proposition
 Develop a strategic plan for the group that shows measurable outcomes
 Develop agreements between partners
 Monitor funding programs and rules from senior governments
 Take issues of the non-profits to LGs so they can pass them along through UBCM etc.
 Attach financial resources to key initiatives of non-profits
 Committee to advise on priorities when funding from developments is available – advise
rather than direct LGs but do influence the decisions. Perhaps dev applicants meet with
AHC to hear priorities in advance of applications?
 Advisory role with clear ToR but will need high level of status; experts advising
generalists in elected office on what to focus on achieving and how to do it
 How to have stability, consistency, teeth?
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Structure/function suggestions by attendees


Decision making model
- 5 suggest consensus approach
- 1 suggests enhanced majority vote
- 1 suggests clear voting structure with minutes taken showing motions and votes for
and against



Broad/diverse representation is suggested unanimously
- Members from 3 sectors at all time (local government, non profits, private sector)
- Equal representation for these three players generally supported but one suggests
12 member group with 5 from govt and 7 from industry/community
- See this as a group of experts working together on a consensus basis
- Critical to balance power of LGs – SCRD is not the driver but just one LG body



Elected officials as members?
- LGU reps to be mayors and chair of RD
- CitySpaces recommended elected officials but how many, and how chosen?
- LGU reps to be staff with knowledge and expertise, no elected officials.
- The committee needs to be very credible, have prestige and ‘clout’ – may need
elected official membership to achieve that.



Chairpersons
- Chair should be independent of LG
- Chair should be an elected official
- Co-chairs suggested (1 elected official, 1 non-affiliated community member)



Resourcing
- Local governments to provide secretarial support, staff time, funding for activities
- Suggest use population or assessments to decide how much funding each
contributes
- Shared resources of land or cash in lieu will be the challenge (i.e. in which
jurisdiction are the resources used?)



Scheduling
Confer regularly, meet quarterly
Flexible meetings to respond to requests for information/advice



Functions
- Research, education and communications
- Regional community-based priority setting
- True collaboration with vision and creativity
- Admin support for regional function, agreed through budgets
- Local decisions on projects and funding approvals
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Resources offered by attendees
 DoS in kind staff support, and expertise from their local stakeholders
 ToG – rep of the town on committee, proportional funding
 Personal – non profit professional development, presentation abilities, community
connections, council policy formation
 SPC can provide process support
 CCBA – time, expertise, 2 members
 SCRD - rural planning function, staff, meeting space, can set up the committee in 2010
 SCRD – commitment, meeting space, secretarial, staff, some $, advocacy
 Donna – will personally champion the concept at SCRD, can serve on committee if so
desired
 Vicki/SCSS – help develop coalition of non-profit housing providers, expertise in social
planning, community development, collaboration, and supportive housing
 Staff reps on committee, especially if this is an SCRD function funded by munis, advice,
research
 Enthusiasm as want this to succeed
 Help set up a timeline that includes staff and community groups to implement
Suggestions by attendees on how to resource the committee






Designate a collection point for a resource library – digital and print
Encourage interested non-committee members to provide input, analyses and
perspectives
Craig Crawford of BC Housing might entertain a small capacity building grant for AHC
Look to LGUs to start off funding pot for AHC but need to decide re equity
Local philanthropists and business to provide seed funding
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ATTACHMENT B
Draft Terms of Reference for
Sunshine Coast Regional Affordable Housing Committee
Purpose
To provide leadership and coordination for the region in the area of affordable housing.
Authority


This Committee and its membership will be established by the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Sunshine Coast Regional District, the Town of Gibsons,
the District of Sechelt and the Sechelt Indian Government District. This set of Terms of
Reference will guide the Committee’s work.

Responsibilities


To provide a forum for monitoring, advocacy and information exchange regarding affordable
housing needs on the Sunshine Coast.



Make recommendations to the parties of the MOU on housing matters.



Advise local governments regarding decisions to be made on affordable housing.



Promote collaboration between local governments, not-for-profit sector and for-profit sector
in pursuing funding for affordable housing.



Provide a continued forum for the analysis of housing need and responses.



Support the region’s non-profit sector through advocacy and information-sharing.



Continue to monitor the need for a housing authority.

Membership


2 representatives from not for profit housing providers



1 representative of Social Planning Council



1 representative of financial services sector



2 representatives of development and building sector



1 representative of real estate sector



1 staff representatives for each of the MOU signatories



1 political representative, as non-voting participants only, from each of the MOU signatories

Members to be appointed by consensus from all parties of the MOU.
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Chair, voting and quorum


All members may vote as required except political representatives. The latter are observers
only.



The chair is one of the members, and will be elected as chair by the voting members.



The Committee will establish a process for meetings, recommendations and decisions and
that the Terms of Reference be amended as required incorporating these.



Until such time as amendments are incorporated decisions and recommendations will be
approved by a majority of those attending the meeting.



Quorum will be half of the number of people on the Committee.

Reporting responsibilities


A yearly report combined with a plan for the upcoming year will be provided to each of the
MOU parties for approval.

Support


The committee will be supported by a paid coordinator/administrative support. For details
regarding funding, see MOU.

Meeting Schedule


The Committee will meet at least quarterly



The Committee will organise at least one affordable housing forum event for politicians,
stakeholders and interested community members to highlight relevant information regarding
affordable housing needs.



Meetings of the Committee shall be recorded and made available to MOU parties and the
public.
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

December 22, 2010

TO:

Planning and Development Services Committee January 13, 2011

FROM:

John France, Chief Administrative Officer

RE:

BILL 27 GREENING OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT UPDATE

-

-

-

RECOMMENDATION

THAT the Chief Administrative Officer’s report “Bill 27— Greening of Local Government
Update” be received for information.

-

PURPOSE
To provide Directors with information regarding the status of Bill 27 and updates to the
implementation timelines.
DISCUSSION

Senior Staff reviewed the current status of this Bill and offer the following updates:
1. OCPs must include targets for reduction of GHG emissions and the policies and actions
proposed to achieve the targets. This content must be included in the OCPs by May
31st, 2010. To be actioned by: Paul Fenwick
The Province is not set on deadline as long as we are actively working to targets new
date of June 30, 2011
2. DCCs a number of issues need addressing:
> Mandatory exemption for dwelling units under 29sm.
Creation of permissive exemptions (for DCC5) for “eligible developments” for
small lot subdivisions designed to reduce GHG. In addition, exemptions possible
for developments that use green elements reduce power consumption, reduce
waste, or self sufficiency.
> DCC calculations must include options to show the effect that a low
environmental impact has on the capital cost of infrastructure DCCs must not
inhibit low environmental impact designs.
—

—

—

A comprehensive review and update of the Water DCCs is being conducted as part of
the Comprehensive Regional Water Plan process, however, this project has been
delayed substantially due to performance issues with the consultant and conflicting work
plan priorities with staff. Staff will be meeting with the project consultant in January 2011
to define the revised timelineTo be actioned by: Bryan Shoji input by Planning staff
3. Annual report to the Board (now part of the audited statements) showing DCCs received,
expended, balance of DCC reserve, and waivers and reductions that have been made
as a result of eligible developments. The last part is the new part. No “eligible
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development” proposals were received in 2010. The remaining information will be
reported as usual. To be actioned by: Bryan Shoji/Planning and Joan Merrick
4. Expansion of DP areas to promote energy and water conservation, and promote
reduction of GHG emissions. Staff prepared a report for Boards consideration after the
completion of CEEP in May 2010. The report was taken to a Board-APC workshop in
June 2010 which outlined how the CEEP could be applied to implementing Bill 27 in the
OCPs. Given the complexity of the recommendations for the APCs, this report was
forwarded to the APCs for discussion in September 2010. Staff have reviewed the
comments and will forward draft amendments to the APCs in January 2011.
5. DP areas can expand to include landscaping, siting of building, form and exterior design,
specific features and machinery and equipment external to the buildings. This was
discussed during the Roberts Creek and West Howe Sound OCP Review Committees
whereupon some of the optional DP provisions where incorporated in the draft OCPs.
There is some support for tree retention DPS for GHG sequestering, but this is a new
application of this legislation and staff will seek input from a specialized environmental
lawyer if the public wishes to proceed. However, there is staff and public concern about
imposing planning more regulations when changes to the Building Code in 2011 will
achieve some of these objectives.

2
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January 5th, 2011

TO:

Planning &Development Committee – January 13th, 2011

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner
Planning & Development Division

RE:

Draft Statement of Significance - Granthams Landing Wharf

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the report entitled “Draft Statement of Significance - Granthams Landing Wharf”
be received;
AND THAT the attached draft Statement of Significance be forwarded to the Board for
adoption, for inclusion within the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register.

BACKGROUND
At its meeting of October 28th, 2010, the Board adopted the following Planning & Development
Committee recommendation:
Recommendation No. 9 – Granthams Landing Wharf
The Planning and Development Committee recommended that the report dated October
7, 2010 titled “Draft Statement of Significance – Granthams Landing Wharf” be received;
AND THAT the report be sent to Ms. Mary Burns, Ms. Ann Tasker and the Sunshine
Coast Museum for comment;
AND THAT staff provide information to the community of the criteria required for other
properties to be registered in the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register;
AND FURTHER THAT the “Draft Statement of Significance – Granthams Landing Wharf”
be referred back to Committee for adoption.
This report presents a revised draft Statement of Significance (SOS) and summarizes the
Regional District’s initiative to promote the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register,
including establishing criteria for additional, new entries.

DISCUSSION
The initial draft SOS was prepared with assistance from Mary Burns and Ann Tasker, two
longterm Granthams Landing residents and members of the Granthams Landing Wharf
Association. Historical photographs were obtained from the Sunshine Coast Museum and
Archives (SCMA). Following the Board’s initial consideration, the draft SOS was forwarded to
H:\PLN\6830-01 Heritage_&_Historic Sites\StaffReports\PDC Report-Granthams Landing Wharf Jan 13 2011.doc
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the SCMA for input. The SCMA responded with no additional suggestions on the draft, nor was
aware of any other additional historical information to include.
Following further correspondence, in December, Mary Burns of the Granthams Wharf
Association forwarded staff additional historical information concerning Granthams Landing
Wharf. All relevant additional information has been incorporated into the revised draft SOS
(see Attachment ‘A’), with a copy of the revised SOS recently forwarded to the Granthams
Wharf Association for any final input. Any additional comments and suggestions received prior
to the Planning & Development Committee meeting will be forwarded directly to the meeting.
As requested the Board requested, Planning staff have also worked with the Regional District’s
Communications Officer to publish criteria for new entries to the Sunshine Coast Community
Heritage Register. A bulletin has recently been added to the SCRD website (see copy
enclosed as Attachment ‘B’).

CONCLUSION
An initial draft SOS for the Granthams Landing Wharf was forwarded to the SCMA for comment
and to members of the Grantham Wharf Association. Following this referral, additional relevant
historical information has been added to the SOS. In addition, staff have prepared a web
bulletin concerning criteria for additional, new entries to the Sunshine Coast Community
Heritage Register.

___________________________
Gregory Gebka, Planner
Planning & Development Division
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Description of Historic Community Place
Having previously enjoyed his summer visits to nearby Bowen Island, in 1909, Mr.
Frederick Charles Grantham, owner at the time of F.C. Grantham & Co., Beverage
Manufacturers in Vancouver, decided to buy District Lot 687 from Mr. Glassford, son-inlaw of George Gibson. The property consisted of about 75 acres of land with about 800
feet of waterfront. Having bought the land, Mr. Grantham considered there to be more
than enough land for his summer cottage, so he subdivided and serviced the land, and
had a small floating wharf built at what would become the focus of Grantham’s Landing.
At the time of its subdivision, official maps referred to the location as the Howe Sound
Post Office. The wharf was first known as “Howe Sound Landing”. Later, in the 1920s,
the wharf was replaced by a more permanent structure built by the Federal Department
of Public Works. The wharf became better known by the Union Steamship people as
“Grantham’s Landing”, after the person who built the original floating wharf.
In the early years of
Grantham’s Landing, there
were just a few homes built
for permanent residents, but
gradually the lots were sold
to people who built summer
cottages. Mr. Grantham had
three cottages built on the
waterfront; aside from his
own, he rented to summer
users.

The Union Steamships Company regularly sailed
passengers to Granthams during summers, while
community activities flourished, such as fishing
tournaments and summer regattas popular in the
1930s. Floats were used alongside the main wharf for private boat access. During the
steamship era much of West Howe Sound and the Gulf Coast were brimming with
activity during summer months, while almost deserted for the remainder of the year.
World War II, technology changes, and road improvements brought the steamship era to
a close.
Granthams Landing Wharf, Electoral Area F
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Steamship traffic ended when Coast
Ferries and Navigation began
operating in 1951. Granthams
Landing Wharf was mainly used by
a local water traffic service until the
mid 1950s when it was condemned.
Remaining intact, and sound, were
two of the original dolphins (groups
of support pilings) and some
decking from the government wharf.
In 1962, when the Department of
Public Works was about to demolish
the wharf, the Grantham’s Property
Owners Association bought the
wharf for community purposes for
one dollar. The Grantham’s
Landing Wharf Association formed
in 1968, which has redeveloped and
maintained the wharf for community
use ever since, with financial and
labour donations from members and
friends. This charitable organization
and like-minded residents have undertaken improvements to the walkway, ramp down to
float, supporting seawall and additional patio, where users can sit to enjoy breathtaking
views, while keeping an eye on children using the wharf for access to the water.
Generations of children have grown up around the wharf, learning to swim, fish and boat
safely. The wharf is a historical focal point and meeting place for the community, fostering
community pride. The small, waterside community greatly values its wharf as a historical
focal point and facility for part-time and full-time residents to land their boats, which they
anchor on the foreshore in good weather. The community also uses the wharf for fishing,
swimming and gathering. Its use is not restricted the local Grantham’s community. It is
used by people who live in or vacation on the lower Sunshine Coast, at no charge.
Granthams Landing Wharf, Electoral Area F
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Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register Looking for Entries
As part of an effort to recognize and promote heritage conservation, the Sunshine Coast Regional
District (SCRD) established the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register in 2009. The Community
Heritage Register is the first of what may be a number of projects, programs and policies intended to
recognize heritage properties and promote heritage conservation.
The Egmont Community Hall was the first entry in the heritage register. Since its establishment in 1952,
the Egmont Community Hall has served as one of only two indoor venues for community events in
Egmont. The Hall’s importance is also in part due to the fact that Egmont is the most remote
permanent-resident community in the lower Sunshine Coast and was only accessible by boat in 1952.
In 2009, the SCRD Board added Grantham’s Landing Community Hall as the second heritage property
to the register. The Grantham’s Landing Community Hall was built as a United Church in 1931.
Throughout the years, the hall was used as a Sunday school, a church hall, and as a gathering place
for community events.
“Including a property in the Community Heritage Register is an effective way to recognize the value of
heritage conservation in our community,” says Garry Nohr, SCRD Board Chair. “As an added benefit
property owners can access provincial grants for example, through the Heritage Legacy Fund of BC.”
The SCRD is asking the community to recommend or propose one or more properties to be included as
part of the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register, by submitting a letter of interest along with a
draft statement of significance (SOS) to the SCRD’s Planning and Development Division.
A statement of significance is a systematic method for assessing the historical and architectural
significance of one or more properties to be included as part of the Community Heritage Register.
While the register does not restrict the use or protect the properties included, the SCRD must notify the
owners of the properties to be included, as well as the BC Ministry responsible for heritage.
The draft SOS should include information pertaining to the natural or community history and/or
architecture of the heritage resource, including significant historical dates, events, or persons.
Photographs, depictions and other archived information are very useful in emphasizing heritage
character and value. The Sunshine Coast Museum and Archives is often an invaluable resource for
developing an SOS. Once submitted, Planning and Development Division staff will work with you to
finalize the draft SOS for consideration by the SCRD Board. If adopted by resolution of the Board, the
SOS would then be added to the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register.
For more information on the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register, please visit www.scrd.ca
(under Planning Department Current Projects).
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STAF REPORT
DATE:

January 5, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – January 13, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Potential Residential Road Development within DL 4700, Ruby Lake

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends that respecting the
Regional District’s comments regarding the possibility of a public road through DL
4700, the Regional District inform the Integrated Land Management Bureau that DL
4700 has historically been viewed as a possible regional park with development
potential for a campsite/day use area and a boat launch on Ruby Lake.
AND THAT as a residential road through DL 4700 would change the dynamic and use
patterns of Sakinaw Lake, the Regional District does not support construction of a
residential road through DL 4700.
AND THAT this report is forwarded to the Regional District Parks and Recreation
staff to consider acquisition and development of DL 4700 as part of the 2011 Parks
and Recreation Master Plan.
AND THAT this recommendation be forwarded to the January 13th Board for
adoption.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District received an informal inquiry from the Integrated Land Management
Bureau (ILMB) seeking comments from the Regional District on the possibility of a public road
through DL 4700. A map of the area is on Attachment A. DL 4700 has a Crown Order-InCouncil (OIC) Reserve (File 0170419) over it on behalf of the SCRD for the Use Recreation and
Enjoyment of the Public (UREP). This report will discuss possible SCRD plans for DL 4700 and
consequences of a road in the area.
DISCUSSION
In November 2010, a Land Officer from ILMB contacted Planning staff asking about the use and
intent of the reserve in response to a public inquiry: “we would like to apply for a Crown land
tenure to put a small dirt road through DL 4700” (see Attachment B).
DL 4700 is a unique piece of Crown Land. It bridges Ruby and Sakinaw Lakes. It is forested
and relatively undisturbed except for the existing infrastructure which consists of:
• Part of Hallowell Road which follows along part of the eastern border of DL 4700
• Portage trail linking Sakinaw and Ruby Lakes
• Informal walking trail linking residences south of DL 4700 with Hallowell Road
Most of DL 4700 appears to have been logged in the 1920-30’s and perhaps more recently in a
few places. No usable skid trails or other access routes remain within DL 4700.

H:\PLN\3020-01 Crown_Land\UREPs\DL4700\PDCjan_DL4700road.docx
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Land Status and Studies of DL 4700
On May 18, 1949, an Order-In-Council (OIC) Reserve # 1099 was approved for the use and
enjoyment of the public (UREP) over DL 4700. This OIC is still in place.
In March 1998 the Regional District commissioned the Ruby, Sakinaw and Mixal Lakes Park
Planning Study. Part of the report included a study of DL 4700 which provided reconnaissance
level information for use in the development of additional park and recreation site capacity. The
report proposed a boat launch for Ruby Lake and campsite/day use area within DL 4700 in
order to alleviate the use pressures on the existing Ruby Lake/Ramp Road boat launch.
In May 1998, the Egmont Pender Harbour OCP was adopted and DL 4700 was designated as a
future regional public use area. Policy 16.3 of the OCP states:
16.3 Schedule A5 designate as FUTURE REGIONAL PUBLIC USE AREAS the
following Crown-owned UREPs (Use, Recreation and Enjoyment of the Public). It
is recognized these UREPs provide valuable recreation potential to the area,
especially in the case of the Klein Lake Forestry Campsite. However should any
of these sites become relinquished by the Province, and where BC Parks Branch
are unable to manage these recreation sites, it would then be desirable for the
Regional District to assume responsibility for such sites to maintain public
ownership for parkland purposes. These sites are listed as:
Site R1: UREP #0170149 on DL 4700 between Ruby Lake and Sakinaw Lake.
This site provides water access to both Ruby and Sakinaw Lake. Any plans to
construct a public boat launch, campground or any other use should be subject
to an environmental assessment and open consultation with both Ruby and
Sakinaw Lake landowners and the community at large.
In April 1992, the Regional District commissioned the Electoral Area A Lakes Study. The report
discussed in general terms protecting Sakinaw and Ruby Lake as drinking water lakes. The
report recommends:
•
•
•

Obtaining public ownership corridors that connect the lakes, preferably along
streams, where well-designed footpaths could be constructed and
maintained. Motorized vehicles should be prohibited from interlake corridors;
Providing a safe public boat launch and wharf for Ruby Lake (the draft 1998
Park Plan recommends DL 4700), potentially in combination with a
designated camping area and a trail between Ruby and Sakinaw Lakes;
Implementing other draft 1998 Park Plan recommendations
including…acquisition of lands around Sakinaw…and creation of interlake
parks connecting Mixal, Sakinaw, Ruby, Klein, Waugh and North Lakes.

In December 2004, the Regional District finished the SCRD Parks Master Plan. The Plan
included comments about UREP’s in general and DL 4700 (which restated the OCP policy on
DL 4700):
UREPS
Many of the proposed parkland acquisition sites correspond with provincially
designated UREPs (Use, Recreation and Enjoyment of the Public). Where UREP
designated land is identified as strategically significant to the delivery of the
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SCRD park function the regional district should investigate measure to secure the
long term use for the recreational benefit of Sunshine Coast residents.
Future Regional Public Use Area Site R1
UREP #0170149 on DL 4700 between Ruby Lake and Sakinaw Lake. This site
provides water access to both Ruby and Sakinaw Lake. Any plans to construct a
public boat launch, campground or any other use should be subject to an
environmental assessment and open consultation with both Ruby and Sakinaw
Lake landowners as well as the community at large.
In summary, the Regional District has historically viewed DL 4700 as a public asset to be used
for public park purposes. The concept of a road through the area has not been recommended
or supported.
Possible Consequences of a Road
A road through DL 4700 could potentially provide road access to over 80 privately held parcels
on Sakinaw Lake which historically have been water access only lots. Granted the majority of
these properties may not choose to use the road, however, the possibility would be there.
Providing properties with road access would alleviate use pressures at the Sakinaw Lake boat
launch, but it may in fact increase overall activity in and around the lake. Facilitating ease of
access tends to increase use. Sakinaw Lake is a drinking water source; there are currently 87
domestic water licences on the lake. The health of the lake should be considered.
The Regional District could consider a public road through DL 4700 if extensive public review
and an environmental assessment was conducted. The potential of linking a road through DL
4700 with development of a park (camping/boat launch on Ruby Lake) may appeal to residents
as financial priorities have limited the Regional District’s ability to acquire a Crown tenure and
develop DL 4700 as a park.
CONCLUSION
DL 4700 has historically been viewed as a regional park with development potential for a
campsite/day use area and a boat launch on Ruby Lake. A residential road through DL 4700
would change the dynamic and use patterns of Sakinaw Lake. At this point, Planning staff do
not recommend support of a residential road through DL 4700.
________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner
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Attachments:

Cowgill, Andrea N ILMB:EX
Teresa Fortin
RE: OIC Reserve (UREP) Lot 4700 Pender Harbour
November-30-10 3:02:10 PM
image001.png

Hi Teresa,
My question about the use and intent of the reserve was based on an inquiry submitted to our
office regarding the following:
“Spanning between Ruby and Sakinaw Lake on the Sunshine Coast there is a small piece of land
called District Lot 4700. On the other side of that land are at least 78 properties that are currently
water access only. Most are summer residences but at least 2 (including ours) are occupied year
round.
We would like to apply for a crown land tenure to put a small dirt road through DL4700, however,
there is an Order in Council (also attached) setting aside this property "for the use, recreation and
enjoyment of the public." Hideki has made it clear to me that any application would certainly be
denied as a result of the OIC and that our only option would be to apply for another OIC to remove
(or amend?) the first.
It seems to me that the goal of the OIC as stated would be furthered by having a small public road
through the property. The public would have better access. On the other hand, preserving public
use at the expense of denying potential road access to 78 land owners doesn't seem
reasonable. At the time the OIC was put into place there would have been maybe 1 or 2 cabins on
the water access side. Now all of the properties you see on the map have cabins on them and are
enjoyed by families.
There is also an environmental study that was done by a consultant hired by the Sunshine Coast
Regional District in 1998. At the time they saw DL 4700 as a potential location for a regional park.
The study identified a potential route for a public access road that would have minimal
environmental impact.”
Would the SCRD have any concerns with the OIC being amended to allow for the construction of a
road? The OIC would need to be cancelled and re-established over the reduced area.
Thank you,
Andrea N Cowgill, B.Sc, P.Ag
Land Officer , Clean Energy Specialist
Crown Lands & Resources
Regional Operations Division - Coast            
Ministry of Natural Resource Operations
phone: (604)586-4313 fax: (604)586-5429
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From: Teresa Fortin [mailto:Teresa.Fortin@scrd.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2010 11:20 AM
To: Cowgill, Andrea N ILMB:EX
Subject: RE: OIC Reserve (UREP) Lot 4700 Pender Harbour

Hi Andrea,
Both DL 3986 and DL 4700 listed in the OIC # 1099 are currently used for public recreation
purposes:
· The SCRD holds a licence (237197, File 2401275) w/ the Crown over part of DL 3986 for
our public park purposes (Dan Bosch Regional Park).
· DL 4700 bridges Ruby and Sakinaw Lakes. There is a popular canoe portage trail w/in DL
4700. It is designated in the Egmont Pender Harbour Official Community Plan (OCP) as a
future regional public use area. Policy 16.3 of the OCP states:
16.3 Schedule A5 designate as FUTURE REGIONAL PUBLIC USE AREAS the following
Crown-owned UREPs (Use, Recreation and Enjoyment of the Public). It is
recognized these UREPs provide valuable recreation potential to the area,
especially in the case of the Klein Lake Forestry Campsite. However should any of
these sites become relinquished by the Province, and where BC Parks Branch are
unable to manage these recreation sites, it would then be desirable for the
Regional District to assume responsibility for such sites to maintain public
ownership for parkland purposes. These sites are listed as:
Site R1: UREP #0170149 on DL 4700 between Ruby Lake and Sakinaw Lake. This site
provides water access to both Ruby and Sakinaw Lake. Any plans to construct a
public boat launch, campground or any other use should be subject to an
environmental assessment and open consultation with both Ruby and Sakinaw Lake
landowners and the community at large.
Sent: November-18-10 11:29 AM
To: Teresa Fortin
Subject: OIC Reserve (UREP) Lot 4700 Pender Harbour

Hi Teresa,
There is an Order-in-Council Reserve on behalf of the SCRD for the Use, Recreation, and
Enjoyment of the Public (land file no. 0170419) over Lot 3986 and 4700 around Ruby Lake.
Does the SCRD still require the UREP and if so, could the SCRD provide updated information
on the intent of the reserve? I understand there were plans for a regional park?
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Thank you,
Andrea N Cowgill, B.Sc, P.Ag
Land Officer , Clean Energy
Crown Lands & Resources

Specialist

Regional Operations Division - Coast           
Ministry of Natural Resource Operations
phone: (604)586-4313 fax: (604)586-5429
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ANNEX J
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR December 2010
1.

Development Control
A.

Please refer to the attached tables titled SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity and
SCRD Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity for a summary of development activities.

B.

Crown Land/Foreshore, Water Licence Application Referrals, Pesticide Use
Application Referrals, UREP referrals.
New Applications
Application 2003390 from Larry Anderson for a Domestic/Residential Power Water
Licence on and Unnamed Creek, within DL 3746 located near Doriston in Sechelt Inlet.
Ongoing Applications
The following Crown Applications from 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial Water Bottling
were referred to the Area A APC in October and NRAC in November for comment. Both
committees were opposed to the applications. The applicant attended the PDC meeting in
December as a delegate via conference call and responded to various questions and
concerns of the SCRD Board and staff. The Board at their December meeting adopted a
resolution (505/10 Rec. No. 13) to not support the applications and to prepare a Board
Policy against the extraction of fresh water resources for the purpose of commercial
bottled water sales. The applications include:


Licence of Occupation Application file 2410492 by 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial
Water Bottling on DL 6889, Icedrop Creek, Jervis Inlet, Area A (related referral from
Ministry of Environment File 2003306 – Application for water license on Icedrop Creek
on DL 6889, Jervis Inlet, Area A).



Licence of Occupation Application file 2410494 by 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial
Water Bottling on DL 1569, McCannell Creek, Jervis Inlet, Area A (related referral
from Ministry of Environment File 2003386 – Application for water license on
McCannell Creek on DL 1569, Jervis Inlet, Area A).



Licence of Occupation Application file 2410498 by 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial
Water Bottling on Icecap Creek, Jervis Inlet, Area A (related referral from Ministry of
Environment File 2003309 – Application for water license on Icecap Creek, Jervis
Inlet, Area A).



Licence of Occupation Application file 2410499 by 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial
Water Bottling on Ice Creek, Jervis Inlet, Area A (related referral from Ministry of
Environment File 2003311 – Application for water license on Ice Creek, Jervis Inlet,
Area A).



Licence of Occupation Application file 2410531 by 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial
Water Bottling on Coldwater Creek, Jervis Inlet, Area A (related referral from Ministry
of Environment File 2003345 – Application for water license on Coldwater Creek,
Jervis Inlet, Area A).
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Licence of Occupation Application file 2410533 by 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial
Water Bottling on Everclear Creek, Jervis Inlet, Area A (related referral from Ministry
of Environment File 2003348 – Application for water license on Everclear Creek,
Jervis Inlet).



Licence of Occupation Application file 2410529 by 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial
Water Bottling on Icecold Creek, Jervis Inlet, Area A (related referral from Ministry of
Environment File 2003346 – Application for water license on Icecold Creek, Jervis
Inlet).



Licence of Occupation Application file 2410530 by 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial
Water Bottling on Falls Creek, Jervis Inlet, Area A (related referral from Ministry of
Environment File 2003344 – Application for water license on Falls Creek, Jervis Inlet).

Crown Lease Application file 2410536 by Tomas Bailey and Wendy Gibson for a retaining
wall near Lot 2, DL 1638, Plan 22458 in Halfmoon Bay. Staff have reviewed the
application and have sent comments to the Integrated Land Management Bureau.
Land Application file 2410363 by the Ministry of Transportation for a Map Reserve for a
Roadway within DL 3498 (aka Witherby Rd), located in Witherby Point, West Howe
Sound. Staff have reviewed the application and have sent comments to the Integrated
Land Management Bureau.
C.

Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust)
No referrals were received.

D.

Agricultural Land Commission Applications
No new applications were received.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area D
D-53 by Daryl Youngman for exclusion and/or subdivision at 706 Leek Road. This
application has been considered by the AAC and will be referred to the APC after a site
visit has been arranged.
Electoral Area E
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application # E-37 for Subdivision within the ALR by Mr.
McLaughlin for Lot J, DL 909, Plan 3417, located at 331 Hough Road, Gibsons, BC. This
application was referred to the AAC in December and will be referred to the APC in
January 2011.

E.

Subdivision Activity
No new applications were received.
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Development Variance Permits
No new applications were received.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
DVP 337.133 (1425 West Pender Holdings Ltd.) located at 33 - 4622 Sinclair Bay Road to
vary the required 7.5 m setback from a parcel line to 3.92 m for an auxiliary building
(garage). The permit was approved in September and is ready for issuance, subject to
receipt of an archaeological assessment which the applicant is working on.
Electoral Area B
DVP 310.158 (Tremblay for Chapin) located at 10049 Wescan Road to vary the required
4.5 m exterior side setback to 3.0 m for an addition to a single family dwelling. The
application was referred to the APC in October and was considered by the PDC and the
Board in December. The application was approved for issuance, subject to receipt of an
archaeological assessment confirming no issues and a Setback Relief Permit from the
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure.
Electoral Area D
DVP 310.156 (Guignard) located at 1193 Hawthorn Road to vary the side setback from
7.5 m to 2.5 m to permit construction of a 725 sq ft residential garage. The application was
approved for issuance in September, subject to registration of a covenant which the
applicant is working on.
Electoral Area E
DVP 310.155 (Stackhouse) located at 1054 Fircrest Road to vary the rear setback from 5
m to 0.3 m to permit construction of a shed. A survey was provided and the variance was
amended to 0.003 m. The application was considered by the PDC and the Board in
December and was approved for issuance.

G. Board of Variance Applications
No new applications were received.
On-going applications:
Electoral Area A
BOV #134 (Gin) located at 4167 Francis Peninsula Road, Madeira Park, BC to permit a
proposed deck extension. Staff have begun reviewing the application.
H.

Building Permits
Staff reviewed 21 building permit applications to confirm Zoning Bylaw and Official
Community Plan compliance.
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Development Permits
Two new applications were received.
Electoral Area D
(Walters) located at 2170 Porter Road for construction of a carport, with a variance.
Electoral Area E
(Maedel) located at 1359 Russell Road for a new single family dwelling.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
A-14 (Biddle for Pedersen/Barclay) located at 14833 Highway 101 for an addition to a
single family dwelling with a variance to relax the required lake setback. The permit is
ready for issuance, pending building permit application.
Electoral Area B
B-36 (Perkins) located at Eureka Place for a single family dwelling and land alteration.
Staff are awaiting further geotechnical information.
B-41 (Stevenson) located at 8217 Redrooffs Road for a single family dwelling, tramline
and pathway. The applicant has modified the plans and staff are awaiting updated
information.
B-44 (Gordon) located off Priestland Road to permit subdivision into 24 lots. Staff
reviewed the application and provided preliminary comments to the applicant.
B-45 (Lefeaux) located at 8823 Redrooffs Road for a cottage and outbuilding. Staff await
additional information and registration of a covenant.
Electoral Area D
D-96 (Ryan for Various Owners) located of Roberts Creek Road and Lower Road for
shoreline protection. Staff have drafted the permit and are awaiting registration of
covenants.

J.

Bylaws
No new applications were received.
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On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 337.99 (Spick for Abbott) to subdivide into 5 bare land
strata lots, located on Fox Island. The bylaw received third reading in October and the
applicant is preparing an easement for off-island parking to be registered prior to adoption.
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 337.101 (Klassen for Newton) to rezone to allow tourist
accommodation on a small island between Nelson and Hardy Island. Staff are working
with applicant, Sechelt Indian Band and Provincial agencies to clarify environmental and
servicing concerns/issues.
Electoral Area B
OCP and Zoning Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 (375703 BC Ltd.), to establish a ‘G1’
subdivision district with an average size of 1.7 hectares and an absolute minimum parcel
size of 1 hectare and complementary OCP designation for DL 1485. Staff corresponded
with the applicant’s legal counsel in December concerning outstanding covenants to be
registered by the applicant prior to bylaw adoption.
Electoral Area D
OCP 375.11 and Zoning Bylaw 310.135 (Morrisey et al.) The bylaw amendments pertain
to numerous properties in proximity to ‘Lemon Road’. The applicants propose to amend
the OCP and zoning bylaw to enable subdivision. A public hearing was held on November
23. The bylaws were considered by the PDC and the Board in December.
Electoral Area E
OCP/ Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 600.1 and 310.129 (Garrett Construction Ltd.) to
convert a single family dwelling to a duplex on a lot located at 1562 Burton Road. The
bylaws were given first and second readings on November 18 after rescinding second
reading previously received on the bylaws. A second public hearing was held on
December 9.
Electoral Area F
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 310.130 to implement the Twin Creeks OCP has received
Third Reading and is still awaiting Ministry approval. The Board at its December meeting
adopted the bylaw.
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 310.133 (Collura) to permit conformance of an existing
dwelling which was constructed beyond the allowable floor space ratio, located at 81
Munro Road, Langdale. The application was referred to the APC in October and was
considered by the PDC in December. The bylaw will be forward to the Board in January
for First Reading.
K. Tree Cutting Permits
No new applications were received.
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L. Temporary Commercial & Industrial Permits
No new applications received.
M. Strata Conversion Applications
No new applications were received.
On-going applications:
Electoral Area A
A-1 (Stibbs) for 11781 Sunshine Coast Highway. The applicant is preparing the final
survey plans for approval and staff sent the applicant a covenant to be registered.
Electoral Area F
SCF-1 (Nattrass) located at 1689/1685 Storvold Road, Gibsons, BC. The applicant is
preparing the final survey plans for approval.
2.

Long Range Planning and Major Projects
(A)

Zoning Bylaw No. 310 Replacement – Staff continued to work on a preliminary draft bylaw
to replace Zoning Bylaw No. 310. A second staff workshop is planned for January.

(B)

Halfmoon Bay Community Plan – The second Advisory Group meeting was held on
December 8th where future process was discussed.

(C)

Community Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP) – Planning staff are reviewing APC
comments and are drafting specific OCP policies to implement the GHG reduction goals.

(D)

Integrated Transportation Study (ITS) – A special PDC meeting was held on December 10
with the ISL consultant and MOTI to discuss issues with the draft ITS and advisory
committees' feedback. The meeting was attended by Members of the Transportation
Committee, District of Sechelt Council, Gibsons Town Council, APCs and other
community advisory groups. Additional meetings are scheduled for January 12 and 13
and February 4. The final draft of the ITS will be taken to a PDC meeting in early 2011 for
consideration of adoption as a guiding policy document.

(E)

Roberts Creek OCP – The committee held its 57th meeting in December to discuss the
update of the OCP regarding Rural Resource/Residential areas.

(F)

West Howe Sound OCP – A Public Information Meeting was conducted November 6th at
Eric Cardinall Hall. An estimated 75 people were in attendance to observe the
presentation of the draft OCP. After the presentation there was a lengthy question and
answer period among the group followed by smaller conversations. A survey was
distributed at the meeting and posted online. To date, 47 surveys have been received.
The survey will be open until the end of December, after which the results will be analysed
by the Planner and the OCP review advisory committee. A brief presentation was also
given to the APC in November for information purposes. After external referrals and
additional committee review the draft will be re-referred to the APC.

(G)

Geotechnical Review of Roberts Creek OCP Area – SCRD commissioned Kerr, Wood,
Leidal to review current geotechnical development permit area policies in the OCP and
provide guidance for the expanded area under consideration for the new OCP.
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Other
(A)

Roberts Creek Pathway and Streetscape Improvements – An application was made to the
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure in December for a works permit.

(B)

McNabb Creek Gravel Mine (BURNCO) – BURNCO appealed DFO comments regarding
the mine application. The appeal consists of an independent review on DFO’s comments.
DFO is expecting the appeal to be finished early in 2011. Therefore the EA process is
essentially on hold until the appeal is completed.

(C)

Community to Community Forum with Squamish Nation – The report was provided to the
December PDC and approved with minor changes, copies were printed and will be sent to
SN, Gibsons, Islands Trust and all SCRD Directors.

(D)

Consultation Seminar – Several Planning staff attended a two day seminar on public
consultation hosted by BC Healthy Communities for the SCRD.

(E)

Minister of State for Building Code Renewal – Manager of Planning and Development,
Director Nohr and a member of the public met with the Minister

_________________________________
Mark McMullen,
Manager of Planning and Development
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Agricultural Advisory Committee
December 7, 2010

3:30 pm

SCRD Offices, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC
Minutes of Regular Meeting
Present:
Regrets:
Absent:
Also present:

Dale Peterson (Chair), Gabriel Forbes, Ray Moscrip, Jon Bell, Dave Ryan, Frank Roosen,
Catherine Abbott, Betty Hart
Margrett George, Lynda Chamberlin, Robin Wheeler
Struan Brown, Martin Kiewitz
Michael McLaughlin, Applicant, ALR #E-37 & Economic Development Coordinator, Gibsons & Area
Laura Houle, West Howe Sound Official Community Plan Review Advisory Committee
Diane Corbett, Recording Secretary

Call to order

3:33 pm

1.

Agenda

2.

Delegation

The agenda was adopted as amended.

2.1 Michael McLaughlin, Applicant, regarding ALR #E-37 for Subdivision within the ALR
See discussion under item 4.1
2.2 Michael McLaughlin, Economic Development Coordinator, Gibsons and Area, Best
Coast Initiatives, regarding economic development, grants and raising awareness and
money for agriculture
2.2.1 Michael McLaughlin stated that agriculture is a sector that should get some
attention, and asked that the Agricultural Advisory Committee play a role in deciding
where to begin for a proposal to the Regional District. Looking down the road, and from
an economic development standpoint, he thought that outside dollars would be needed
for this, and suggested, to get some resources to the issue, to begin with a strengths/
weaknesses/ challenges/ potential/ priorities assessment from which could flow
recommendations. He asked the Committee where would be a good place to get started.
2.2.2 Comments from members included:
• Support doing an Agriculture Plan (mentioned as costing $30,000 to $75,000).
• Any kind of plan would have to include a plan to get more money. Source the money,
then make a plan to get the money.
• The money might be split: e.g. matching funding.
• Support Mr. McLaughlin to dedicate some time to research out sustainable
agriculture money for a sustainable agriculture plan.
• Wouldn’t want to put any dollars into something that doesn’t show the average
person on the street: this is where we are going; this is what we did…at each step of
the way we should be able to show ‘this is where your dollar went’. Concern: getting
carried away with planning.
• Would like to see two experimental farms: one on an area previously logged, and
one forested. Could do ten-year study to know the effect of logging. Eventually we
will have to grow more food. It will be in the ALR.
• Land in community forest and ALR: a piece of ALR could be logged and stumped by
the community forest and turned over to the municipality for a farm, a working farm
that could be rented from the municipality. If logged and stumped by the community
forest, the majority and most expensive part of the work is already done.
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2.2.3 Michael McLaughlin affirmed that he was asking the AAC to send him to the
Regional District with an AAC-backed recommendation, which would be needed by his
budget time in March.
Action: Michael McLaughlin will do some research in advance of the next meeting, and
come back to pick up the discussion on the next agenda on February 1.
3.

Minutes
3.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of November 2, 2010
The meeting minutes of November 2, 2010 were adopted.

4.

Business Arising from the Minutes and Unfinished Business
4.1 Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application # E-37 for Subdivision within the ALR by

Mr. McLaughlin for Lot J, DL 909, Plan 3417, located at 331 Hough Road, Gibsons, BC
(November 2, 2010 report resubmitted)
4.1.1 Michael McLaughlin presented information pertaining to the application.
Subdivision within the ALR is permitted under the OCP in this case. The subject parcel is
mainly class 4 and 5 soils. Mr. McLaughlin explained that he would extend farming as
possible from its current location in the area adjacent to the residential area. There is a
mobile home on the property whose residents do farm labor. On the west half of the
property, which he said he would sell if subdivided, the class 5 soils are of subclass D
and W. The trend in the area is homesteading, not commercial farms. Mr. McLaughlin
explained that he was investing in farming but would not clear and drain the land to grow
a forage crop. He said the soil of the class 5 zone is “fine clay”, oozy when wet, and
when dry is like a brick. He distributed a bowl of the soil to reveal its qualities.
4.1.2 The applicant stated the benefit to agriculture would be that subdivision has been
made conditional on him paying the cost of making improvements to bring the land
closer to being farmable. Further, following the sale of the property, he would have
capital to invest into his farm, where he had already invested close to $40,000 on 4-5
acres of farmable property.
4.1.3 Mr. McLaughlin presented a slideshow revealing the plant life, topography, and
drainage issues on his property. He shared information on the history of the property, his
perspectives on issues of the area and his plans for the future. He said he was
developing a greenhouse operation for starting plants and would be installing electricity
capable of powering five 600-square-foot greenhouses.
4.1.4 Mr. McLaughlin acknowledged that he thought the best use for the west side of
the property would be as forest—that it is excellent forest land, whilst marginal
agricultural land—that changing it from forest to a hay field would result in a loss of
biodiversity, and that he would be prepared to covenant this land as a forest reserve.
4.1.5 Questions were directed to Mr. McLaughlin regarding:
• Drainage of the water down slope
• Hummocks and level of soil disturbance
• Drainage pattern
• Tree species and age
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Covenant on the property

4.1.6 The recommendation on Application #E-37 made by the Committee at the last
meeting was read aloud. Mr. McLaughlin inquired how this application would result in a
diminishment of the agricultural land base. He asserted that there would be no reduction
in the ALR with this proposal, and that he would be selling a portion that the ALC said in
1984 is capable of being sustainable as a farm.
4.1.7 Feedback from the AAC included:
• It would be precedent setting to severe sections to encourage agriculture, and this
precedence setting would outweigh endorsing this.
• Reducing the size to 1.7 hectares would make it more desirable for an urban dweller
to build a house on the property with no thought of farming.
• Need to think beyond our time regarding the property, 50 to 80 years. We do not
know what the conditions will be like; land needs to be available for producing food if
we need to. There is a finite amount of agricultural land available.
• If you put in another dwelling, with driveways and kids’ play areas, this will reduce
land available for farming.
4.1.8 Recommendation: The Agricultural Advisory Committee agreed by consensus
to re-affirm the recommendation made on this application at the last meeting: that the
application to subdivide the property be declined in light of previous history from
Agricultural Land Commission decisions declining subdivision, plus this
severance would lead to a reduction of the long-term agricultural land base.
4.1.9 The following was submitted to the AAC by email prior to this meeting by
member Robin Wheeler for the record: “that earlier opinions that sections should be kept
as large as possible should hold, but that all assistance should be offered to new
farmers in terms of improving land use on marginal properties”.
Michael McLaughlin left the meeting at 4:45 pm.
4.2 Draft Correspondence / Information Sheet for Advisory Planning Commissions regarding

addressing food security on the Sunshine Coast – Tabled to next agenda
5.

New Business
5.1 West Howe Sound Official Community Plan (OCP) Review

5.1.1 Laura Houle, a member of the advisory committee reviewing the West Howe
Sound Official Community Plan, highlighted aspects of the draft Agriculture chapter:
• There is quite a contiguous area in the OCP area that is Agricultural Land Reserve.
• The draft does not recommend exclusions from the ALR, but allows areas in the
south-west and north-east areas of the plan, previously identified for potential
exclusion due to soil class and geographic area and traditionally zoned as 1.75
hectares, to retain the historical parcel size. Minimum parcel size for all other ALR
land is 10 hectares.
• The draft discourages all subdivision in the ALR unless to the benefit of farming and
approved by the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC).
• The draft includes the option to enable clustering or increased density on a parcel
(minimum 10 acres) coupled with a covenant for farming, subject to conditions.
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Definition of small farm: 2-10 acres of land under cultivation, excluding areas
reserved for residential use; earning less than $50,000/year; a variety of products;
often human labor intensive rather than industrialized.
The Draft Plan supports an agriculture plan for the Sunshine Coast region.

5.1.2 Ms. Houle asked the Committee members if they could add language on how to
support and encourage farming.
Laura Houle left the meeting at 5:05 pm.
5.1.3 Discussion ensued. A recommendation on wording to add to section 4.3 of the
draft OCP was in development when it was agreed to table the item and continue the
discussion via email. – Table to next agenda.
5.2 Investment Agriculture Foundation contributes $1.45 million to new projects – News

release and list of projects: www.iafbc.ca/what_s_new_or_media/media_releases.htm
The Investment Agriculture Foundation news release was received for information.
5.3 Regional Growth Strategy and Land Management

Discussion focused on the need for a regional plan, such as a regional growth strategy
or land management plan, to guide growth and development on the Sunshine Coast.
Action:
The Chair will draft correspondence in support of a regional growth
strategy and a land management plan to send to local governments and to the Province,
for the next agenda.
6.

Next Meeting

Tuesday, February 1, 2011 at 3:30 at SCRD Cedar Room

Adjourned at 5:43 pm
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

January 5th, 2011
Planning & Development Committee – January 13th, 2011
Gregory Gebka, Planner, Planning & Development Division
OCP / ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NOS. 600.1 / 310.129
(GARRETT CONSTRUCTION LTD.)

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the report entitled “OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 600.1 /
310.129 (Garrett Construction Ltd.), dated January 5th, 2011, including
report of public hearing, be received;
AND THAT Bylaw No. 600.1 be forwarded to the Board for Third Reading as
amended;
AND THAT Bylaw No. 310.129 be forwarded to the Board for Third Reading;
AND FURTHER THAT following its Third Reading, Bylaw No. 310.129 be
forwarded to the Board for approval under Section 52 of the Transportation
Act, prior to Bylaw Nos. 600.1 and 310.129 being forwarded to the Board for
Final Adoption.

BACKGROUND:
A second public hearing was held concerning Bylaw Nos. 600.1 and 310.129. This report
summarizes discussion at the public hearing.
DISCUSSION:
Two people attended the public hearing. During a brief presentation, Planning staff introduced
amendments to draft Bylaw No. 600.1, which are intended to change Elphinstone OCP Policy B2.2(5) to read as follows:
"A second dwelling unit may be permitted where the dwelling is wholly contained
within a single family dwelling or forming part of a duplex. In such case there is no
opportunity for any additional detached dwelling. In circumstances where no
auxiliary dwelling unit or duplex exists a second detached dwelling may be
permitted for use by immediate family members or farm workers provided that the
dwelling is located on a non-permanent foundation as a mobile home and
approved by the Regional District and ALC under the Agricultural Land
Commission Act.
Under no circumstances may a parcel contain more than two dwelling units.”
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Staff attending the public hearing addressed questions from an adjacent property owner
concerning the number of dwellings permitted on his adjoining property, and how a second
dwelling occupancy might be restricted under the proposed OCP / zoning bylaw amendment.
No major concerns were expressed concerning the intent of the proposed bylaw amendments.
CONCLUSION:
A rezoning application has been made to permit duplex use on the subject property, following a
bylaw compliance matter. The proposed bylaw amendments would permit a duplex within a
new site-specific zone named “RU3B”, applying only to the subject property. If modified as
proposed, Bylaw No. 600.1 would modify the “Agricultural A” designation to clearly indicate the
types of combinations of two dwelling units that may be permitted on a lot and that under no
circumstances may there exist more than two dwelling units on a lot.

___________________________
Gregory Gebka
Planner
Planning & Development Division
GG/
Attachment
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ANNEX L

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
December 9, 2010

REPORT OF A PUBLIC HEARING HELD AT 7:00 PM
IN THE BOARD ROOM OF THE SCRD OFFICES
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, B.C.
"Elphinstone Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 600.1, 2009”
“Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.129, 2009”
PRESENT:

Chair, Area F Director
Alternate Chair, Area E Director

L. Turnbull
L. Lewis

ALSO PRESENT:

Manager, Planning and Development
Recording Secretary
Members of the Public

M. McMullen
S. Williams
2

CALL TO ORDER
The public hearing for "Elphinstone Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 600.1,
2009” and “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.129, 2009”
was called to order at 7:00 pm.
Lee Turnbull, Chair
The Chair introduced Board members and staff in attendance and read prepared remarks with
respect to the procedures to be followed at the public hearing. The Chair then indicated that
following the conclusion of the public hearing the SCRD Board may, without further notice or
hearing, adopt or defeat the bylaws or alter and then adopt the bylaws providing the alteration
does not alter the use or increase the density. She then asked Mark McMullen, Manager,
Planning and Development, to introduce "Elphinstone Official Community Plan Amendment
Bylaw No. 600.1, 2009” and “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No.
310.129, 2009”.
SUBJECT PROPERTY
The Planner began by noting that the Official Community Plan (OCP) and zoning bylaw
amendments involve a property located at 1562 Burton Road, legally described as Lot B, Block
H, District Lot 903, Plan 18667. Lot B consists of an approximate 2-hectare lot (4.9 acres).
All adjoining lands are zoned RU3 and are in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), except for
Lot 14 immediately northwest which is zoned RU1. The lot contains a house that was recently
converted to an unapproved duplex, with a floor area slightly more than 2600 ft².

63

ATTACHMENT A

Sunshine Coast Regional District
Report of Public Hearing held December 9, 2010 regarding Bylaw Nos. 600.1 and 310.129

ANNEX L
Page 2 of 3

APPLICABLE OCP POLICIES
The Elphinstone Community Plan designates the property as “Agricultural A”.
PURPOSE OF BYLAWS
The Agricultural A designation in the Elphinstone Official Community Plan states that "an
auxiliary dwelling is permitted for farm help or family members within a mobile home on a nonpermanent foundation subject to approval by the Regional District and the ALC under the
Agricultural Land Commission Act.". To allow use of the existing dwelling as a duplex, Bylaw
No. 600.1 would modify this designation (Policy B-2.2 (5)) to permit a duplex in lieu of a second
detached dwelling. This would allow an alternative type of second dwelling (duplex), which
could be used for farm help or family members, as currently permitted, or for other occupants.
Under no circumstances would a lot be permitted to contain more than two dwelling units. The
OCP amendment would apply to Agricultural A designation throughout the OCP area.
Further, to permit the existing dwelling as a duplex, Bylaw No. 310.129 would rezone the
property from RU3 to a new zone “RU3B”. The new RU3B zone would be identical to the RU3
zone except that it would also permit a duplex on lots exceeding 1 hectare. As proposed, the
RU3B zone would apply only to the subject property.
The Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission (APC) considered the OCP and zoning bylaw
amendment application at its meeting of September 23, 2009. The APC expressed support for the
application and requested that the new zoning be kept site-specific by creating a new “RU3B”
zone.
CONCLUSION
The Planner concluded his remarks, indicating that minutes of this public hearing are tentatively
scheduled to be forwarded to the January 13th, 2011 Planning & Development Committee
meeting.
The Chair called a first time for submissions.
Dean Johnston
1552 Burton Road
Gibsons, BC
Mr. Johnston
Does the second dwelling have to be a mobile home? My property falls within two zones RU1
and RU3. How many dwellings can I place on my property?
Planner:
A maximum of two dwellings are permitted on your property in accordance with either the RU1
OR RU3 zoning, whichever is the more restrictive in terms of the number of dwellings
permitted.
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The OCP currently allows forone dwelling plus an auxiliary mobile home for family or farm
worker. The current zoning on RU3 allows permits up to two single detached dwellings on a lot
having an area exceeding 1 hectare. ALR approval is required for a second dwelling..
Mr. Johnston:
Do the other rules related to the family members / farm hand occupancy apply to the second
dwelling? Can it be a rental unit? Does the owner have to reside on the property?
Planner:
Under the current RU3 zoning, up to two single detached dwellings are permitted on lots having
an area exceeding 1 hectare. Under ALR regulations, a second dwelling must be a mobile
home for family or farm workers. If Agricultural Land Commission approval is received for a
second dwelling, it could be used as a rental home, not just for family or farm help.
The proposed zoning bylaw amendment applies to only one property. The proposed OCP
amendment would allow other properties to apply for the same zoning change.
CLOSURE
The Chair called a second and third time for submissions. There being no submissions, the Chair
advised that there being no submissions from the public, announced the public hearing for
proposed "Elphinstone Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 600.1, 2009’ and
“Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.129, 2009” closed at 7:15
p.m.
The Chair thanked everyone for attending the public hearing.

Certified fair and correct:

Prepared by:

_______________________________
Lee Turnbull, Chair

______________________________
S. Williams, Recording Secretary
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW NO. 600.1, 2009
A bylaw of the Sunshine Coast Regional District to amend “Elphinstone Official Community Plan Bylaw No.
600, 2007”.
The Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional District in open meeting assembled enacts as follows:

PART A – CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the “Elphinstone Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 600.1,
2009”.

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

“Elphinstone Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 600, 2007” is hereby amended as follows:
Replace Policy B-2.2(5) with the following:

“A second dwelling unit may be permitted where the dwelling is wholly contained within
a single family dwelling or forming part of a duplex. In such case there is no opportunity
for any additional detached dwelling. In circumstances where no auxiliary dwelling unit
or duplex exists a second detached dwelling may be permitted for use by immediate
family members or farm workers provided that the dwelling is located on a nonpermanent foundation as a mobile home and approved by the Regional District and ALC
under the Agricultural Land Commission Act.
Under no circumstances may a parcel contain more than two dwelling units.”
PART C – ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

18th DAY OF

NOVEMBER

2010

READ A SECOND TIME this

18th DAY OF

NOVEMBER

2010

CONSIDERED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE SUNSHINE
COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT FINANCIAL PLAN AND ANY
APPLICABLE WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANS this

18th DAY OF

NOVEMBER

2010

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

9th

DECEMBER

2010

DAY OF

READ A THIRD TIME AS AMENDED this

DAY OF

2011

APPROVED BY THE MINISTER OF COMMUNITY
SPORT AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT this

DAY OF

2011

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2011

____________________________________
Corporate Officer
___________________________________
Chair
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.129, 2009
A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987".
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting assembled,
enacts as follows:
PART A - CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment
Bylaw No. 310.129, 2009".

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is hereby amended as
follows:
a) Schedule A of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is
amended by rezoning Lot B, Block H, District Lot 903, Plan 18667 from RU3 (Rural
Three) to RU3B (Rural Three B), as denoted on Appendix „A‟ to this Bylaw.
b) Amend Part V Section 502(9) by replacing the phrase “and RU3” with “, RU3 and
RU3B”;
c) Amend Part V Section 502(11) by inserting “RU3B,” immediately following “RU3A,”;
d) Amend Part X by inserting Section 1021B, as follows:

1021B

RU3B Zone (Rural Three B)

1021B

On a parcel in an RU3B Zone,
Permitted Uses

1021B.1

except as otherwise permitted in Part V of this bylaw the following and no other
uses are permitted:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

one single family dwelling;
agricultural use;
keeping of livestock;
kennel only in Electoral Areas E and F
garden nursery;
home occupation subject to Part 502 (10) of this bylaw;
bed and breakfast subject to Part 502 (11) of this bylaw;
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1021B.2

with an area exceeding 3500 square meters the additional permitted use is:
(1) the raising of fish for domestic consumption;

1021B.3

with a parcel area exceeding 1 hectare the additional permitted use is:
(1) one single family dwelling, or one transition house where the dwelling is located
on a non-permanent foundation as a mobile home; or
(2) a dwelling to create a duplex.

1021B.4

with a parcel size exceeding 1.75 hectares the additional permitted use is the keeping
of less than 50 pigs.
Floor Area

1021B.5

The total floor area of a transition house shall not exceed 300 square metres.
Setback

1021B.6

no use permitted under section 1021B.1(4) shall be located within 15 metres of a
parcel line;
Siting of Structures

1021B.7

no structure shall be located within:
(1) 5 meters of the front or rear parcel line;
(2) 1.5 meters of the side parcel line;
(3) 4.5 meters of the side parcel line where the side parcel line is contiguous to a
highway;
Parcel Coverage

1021B.8

the parcel coverage of all buildings and structures excluding greenhouses shall not
exceed 15% of the parcel size except where the parcel is equal to or less than 2000
square meters in area in which case the parcel coverage shall not exceed 35%;
Buildings Per Parcel

1021B.9

subject to compliance with all other provisions of this bylaw more than one principal
building may be permitted.
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PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

18th

DAY OF

NOVEMBER 2010

READ A SECOND TIME this

18th

DAY OF

NOVEMBER 2010

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

9th

DAY OF

DECEMBER 2010

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2011

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this

DAY OF

2011

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2011

__________________________
Corporate Officer
__________________________
Chair
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Appendix 'A' to Bylaw No. 310.129

58. 6

WEST REED ROAD

Rezone a 2.17-hectare
of Block 7, District Lot
Plan 3877 from RU3 (R
Three) to RU1 (Rural O

m

Russell Rd

RU1

ANNEX L

SUBJECT
PROPERTY

Oceanview Dr

RU3

d
R
ton
r
Bu

Sunshine Coast Hwy
RU1

PA2

-

Larchberry Way
R2

PA2

Oceanview P
l

RM2

PA2

Legal Description - Lot B, Block H, District Lot 903, Plan 18667
Existing Zone - RU3 (Rural Three)
New Zone - RU3B (Rural Three B)
Corporate Officer
_______________________________________
Chair
_______________________________________
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