PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Thursday, March 10, 2011
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC
CALL TO ORDER

1:30 p.m.

AMENDED AGENDA

AGENDA
1.

Adoption of the Agenda

PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
2.

Megan and Connie Smith, local residents
Cliff Jones, Applicant – via conference call at 1:45 p.m.
Regarding Development Variance Permit 337.135 (item 21)

3.

Stacia Leech, Vicki Dobbyn, Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Group
Regarding Draft Memorandum of Understanding and Financial Aspects
of a Regional Affordable Housing Committee (item 9)

UPDATED

COMMUNICATIONS

ADD

4.

Danyta Welch, Policy & Programs Officer, Union of BC Municipalities
Regarding Completion of 2010/11 Community to Community Forum

Annex A
pg 1

5.

Gwen Hawkins, Board Chair, Habitat for Humanity Sunshine Coast
Regarding Affordable Housing - Cooperation with SCRD

Annex B
pg 2

6.

Honourable Stephanie Cadieux, Minister, Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development
Regarding Waiver of Ministerial Approval for Planning Bylaws

Annex C
pg 3 - 8

7.

Joanne Monaghan, Mayor, District of Kitimat
Regarding Allocation of Pacific Halibut to the Sport Fishing Sector

8.

Norm Kempe, Planning Forester, BC Timber Sales
Regarding Proposed FSP Amendment #4 and Extension

Annex D
pg 9 – 10
Annex DD
pg 10(a) - 10(f)

REPORTS
9.

Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex E
pg 11 - 22

10.

Towards Completion of the Integrated Transportation Study
(see Addendum to agenda)
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex F
pg 23 -62

11.

Community Watersheds
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex G
Pg 63 -68

12.

Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee minutes of January 24, 2011
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex H
pg 69 - 73
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13.

Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 1, 2011
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex I
Pg 74 - 76

14.

Proposed Planning and Development Work Plan: 2011-2015
(Regional/Rural Planning Services)

Annex J
pg 77 - 91

15.

Planning and Development Monthly Report for February 2011
(Regional/Rural Planning Services)

Annex K
pg 92 - 99

16.

Statutory Right of Way for a Walking Path on Keats Island
(Rural Planning Services)

Annex L
pg 100 - 103

Egmont Point Park
(Rural Planning Services)

Annex M
pg 104 - 112

18.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of February 23, 2011
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex N
Pg 113 -114

19.

Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of February 28, 2011
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

20.

West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Amended Minutes of February 22, 2011
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)

INSERT 17.
p.112

Annex O
pg 115
Annex P
pg 116 - 117

PERMITS
21.
ADD

Development Variance Permit 337.135 (Jones) located at Jones Island,
Middlepoint
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex Q
pg 118 -150
pg 150(a)-(i)

BYLAWS
22.

"Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.133,
2010" (Collura)
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)

Annex R
Pg151 - 157

23.

"Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw Application
No. 310.136, 2010" (Amendments to Implement the Elphinstone OCP)
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services)

Annex S
pg 158 - 163

ADJOURNMENT
ADDENDUM TO THE AGENDA
Integrated Transportation Study Final Draft January 2011
- colour paper copy attached to Director and Manager agendas, and
available for public review at the SCRD front counter and in Planning and
Development department
- available online on SCRD website under Departments > Planning >
Current Planning Projects
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Chair Shugar and Board
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 FieldRoad
Sechelt, BC, VON 3A1
RE:
FIRST NATIONS SUMMIT

Community to
Community Forum

Administration provided
by UBCM and First
Nations Summit

Funding provided by the
Ministry of Community,
Sport & Cultural
Development and Indian
and Northern Affairs
Canada (BC Region)

1
-

--

:

E-mail: lgps@ubcm.ca
Phone: (250) 356-5134
Fax: (250) 356-5119

S

Completion of 2010/11 Community to Conununitvü--

Dear Chair and Board,
Thank you for submitting the final report and financial summary for the
Sunshine Coast Regional District’s Community to Community Forum
held on October 15, 2010.
It is dear the events achieved the goals of the Regional Community to
Community Forum Program and the objectives of the participants,
including the Squamish Nation, District of Sechelt, Town of Gibsons and
Islands Trust.
The final report notes a total expenditure of $6,282.76. Based on this, a
second payment, in the amount of $891.38 will be issued shortly under
separate cover. This amount is based on fifty percent of the total eligible
expenditures minus the initial payment of $2,250.00 made October 2010.
On behalf of the Union of BC Municipalities and the First Nations
Summit, I would like to congratulate the Sunshine Coast Regional District
on the success of your event and hope that you will consider applying
under this program again in the future.
Sincerely,

Please direct all
correspondence to:
Local Government House
525 Government Street
Victoria, BC, V8V 0A8

/

-

Däñyta Welch
Policy & Programs Officer
cc: David Rafael, Senior Planner, Sunshine Coast Regional District
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Habitat for Humanity
Sunshine Coast
P0 Box 2356
Sechelt, BC VON 3A0

February 7, 2011
Garry Nohr, chair
SC Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1

RECEI\IE
MoT: FILE

Copy

Dear SCRD chair and directors,
It was with great interest we read the item in the January 23, 2011, Coast Reporter of the SCRD strik
ing an affordable housing committee. The hope of filling the need for affordable housing on the Sunshine
Coast is commendable, we at Habitat agree, since we have been working toward that end for the past six
years.

-

Habitat For Humanity does not invest in rental units, which we believe keeps the family in poverty, but
concentrates on home ownership, which allows them to build wealth. It also allows families to become
an established part of the community in which they live, contributing to that community through pay
ing property and municipal taxes. Habitat sells homes to families who live at or below this area’s poverty
level— by offering interest free mortgage loans, payments based on 25% of annual incomes and down pay
ments of 500 hours volunteer hours (sweat equity). Mortgage payments in turn go toward the financing of
additional homes.
The affiliate’s family selection committee chooses homeowners based on their level of need, their
willingness to become partners in the program and their ability to repay the loan. Every affiliate follows a
nondiscriminatory policy of family selection.
Habitat For Humanity’s formula has proven successful and sustainable. To date 400,000 houses have been
built, housing 1.75 million people on 5 continents and 3,000 communities.
Since we have similar (if not identical) interests, we at Habitat wonder if your committee would be inter
ested in working directly with us by having a member(s) of the SCRD Affordable Housing Committee sit
on the Habitat board. As was said in a recent news article coming from the SCRD “money is tight” so it
would be a shame to ignore each others desires and expertise.
Please let us know if cooperation is a possibility.
Sincerely,

zj
Gwen Hawkins, HFHSC board chair
email: gwenhawkins@xplornet.com

—BuildingHomes
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FEB 21 21
Mr. Garry Nohr
Chair
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1
Dear Chair Nohr:
I am in receipt of the letter of January 28, 2011, from Mr. Mark McMu
llen, Manager of Planning
and Development, regarding the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s
(SCRD) request for a waiver
of ministerial approval for planning bylaws.
I am pleased to accept your regional district’s offer to participate in
this trial project. Enclosed is
a copy of the ministerial order that exempts your regional district for
two years from the
requirement for ministerial approval for official community plan bylaws
and for four other types
of land use management bylaws. Ministry of Community, Sport and
Cultural Development staff
will contact staff from the SCRD to discuss implementation of this
initiative.
I appreciate that your regional district has volunteered to participate
in this trial project.
Sincerely,

Stephanie Cadieux
Minister
Enclosure

Ministry of Community,
Sport and Cultural Development

P0 Box 9056 Sm Prov Govt
Victoria BC V8W 9E2

Office of the Minister

3

Phone: 250 387-2283
Fax:
250 387-4312
www.gov.bc.calcscd

Mr. Garry Nohr
Page 2

pc:

Mr. Mark McMullen
Manager
Planning and Development
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Ms. Meggin Messenger
Director
Planning Programs
Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development
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PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

I

REGULATION OF THE MINISTER OF
OMMUNITY, SPORT AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
Local Government Act
Ministerial Order No.

N

U 42

I, Stephanie Cadieux, Minister of Community, Sport and Cultural Development, order that the attached
Sunshine
Coast Regional District Approval Exemption Regulation is made.

:

/

Date

Minister of Community, Sport and Cultural
Development

Authorily under which Order is made:
Act and section:

(This part is for administrative purposes only and is not part of the Order.)

Local Government Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, c. 323, ss. 882, 913, 921 and 930

Other:
February 15, 2011

R96/2011/7
page 1 of 4
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT APPROVAL
EXEMPTION REGULATION
Contents
1
2
3
4
5

Definitions
Bylaws adopting official community plan
Zoning or subdivision servicing bylaws
Bylaws issuing temporary use permits
Bylaws amending land use contracts

Definitions

In this regulation:

“Act” means the Local Government Act;
“exemption period” means the period commencing at the beginning of the day on
March 1, 2011 and ending at the end of the day on February 28, 2013;
“regional district” means the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
Bylaws adopting official community plan

2

A regional district bylaw adopting an official community plan under Division 2 of
Part 26 of the Act may be adopted without the ministerial approval contemplated by
section 882 (4) of the Act in the following circumstances:
(a) the bylaw is adopted in the exemption period;
(b) the bylaw was referred to first nations in accordance with the practices that
are described for local governments in the Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development’s Guide to First Nations Engagement on
Government Statutory Approvals (Interim);
(c) if the bylaw applies only to Crown land, the regional district receives,
before the bylaw is adopted, notification in writing from the Ministry of
Natural Resource Operations or from the ministry or provincial agency
responsible for managing the affected land that the matters dealt with by the
bylaw are consistent with the government’s policies for use of the affected
land;
(d) if the bylaw applies only to land in the Agricultural Land Reserve, the
bylaw was referred to the Agricultural Land Commission at least one month
before the public hearing for the bylaw.

Zoning or subdivision servicing bylaws

3

A regional district zoning bylaw or a subdivision servicing bylaw may take effect
without having been forwarded to the minister under section 913 (1) of the Act or
approved by the minister under section 913 (2) of the Act in the following
circumstances:
(a) the bylaw is adopted in the exemption period;

page 2 of 4
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(b) the bylaw was referred to first nations in accordance with the practices that
are described for local governments in the Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development’s Guide to First Nations Engagement on
Government Statutory Approvals (Interim);
(c) if the bylaw applies only to Crown land, the regional district receives,
before the bylaw is adopted, notification in writing from the Ministry of
Natural Resource Operations or from the ministry or provincial agency
responsible for managing the affected land that the matters dealt with by the
bylaw are consistent with the government’s policies for use of the affected
land;
(d) if the bylaw applies only to land in the Agricultural Land Reserve, the
bylaw was referred to the Agricultural Land Commission at least one month
before the public hearing for the bylaw;
(e) if and to the extent that the bylaw deals with matters referred to in
section 938 (1) of the Act, the regional district, before the bylaw is adopted,
receives notification in writing from the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure advising that
(i) those matters, as dealt with by the bylaw, conform to that ministry’s
current L3eotechnical Design Specifications for Subdivisions as it
reads at the time of the notification or otherwise meet or exceed the
standards set by those Specifications in relation to those matters, and
(ii) those matters, as dealt with by the bylaw, conform to Chapter 1400 of
the BC Supplement to the Transportation Association of Canada
Geometric Design Guide as it reads at the time of the notification or
otherwise meet or exceed the standards set by that Supplement in
relation to those matters.
Bylaws issuing temporary use permits

4

A regional district bylaw by which a temporary use permit is issued may take effect
without having been forwarded to the minister under section 913 (1) of the Act or
approved by the minister under section 913 (2) of the Act, as those provisions apply
under section 921 (7) of the Act, in the following circumstances:
(a) the bylaw applies only to a portion of the regional district that is outside a
municipality and there is no official community plan in effect for that
portion;
(b) the bylaw is adopted in the exemption period;
(c) the bylaw was referred to first nations in accordance with the practices that
are described for local governments in the Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development’s Guide to First Nations Engagement on
Government Statutory Approvals (Interim);
(d) if the bylaw applies only to Crown land, the regional district receives,
before the bylaw is adopted, notification in writing from the Ministry of
Natural Resource Operations or from the ministry or provincial agency
responsible for managing the affected land that the matters dealt with by the
bylaw are consistent with the government’s policies for use of the affected
land;
page 3 of 4
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(e) if the bylaw applies only to land in the Agricultural Land Reserve, the
bylaw was referred to the Agricultural Land Commission at least one month
before the public hearing for the bylaw.
Bylaws amending land use contracts

5

A regional district bylaw amending a land use contract under section 930 (2) of the
Act may be adopted without the ministerial approval contemplated by section 930 (6)
of the Act in the following circumstances:
(a) the bylaw is adopted in the exemption period;
(b) the bylaw was referred to first nations in accordance with the practices that
are described for local governments in the Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development’s Guide to First Nations Engagement on
Government Statutory Approvals (Interim);
(c) if the bylaw applies only to Crown land, the regional district receives,
before the bylaw is adopted, notification in writing from the Ministry of
Natural Resource Operations or from the ministry or provincial agency
responsible for managing the affected land that the matters dealt with by the
bylaw are consistent with the government’s policies for use of the affected
land;
(d) if the bylaw applies only to land in the Agricultural Land Reserve, the
bylaw was referred to the Agricultural Land Commission at least one month
before the public hearing for the bylaw.
(e) if and to the extent that the bylaw deals with matters referred to in
section 938 (1) of the Act, the regional district, before the bylaw is adopted,
receives notification in writing from the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure advising that
(i) those matters, as dealt with by the bylaw, conform to that ministry’s
current Geotechnical Design Specifications for Subdivisions as it
reads at the time of the notification or otherwise meet or exceed the
standards set by those Specifications in relation to those matters, and
(ii) those matters, as dealt with by the bylaw, conform to Chapter 1400 of
the BC Supplement to the Transportation Association of Canada
Geometric Design Guide as it reads at the time of the notification or
otherwise meet or exceed the standards set by that Supplement in
relation to those matters.

page 4 of 4
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ANNEX D

KITIMAT
District of Kitimat

V8C 2H7
Phone: (250) 632-8900
Fax:
(250) 632-4995

Date:
To:

February 15, 2011
UBCM Municipalities

Re:

Allocation of Pacific Halibut to the Sport Fishing Sector

Dear Fellow Mayors and Councillors:
The Federal Minister of Fisheries and Oceans, the Honorable Gail Shea, has allocated 12% of
the Sustainable pacific halibut resource toward recreational and commercial sport fishing. This
allocation is insufficient to provide reasonable catch and possession limits for the recreational and
commercial sport fishery.
In addition to being an important quality of life issue for those Canadians who enjoy sport fishing,
the economic difficulties currently experienced in many coastal communities has created a greater
emphasis on the promotion of tourism, a major part of which is the promotion of ocean sport
fishing. The two major target species which attract sport fishers are salmon and halibut. The
distances from which communities are trying to attract sport fisher tourists extends beyond Alberta
and into the Unites States. For sports fishing tourists to travel to BC Communities they require
reasonable catch and possession allocations. We believe this to be a daily catch limit of two and
a possession limit of four fish.
I have attached a fact sheet produced by the Kitimat Halibut Allocation Task Force for your
information. I ask that you support increased halibut allocation for the recreational and
commercial sport fishery and ask that you write to the Honorable Gail Shea, Minister of Fisheries
and Oceans in support of this objective.
Thanking you all for your assistance in this matter, I remain,
Yours in public service

Joanne Monaghan
Mayor
District of Kitimat

9

Kitimat Halibut Allocation Task Force
Fact Sheet
• The DFO Halibut Allocation policy is the cause of the in season Closure to
Recreational Anglers.
• This is not a conservation measure, it is a grossly unfair allocation of Canada’s
Halibut stocks.
• The Halibut Allocation Policy gifted 88% of Canada’s Halibut Stocks to 436
Commercial License holders for free.
• Allocating the remaining 12% to the rest of the Canadian population, who are
potential Recreational Anglers Is Wrong!
-

• The only current method to avoid in season closure would require Recreation Anglers
to buy or lease Halibut quota from the 436 Commercial License holders.
• Halibut is a Canadian Common Resource. The rightful owners are the people of
Canada.
-

• The Conservative Government must prioritize Halibut stocks to the Recreational
Anglers who represent the majority of the Canadian population.
• Recreation Anglers want the allocation that allows a Daily Quota of 2 Halibut per
day and possession of 4 returned to the majority of the Canadian People.
To View Sample Letters, please visit the Kitimat Halibut Allocation Task Force
website at: http://www.fightforhalibut.wordpress.com or the Sport Fishing Institute
http:/Iwww. bchal i but. orgl
Letters should be sent to:

Copies should also be sent to:

Prime Minister of Canada
8o Wellington Street
Ottawa, Ontario

Honorable Minister Gail Shea
Ottawa, Ontario
K1A 0A6
Email: Shea.G@parigc.ca

KiA oA6

Sports Fishing Institute info)sportfishing.bc.ca
Nathan Cullen Cu11en.Nparl.gc.ca
Robin Austin robin.austin.m1a1eg.bc.ca

Email: pmpm.gc.ca

—
—

—
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The Best Place on Earth

File:

18046-30/SCOA FSP
I!i

February 9, 2011
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Teresa Fortin, MCIP
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, B.C.
VON 3A1

Dear Teresa Fortin;
Thank you for your letter dated December 15, 2010 regarding the BC Timber Sales proposed
Forest Stewardship Plan (FSP) amendment # 4 and extension. Your letter outlines a
significant number of recommendations put forward by the Sunshine Coast Regional District
(SCRD) and BC Timber Sales offers the following response.
Planning for harvesting opportunities and associated access can be a long and complicated
process that is governed by various Acts, regulations and policies. BC Timber Sales already
undertakes many of the SCRD recommendations as part of their legal and professional
obligations. It is important to note that the FSP is a legal document that is required prior to
harvest of timber under section 3 of the Forest and Range Practices Act (FRPA) and the
content of the FSP is as specified in section 5in the FRPA. As such the FSP only reflects
commitments with respect to the objectives set by government as defined in the FRPA. It is
important to note that there is a complex myriad of legislation and policy that exists outside
the FRPA that applies to BC Timber Sales operations.
SCRD recommendation 11(1):
SCRD requests that BC Timber Sales provide site plans to the SCRD is a timely manner so
that the District may provide comments prior to harvesting. The prescribing forester signing
the site plans must consider many legal and professional requirements and quite often requires
various assessments prior to the site plan being completed. This can be a lengthy process and
as such, BC Timber Sales can only commit to having site plans completed, and therefore
available, at the time such Timber Sale Licences are advertised. When TSLs are advertised,
block specific information is posted on the BC Timber Sales website which is at the following
address http:/ ww tor.gpbcca/bcts/areas’TSGhtm It is recommended that you review the
annual timber sales schedule on the BC Timber Sales website which provides an estimate of
Page 1 of6
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and Range
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
when the TSLs will be advertised, but may be periodically revised. The Timber Sales Notices
tab on the website provides for site specific information, including the site plan that can be
downloaded for TSLs once advertising has commenced.
SCRD recommendation 11(2):
The Province of British Columbia has a duty to consult and where required, accommodate
First Nations whenever it proposes a decision or activity that could impact treaty rights or
aboriginal rights (including title). This duty stems from court decisions and is consistent with
the Province’s commitment to building a new relationship with First Nations. At the FSP
level, this duty is primarily undertaken by the District Manager on behalf of the Ministry of
Forests, Mines and Lands. At the operational level, where the road construction and
harvesting authority is issued, this duty is undertaken by the Timber Sales Manager. Section
1.3.2.6 outlines the commitments at the FSP level of consultation regarding First Nations.
SCRD recommendation 11(3) and (4):
SCRD recommendation 11(3) and (4) request that additional information be added to the FSP
maps. The FSP map for amendment 4 is consistent with the legal requirements outlined in
section 5(a) of the FRPA. The purpose of the FSP and associated maps is to communicate
the results and strategies for managing values associated with legal objectives that have been
established by government. The FSP is a broad scale coarse filter that is only the beginning
of the planning process. Detailed information, such as the location of water use tenures, is
located on BC Timber Sales operating plan maps which will be referred to the SCRD on an
annual basis where there are proposed operations within the Community Interface Areas and
as such block specific concerns can be addressed through this process.
SCRD recommendation 11(5):
BC Timber Sales recognizes that the Coastal Tailed Frog is on the provincial Blue List in
British Columbia and is designated as a species of Special Concern in Canada. BC Timber
Sales supports the establishment of a Wildlife Habitat Area for Coastal Tailed Frog consistent
with the applicable Wildlife Notice and is in the process of identifying a suitable area. The
suitable location will be consistent with the attributes as described in the Identified Wildlife
Management Strategies (IWMS) but is not restricted to the CDF,
SCRD recommendation 11(6):
The portions of land outside Elphinstone Park that is within BC’ Timber Sales Chart area are
classified as provincial forest and are therefore available for consideration for harvesting
opportunities. There are approximately 140 hectares of forest land protected within the Mt.
Elphinstone Park. In addition to the park areas, there are 234 hectares of Old Growth
Management Areas (OGMA’s) and approximately 140 hectares of wildlife tree retention areas
that have been set aside in the BC Timber Sales chart in the Elphinstone area. There are ever
increasing reductions on the amount of timber available for harvesting and as such, BC
Timber Sales cannot currently support the removal of additional area from the crown forest
land base to buffer established parks but is open to continued discussions regarding strategic
forest management options for harvesting in this area.

<<10>>
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
SCRD recommendation 11(7):
On July 26, 2010, an Order was established to protect almost 40% of the Coastal Douglas Fir
(CDF) ecosystem on Provincial Crown land. BC Timber Sales will comply with this Order
and not propose harvest within areas set aside as part of the Order. BC Timber Sales does not
currently have any proposed operations within the CDF. In addition to this, BC Timber Sales
is working on an internal harvesting and conservation strategy that would apply to BC Timber
Sales operations proposed in the CDF.
SCRD recommendation 11(8):
A variety of silviculture systems are applied to areas where BC Timber Sales harvests timber.
The appropriate silviculture system is selected by the prescribing forester based on
consideration of the integration of various resource values. The Douglas fir forests prevalent
on the Sunshine Coast are among the most productive and commercially valuable in British
Columbia and it is our desire to retain this legacy through the use of appropriate silviculture
systems, prompt regeneration and ongoing stand tending. The silviculture systems utilized by
BC Timber Sales allow for effective regeneration of the cut blocks, maximize preferred
species stocking and encourage maximum timber productivity on harvested areas.
Douglas fir is a shade intolerant pioneer species on the coast. Adopting a partial cut regime in
culminated stands whereby 50 to 60% of the trees are retained will, over time, result in the
conversion of these stands to a more hemlock dominated profile; a species of much less value
than Douglas fir and would be contrary to good forest stewardship principles. If a partial cut
or commercial thinning regime were to be considçred, it would be applied in younger stands
where less desirable trees in a stand are removed with several intermediate cuts and where a
final harvest of remaining crop trees would then be scheduled to coincide with their
culmination age.
SCRD recommendation 11(9):
Wildlife tree retention targets and objectives associated with landscape and stand level
biodiversity were established under section 4 of the Forest Practices Code as part of the
provinces plans to sustain specified biodiversity values. Although there are differences in the
specifics for how the objectives are to be applied, the overarching objective to maintain stand
level structural diversity by retaining wildlife tree patches, or retention areas is the same for
each LU. BC Timber Sales does not anticipate significant differences in the implementation
of the objectives; therefore the consequences are minimal and would not compromise the
overall objective of maintaining stand level biodiversity.
SCRD recommendation Brittain (a), Sechelt (b) (c) and Howe (a):
The FSP commits to maintaining visual quality objectives as established within scenic areas
by the District Manager. If approved, the amendment does provide for VQOs to be managed
from a broader grouping of polygons as opposed to a specific polygon. In this situation, the
polygons being grouped would all be visible from the viewpoint from which the analysis is
being undertaken and the VQO for the group of polygons would be met. The proposed
strategy would also pro’ide for situations where specified adjacent alteration would not be
considered in the assessment (private land for example). In both of these cases proposed
cutbiock configuration must exhibit aspects of good visual design.

<<10>>
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
SCRD recommendation Brittain (b) and Howe (c):
Marine water protection and shellfish water quality values and the impacts that BC Timber
Sales operations may have on them is given serious consideration and operations undertaken
or authorized by BC Timber Sales are conducted in accordance with applicable legislation and
regulations.
Prior to development, plans are prepared that meet the requirements of carious Acts and
Regulations were applicable such as the Fisheries Act, Navigable Waters Protection Act,
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, Oceans Act, Species at Risk Act, Migratory Birds
Act, Waste Management Act, FRPA and Corkers Compensation Act. Additional guidance
provided by DFO in the form of Operational Statements and Best Management Practices are
used to ensure DFO standards are complied with regarding industrial development and
maintenance activities. Where habitat impact is unavoidable, compensation is required at a
minimum level of 2:1 and undergoes a thorough review and approval process by DFO.
SCRD recommendation Sechelt (a) and Chapman (b):
The FRPA objective for established community watersheds areas is to prevent the cumulative
hydrological effects of primary forest activities within the community watershed from
resulting in a material adverse impact on the quantity of water or the timing of the flow of the
water to the waterworks, or the water having a material adverse impact on human health that
cannot be addressed by water treatment required under an enactment or the water licence.
Currently all of the designated community watersheds within the FSP Forest Development
Units (FDUs) have had a coastal watershed assessment conducted on them. Road
construction and timber harvesting undertaken or authorized by BC Timber Sales within
designated community watersheds will be consistent with results and recommendations of the
applicable watershed assessments.
Although there are currently not any operations planned within the Chapman aiid Gray Creek
watersheds, BC Timber Sales cannot rule out the possibility of future operations within these
community watersheds. These areas are within the crown forest land base and are considered
by the Chief Forester in the timber supply reviews that determining the allowable annual cut
for the area.
SCRD recommendation Sechelt (d) (e) and Chapman (g):
Recreation trails, both established and informal, are among the many recreation resource
values that are considered and managed for in our planning. These trails, and the possibility
of retaining buffers along them are considered at the operational level and consultation with
the appropriate group or agency is undertaken. The provincial forest is available for many
types of resource uses and as such integration of these different users is an important
consideration and the implications of activities are considered carefully by BC Timber Sales.
With respect to the ferry to ferry trail route, BC Timber Sales will provide a copy of the
annual operating plan to the SCRD for comments and any block specific comments with
regard to implications that proposed road construction and harvesting opportunities may have
on this trail should be dealt with through that process.
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SCRD recommendation Chapman (c) and Howe (b):
The protection of domestic water supply is important to BC Timber Sales and is managed at
the operational level. There is not a FRPA or Land Use objective for protecting domestic
water supply watersheds there and therefore management strategies and commitments are
outside of the scope of the FSP.
Division 4 of the Forest Planning Practices Regulation (FPPR) pertains to Watersheds;
Sections 59 to 62 includes practice requirements that apply to all timber harvesting and road
construction, providing protection to “licensed waterworks.” These sections of the FPPR
regulation stipulate that an authorized person who carries out a primary forest activity, which
includes road construction, must ensure that the activity does not cause material that is
harmful to human health to be deposited in, or transported to, water that is diverted for human
consumption by a licensed waterworks. “Licensed waterworks “is defined in the FPPR to
include a water supply intake or a water storage and delivery infrastructure that is licensed
under the Water Act.
The Drinking Water Protection Act applies to all persons, including those carrying out any
forestry—based industrial activity. This Act provides protection to all drinking water sources,
whether they are legally established or not.
In addition to the existing legislative and regulatory regime, all BCTS operations are subject
to Environmental Certification requirements (EMS), which contain commitments that pertain
to drinking water protection. Timber sale licensees are required by contract to comply with
the BCTS EMS program. The EMS is a framework that sets environmental objectives and
targets and identities key environmentiI attributes (aspects) that must be considered and
specifically managed within the context of forestry activities. It is an important foundation
for due diligence requirements under FRPA and is a proven system to ensure plans are
effectively communicated and appropriately executed.
SCRD recommendation Chapman (a’):
Activities undertaken or authorized by BC Timber Sales are conducted in accordance with the
Wildfire Act and Wildfire Regulation. These two pieces of legislation in British Columbia
outline the precautions that must be observed by industrial operations in a forest setting. Most
operations associated with timber harvesting and road construction are considered high risk
and as such are subject to Schedule 3 of the regulation which stipulates graduated restriction
commensurate with the Fire Danger Class. The restrictions ultimately require the complete
closure of all activity following three consecutive days of extreme fire hazard conditions. A
copy of the Act and regulation is located on the internet via the following address.
http ://www for. gov.bc. ca/tasb/legsregs/
.

SCRD recommendation Chapman (d):
BC Timber Sales is committed to maintaining wildlife habitat and biodiversity both at the
landscape and stand level. This is managed partially through the establishment of Parks,
Protected Areas and Ecological Reserves, Old Growth Management Areas (OGMAs),
Wildlife Habitat Areas (WHAs), stand level retention reserves, riparian reserves and riparian
management areas.
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
SCRD recommendation Chapman (e) and (f):
One of BC Timber Sales four mandated goals is to provide a reliable supply of timber to the
market, through open and competitive auctions. The provincial forest is available for many
types of resource uses and as such integration of these different users is an important
consideration and the implications of activities are considered carefully by BC Timber Sales.
The integration of overlapping resource values is managed by forest professionals who take
into account comments provided by the public, agencies, First Nations and interest groups
regarding forestry operations. The public is provided an opportunity to engage in the
planning process during the review and comment period for the FSP, consistent with section
20, 21 and 22 of the FPPR. Additional opportunities for input are provided when BC Timber
Sales engages the SCRD at the operational plan level.
In summary, a great deal of the recommendations made by the SCRD are requests for
activities and management that is already taking place either as a result of applicable
legislative requirements or professional considerations. I trust that your concerns have been
addressed and I look forward to further discussions regarding the proposed 2011 operating
plan.

Sincerely,

/
Norm Kempe, R.P.F.
Planning Forester, BC Timber Sales

<<10>>
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ANNEX E

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 3, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (March 10, 2011)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner
RE:

Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee

RECOMMENDATIONS:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend that the SCRD Board
support in principle the establishment of a Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing
Committee;
THAT the Planning and Development Committee provide comments to the SCRD
Board regarding the draft Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), which includes the
Terms of Reference, Job Description for Coordinator and Budget;
AND THAT the Technical Advisory Group be requested to process any suggestions
from the Town of Gibsons, District of Sechelt and the Sunshine Coast Regional
District and bring back a final draft of the MoU and attachments for consideration;
AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend one of the
following to support the Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee:
a)

SCRD’s proportion of the annual total of $40,000 be provided to a non-profit
society to contract a Coordinator;

or
b)

SCRD’s proportion of the total of $20,000 for seed funding be provided to a
non-profit society to contract a Coordinator;

or
c)

SCRD financial support to be limited to existing staff resources, within the
Rural Planning Budget and $1500 for administrative costs from the existing
Regional Planning Budget.
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BACKGROUND
On February 24, 2011, the SCRD Board adopted the following resolution:
088/11

Recommendation No. 7

Regional Affordable Housing Committee

THAT the report titled “Regional Affordable Housing Committee Draft
Terms of Reference” be received;
AND THAT staff meet with the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to
review the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and suggest that the
TAG seek to be a delegation to the relevant committees of the Town of
Gibsons and District of Sechelt to present their proposals for a Housing
Committee;
AND THAT the TAG members be invited to give a presentation at the
March 10, 2011 Planning and Development Committee Meeting after the
above meeting is held;
AND FURTHER THAT staff report back on the above as well as on an
investigation of the issue of banking Provincial Crown land to be used for
affordable housing without the need for establishing a Housing Function.
DISCUSSION
The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) met to draft a brief background note (Attachment A) and
refine the draft Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in Attachment B for presentation to the
Sunshine Coast Regional District, the Town of Gibsons and the District of Sechelt. The draft
MoU includes a Terms of Reference, budget and job description for a Coordinator position.
In order to have a sustained impact the Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee would
benefit from dedicated resources, specifically a Coordinator position supplemented by
administrative costs (travel, meeting expenses) and some funding to contract additional
consultant work if specific expert advice is required. The contract for the Coordinator would be
held by a non-profit society, to be designated, and overseen by the Affordable Housing
Committee. The TAG estimates that this work valued around $40,000 is needed to have the
Committee function as outlined in the draft Terms of Reference.
There are three options to provide the budget for this. The first option is that the three local
governments allocate funding adding to $40,000 annually for a three year period. The MoU
package notes that there will be an annual review report and each local government could
review the funding of and need for the Committee.
The second option would provide seed funding adding to $20,000 and the non-profit
stakeholders could apply for funding from third parties to secure additional funding from other
sources from time to time. This option may lead to a less effective Housing Committee because
efforts would have to be made to obtain additional grant funding rather than on dedicating all
resources to supporting the work of the Committee.
The TAG suggests the annual costs of $40,000 or the $20,000 seed funding should be shared
between the three local governments based upon their proportion of the total population.
Details would be worked out and incorporated into the MoU. The MoU and Terms of Reference
note an annual review report and each funder could decide to withdraw funding and from the
Committee upon consideration of the review.
The third option is that no additional funding is specifically allocated by the three local
governments resources, instead could be designated within existing services of local
government (staff) or by outsourcing. SCRD staff suggest that for this option, the resources

H:\PLN\6410-01 Planning_Projects\Affordable Housing\Regional Committee\PDC March 2011\PDC REPORT March 10 11.docx
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would be staff time allocated from the existing Rural Planning budget with up to $1500
designated for administrative support from the existing Regional Planning budget.
The first option is preferred by the Technical Advisory Group and would allow the focused and
effective effort of a dedicated Coordinator to complete committee work including building
partnerships, securing grants, and pursuing projects that result in “on the ground” results.
SCRD staff consider that if the SCRD Board resolves to offer financial support then this could
be included under the Grant–in–Aid program.
The TAG will review comments provided by the three local governments and make any
revisions necessary and report back to all three local governments.
Reports were provided by the local government representatives on the TAG to their committees
for consideration and comment (Town of Gibsons Planning Committee of March 8, 2011, District
of Sechelt Committee of the Whole of March 9, 2011).

_____________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner

H:\PLN\6410-01 Planning_Projects\Affordable Housing\Regional Committee\PDC March 2011\PDC REPORT March 10 11.docx
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ATTACHMENT A
To:
Mayor and Council District of Sechelt
Mayor and Council Town of Gibsons
Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional District
From:
Technical Advisory Group on Affordable Housing
February, 2011
Re: Establishing a Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee
The Technical Advisory Group on Affordable Housing consists of Planning Department
representatives from Sechelt, Gibsons and the SCRD, one representative of the Social Planning
Council, and one representative of Sunshine Coast Community Services Society. This group is
charged with following up on the recommendation from the 2009 Feasibility Study for a Regional
Housing Committee to establish a Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee.
Background
One of the recommendations in the Sunshine Coast Housing Needs Report of 2006 was to
establish a regional housing corporation. In 2009, the Technical Advisory Group oversaw a
study funded by the SCRD and conducted by the consulting firm City Spaces to investigate the
feasibility of establishing a housing corporation for the on-going development of affordable
housing. A corporation did not prove to be financially feasible at this time. Instead, City Spaces
recommended establishing a regional housing committee to facilitate the development of
affordable housing. The recommended role of committee included:





Monitoring housing market and income trends
Exploring and acting on opportunities for senior government funding
Working with local stakeholders, such as developers, builders, and non-profit housing
societies, to facilitate their affordable projects
Advising local government on issues related to affordable housing

In May 2010 local government staff and elected officials met with representatives of these
stakeholder groups to follow up on this recommendation and discuss options for a regional
housing committee. Following this workshop, the Technical Advisory Group was delegated the
task of drafting documents to outline the structure for a Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing
Committee. Attached are these draft documents: Memorandum of Understanding, Terms of
Reference for the Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee, annual budget, and
Coordinator Job Description.
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Benefits of a Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee
Leverage senior government funding: the example of funding for the Extreme Weather
Emergency Shelter, operated by the Salvation Army in Gibsons, shows that regional
cooperation and consensus is often a funding requirement set by BC Housing.
Collaboration pools resources and expertise: the old RCMP site in Sechelt was redeveloped by
a partnership of Arrowhead Centre Society, Sunshine Coast Community Services Society,
Vancouver Coastal Health, District of Sechelt, BC Housing, Government of Canada and many
business and private donors. Exchange of information and collaboration was needed to make
this project a success.
Expertise informs strategies: The Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Study from 2005
informed policymakers in Sechelt and Gibsons and helped formulate affordable housing
strategies and policies geared to the Sunshine Coast.
Committee membership and goal
The membership of the committee would consist of stakeholders like non profit housing
providers, the development and real estate industries, financial institutions, elected officials, and
local government staff.
The goal is to benefit collectively from the exchange of information and ideas that will lead to
increased cooperation and a greater chance of success in obtaining senior government grants
and initiating creative partnerships and projects that will all ultimately result in more affordable
housing units on the Sunshine Coast.
Two options to start this committee
1. As recommended by City Spaces in their housing corporation feasibility report, the
Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee will be supported by dedicated
resources for coordination and administrative support. The Technical Advisory Group is
recommending the allocation of $40,000 by the local governments combined for a
coordinator contract position to start and run this committee.
2. Alternatively, the local governments may consider the allocation of seed funding of
approximately $20,000 to establish the committee and enable it to leverage further funds
through grant applications accessible through a non-profit society for its first year of
operation.
Kind regards,
Technical Advisory Group
Members: André Boel (District of Sechelt), Jeff Paleczny (Town of Gibsons), David Rafael
(Sunshine Coast Regional District), Vicki Dobbyn (Sunshine Coast Community Services
Society), Stacia Leech (Social Planning Council)
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ATTACHMENT B
DRAFT
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
SUNSHINE COAST AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMMITTEE
This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is dated for reference
the _______day of___________, 2011.
BETWEEN:
The District of Sechelt
Box 129, Sechelt, B.C. V0N 3A0
AND: The Town of Gibsons
Box 340, Gibsons, B.C. V0N 1V0
AND: The Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, B.C. V0N 3A1
(Referred to collectively as the “Parties”)
WHEREAS:
1. The Parties agree that they have the following common goals:
a. To provide leadership and coordination for the region in the area of affordable
housing.
b. To collaboratively research, facilitate, and coordinate the provision of
affordable housing on the Sunshine Coast.
2. To achieve these goals the Parties agree:
a. To establish a Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee.
b. To jointly approve Terms of Reference for a Sunshine Coast Affordable
Housing Committee.
c. To establish a Coordinator position to support and undertake the work of the
Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee.
d. To jointly fund, on a proportional basis, the costs of the Sunshine Coast
Affordable Housing Committee, including a Coordinator position.
c. To contract with a non-profit society selected by the Committee to administer
the funds.
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THEREFORE, in consideration of these goals and agreements:
1. The term of the MOU is ________, 2011 to _____, 2013. The Parties will advise the

other Parties in writing not less than four (4) months prior to end of this term their
proposed commitment for a following term.

2. The Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee Terms of Reference are

attached as Appendix A.

3. The Funding Schedule for 2011, 2012, and 2013 is:

[INSERT FUNDING TABLE]
4. The annual budget for 2011 is attached as Appendix B.

The Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee will provide budgets for
2012 and 2013 at least two months prior to the beginning of the fiscal year.
5. The Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee Coordinator job description is attached
as Appendix C.
6.

This Agreement may be executed in any number of original counterparts, with the same
effect as if all the parties had signed the same document, and will become effective when
one or more counterparts have been signed by all the parties and delivered to each of the
parties. All counterparts shall be construed together and evidence only one agreement,
which, notwithstanding the dates of execution of any counterparts, shall be deemed to be
dated the reference date set out above, and only one of which need to be produced to any
purpose.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Corporate Seal of
the SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
was hereunto affixed in the presence of:
Chair
Corporate Officer
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

C/S

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Corporate Seal of
TOWN OF GIBSONS was hereunto affixed in the
presence of:
Mayor
Corporate Officer

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Corporate Seal of
DISTRICT OF SECHELT was hereunto affixed
in the presence of:
Mayor
Corporate Officer
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)
)
)
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)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

C/S

C/S

Appendix A
Draft Terms of Reference for
Sunshine Coast 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. 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, non-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 non-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, 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 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
the Terms of Reference be amended as required to incorporate these processes.



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 members 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. Funding details are included in the
MOU.

Meeting Schedule


The Committee will meet at least quarterly



The Committee will organize 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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Appendix B
Regional Affordable Housing Committee Annual Budget:
Coordinator (contract position)
Consultants

30,000
2,000

Meeting expenses (six per year)
and Forum expense
Operating expenses – office supplies,
photo copying, printing, accounting,
administration , conference fees

1,400

Travel expenses

1,600

5,000

Total:

$40,000
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Appendix C
Job Description

Coordinator
Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee
Purpose: Support and undertake the work of the Sunshine Coast Affordable Housing Committee.
Accountability: The work of the Coordinator will be directed by the Sunshine Coast Affordable
Housing Committee through its Chair. Personnel and administrative requirements will be handled
by a non-profit society.
Responsibilities:
1.
Assist in the implementation and monitoring of the priorities of the Committee.
2.
Monitor affordable housing research, policy, and funding developments and opportunities
nationally, provincially, regionally and locally and update Committee members and stakeholders as
appropriate.
3.
Attend Committee meeting and provide administrative support by agenda setting with the
chair, ensuring agendas and other meeting material is circulated, and ensuring minutes are recorded
and distributed. Coordinate all meeting logistics. Provide regular reports to the Committee.
4.

Encourage innovative approaches and partnerships that further the affordable housing vision.

Develop and maintain positive working relationships with representatives from each of the
5.
Committee member’s organizations and sectors. Communicate with other groups, businesses, and
associations to promote awareness and collaboration in the field of affordable housing.
Develop and maintain positive working relationships with local media, politicians, key policy
6.
makers, and community leaders, raising awareness about affordable housing and the priorities of the
Committee.
Qualifications:
1.
Experience in the housing sector and the non-profit sector
2.
Experience in organizational management and support of volunteer leadership
3.
Extensive knowledge of local, provincial and federal affordable housing issues
4.
Excellent written and verbal communication skills
Skill in designing and implementing presentations
5.
6.
Skill in public consultation processes
Excellent computer skills including Work, Excel, and presentation software
7.
8.
Home office and own transportation required
Hours: Approximately 60 hours per month on a flexible basis; occasional evening and weekend
work
Pay: Negotiable up to $40 per hour on a contract basis
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ANNEX F

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 3, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee

FROM:

Mark McMullen, Manager of Planning and Development

RE:

Towards Completion of the INTEGRATED TRANSPORTATION STUDY

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the SCRD Board receive the “Integrated Transportation Study (ITS) – Final Draft” dated
January 2011;
AND THAT the following items be included as amendments to the ITS January 2011 Final Draft
summarized as follows:
1. Include a statement of overall philosophy within Section 9.0 of the ITS recognizing the
current dual role of Highway 101 as both a regional, through highway and a local,
community road, and the need to improve the current road’s safety for vehicular and
non-vehicular transportation in the immediate term. Long-term development of bypass
route sections are recommended only where such improvements of the current route
will not adequately address traffic and safety concerns and only in a manner where they
can be supported by local affected communities;
2. Amend Part 9.3 to include provisions for detailed alignment planning of the proposed
Sechelt Bypass with an emphasis that this bypass be located outside of ALR to the
greatest extent possible, that the proposed eastern extent of the bypass be located in
the vicinity of the Sechelt / Electoral Area D boundary on an alignment that be
developed and agreed to through extensive public, local stakeholder and MOTI
consultation in this detailed planning process;
3. That, subject to further confirmation from the Sechelt Indian Band, that the proposed
Sechelt Bypass in Part 9.3 be located as far as reasonably possible within the BC Hydro
corridor within the Sechelt Band Lands;
4. Clarify that in Part 9.5.3, the intent of Ocean Beach Esplanade route extension is a
pedestrian-only natural beach route to Gulf Road;
5. Confirm that the cycling/walking path route from Langdale would be emphasized as a
separate bike/walking pathway where possible along Marine Drive to Gibsons;
6. Confirm that from Gibsons the cycling / pedestrian route continues in the roadway
shoulder along Gower Point /Pratt/Chaster/King/Veterans Roads (as already planned)
and then ultimately on a separate pathway along Highway 101 to connect to the current
Note: Colour copies of the ITS Final Draft January 2011 Report are included on the SCRD Website, at the
SCRD Offices Front Counter, the Planning & Development Department and in the Board Director’s printed
agendas; Copies of public comment forms and letters are available in the Planning & Development
Department and Board Director’s printed agendas.

23

REPORT TO MARCH 10, 2011 PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
INTEGRATED TRANSPORTATION STUDY

PAGE 2

pathway at Roberts Creek Road continuing as a separate pathway to Field Road in
Sechelt;
7. Include recommendations for increased annual funding for alternative and nonmotorized transportation, including bike and walking pathways;
8. Remove the roundabout at Reed and North Road from the plans within the Section 9.6
and include a recommended immediate intersection improvement (with right and left
turn lanes) with a longer term option of possible roundabout in the vicinity of the
intersection only with the appropriate public consultation, local stakeholder and MOTI
involvement;
9. Include language, consistent with the Elphinstone OCP policies, regarding the potential
extension of Harry Road to Highway 101 within Part 9.6;
10. Include language regarding supporting the Town of Gibsons working with MOTI in
providing safe access to businesses while improving the flow of through traffic on
Gibsons Way;
11. Include additional language within Part 9.7 on seeking additional long-term funding for
expanded Transit services when undertaking the next Transit Operating Plan with BC
Transit;
12. Amend Part 11 of the ITS to include a statement of expected public involvement and
community collaboration when doing planning, detailed design and implementation of
the major projects including in the Prioritized Projects in Part 12; and
13. Include links between the Community Energy and Emission Plan’s recommended
actions and ITS’s Prioritized Projects in Part 12 of the ITS.
AND THAT the ITS Final Report be brought back for consideration at the April Planning and
Development Committee meeting with any formal comments received from Sechelt Indian
Band.

BACKGROUND
On July 23, 2009, the SCRD Board approved engaging ISL Engineering and Land Services to
commence work on the Integrated Transportation Study (ITS) along with its land use planning and
bicycle sub-consultants. During this time, this regional-level transportation study has focused on
integrating modes of transportation, and integrating the region’s community planning visions for the
Sunshine Coast and various community perspectives.
Study Objectives
The principal objectives of this regional study from the Terms of Reference are:
1. Integrate Regional Land-Use and Transportation
2. Integrate Bus and Ferry Services
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3. Improve Highway Mobility
4. Improve Highway Safety
5. Identify Highway Alternative Routes
6. Improve Regional Cycling and Pedestrian Infrastructure
7. Examine Cost-Effective Gibsons Bypass Options
The overarching goal of the ITS is to facilitate Sunshine Coast local governments and communities to
speak with “one voice” as much as possible to work together on future transportation planning
projects. The ITS will also provide a guiding framework for local communities when dealing with the
Province whether it be with the MOTI, BC Transit or BC Ferries.
Sections 1 to 6 of the document provide a summary of background, methodology and public process,
Section 7 provides a preliminary assessment of the current situation and Section 8 includes a SWOT
(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) Analysis. Section 9 then provides the key
“Transportation Plan” along with recommendations around the eleven areas of transportation
planning included in the SCRD Terms of Reference for the ITS project. Section 10 includes a
summary of the anticipated green house gas (GHG) reductions. A concise overview of all of the 42
recommended actions from the ITS found within “Section 12 -The Way Forward.”
DISCUSSION
Given the 119-page length of the ITS Final Draft Report January 2011 (ITS), this staff report will focus
on summarizing key issues identified in the Transportation Plan part of the ITS, and meetings with the
agencies, the public and stakeholders.
Summary of Collaboration
Fall 2009 to Spring 2010
The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) comprised representatives from three local governments, the
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI), BC Ferries and BC Transit. This group met on
four key occasions from the outset of the process to completion of first draft of the ITS to help scope
issues and review draft sections of the plan. Two Stakeholder Workshops were held in October 2009
and March 2010 to which representatives of 56 organizations were invited. Two Public Meetings
were held respectively in Gibsons and Sechelt on March 23, 2010 as well which were advised in two
issues of the Coast Reporter on the SCRD website and for which invitations were sent to the two
OCP Advisory Committees, the five APCs and 56 stakeholder organizations.
A Government to Government Workshop was also held on April 12, 2010 at which the first draft of the
ITS was presented and discussed and to which elected officials and staff from the four local
governments and staff from MOTI was invited. The consultants also presented the draft ITS to the
Town of Gibsons Council committee meeting in March, following which the Town provided a letter of
support for the draft study ITS. Staff and the consultants also attended a District of Sechelt and made
a presentation on the ITS and finally staff presented the draft ITS to an Elphinstone Electors
Association meeting, both in April. While the Town of Gibsons has endorsed the draft ITS, District
staff and some counsellors had questions which have been addressed in the updated draft report. At
that time, the planning consultants for the SIB have stated they will have no further comments on the
ITS.
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Consultation With APCs, OCP Committee and AAC in Fall 2010
Based on direction from the Board in July 2010, the Third Draft ITS was referred to the Agricultural
Advisory Committee, the five Electoral Area APCs and the OCP Committees for further comment.
The Third Draft of the ITS was also reviewed by the Roberts Creek OCPC and presented to the
Elphinstone Electors Association during this period. In all, staff attended meetings of nine of ten of
these groups and written comments were received from these nine of these ten groups from late
August to October 2010 and have been included in a Summary of Public Comments in Attachment A.
December 10th Special Planning and Development Committee
From these comments in Fall 2010, there was found to be ten areas of outstanding “Areas of Interest”
outlined in Attachment A. To go over these areas further, a Special Planning and Development
Committee meeting was held at the SCRD Offices on December 10th to which the 56 Stakeholder
Groups were invited generally. From these groups, individual members of the Electoral Area APCs,
the AAC, the two SCRD OCP Advisory Committees and elected officials from the Town of Gibsons,
District of Sechelt and SCRD Board were also invited for a total of approximately 180 invitees of
which approximately 45 people attended. The meeting allowed for a free dialogue on the outstanding
“Areas of Interest” on which there was some degree of agreement reached on five of the ten Areas of
Interest which are shaded in grey in Attachment A and are also included in the Meeting Notes in
Attachment B. However, as further discussion was required to review these issues, two further
Stakeholder Workshops were scheduled for January 12 and 13th as well as a Public Open House on
February 4th.
January 11th and 13th Stakeholder Workshops
In follow-up after the December 10th meeting held, approximately 20 people attended the follow-up
Stakeholder Workshop at Seaside Centre focusing on the Sechelt to Pender Harbour areas (see
meeting notes in Attachment C). At the Workshop, those attended worked through outstanding
“Areas of Interest” that affected Halfmoon Bay and Sechelt as well as regional transit and alternative
transportation issues that remained (see Attachments A and B). No one from Pender Harbour
attended due to the inclimate weather and relatively few issues in that area. Given this, staff attended
the January 26th Area A APC meeting where the outstanding issues were addressed as requested by
the APC. The question of the eastern terminus of the Sechelt Bypass was raised and carried forward
to January 13th Workshop.
Approximately 35 people attended the follow-up January 13th South Coast Stakeholder Workshop at
the Gibsons and Area Community Centre. This meeting focused on Roberts Creek southward and
included good discussion on various options and views on the eastern end of the possible Sechelt
Bypass (see meeting notes in Attachment D). Those who attended also worked through other
outstanding “Areas of Interest” that included the Regional Highway Bypass, Marine Drive, and
possible Reed / Payne / Henry / Road alternatives to the Gibsons Way through route as well as
regional transit and alternative transportation issues that remained. It should also be noted that staff
attended the West Howe Community Association Meeting as requested on February 8th to provide an
overview of the draft ITS to an estimated 50 members of the public.
February 1st Presentation to the Sechelt Indian Band Council
As requested by the Board, staff attended the Sechelt Indian Band (SIB) Council meeting on
February 1st. The SCRD also invited staff from Sechelt and MOTI to attend the meeting with them.
At the meeting, there was a good discussion of issues with comments in support of a Sechelt Bypass
that utilized the BC Hydro corridor through Sechelt Band Lands instead of following the 1996 Binney
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report route that was not located on the corridor. The SIB were requested to provide formal written
comments on the ITS which the SCRD hopes to receive soon.
Changes Included in the January 2011 Draft ITS
The consultants made numerous changes to the July 2010 Third Draft based the range of comments
received from the nine SCRD advisory groups in Fall 2010 along with comments from the December
10th, January 12 and 13th Stakeholder meetings. The changes from these consultations from the July
2010 Third Draft to the January 2011 Final Draft are highlighted in yellow the Final Draft. (The Final
January 2011 Draft ITS Report is included as an Addendum to the March 10th Planning and
Development Agenda on the SCRD Website and are included in the Board Director’s printed
agendas.) The main changes already made in the January 2011 Final Draft can be summarized as
follows:
1. Lower the speed limit on certain sections of Highway 101 around Trout Lake and Wood Creek
Park as requested by the Area B APC and other members of the public (pp53 and 85).
2. Changes to the recommended Highway 101 intersection improvements at Garden Bay and
Francis Peninsula Roads as recommended by the Area A APC and property owners (pp 5455).
3. Include a recommendation to develop a Highway Incident Management Plan to address
concerns about potential accident and disaster-related blockages to Highway 101raised by the
public (p 58).
4. Clarification that the proposed Sechelt Bypass is expected to be a two-lane, controlled access
highway outside of Sechelt Village (p 61).
5. Language indicating that there are various options for the eastern end of the proposed Sechelt
Bypass and that ALR and private property, amongst others, need to be considered through a
working group process; due to comments from the January 12 and 13 Workshops (pp 63, 67).
6. Maintain on-street parking on Wharf Road and Teredo Street without 4-laning these roads (p
67) due to concerns from Sechelt Council and staff.
7. Remove previously recommended full blockage of Ocean Avenue due to concerns from local
residents and propose right-in / right-out restrictions only for safety as well as include the
proposed Rosina Giles Way improvement option as requested by Sechelt staff (p 71).
8. Recommend that well constructed (not scabbed-on) 2.0m wide minimum be pursued for the
Highway 101 shoulder even for sections were MOTI guidelines recommend 1.5m (pp 75-76,
86) due to various public and local government staff comments.
9. Recommend that ultimately a separate bike pathway be pursued along Marine Drive where
possible instead only a shoulder (pp 79-80) due to elected official and public comments.
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10. Discussion of staging of the proposed roundabouts along the Reed/Payne/Henry bypass as
well as at Veterans Road (pp 91, 93) due to public concerns about undertaking proposed
roundabouts at once.
11. Proposed increase in the trunk bus Route 1 frequency and improve local community services
to increase local ridership (non-ferry bound) further during the development of 2012 Transit
Operating Plan (pp 94-95) and undertake Community Transit Needs Assessment survey to
inform the development of the Transit Operating Plan (p 100) due to wide ranging public
comments in support of improved service.
Please note that many of these changes are also highlighted in Part 12 – Way Forward and
Prioritization.
In addition to the above changes already made in January 2011 by the consultant, the next section
outlines further recommended changes that should be made before the ITS report is considered for
acceptance.
February 4th Public Meeting
In follow-up to the three Stakeholder Workshops held in December and January, the same 180
individuals were invited to this meeting as were the general public via advertisements in the Local and
Coast Reporter as well as the SCRD website. This meeting involved a public presentation on the
January 2011 Final Draft study, including changes that had been made. There was also a formal
question and answer period along the ability for more informal discussions amongst the 24 display
panels which participants could view. Approximately 60 people attended this meeting, including a
number of people who had not attended previous meetings (see meeting notes in Attachment E). ISL
Consultants and the SCRD also received questionnaires and letters at the meeting as well a number
of such responses just before and after the meeting up until February 21st. (A Summary of these
comments is included in Attachment F while copies of the original questionnaires and letters are
available in the Planning and Development Department and the Board Director’s Office.)

RECOMMENDED FURTHER CHANGES TO THE ITS
All of the above consultation has provided great insight into the wide range of views and concerns of
individuals and communities across the Sunshine Coast. There is also tension between broader
community interests and specific individual private property interests. There was wide ranging
agreement on many issues while on other issues, carefully considered comprises between different
community and philosophical viewpoints and property interests were considered. Given these crosscurrents of community and regional interests, private property and community interests and varying
values, the following changes are recommended to be made to the January 2011 Final Draft ITS.
1. Include a statement of overall philosophy within Section 9.0 of the ITS recognizing the current
dual role of Highway 101 as both a regional, through highway and a local, community road,
and the need to improve the current road’s safety for vehicular and non-vehicular
transportation in the immediate term. Long-term development of bypass route sections are
recommended only where such improvements of the current route will not adequately address
traffic and safety concerns and only in a manner where they can be supported by local affected
communities;
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2. Amend Part 9.3 to include provisions for detailed alignment planning of the proposed Sechelt
Bypass with an emphasis that this bypass be located outside of ALR to the greatest extent
possible, that the proposed eastern extent of the bypass be located in the vicinity of the
Sechelt / Electoral Area D boundary on an alignment that be developed and agreed to through
extensive public, local stakeholder and MOTI consultation in this detailed planning process;
3. That, subject to further confirmation from the Sechelt Indian Band, that the proposed Sechelt
Bypass in Part 9.3 be located as far as reasonably possible within the BC Hydro corridor within
the Sechelt Band Lands;
4. Clarify that in Part 9.5.3, the intent of Ocean Beach Esplanade route extension is a
pedestrian-only natural beach route to Gulf Road;
5. Confirm that the cycling/walking path route from Langdale would be emphasized as a separate
bike/walking pathway where possible along Marine Drive to Gibsons;
6. Confirm that from Gibsons the cycling / pedestrian route continues in the roadway shoulder
along Gower Point /Pratt/Chaster/King/Veterans Roads (as already planned) and then
ultimately on a separate pathway along Highway 101 to connect to the current pathway at
Roberts Creek Road continuing as a separate pathway to Field Road in Sechelt;
7. Include recommendations for increased annual funding for alternative and non-motorized
transportation, including bike and walking pathways;
8. Remove the roundabout at Reed and North Road from the plans within the Section 9.6 and
include a recommended immediate intersection improvement (with right and left turn lanes)
with a longer term option of possible roundabout in the vicinity of the intersection only with the
appropriate public consultation, local stakeholder and MOTI involvement;
9. Include language, consistent with the Elphinstone OCP policies, regarding the potential
extension of Harry Road to Highway 101 within Part 9.6;
10. Include language regarding supporting the Town of Gibsons working with MOTI in providing
safe access to businesses while improving the flow of through traffic on Gibsons Way;
11. Include additional language within Part 9.7 on seeking additional long-term funding for
expanded Transit services when undertaking the next Transit Operating Plan with BC
Transit;
12. Amend Part 11 of the ITS to include a statement of expected public involvement and
community collaboration when doing planning, detailed design and implementation of the
major projects including in the Prioritized Projects in Part 12; and
13. Include links between the Community Energy and Emission Plan’s recommended actions and
ITS’s Prioritized Projects in Part 12 of the ITS.
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CONCLUSION
The ITS project aim is to examine seven regional transportation objectives as outlined above and
propose how regional transportation planning can be better integrated. This integration involves
linking and coordinating transportation between:
•
•
•

Communities
Agencies and Governments
Different Modes of Transportation

Since the Third July 2010 Draft of ITS, a large number of changes were made by the consultants in
January 2010 based on the comments from five APCs and the AAC in Fall 2011 and from the
Stakeholder Workshops on December 10, 2010 and January 12 & 13, 2011. The resultant Final Draft
ITS dated January 2011 includes these changes in yellow. This report then summarizes the
recommended changes derived from further comments from the Sechelt Indian Band on February 1st
the Public Open House on February 4th and other subsequent public comment sheets and letters
received in February.
In summary, the series of iterative range of public engagement processes, including five stakeholder
workshops, three public open houses, presentations to the Town of Gibsons, District of Sechelt and
Sechelt Indian Band Councils, review by the AAC and five Electoral Area APCs and discussion at
other community association / group meetings in Roberts Creek, Elphinstone and West Howe
Sound. In all, the ITS process has involved consultation with the public and stakeholders at 25
meetings, not including public discussion at the SCRD’s Planning and Development and
Transportation Committee.
Given the above, staff recommends that the ITS report be amended as discussed in this report and
with any further comments from the March Planning and Development Committee.
After receiving direction on proceeding, the report will be brought back to the Planning and
Development Committee for final consideration to be adopted as a guide for local government
regional-level transportation planning on the Sunshine Coast and its discussions with the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure, BC Transit, BC Ferries and other senior government agencies.

Mark McMullen
_________________________________
Mark McMullen,
Manager of Planning and Development
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Maintain as proposed.

Maintain, but add
language stating this is a
priority immediately
after the DOS bypass.
Focus on directing Traffic
onto Payne with a
roundabout at
Payne/Reed;

1 Upper Level Bypass
Highway Between
Gibsons & Sechelt

2 Bypass Around
Gibsons from
Langdale Creek to
Payne Road
3 Current Alternate
Gibsons Route
Henry / Reed Road
Route and
Roundabouts

4 Proposed Marine
Drive Calming
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Long-term plan to
provide bike/ped
shoulder on whole
length with no calming

Place more emphasis on
bike/ped shoulder where
most feasible, calming
only dangerous places

Remove proposed new
short route from North
Rd to Reed Rd as it goes
thru ALR
Three options:
Current recommended
Traffic Calming
throughout

Other roundabouts
possible if warranted
after above work
complete

Roundabout at Veterans
/ Hwy101

Light at North/ Reed; and

SCRD Suggested Change
in Reply to Comments for
Discussion.

AREA of Interest

Town of
Gibsons

District of Sechelt

Area A
APC
Continue Bypass
through Area B

Area B
APC
Objects to an
upper-level
highway
through Roberts
Creek

Area D
APC
Not supported

Roberts Creek
OCPC

Supports
proposed
bypass

Not definitive in
support or denial

RC OCP Review
Committee

In interim,
don’t want
roundabouts
at Henry and
Reed and
Henry and
101, or at the
top of Park (at
Reed). With a
traffic circle
and direction
signage, feed
traffic down
Payne; light
wanted at
Reed / North.

And supports
proposed
bypass

Supports
proposed
upper level
highway

Area E
APC

Does not
support the
traffic calming
on Marine Drive

Does not
support
roundabout at
the Reed/North
Road and other
intersections

Supports using
Cemetery Road
as bypass truck
route to Payne
over Henry

Area F
APC
No comments
on any items in
the draft ITS

WHS OCP
Review
Committee

Concern about using
Henry Road as a bypass

Agricultural
Advisory Committee

ATTACHMENT A

8 Regional Bike
Routes / Lanes

Other Suggested areas?

Eg. Extension of Roberts
Creek Pathway from
Roberts Creek Rd
eastward where ROW
exists

Possible bike/ped paths
where feasible and not
cost prohibitive

Other suggestions?

Eg. Selma Park, Sections
of Marine Drive, upper
side of Hwy 101 b/w
Field Road and Gibsons
Way

Emphasize short-term
incremental shoulder
improvements where
most hazardous and
where most “bang for
buck” can be achieved

Maintain current
recommendation for
priority Sechelt Bypass
from Field Road to Wharf
Road
7 Teredo Street Issues Remove
recommendations for
removing parking for 4laning Teredo;
Remove Windward Lane
improvement;
Maintain Ocean Avenue
Right In/Out.

Propose a Marine Drive
Style Calming Approach
to Lower Rd from Joe to
Roberts Creek Rd

5 No Lower Road
Calming is Provided

6 Sechelt Bypass

SCRD Suggested Change
in Reply to Comments for
Discussion.

AREA of Interest

Town of
Gibsons

Concerns over
Windward Lane
proposed
improvement;
right in-out/out
on Ocean;
removal for
parking for 4laning of Teredo

Ensure Bypass is a
priority

District of Sechelt

Area A
APC

Area B
APC

Improve those
existing bike
lanes.
Bike lanes that
are physically
separated from
the traffic lanes
are preferred

Traffic calming
measures
would be useful
on Lower Road

Area D
APC

Supports
minimum 2.0m
wide shoulders
not 1.5 in areas
where separate
path cannot be
built

Concern about
eastern
connection to
existing Hwy101

Roberts Creek
OCPC

Supports bypass

RC OCP Review
Committee

Area E
APC

Area F
APC

WHS OCP
Review
Committee
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Support Sechelt Bypass,
but avoid ALR around
Field Road and Oracle
Road areas

Agricultural
Advisory Committee

*Maintain existing
support for updating the
2006 BC Transit Service
Plan in 2011 to include
recommended options to
increase Route 1 Service:

9 Transit Issues

-Include Gibsons Trolley
to be recognized as a
municipal community
service that should, if
possible, integrate with
existing and proposed
regional bus routes.

*Possible Pender
Harbour service from
2006 Service Plan could
be scheduled to provide
additional service to
Halfmoon Bay

*Propose Route 1 to tie
into already-planned
Community Bus routes in
East Porpoise Bay and
Field Road/Airport in the
2006 Transit Plan.

Which option do you
prefer?

2-B/W Sechelt and
Sunnycrest Mall with
Community Bus to
Langdale. (This
Community Bus could
include Bonniebrook and
Upper Gibsons proposed
services in the 2006 BC
Transit Plan).

1-B/W Sechelt and
Langdale or

SCRD Suggested Change
in Reply to Comments for
Discussion.

AREA of Interest

Desire to
include the
Town’s
proposed
trolley system
within the
plan.

Town of
Gibsons

District of Sechelt

Area A
APC

v) increasing the
frequency of
small busses over
the regional
area of the transit
system (not only
Halfmoon Bay)

iv) exploring the
possibility of ferry
to ferry routes

iii) securing direct
bus routes to the
ferries

ii) expanding the
routes beyond
their current
boundaries

i) increasing the
frequency of
busses

Strongly
expressed the
need for
improved public
transportation by:

Area B
APC

Like to see a
frequent shuttle
B/W Wilson
Creek and
Upper Gibsons
(Eg. IGA shuttle)

Increasing
transit
frequency, with
smaller busses,
to the maximum
possible
frequency
within budgets

Area D
APC

Roberts Creek
OCPC

Area F
APC
Does not
support the
increased
Parking rates at
the Langdale
Ferry Terminal;
see minutes for
other
comments

Area E
APC
Having more
frequent
service from
Gibsons to
Sechelt is
good;
supports minibus from
Langdale to
SunnyCrest
Mall.

RC OCP Review
Committee
Supports more
frequent smaller
buses

WHS OCP
Review
Committee
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Agricultural
Advisory Committee

Discuss these issues at
the meeting; and with
individual groups if time
is needed and the issue is
local

10 Various Hwy 101
and Local Road
Issues

Please note
that the Town
of Gibsons
provided a
letter of
support for
the draft ITS
report, but
recently
requested
consideration
of the
proposed
trolley.

Town of
Gibsons

District of Sechelt

Closure of
highway access
to the Petro
Canada Station
not supported

Safety
improvements
needed at
intersection of
Francis Road/
Highway 101 &
Intersection of
Johnstone
Road/ Hwy 101

Area A
APC
Hwy 101 be
widened to
accommodate a
secondary
merging/
acceleration lane
from Redrooffs
SB to 101 SB
Right turning
dangerous
from Hwy 101 SB
onto Redrooffs
SB. Deceleration
lane is needed.
Focus on
incremental
safety
improvements
such as more
reflectors, better
lining and clearing
of vegetation
such as at San
Souci Road.

Area B
APC
Supports 70kph
speed on Hwy
101 through
Roberts Creek

Supports 70kph
speed on Hwy
101 through
Roberts Creek
Proposed
improvement of
Flume instead
using Marlene
not supported

Roberts Creek
OCPC

Area D
APC

Please note that the Sechelt Indian Band stated in June 2010 that they would have no comments on the Integrated Transportation Study.

11 Other Comments
from Groups /
Stakeholders

Please bring other
comments, suggestions
and concerns if you
would like to discuss
them with the group

SCRD Suggested Change
in Reply to Comments for
Discussion.

AREA of Interest

RC OCP Review
Committee
Possible
reduction of
speed on Hwy
101 from
Lower Road to
Gibsons Way
from 80kmph
to 60kmph

Area E
APC

Area F
APC

WHS OCP
Review
Committee
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Agricultural
Advisory Committee

ATTACHMENT B
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
SPECIAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MEETING
December 10, 2010

NOTES OF THE WORKSHOP ON THE REGIONAL INTEGRATED TRANSPORTATION STUDY (JULY
DRAFT) REVIEWING AREAS OF COMMUNITY INTEREST, HELD IN THE BOARD ROOM OF THE
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT OFFICES, 1975 FIELD ROAD, SECHELT, BC.
Participant list is available on last page.
CALL TO ORDER
1.

9:33 am

INTRODUCTIONS
Introductions were facilitated by Chair Lee Turnbull.

2.

OVERVIEW OF PROCESS TO DATE
Mark McMullen, Manager of Planning & Development, SCRD
Mark McMullen reviewed the agenda for the workshop and described the consultation
process to date.

3.

OVERVIEW OF DRAFT STUDY HIGHLIGHTS
Bernard Abelson, Consultant Engineer, ISL Engineering
Bernard Abelson presented an overview of highlights from the draft Integrated
Transportation Study.

4.

REVIEW OF SUMMARY OF INTERESTS ON JULY DRAFT IDENTIFIED BY COMMUNITY
Councilor Lee Ann Johnson expressed concern about the relationship of BC Ferries with
this community, noting the need for the Sunshine Coast to plan on being more effective
on bringing its issues forward to that entity and that the Ferry Advisory Committees are
not and cannot be expected to be able to address the issues.
Councilor Fred Taylor expressed concern about inter-Sechelt travel and proposed
consideration of a pedestrian and bicycle ferry between Davis Bay and Trail Bay, with a
summer ferry service on a trial basis, to help join these two parts of the community that
are separated.
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Mr. Abelson responded to questions about the study. Mark McMullen facilitated
discussion about study topics. Participants’ comments are noted (bulleted) under each
topic below.
Topic #1 Upper Level Highway Between Gibsons and Sechelt
•

Issue: With the number of private driveways that enter into the highway, the only way
to address this is to have a proper highway and proper side roads.
Mr. Abelson stated that frontage roads were not addressed in particular as it would
require a huge amount of property acquisition and would have huge impacts; funding is
an issue. Ms. Goddard noted that in any new development road dedication, the Ministry
of Transportation and Infrastructure is trying to protect the Highway 101 corridor for
possible frontage road systems. This is happening mostly north of Sechelt since the
south is more developed.
Mr. Abelson explained that the plan helps inform short and medium term planning,
making sure no development ends up in the middle of the proposed upper bypass right
of way. The bypass is not a priority but is there for long term planning. More practically,
it needs to be broken up into packages, such as around Gibsons and Sechelt.

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Issue: Teredo is very unsafe with poorly marked crosswalks.
There are a lot of views on why a bypass is needed, but not specific reasons. Looking at
the capacity issue, there are alternatives. If transit is increased from the Langdale ferry,
it eliminates some of the ferry surge. The alternate road routings to get around
accidents or incidents is another issue. There is a need to look at a rationale for a
bypass.
Don’t think Gibsons community or council have consensus on the bypass extension
around Gibsons.
Gibsons business community has a mixed opinion on the wisdom of a bypass; traffic
brings business, but don’t like it when traffic stalls. There are benefits and
disadvantages.
Highway 101 through Sechelt will reach capacity by 2018. We don’t have a lot of time to
stop this from happening.
The Gibsons bypass is a lower priority than the Sechelt bypass. There are issues of:
affordability, and promoting other transport modes. Leave alone for now.
The bottleneck is the traffic from the ferries. Need to start with the ferry—it is not
reliably on time. Address the security of the ferry coming on schedule. This would
impact transit and the number of cars on the road.
Change the language to ‘an alternative more rapid route’; leave the door open to rail or
water, a way of bypassing communities without it being a 4-lane highway.
Peak oil, income instability, climate change are issues.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Would be happy with two lanes for the bypass; tired of traffic going through Elphinstone
on a route not designed to be a highway.
Would not need more than 2 lanes; such a “Route 201” bypass would reduce logging trucks
on 101 by half.
There are also trucks coming from Powell River.
If you put in bypasses, it will solve other problems. We have to have an alternate route.
Think it is short sighted to look at bypass as long term.
Leave proposal as “proposed route” which could allow for other forms of transportation
in the long-term.
We want bypasses.

 General Agreement for the proposed long-term bypass route from Langdale to north of
Halfmoon Bay.
Topic #2 Bypass Around Gibsons from Langdale Creek to Payne Road
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Think we should recognize an alternate route from Reed Road. Development along
Payne will become choke point. Henry and the highway is another choke point.
Reed is already an alternate route. I would like to see Highway 101 with a two-way-leftturn-lane as proposed. Look at roundabouts.
Don’t want trucks funnelled through Gibsons.
Land acquisition has been taken beyond existing Langdale bypass, so why wouldn’t that
work for the bypass extension?
Object to idea of bringing traffic down Henry Road as it will have a negative impact on
those farms. Damaging viability of businesses would be a mistake. There aren’t organic
farms on Highland Road.
Would not like to see few vehicles driving past organic farms; so locate the bypass route
up the hill where there is no agricultural land.
Along Payne, Reed, Park Roads, there will be a lot of housing units. If Reed is the next
major route from the ferry, there will be large recreation vehicles, logging, slow traffic.

 General Agreement for the bypass route from Langdale Creek to Payne Road or
Highland Road and current Highway 101 as a priority segment of the regional bypass
route.
Topic #3 Current Alternate Gibsons Route: Henry/Reed Road Route and Roundabouts
Mr. Abelson stated that roundabouts highlight transition areas between rural and
urban, change the mindset, and slow down the driver. Roundabouts are the safest way
to handle an intersection, to result in slower traffic. A concern is in high pedestrian
areas if vehicles are not obliged to stop. These are ideas for further discussion. It is far
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cheaper to build this than any other (traffic control) solution. Traffic lights create
unnecessary stops; idling wastes fuel and increases emissions.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Keep bypass to Payne Road
Concern about using agricultural land for roundabouts at Reed, North, Park, and Henry.
We need more public education about use of roundabouts.
Roundabouts don’t work.
Roundabouts don’t work for large volumes; would only work when no ferry traffic.
Would like to avoid roundabouts in ALR.
Size of roundabout is an issue. Need a truck route first.
We are a small population. There are lots of logging trucks. There are areas and times
when nothing is happening.
Think this will have to go to the (Gibsons) community to do polling.
Propose a modified alternate route with no use of ALR just north of Reed / North Road
intersection and traffic light at this intersection, with traffic travelling down Payne Road
along with roundabouts at the Reed / Payne and Highway 101 / Veterans Road
intersections only.
Chair Turnbull noted the need to talk more about some items and recommended
identifying those things and creating a schedule for discussion of topics.

•

General Agreement Not Reached: It was agreed to leave Topic #3 for future discussion
at a later time.
Topic #4 Proposed Marine Drive Calming
It was clarified that under the current contract of Capilano Highways with the Ministry
of Transportation and Infrastructure, traffic calming measures such as speed bumps and
curb bulges are unable to be maintained.
Mr. Abelson suggested, in order to promote Marine Drive for cyclists and pedestrians,
looking at reducing actual (as opposed to posted) traffic speeds on Marine and
promoting the road for local traffic, rather than commuters, and that there be no access
restraints. He stated he would change this in the report.

•
•
•
•

Separated 2-way bike walking path, on the water side of Marine is desired.
Businesses would like to see increase in bike tourism.
Need to look at the level of experience of cyclists. Don’t produce conflict between
walkers and cyclists. Need to emphasize walking and cycling.
Town of Gibsons is looking at decommissioning Marine Drive from arterial to collector
road; could lead to traffic calming in the future.
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•
•

From Town of Gibsons to top of Granthams Hill there is little room adjacent to the
highway to enable a separated pathway. MOTI does not have jurisdiction (Section 42,
Transportation Act) in the area of Chekwelp, no authority on the right of way.
Support ferry to ferry bike path. Encourage options to make it safer for all modes to get
to the ferry.
Director Janyk noted that servicing agreements with Squamish First Nation have as a
condition to address proper highway conditions for the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure (MOTI). MOTI does not have the authority or opportunity to comment.

 General Agreement that improvement of Marine Drive with a preference for properly
constructed bike/pedestrian shoulder lanes, and a separated bike/pedestrian pathway
where feasible, be undertaken, focusing first on priority areas to improve safety.
#5 No Lower Road Calming is Provided
Ms. Goddard observed that she had not heard a consensus on what is wanted on Lower
– some want a shoulder, some want a separated path.
Director Sugar stated that there is consensus; the issue is the cost. If there were enough
money to do a separated path on Lower Road, that a bike/pedestrian shoulder lane
would be preferred.
•
•
•

•
•
•

Design needs to be based on reality. Think shoulder on Lower is minimal in terms of
cycling standard; doesn’t consider pedestrians. Uncomfortable with language; look for
accommodations for what kind of non-motorized user.
Should have a standard that is recognized region wide regarding shoulders for bike
lanes.
Suggest working it from the centre of the Roberts Creek downtown core out, with
downtown as the centre of the pedestrian route. Be certain there is no impediment to
cyclists or pedestrians. Do something about Beach Avenue, heavily used as a pedestrian
route, which is very dangerous and is the alternate route. Don’t make cyclists have to go
around things. Roberts Creek pedestrian project (design for downtown area and routes
out from there), which will be brought forth in 2011, can be referenced.
Beach Avenue is priority for slower traffic. Like idea of share the road signs, slower
speed limit.
There are issues with the Roberts Creek School area and access points downtown which
will be addressed for the local downtown pathway improvements that can be connected
to the Lower and Beach bike/pedestrian routes.
We are talking about people who are marginalized: scooters, bikes, kids, etc.
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 General Agreement reached that properly constructed bike / pedestrian shoulder lanes
be constructed along Lower Road and Beach Avenue westward to Flume Road with the
focus on extending these shoulder lanes outward from Roberts Creek Road.
Topic #6 Sechelt Bypass
•
•
•
•
•
•

Recommend as a priority project in the ITS and other studies due to forecast traffic
volumes on existing Highway 101 in the Davis Bay to Sechelt Village area leading to a
failing level of service by 2018.
The Sechelt Indian Government needs to be consulted; nothing will happen until they
come to table.
Would like to put this as a #1 priority, not #2.
There is concern of people in rural areas about truck traffic.
There was the suggestion that a bypass route be extended to Rat Portage Hill from Field.
There was the mention of taking the bypass route across to Pell Road.

 General Agreement that the proposed Sechelt bypass route is the first major priority
bypass route in the region, but that there needs to be more discussion on where the
Sechelt bypass will terminate.
Topic #7 Teredo Street Issues
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Think it is worth looking at from a regional perspective; limit some of those commercial
accesses on Teredo as there are 6 entrances to the Gilligan’s pub area. Don’t see a
recommendation to plug some of those entrances.
A project for doing work at Teredo and Rosina Giles Way next to Gilligans has been
scoped out with a potential cost of $900,000, but there is no agreement with MOTI on
how to pay for this.
The priority is the bypass route through West Sechelt.
Remove some entrances/ exits
The proposal is for a right in and right out only on Ocean as some people try to make a
left to get out of Ocean which can be unsafe.
Want a crosswalk on Teredo.
There is a concern about the recommendation to remove parking on Teredo Street and
the effects on local businesses.
There is also a concern about the recommendation to remove parking on Wharf.
Need crosswalk in the middle of Wharf (near old Old Boot).

 General Agreement that the draft study’s proposed four-laning and removal of on-street
parking from Teredo and Wharf would no longer be recommended , and that there
needs to be more discussion about current and proposed regional road transportation
routes through the District.
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Topic #8 Regional Bike Routes/Lanes
It was clarified the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure is trying to incorporate
alternate modes on new projects. Retrofitting is very expensive, and has a lot of resident
opposition to giving up property to creating more infrastructure. MOTI is incrementally
linking up to having wider shoulders. MOTI has chosen to do sections where it is simple
to do.
MOTI standards for shoulders range from 1.5 to 2.5 metres, depending on traffic speed
and capacity. Mr. Abelson stated that these are guidelines, and agreed that a 2-metre
minimum should apply to shoulder width in the region.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

Selma Park is very dangerous for cyclists.
There are no shoulders in a lot of places. We need to convert from a car–oriented
society. We want safety.
There are MOTI and technical constraints on bike routes.
Re wider shoulders: have heard cyclists say quality of construction is not good enough
(e.g. seam in middle of shoulder, levelling)
Commend report for emphasis on alternate modes. The obvious pinch points are Selma
Park, Marine Drive for cyclists - those are priorities. Support idea of bicycle advisory
committee and alternative transportation advisory committee.
Need to not be stuck with using only money left over for cyclist/ pedestrian
improvements. Give it more money so we can complete something, and the
infrastructure will be used more.
The study presents a wholistic picture. It comes down to the money and will of
government.
The emphasis on bike and pedestrian facilities is a key means to attracting families to
the coast.
The proposed 2 metre shoulder lane is a minimum, e.g. for inexperienced cyclists,
walkers, children.
General comments:
With the trend to alternate transportation, we need to talk more about transit and
transit opportunities. The report doesn’t seem to address anything except the links
between ferries. Giving people more opportunities to travel on the bus is a significant
issue. Allow transit to be discussed to give it recognition. Part of transit is alternate
transportation; bikes are a huge opportunity – needs to be included in that discussion.
Suggestion: check into Neighbourhood Zero Emission Vehicles
The intention of BC Transit is to do an update of the current 2006 Sunshine Coast Transit
Business Plan late next year, and this will involve a public consultation process.
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•

Member of the public advocated for public meetings, held in a transit-friendly location,
and well-advertised.
The topics on #9 - “Transit Issues” and #10 - “Various Highway 101 and Local Road
Issues” were not discussed due to time constraints.

5.

FUTURE PROCESS STEPS SUMMARIZED BY STAFF
Mark McMullen summarized that there is consensus that further meetings will resume
in early January. SCRD will send out an invitation to consultation stakeholders, and could
advertise publicly for those meetings open to the public. Meetings will focus on the
Gibsons area; Sechelt area; and the whole region. At the large meeting, a lot of time
could be spent on transit and alternate modes. People can come to all three meetings if
they wish.

ADJOURNMENT

12:22 pm
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Chair, Director, Electoral Area F
Director, Electoral Area D
Director, Electoral Area A
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Councillor, Town of Gibsons
Councillor, Town of Gibsons
Councillor, Town of Gibsons
Councillor, District of Sechelt
Councillor, District of Sechelt
Councillor, District of Sechelt
Senior Transportation Engineer, ISL Engineering and Land Services
Director of Planning, District of Sechelt
Engineer, Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure
Area Manager, Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure
Community Energy Manager, SCRD
General Manager, Community Services
General Manager, Infrastructure Services
Manager, Transportation and Ports
Manager, Planning and Development
Senior Planner, Planning and Development
Chief Administrative Officer, SCRD
Emergency Program Coordinator
Office of MLA Nicholas Simons
Elphinstone Electors Association
Elphinstone Electors Association
Elphinstone Electors Association
West Howe Sound Advisory Planning Commission
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission
Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission
Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission
Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee
West Howe Sound Community Association
Sechelt Village Community Association
Sechelt Village Community Association
Infrastructure Services Advisory Committee, Town of Gibsons
Advocacy Chair, Sunshine Coast Cycling
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Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee
Member of the Public
Member of the Public
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B. Shoji
B. Sagman
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J. France (part)
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ATTACHMENT C

Regional Integrated Transportation Study

Meeting Notes of a Stakeholder and Elected Officials Workshop
Reviewing North Coast Community Interests – Sechelt to Egmont/Pender Harbour
Held at Seaside Centre, 5511 Shorncliffe Road, Sechelt
Wednesday, January 12, 2011

Call to order 9:16 am
Agenda
The Agenda was adopted as amended.
Overview of Discussions To-Date & December 10th Meeting – Mark McMullen
Mark McMullen reviewed the process related to the Integrated Transportation Study to date.
Review of North Coast Community Interests
Participants’ comments included:
Topic 10: Various Highway 101 and Local Road Issues – Halfmoon Bay Area
• There is general agreement on improving the southern access of Redrooffs Road at
Highway 101 as it is dangerous. Agree with what is in the report.
• Mr. Abelson noted the main issues in this area: 17 degree angle at merge onto highway;
steep gradient; there are left-hand turns from what is often a climbing lane.
Improvement recommended: have a deceleration lane downhill on Highway 101;
identification of the left turn lane going uphill on Highway 101; and enabling climbing
uphill after the turn.
• Have right and left turn lanes on south side of Redrooffs with additional right lane on
Highway 101 southbound.
• Rear-enders are the most common incident.
• Boundary of Sechelt and Halfmoon Bay near this location makes movement forward
difficult (jurisdiction); recommend that staff review Redrooffs intersection with District
of Sechelt and MOTI.
• Sargeant Bay Hill has a river running through it in the winter; is slippery, dangerous.
Needs to be looked at as a continuation of the above Redrooffs Road intersection
project.
• Past Trout Lake Road on Highway 101 (going north) there is a turn where the road banks
the opposite way to what it should. Is dangerous if drivers are not aware of it.
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•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•

Trout Lake area – Deal with people using the parking lot as a place to access the lake for
swimming. The speed limit is 80 and there are children swimming there. Suggest
installing a barrier between north beach area and Highway 101 as it is not a good
parking area for beach (conflict between swimmers and drivers).
Flag: SCRD Parks Department for a parking area at Trout Lake. Refer to Parks Master
Plan Committee.
At top of Redrooffs hill (where it becomes 3 lanes from the south) going north – proper
levelling/banking the road surface is needed (from Tapp Road to the top of Redrooffs).
Hill on Highway 101 just south of northern Redrooffs intersection, between Trout Lake
and turnoff to Halfmoon Bay: at top of hill, MOTI has patched top of highway at least 3
times. There is roughness, bumps and no warning of it. There is a turn at the top of the
hill; anyone driving a trailer would be concerned.
Between that location and south of Brooks Road on Highway 101, they have patched
the road. It is not level for driving, and there is no warning. They should patch right
across the road.
Recommend that the SCRD Board needs to address how to strategize and submit the
above information to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure.
It is noted that the maintenance of the Highway 101 infrastructure that includes the
above is a top priority in the draft ITS study.
There was agreement to bring the idea of the eastern termination of the proposed
Sechelt Bypass at Pell Road to the next meeting on January 13th south coast
transportation meeting.

Topic 9: Transit Issues
• Walter Powell, Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission, summarized primary
concerns noted in Maureen Powell’s email of January 10, 2011 submitted to Director
Garry Nohr: buses not frequent enough; buses don’t run at night, routes are not farreaching enough. Seniors, disabled, youth have difficulty getting to activities due to the
schedule. Some areas have no shelter, nor a place to sit. Local bus services appear to be
dependent on the bus that is going to the ferry. Maybe there could be a separate route
for the ferries, from one ferry to the other, all day, with independent routes in Gibsons
and in Sechelt using smaller buses. Then have other buses to outlying areas. Then the
buses would not be late. It is important to have the buses running on time.
• Look at routes; maybe they could be coordinated with more locations.
• Have extra buses, smaller buses doing local routes.
• Refer to 2006 Sunshine Coast Transit business plan regarding plans for community
buses.
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•
•
•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Field Road and airport and Halfmoon Bay are examples of outlying areas that do not
have transit.
Ferry to ferry service is important.
Intra-community buses – increased frequency has been discussed at the Town.
Survey the people on the buses as to their starting points and destinations. Get
feedback to find out what their needs are. (A survey was proposed by Sunshine Coast
Transit in the SCRD 2008 budget for $10,000).
Have a survey on-line also and include a survey in the paper, or notice of the survey in
the paper. NOTE: The SCRD Board should look at this in the budget for this year for
Transit.
A lot of the information brought forward today has been discussed over recent years by
the Board. Would like the Board to lobby the government to change the direction of BC
Transit saying ‘no’; ‘no’ is not working.
Proposal for transit should include present bus drivers and fleet of buses.
Ferry to ferry idea, in the report, is intended to be developed as part of a park and ride
concept.
Allow the transit service to be primarily for this community as compared to ferry users.
The problem with early buses is that they should be on time.
If we want people to stop driving their cars, need to have a reliable bus service.
Need strategy for Board in addressing transit issues.
NOTE: Alternative creative opportunities should be outlined in the ITS report – e.g.
privately operated van services.
Are there private public partnerships out there that could be tapped into? NOTE: Refer
this to SCRD Infrastructure Services Committee.
Ask the Crown for land for the park and ride sites – put in report. Physically locate them.
Reassure District of Sechelt that SCRD is considering service to Sandy Hook and
Tuwanek.
Cost to run large bus: $95/hour average (except for statutory holidays and overtime);
includes fuel, maintenance, salaries, etc. This does not include all the bus fares which go
to the SCRD or the BC Transit payments being deducted.
There is duplication between the school bus and transit system in some cases. School
buses sit idle most of the day. SCRD should look into sharing equipment and services. Is
there existing legislation that prevents moving forward to share/reduce duplication of
transit and school buses or service?
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Topic: Roberts Creek: Interface with Sechelt
• With Sechelt Bypass eastern end, the current Sechelt Major Road Network Plan and
draft ITS show the bypass going to Field Road, but extension further east would make
sense as the additional route length down Field Road would more than offset the time
savings of a new bypass extension to Rat Portage Hill, Jack Road or points further east
such as Pell Road..A lot of people live along the power line. If you want to go higher
there may be more appetite for a bypass. Issue: where the bypass will join with the
existing highway
• Concern: Rat Portage was widened and people are going so fast. Where are people
going to walk?
• Concern in Roberts Creek: bypass going through ALR
• It seems ludicrous to have the awkward dog-leg going to Field Road. Think we should
have the most favourable option.
• There is no density along the power line until Pell.
• Bypass would take away business from some businesses in Sechelt and Gibsons.
• If bypass is on Forestry/Crown ALR land, it is different than if on privately owned ALR.
Topic 7: Teredo Street Issues: General Agreement, but Possible Other Local Issues
• There is a strong community concern to maintain parking on Teredo and Wharf and the
draft study will be amended to affirm this parking be maintained and four-laning not be
included.
• Right in, right out on Ocean Avenue and Teredo Street can be kept, not any other work
on Windward Lane.
• A partnership with MOTI and District of Sechelt is needed to straighten out accesses on
Teredo Street in area of Gilligan’s across from Ocean Avenue.
• Remove some trees in the area, as they block visibility; this is easy and they may even
be on the road allowance.
Topic 6: Sechelt Bypass: Partial Agreement, but Possible Eastern Termination Point issue
• District of Sechelt is looking at the Western bypass option (Wharf Road to Norwest Bay
Road), through Tyler.
• The Sechelt Indian Band has been invited to all of the ITS meetings. Their last response
on this study was via their consultant at the April ITS meeting, when it was indicated
there would be no further comment on the ITS report from the SIB.
• Suggestion: formal presentation to Sechelt Indian Band, and request for discussion,
specifically regarding the bypass which could be discussed at the January 13, 2011
Planning and Development Committee
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•
•

•
•

Jurisdiction/ownership of roads (current highway) will need to be determined when a
bypass is constructed.
Suggestion that the interim Neptune Road segment of the Sechelt bypass needs more
work to be done on community issues and that this should addressed by a public
process at such time that the Sechelt Bypass proceeds.
Essential to get Sechelt Indian Band involvement.
Link road behind St. Mary’s – is well-used. Talk to SIB about this. Potential conflict:
access by east Porpoise Bay residents to Extra Foods vs Claytons.

Topic 8: Regional Bike Routes / Lanes
• List as ideal in the ITS report: 2 metre bike lanes that are safely surfaced.
• Girl Guide Camp Olave has suggested they would put in a bike lane as an amenity on the
north side of the highway.
• With a separated path, MOTI will maintain a bike lane but not the walking path.
• Maintenance: there should be changes to the MOTI maintenance contract.
• Sechelt Council passed a motion to have MOTI designate from Bay Road to Davis Bay
Road as a pedestrian zone with a 30 km speed limit.
• Transit is looking at installing some bike lockers at Langdale terminal.
• Also put bike lockers at Park and Rides.
• We need more bike racks where you can lock your bike.
• North end of Redrooffs would be good location for bike lockers and Park and Ride.
Topic 11: Other Stakeholder Interests
• Concern: that Roberts Creek has more committees giving input on the ITS spreadsheet
than other electoral areas, may disproportionately influence the reader/public
compared to other communities.
Next Step –
Stakeholder and Elected Officials Meeting – Community Interests, South
January 13, 2011, 9-12:30 @ Gibsons and Area Community Centre, Gibsons
Adjournment 12:11 pm
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Councillor, District of Sechelt
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Director of Planning, District of Sechelt
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Constituency Assistant, Office of MLA Nicholas Simons
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission
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Member of the Public
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Recording Secretary
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ATTACHMENT D

Regional Integrated Transportation Study

Meeting Notes of a Stakeholder and Elected Officials Workshop
Reviewing South Coast Community Interests – Roberts Creek to West Howe Sound
Held at Gibsons and Area Community Centre, 700 Park Road, Gibsons, BC
Thursday, January 13, 2011

Call to Order 9:08 am
Introductions
Chair Lee Turnbull facilitated an introduction of participants.
Overview of Discussions To Date & December 10th Meeting
SCRD Manager of Planning and Development Mark McMullen provided an overview of the
process pertaining to the Integrated Transportation Study (ITS) to date.
Review of South Coast Community Interests:
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) is continuing with current two-laning
of Gibson's Way from four lanes. This change is still in trial according to the stakeholders and
therefore needs to be addressed with MOTI. Town of Gibsons Councillor Bob Curry said the
Town would be meeting with MOTI regarding the results probably early this year; elements of
this Plan should be brought forward to that meeting. Councillor Gerry Tretick said the Town
needs to address traffic on Gibsons Way urgently; it is important to come to a reasonable
conclusion.
Points raised by participants are noted below.
Topic 6: Sechelt Bypass – Eastern termination point
• Re. proposed Sechelt bypass extension beyond Field Road, there were options suggested for
a connection to Highway 101 at several locations including Jack Road, Pell Road, Roberts
Creek Road.
• Pell: Impacts adjacent agricultural community. Maybe move over from Pell towards the
Roberts Creek Park to mitigate impact on the community. How big is the through road and
the access road?
• It was agreed that the eastern termination of the Sechelt Bypass would need to be
determined under a further public process.
• It was agreed that the SCRD and District of Sechelt would need to meet with the Sechelt
Indian Band to discuss the proposed Sechelt bypass.

50

•

Outstanding Issue: Priority for bypass—Sechelt or Gibsons? Area between still needs
discussion.

Regional Bypass from Langdale to north of Halfmoon Bay
• Much land dedication has been done from Langdale through Area E.
• Roberts Creek OCP Committee is opposed to a bypass.
Topic 3: Current Alternate Gibsons Route on Reed Road
It was noted by SCRD staff that the Area E APC did not support the draft plan’s proposed
location of the roundabout just north of the intersection of Reed and North Roads as it would
involve aquisition of private property within the ALR to construct a new road. It was announced
that a traffic light at North and Reed will be installed by the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure (MOTI) by the end of this year to improve safety in the area. Issue: There is a
need for discussions with MOTI regarding the plan for this light and implications for the Town of
Gibsons, Area E (Elphinstone) and Area F (West Howe Sound). Public discussion ensued on
specific issues:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

There would be impacts on West Howe Sound if you put a light before ferry traffic at Reed
and North Roads.
The design of the intersection has implications.
When people approach North from Reed, sometimes there are bad judgements by drivers.
Need a solution for Payne and North intersections with Reed Road.
Reed and North: There are no signs for a Gibsons bypass. Have a right turn lane at
Cemetery; put a left turn lane on (the west side of) Reed. Don’t see a need for a light. Issue:
logging trucks on a roundabout. Use Cemetery as a trucking route.
A roundabout to avoid driveways near North on Reed possibly would be long term (acquire
land, remove land from ALR).
The ferry pulse, and the new subdivision at Chamberlin and Reed will impact improvement
at North and Reed. Understand the consequences of what is planned and move on.
Traffic circles would work if designed for logging trucks.
List issues to bring to MOTI:
o Improve safety
o Maintain east-west and north-south flow
o Concerns: ALR, access of driveways, pedestrians, scooters
o Would like further discussion about the options
It was agreed to put as a late item on SCRD Planning and Development January 13, 2011
agenda a resolution for MOTI to meet with Town and Regional District directors regarding
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•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

the plan for a traffic light at Reed and North. (The Town agreed to host this meeting with
invitations to elected representatives.)
School District No. 46: There is concern about the impact on students walking.
With the development of Gospel Rock area, there are 250-300 homes proposed that will
have an impact on Pratt, Chaster and upper Gibsons business and commercial area.
Subdivision east of Pratt will bring more traffic. For access from Veterans to 101, people
often go to Pratt also. Pratt will be turned into a very busy road. Issue: carrying capacity of
Pratt. Access to or exit from proposed subdivision needs to be determined.
There is a limit of up to 300 units on Gospel Rock; access must be north-south through the
Town, probably over 10 years. The Plan may be approved 5 years from now (Bunt Report).
There is concern in Area F about traffic circles and concern about a red traffic light (at Reed
Road and North Road).
Issue: Children walking at the intersection of Gibsons Way and North and School – there are
lots of near misses. Suggestion: a crosswalk to St. Barts; move the crosswalk from the island.
Concerns about timing of traffic light.
Roundabouts work! They keep the traffic flow going. A lot of people do not understand
roundabouts. Seven years ago, 2 lights were taken out of Gibsons Way and not put back.
There is a blind spot between Venture Way and Pratt Road at Highway 101.
Fuel consumption: roundabouts are clearly more efficient than a traffic light. Roundabouts
give a strong message to drivers that they are coming into a community; it helps define
driver behaviour and alertness. A traffic circle near Veterans would be a good spot; it signals
“slow down”, moving out of a rural area. On North Road, a traffic circle would signal a
change of land use.
Pratt Road and Highway 101 intersection: coming up Pratt, and turning left to go to Sechelt,
there is restricted visibility of oncoming traffic.
North Road and Gibsons Way: There is a safety issue due to lane configurations.
Roundabouts seem to work, including for pedestrians. Suggest sending out a small post card
notice to residents explaining roundabouts and how they work.
Suggest starting slowly with roundabouts.
Cemetery Road – There is nothing in the exhibits that shows what it is, although it has come
up in discussion. Southern access from Cemetery would have to occur east of Payne unless
a bridge were constructed on Cemetery. Bring issues of Cemetery forward for discussion.
Henry Road is an agricultural centrepiece, some of the only agricultural activity in the
community. Concern: impact in 15 years on Henry if it is part of a future “Phase 3” plan.
Need to create certainty for the future. Put in the report the consequences of different
routes in future phases. (Goals and phases of implementation noted in ITS Report – Stage 1:
immediate; Stage 2: around 5 years; Stage 3: Long Term)
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ALR land on Henry is organic agriculture. More traffic would be a concern.
Support a roundabout at Veterans and 101. People take chances turning left from Veterans.
Recommend meeting with MOTI regarding the two gateways with Town of Gibsons, Area E
and Area F including proposed traffic light at Reed and North Roads. (Gibsons has stated it
would host this meeting).
• Support the phasing of implementation.
 General agreement on a roundabout at Veterans Road at Highway 101 at Payne Road at
Reed Road.
Topic 8: Regional Bike Routes / Lanes
• SCRD recommends 2-metre shoulders on Route 101, and long-term building a separate
bikeway from Field through Rat Portage, to join up to the current Roberts Creek separated
bike path. The long-term concept of having the separate bikeway extend eastward to
Gibsons and Langdale should be included in the report. For Marine Drive, the report
recommends shoulders (shorter term), and a separated bikeway on the water side from the
ferry to the Town of Gibsons in the longer term.
• Issue of 1.5 versus 2-metre wide lanes: The highway is also the pedestrian path, as well as
for bikes. Need to go to 2 metres and increase the quality of the surfaces of the shoulders.
Work being done now is based on piecemeal funding.
• Agree with 2-metre concept. Placement: MOTI are doing the easiest sections first, and not
addressing the danger spots. MOTI needs to look at the higher risk locations rather than just
doing the easy ones.
• Issue of cost. Advantage of 2-metre shoulders: it is a multi-use path. In terms of funding,
local governments need to contribute to help complete this sooner.
• In the past, MOTI has emphasized cars, and water drainage quickly to the ocean. This
community wants to emphasize alternative modes—consider pedestrians in the
development of the roads.
• Endorse attention to high danger areas: Marine Drive corners in Granthams need to be safe
for walking and cycling. There is a need for paving on all driveways crossing a bicycle lane.
Who has power to do that? – MOTI.
• Need for increased maintenance, sweeping bike lanes more frequently and better.
• Work being done is maintenance to stop deterioration; need to start a project.
• A cycling regional advisory committee will help with these issues in consultation with MOTI.
• At the recent Transportation Advisory Committee, there was a proposal from the cycling
advocate to shift from creating a Cycling Advisory Committee to an Alternative
Transportation Advisory Committee.
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Agree to the change to an Alternate Transportation Advisory Committee; however do not
want to see local governments dealing with the burden of that. Think local by having
governments on the Sunshine Coast become united about “alternate transportation”, to
make sure there are allocations of funds in the transportation budget that reduce pressure
on highways and allocate to alternate transportation. Squamish Band development on
Marine east of Gibsons: not sure of where they stand regarding a bike lane through the
area. Suggest getting them on board with a cycling lane.
That section of Marine is a federal lease. There are significant geotechnical issues; need
commitments from the Squamish Band prior to signing service agreements.
Width of laneways designated to vehicles by MOTI: 3.6 metres.
Make a regional pathway for bikes through Gospel Rock and on Gower Point.
There is a lot of interconnectivity on the issues. Bike lanes: In New York City a separated
bike path saw a large response. Creating an accessible and safe corridor would increase
ridership; this would reduce some of the interconnected issues, like traffic; also attracts
funding. Potential returns: attractive destination for cycling, filling Bed and Breakfasts. What
would be the cost of a physical barrier? Mr. Abelson: There are a multitude of impacts on
cost, and various classifications of bike lanes.
Possible option identified in the Community Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP): create an
Alternate Transportation Reserve Fund, and explore local mechanisms of small user fees.
The long term return: increased economy and offset costs of infrastructure.
Re Lower Road bike lanes: don’t think we should treat Lower Road in the same policy as
Highway 101. Lower Road, Redrooffs and Beach Avenue– good for bike lanes.
Alternative connection between Roberts Creek, Elphinstone and Gibsons: What is the
potential for lowering the speed limit from the cemetery to Gibsons for lower emission
vehicles? In the future we will not be as fossil fuel dependent as we are now. We need to
incorporate a vision for zero emissions vehicles now. Make plans for using neighbourhood
zero emissions vehicles, and use them a lot. They have a maximum speed (around 60 km).
This needs to be explored. Need to explore changing the policy of speed on the highway.
Connecting Lower Road with Gower Point Road – Area D and E need to determine as to
where that would go. Dropping down directly from Lower is not an option, but the idea is
doable if done on an angle. There are a series of road allowances that connect from Ocean
Beach Esplanade to Lower Road. Need to see if Area D and E can pool some of their gas tax
money. High priority.
Western side of Roberts Creek – Suggestion: connect to the Girl Guide camp, to hook up to
Sechelt bike route. Has this been considered? (Issue: safety for Girl Guide camp)
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Topic 9: Transit Issues
• At the previous north coast meeting on January 12, participants talked about improving the
main transit route, with more frequency and a focus on creating local neighbourhood
smaller routes around the community population nodes. Summary in options in the Draft
Report: increase frequency from Langdale ferry to Trail Bay Mall; or more frequency of a
separate bus from Sunnycrest Mall to Trail Bay Mall, with other community routes.
• Don’t put a transfer at the Sunnycrest Mall if people want to ride the bus; it introduces
uncertainty and inconvenience. There was agreement to delete from report. (70% of bus
users are the local community; 30% are ferry users.) The ferry service impacts availability of
bus service/timing. Lateness of buses impacts down the line.
• Need to focus on all communities, and commuters are also part of the community. Focus on
an express route, ultimately ferry to ferry, with a goal of 30-minute frequency – then we will
get people on the bus. Then focus on creating more local neighbourhood routes with
smaller vehicles. Have bike routes, park and ride, then de-link from the ferry schedule.
• Transfer at Sunnycrest would inconvenience everybody needing to travel beyond, all year.
Propose: ½ hour service. Key is to maintain good service for everybody, and add to it to deal
with the ferry issue. Leaves Langdale on time, even if ferry is late. Halfmoon Bay bus all the
way to Langdale would be ideal.
• Concern: relationship of the population base, nature and frequency of transit services linked
to the population base, and absence of within-the-Town services of buses. Gibsons does not
have any in-town services; Sechelt is complaining about their service. There are clusters of
population that have inadequate or no service. Need provision of small community buses
serving this side of the coast.
• Would like to see transit a priority over everything else, above other infrastructure change,
and more money to buy buses and improve the system. Could impact ferry surge. Trip time,
if reliable and predictable, would have an impact. You get a huge mode shift from transit.
This needs to get elevated above road widening and intersections.
• $95/hour to operate bus; cost of bus is incorporated in lease fees with BC Transit.
• At what point is there a decision to shift to larger articulated buses? Sunshine Coast Transit
is not considering this; it would impact frequency.
 There was general agreement that there is a priority on increasing the main route transit
service with more inter-linked local neighbourhood services.
Topic 10: Local Highway 101 and Local Road Issues - Moving from North to South
• Issue: Congestion exiting Pratt from the south, and the additional congestion future
development will bring to the intersection.
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Topic 11: Other Stakeholder Interests
• Marine Drive to where it turns to Port Mellon Highway: there are 3 dangerous corners, near
Harvey Road, bottom of Central Avenue, and at Forbes Road. SCRD has requested signage
and crosswalk at Forbes; need to remove some of the foliage to enhance visibility.
• Ruffum Road concern: no fire trucks or ambulances can get up that road.
• Potential bypass extension from Port Mellon area to top of the current Highway 101 Bypass
(Stewart) was included in older major road network plans.
• Gower Point Road near Chaster’s Restaurant is dangerous for pedestrians. Can we slow
down traffic? It is very dangerous in the snow. It was noted that it was not the purpose of
the study to get into such local road issues and that the other road issues related to the
regional bike route system.
• There needs to be another exit from Bonniebrook.
• There is redundant outdated, faded, and unnecessary signage that clutters the highway –
e.g., Gibsons Way at Coils, advising that there is a light coming at Pratt; at corner of Payne
and 101, e.g.. green waste signage. Ask Capilano Highways to do an assessment of highway
signs, improve, and clean up clutter. Also consult with the Town about this. Put this under
the study priority of improving road infrastructure.
• In this area we do not have a highway, a road that meets the standards of a highway.
Problems are exacerbated by raising speed limits. This makes it difficult for pedestrians,
creates problems. Think a key to lowering problems is lowering speed limit. Make clear at
the ferry that drivers are not on a highway, and need to slow down. We are trying to
accommodate this influx of vehicles, and not taking into account the people who live here
all the time.
• Try to drive more business to the Sunshine Coast in terms of what we do with our
infrastructure. Every business in the commercial area on 101 does not like traffic calming
measures. Need to watch what we do that could impact businesses and commerce on the
Sunshine Coast. Lanes for turning are supported by the businesses. Businesses want to
know how measures will impact them. How are we linking lower to upper Gibsons? Transit
would help. Businesses have noted that transit is not effective enough in terms of access.
• Suggest there be a meeting between the consultants, Chambers of Commerce, and the
Town of Gibsons to discuss particular issues of the Town, and link that with this study. Issue:
the Town is about to issue a permit for a new development (Farnham Road access); it will
place additional pressure on accessing Gibsons Way.
• Access to businesses at Home Hardware Mall: sometimes the traffic is sitting there (in 2way turn lane) waiting for the light to change and traffic to move.
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Process and Next Steps
The Chair outlined the next steps in the consultation process:
• Collect comments from meetings of January 12 and 13, 2011
• Amend Draft Study for posting on SCRD website and emailing to stakeholders prior to Public
Meeting.
• Public Meeting – February 4, 2011, 9:00am-12:30pm, Sechelt Indian Band Hall (public,
elected officials, stakeholders) – Summary of workshop discussions and revised Draft Study
for public and stakeholders.

Adjournment 12:25 pm
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Partial Participant List
Chair, Director, Electoral Area F (West Howe Sound)
Vice-Chair, Director, Electoral Area D (Roberts Creek)
Director, Electoral Area B (Halfmoon Bay)
Director, Town of Gibsons
Director, District of Sechelt
Director, Electoral Area E (Elphinstone)
Councillor, Town of Gibsons
Councillor, Town of Gibsons
Councillor, Town of Gibsons
Councillor, Town of Gibsons
Senior Transportation Engineer, ISL Engineering
and Land Services
Manager, SCRD Planning and Development
Manager, SCRD Transportation
Manager, SCRD Community Energy
Senior Planner, SCRD Planning and Development
Constituency Assistant, Office of MLA Nicholas Simons
Trustee, School District #46
Agricultural Advisory Committee
Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee
Elphinstone Electors Association
Elphinstone Electors Association
Roberts Creek OCP Committee (RCOCPC)
Roberts Creek OCP Review Committee & RCOCPC
Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission
West Howe Sound Advisory Planning Commission
Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee
Town of Gibsons Infrastructure Services Committee
Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce
Sustainable Living Arts School
Member of the Public
Member of the Public
Member of the Public
Member of the Public
Member of the Public
Recording Secretary
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K. Tournat
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D. Bartley
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E. Futterman
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J. Schick
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T. Kiewitz
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ATTACHMENT E

Notes from Presentation and Discussion Session at the
PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE on the INTEGRATED TRANSPORTATION STUDY
Held at Sechelt Indian Band Hall, 5432 Xenichen Avenue, Sechelt from 9:00 am to 1:00 pm
Friday, February 4, 2011

Call to Order 9:40 am
Welcome and Introduction
SCRD Manager of Planning and Development Mark McMullen welcomed those present. Mr. McMullen
pointed out this is an integrated transportation study. It is integrated, looking at integrating modes of
transportation to the extent possible, and looking at integrating the communities and local governments
on the Coast. Mr. McMullen outlined the events of the study since 2009. After this meeting, input would
be taken. A report will be forwarded to the board with any outstanding issues, prior to adoption of the
study report by the Board.
Mr. McMullen introduced Mr. Bernard Abelson of ISL Engineering and Land Services, lead consultant of
the Integrated Transportation Study.

Presentation – Overview of Integrated Transportation Study Report
Mr. Abelson noted this was the fourth draft of this report. The key issues of the report were displayed
visually on poster board in the back part of the room. The public was invited to provide feedback on
comment sheets. Mr. Abelson highlighted that the acceptance by all local stakeholders of the
recommendations in the study would be essential to facilitate further planning.
Elements of the study discussed in the presentation included:
• 2009 Traffic Counts
• Highway 101 Assessment
• Intersection Improvements
• Alternative Routes
• Transit
• Corridor Park and Ride Proposal
• Gibsons Way Access Management
• Gibsons Bypass
• Gibsons Way Bypass Roundabout Concept Plan
• Sechelt Access Management
• Sechelt Congestion: Bypass Options
• Pedestrian and Cycling Plan
• Marine and Air Transportation Strategies
• Ride Share
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The presentation was followed by discussion.

Discussion
Points from discussion include:
• Will you email us the displays?
o The displays from the study are on the SCRD website (www.scrd.ca).
o The presentation will be posted on the website.
• There are some good ideas. Where it falls apart: what is the number one problem on the Sunshine
Coast regarding traffic? Traffic is starting from the ferry. In summer it can take ½ hour to get through
Gibsons. A traffic light at Reed and North Road would chop it up. Other thing: the source data of
where your conclusions are coming from is needed. Regarding the chart of ferry late times, for years
the transit schedule has been built based on that chart. Problem: you are looking at an average over
a month. Where you break it down by hour, the late times are clustered typically on Fridays. What is
the impact of building the schedule around that? If you look at commuters: they take a van pool into
Vancouver area because they can’t get a reliable bus service. Data is not detailed enough to build a
schedule.
o This will feed into the Sunshine Coast Transit operating plan review that will be looking
at more detailed data in 2012.
• Am impressed with what you have done. There is a lot of consensus, ideas and suggestions. Think
you have collected a lot of input and figured out what to do on a practical basis. Request for
submission to the SCRD Board: collect the outstanding items that are modes of contention and list
what people are saying, with some suggestions. You have done a fabulous job.
• Forget the term “bypass”, and call it “Route 201”. Route 201 integrates, it doesn’t bypass. It will be
more cost effective in the long run. I do not believe we have used all the right information in
assessing the cost of Route 201.
• Gibsons roundabout at North and Reed – have you discussed it with people who live in that area? It
is in my driveway; I am concerned. Why was the bypass put in up the Langdale hill? A stop light at
Reed and North would create a disaster. Put in a right hand turn lane by Reed Road. Go down
Cemetery.
• Regarding the areas for further discussion, particularly the bypass issue, I have taken this to four
community groups in Roberts Creek over the past 2 weeks. Think it is important to bring into this
report some commentary around public process. You list in your report stakeholders and elected
officials; there is no mention of people in the community. We want to be consulted. The Binney
Report did not include public process; that is an issue – there is a lot of antipathy for that report in
Roberts Creek. Other feedback I heard in Roberts Creek is there is a lack of imagination when we are
talking only about the private vehicle and getting people around on the roads. Ensure that the
report includes a requirement for a serious meaningful public consultation process that includes the
community.
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

Regarding future access to the southwest side of Area E by Harry Road to Highway 101—did you
look at that issue? There was a study done of the area; connections were proposed in that study.
There is constrained development in that area. That area should be included in the report.
The definition of the problem is being noted as the communities that the ferry goes through, when
in fact the ferry traffic is the culprit. The biggest problem: that the ferry traffic bypass the towns. A
2-lane bypass is fine. Think a lot of icky picky things to do would probably cost more than a bypass.
Regarding bypasses or not: Do you want to build a community that people want to spend some time
in, or can’t wait to get out of? Need to develop a system where people are happy to spend some
time there.
The Sechelt Indian Band gave up territory by the power line to the Province. It is getting to a stage
here where Chilliwack was 30 years ago regarding Highway 1. The Province got expropriation from
farmers. The highway doesn’t bother Chilliwack. It has proven that a Highway 101 going north of
Gibsons to Field through Indian land to Extra Foods would be a good idea. Hope the regional board
would take a study on that and present something capable of happening when it presents to the
Province. Discussions have been there, but every time it comes up it is previous to an election. After
the election nobody talks about it, there are other priorities in other areas closer to the city.
I acknowledge the tremendous work here. I only heard about it through word of mouth – it needs to
get out to a broader audience. Agree the current problem is the traffic from the ferry. It needs to be
pulsed. Roberts Creek stop light was very good. Reed and North has to have stop lights. They can be
programmed, demand-driven. You don’t have to live with it when the ferry is not happening. There
is a lack of will by the province. One thing that is not being serviced on 101 are the residents; they
are being over-ridden. It is a multi-use highway; need to accommodate the lowest common
denominator. Let’s be fair here. Pulse the traffic and reduce the speed all the way. Make it service
liveability on the coast.
When do we see this process finished?
o Ideally in March, possibly April; SCRD is awaiting comments from Town of Gibsons and
Sechelt Indian Band.
Town of Gibsons has some very dynamic situations that need solutions in respect to Gibsons Way
where it goes through the town.
What is the budget for doing this project?
o Total budget $225,000 was a grant from the Province.

Adjournment 11:15 am
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ATTACHMENT F

Summary of Written Feedback from the February 4th Public Meeting & Website to February 21th
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Need for thorough public process
Sechelt Eastern Bypass access via Jack Road
Extend the separated pathway from Pell to Field at the same time at doing the Eastern Bypass.
Replace ferry with a fixed link (bridges) via Anvil Island
Cemetery Road bypass option – discussed above
Marine Drive at Granthams Landing is the #1 priority to reduce cycling obstacles
Social media should be used to promote the Park and Ride and Rideshare
Reduce speed limit along entire highway
Extend Gibsons Bypass to Highland Road
Establish frontage roads along the highway
Implement community bus services
Right turn lane at North/Reed – addressed above
Avoid band aids – short term solution to long term problem
Crosswalk required at Highway 101 and Ocean Avenue, Sechelt
Pedestrian crosswalks at Davis Bay
Additional Chapman Creek crossing a priority
Stop using term “bypass” (Alternate Route?)
Bypass on gas line near CNI Land
Residential road being used as a highway
Gladwin Trail/Blackburn Road curves – slow limit to 60 km/h
Install rumble strips to slow traffic.
Install more traffic signals
Avoid any additional traffic signals
Revise traffic signal phasing of School/North/Gibsons Way
Ferry to ferry transit service supported
More community buses on more routes
Alternative route should be a priority in case of disaster, especially at Chapman Creek.
Increased transit frequency solves many problems
SCRD should link with businesses to promote ride sharing
West Sechelt bus service is designed around commuters, and does not meet the needs of daily
users going downtown for shopping, recreational or other purposes. Service too infrequent
Sentiment on cycling on the highway is generally “you’d be foolish to try it”. This is a significant
emotional barrier to overcome if recreational cycling is to increase
Active transport corridor needed between West Sechelt and Sechelt downtown
Public transport and pedestrian facilities must be the priorities
Park and Ride service well supported, with buses used for local community routes in their down
time, such as an expansion of a community bus service in Gibsons
Establish substantial carrots and sticks to encourage public transport use by all
Establish pullouts along the highway for slow moving vehicles to pull into and allow others to
pass
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ANNEX G

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 2, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, March 10, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Community Watersheds

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend that the Regional District
forward the following additional comment to BC Timber Sales (BCTS) regarding the 2011
BC Timber Sales Operating Plan for Mt. Elphinstone:
The Regional District does not support logging within the Dakota Community Watershed
and opposes Block A79517 that lies within this watershed.

BACKGROUND
At the February 10th Planning and Development Committee, there was a discussion about
community watersheds, and the following recommendation was adopted:
065/11

Recommendation No. 5 – 2011 BC Timber Sales Operating Plan – Mt.
Elphinstone
17.

That staff report back to the Board respecting the designated
Community Watersheds in the Regional District following which there
may be further comment to BCTS on the Dakota Creek Community
Watershed.

This report will discuss community watersheds within the Regional District.
DISCUSSION
Community Watershed History
Designated Community Water Supply Watersheds (community watersheds) have been in
existence since the Guidelines for Watershed Management of Crown Lands used as
Community Water Supplies was prepared by a government interagency Task Force and
published by Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks (now Ministry of Environment) in
October 1980.
The broad definition used was: any natural watershed area on which a community holds a valid
water licence issued under the Water Act by the Comptroller of Water Rights. Criteria for
selecting the 285 community watersheds listed in the guidelines were that:
• a water licence be held by a community (e.g., municipality, improvement district
waterworks district, water users' community) for drinking water purposes;
• greater than 50 percent of the watershed area be in Crown Land;

H:\PLN\6660-01 Forestry\CommunityWatersheds\CommunityWatershedsMar2010PDC.docx
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the drainage area be less than 500 km2.

In November 1993 the Forest Practices Code of British Columbia Act was proposed and it was
then decided to incorporate many of the Community Watershed Guidelines relating to forestry
activities into the Forest Practices Code.
The definition for a community watershed given in Bill 18-1995 Forest Practices Code of B.C.
Amendment Act (June 1995), section 41(8), is:
1. the drainage area above the most down stream point of diversion on a stream for a
water use that is for human consumption and that is licensed under the Water Act for:
(i)
a waterworks purpose, or
(ii)
a domestic purpose if the licence is held by or is subject to the control of a
water users' community incorporated under the Water Act;
2. if the drainage area is not more than 500 km2 and the water licence was issued before
June 15, 1995.
This legislation means that where community watersheds have been designated, resource
development activities have to be modified to accommodate this resource. The Crown
published the Community Watershed Guidebook, in October 1996 with the intent to protect
watersheds by guiding and regulating forest resource activities.
There are 11 designated community watersheds in the Regional District (see Attachment A):
Chapman Creek
Dakota Creek
Dysart Creek
Gray Creek
Helena Creek
Little Quarry Lake
McNair Creek
McNeil Lake
Milne Creek
Waugh Lake
West Lake
Board Resolutions respecting Community Watersheds
The Regional District Board made the following resolution 11 years ago:
027/00

THAT the Planning & Development Committee recommendation No. 13
of January 13, 2000 be adopted and acted upon as follows:
Recommendation No. 13 - Watershed
The Planning and Development Committee recommended that the SCRD
Board declare that they are not in favour of logging in designated
community watersheds or watershed reserves.

H:\PLN\6660-01 Forestry\CommunityWatersheds\CommunityWatershedsMar2010PDC.docx
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Since then, staff have endeavored to review resource referrals/issues with this resolution in
mind and included this recommendation where appropriate.
Watershed Reserves
Through Section 15 and 16 of the Land Act, the Crown can reserve areas of Crown land from
disposition for a variety of reasons (eg. Recreation (UREP), ecological and watersheds). A
watershed reserve is a map notation which reserves the land for watershed reasons. These
were established prior to 1980. However, a reserve does not necessarily preclude the Crown
from resource activities in these areas.
There are 11 watershed reserves in the Regional District (see Attachment B):
Chapman Creek
Chaster Creek
Egmont
Garden Bay Lake
Gray Creek
Haslam Creek
Homesite Creek
Hotel Lake
Inge Creek
Ruby Lake
Trout Lake
Dakota Creek Community Watershed and BCTS Block
At the February 10th Planning and Development Committee, Planning staff submitted the
following recommendation about the 2011 BCTS Operating Plan for Mt. Elphinstone:
12. The Regional District does not support logging within the Dakota
Community Watershed, nor proposed Bloc A79517 that lies within this
watershed.
The Regional District holds four water licences on Dakota Creek (see Attachment C).
Planning staff suggest that this recommendation be forwarded to BCTS in keeping with the
historic position of the Board resolution of 2000.
CONCLUSION
Community watersheds have a special status within the Forest Practices Code and have
legislation that is intended to protect their integrity. Staff recommend that the Planning and
Development Committee send a letter to BCTS informing them that in regards to their 2011 Mt.
Elphinstone Operating Plan that the Regional District does not support logging within the Dakota
Community Watershed and opposed Block A79517 that lies within this watershed.
________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner

H:\PLN\6660-01 Forestry\CommunityWatersheds\CommunityWatershedsMar2010PDC.docx
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Watershed Reserves
Sunshine Coast Regional District
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Water Licences Report

Water Licences Report
Scroll to bottom of page for unique count of licences and/or applications found in your search
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68

ANNEX H

DRAFT Minutes of the Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee – January 24, 2011

SECHELT INDIAN BAND and
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
HERITAGE PROTOCOL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
January 24, 2011
______________________________________________________________________________
DRAFT MINUTES FROM THE HERITAGE PROTOCOL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING HELD IN THE CEDAR ROOM AT THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL
DISTRICT OFFICE AT 1975 FIELD ROAD, SECHELT, BC
______________________________________________________________________________
PRESENT:
Sechelt Indian Band: Chief
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Rights and Title Department

Gary Feschuk
Jordan Louie
Robert Joe
Wesley Jeffries
Jasmine Paul

SCRD:

Garry Nohr
Donna Shugar
Barrie Wilbee
Lee Turnbull
Lorne Lewis
Keith Thirkell
Barry Janyk
Paul Fenwick
David Rafael
John France
Diane Corbett

ALSO PRESENT:

Director, Halfmoon Bay (Area B), Chair
Director, Roberts Creek (Area D)
Alt. Director, Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A)
Director, West Howe Sound (Area F)
Director, Elphinstone (Area E)
Director, District of Sechelt
Director, Town of Gibsons
General Manager, Community Services
Senior Planner
Chief Administrative Officer
Recording Secretary
Councillor, District of Sechelt
Chair, Sunshine Coast Conservation Association
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Alice Lutes (in part)
Jason Herz (in part)

DRAFT Minutes of the Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee – January 24, 2011

CALL TO ORDER 10:46 a.m.
AGENDA
The Agenda was adopted as amended with the following addition under New Business:
Letter from Sechelt Indian Band to SCRD dated January 5, 2011 regarding Application
for Development Variance Permit in Halfmoon Bay, within Shíshálh Nation Territory
MINUTES
Recommendation No. 1 – Minutes
THAT the minutes from the Heritage Protocol meeting held on April 19, 2010 are adopted as
circulated.
CARRIED
Corrections were noted in the meeting notes of October 4, 2010:
 Add Jordan Louie to the list of attendees
 Page 2, 2nd line under SCRD Lions Field Sign: insert “signs” to read “and signs
should be posted…”
 Page 2, 4th line under Pender Harbour Moorage should read “Jordan Louie” not
“Jordon Louise”
Recommendation No. 2 – Meeting Notes
THAT the notes from the Heritage Protocol meeting held on October 4, 2010 are adopted as
amended.
CARRIED
(Mr. Herz joined the meeting at 11:00 a.m.)
The process for the Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee minutes was described by Mr.
Fenwick in response to an inquiry by Councilor Louie: the draft minutes, once received and
reviewed by the Senior Planner (administrative support for this committee), are forwarded for
feedback to the SIB Chief and the SCRD Chair prior to review by this Committee. Director
Shugar was concerned that the minutes should be authorized by the Council and the Board.
Recommendation No. 3 – Foreshore Lease Issues – Correspondence from Minister Bell
THAT the District of Sechelt be included in the foreshore lease issues pertaining to the Sechelt
Indian Band and the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
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CARRIED
Recommendation No. 4 – Request for Recommendation from SIB Council
That the Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee requests a recommendation from Sechelt Indian
Band Council on how the SCRD Board could be of further assistance regarding Pender Harbour
moorage issues.
CARRIED
(Councilor Lutes joined the meeting at 11:45 a.m.)
Recommendation No. 5 – Conservation Service Officer Representation on the Sunshine Coast
THAT a strongly worded letter be sent to the appropriate ministry noting the Province needs to
increase Conservation Service Officer representation on the Sunshine Coast, with the intent of
increasing surveillance, investigation and enforcement of illegal dumping on the Sunshine Coast
and a review of the funding inadequacies, and noting when the Sunshine Coast last received that
type of service.
CARRIED
NEXT MEETING

May 30 at SIB Offices, date/time to be confirmed.

ADJOURNMENT

12:41 pm

ACTIONS THAT WERE NOT THE INCLUDED IN A RECOMMENDATION
SCRD Lions Field Sign
 SCRD staff will offer to the Lions that Parks take this over and use the funding source or
any necessary grant-in-aid funds to complete the project as quickly as possible.
 Mr. Fenwick will send a picture of the prototype with the text to SIB staff.
Pender Harbour Moorage
The Committee discussed correspondence received from Minister Pat Bell in response to a letter
from the SCRD concerning foreshore lease moratorium negotiations in Pender Harbour. The
Committee received an update from the SIB on its interactions with the Province pertaining to
docks in Pender Harbour Area.
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It was stated that 60 new applications for docks had been approved in the Pender Harbour Area,
contrary to what was mentioned in the correspondence from the Minister, and that
recommendations from four studies dealing with the docks in the Pender Harbour Area were not
being followed.
 Councilor Thirkell requested that the correspondence under consideration (Annex C) be
copied to District of Sechelt staff and Council.
 The Committee agreed to put on hold further correspondence with the Province on this
issue until it hears back from the SIB Council.
Jervis Inlet Resort and Spa
 Update received and no actions were identified.
Egmont Point Park
 Shíshálh Strategic Land Use Plan identifies the area as a Conservation Area and this
would be defended by the SIB, no actions were identified
Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee minutes
 David Rafael will provide an outline of the minutes’ process along with any
recommended alterations to the Committee’s Terms of Reference for the next meeting.
Draft SCRD - First Nations Engagement Process
 SIB was doing a legal analysis of the new consultation policy of the Province due to
concerns about it
 The SIB will review the draft SCRD – First Nations Engagement Process and give
comments.
 David Rafael will get further information on the Powell River Regional District process
on how they do referrals and report back at the next meeting.
Culturally Modified Trees
 Jasmine Paul reported that the SIB has a good working relationship with BCTS and is
working with BCTS to protect what needs protection. SIB expressed disapproval with
the group’s comments in the media trying to explain the SIB history, and that the
approach was inappropriate. Mr. Herz advised that the Sunshine Coast Conservation
Association is not involved with that group (contrary to a reference made in the media).
 No actions were identified
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Illegal Dump Sites
 David Rafael will forward contact details for Peter Doig (SCRD Infrastructure Services)
to Jasmine Paul.
Proposal from District of Sechelt regarding Protection of Sechelt Inlet
 SCRD Planning staff plans to hold a staff to staff meeting (Technical Advisory Group)
with the intention of considering this item at one of their meetings in the near future.
 Director Turnbull expressed an interest in adding the Marine Use Plan to the discussion
when it is available.
 SCRD Board Resolution 505/10 regarding the environmental protection of Sechelt Inlet
included recommended that an intergovernmental meeting be held to review issues in
the protection of Sechelt Inlet and that correspondence be sent to the District of Sechelt
acknowledging their concern and inviting them to the meeting.
Sechelt Indian Band Strategic Land Use Plan – Incorporating it into SCRD Plan
 Update received regarding upcoming SCRD and SIB policy development relating to
Official Community Plans, Shíshálh Strategic Land Use Plan and Marine Use Plan and
that referrals will take place at appropriate time.
Province-Wide Community-to-Community Forum
 The notice of the March 1, 2011 province-wide Community-to-Community Forum for
First Nations and Local Governments was received for information. The SCRD Board
intends to attend the Forum. The Town of Gibsons Council will be unable to attend.
Letter from Sechelt Indian Band to SCRD dated January 5, 2011 regarding Application for a
Development Variance Permit in Halfmoon Bay, within Shíshálh Nation Territory
 SIB explained that the letter was sent out by mistake.
Future agenda items
 The Protection of Old Growth Forests
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ANNEX I

Agricultural Advisory Committee
March 1, 2011

3:30 pm

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

Dale Peterson (Chair), Betty Hart, Frank Roosen, Ray Moscrip, Struan Brown, Jon Bell,
Margrett George, Catherine Abbott, Lynda Chamberlin, Dave Ryan
Martin Kiewitz, Gabriel Forbes, Robin Wheeler
Peggy Berdahl, Delegation for ALR #D-55
Garry Berdahl, Delegation for ALR #D-55
Mark McMullen, Manager of Planning and Development (in part)
Lesley-Ann Staats, Planning Technician
Diane Corbett, Recording Secretary

Call to order at 3:32 pm

1.

Agenda
1.1 The agenda was adopted as amended, with the following additions under New Business:
o Results of AAC delegation to Board February 24, 2011
o Robin Wheeler health issues

2.

Delegations
2.1 Jack Phillips, Roberts Creek, regarding subdivision in the Agricultural Land Reserve
Mr. Phillips was not in attendance.
2.2 Peggy Berdah. and Garry Berdahl for ALR Application #D-55
– See item 6.1

3.

Reports and Minutes
3.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of February 1, 2011
The meeting minutes of February 1, 2011were adopted as circulated.

4.

Business Arising From Minutes and Unfinished Business
4.1 Food Security – Consideration of delegation to Advisory Planning Commission meeting
Members discussed the local initiative to encourage relaxation of zoning bylaws to allow
the raising of poultry in residential zones of SCRD Electoral Areas.
Action:
The Chair will contact the Food Action Network Coordinator to inquire
whether there would be an interest in attending Advisory Planning Commission meetings
as a delegation regarding the raising of poultry in residential zones, and will bring an
update forward to the next AAC meeting.
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5.

Correspondence
5.1 Jack Phillips, Roberts Creek, regarding subdivision in the Agricultural Land Reserve
As the delegate was not in attendance, the Agricultural Advisory Committee agreed to
defer comment until the opportunity for interaction with Mr. Phillips.
5.2 Mary Winn, Gibsons, regarding February 1, 2011 Agricultural Advisory Committee
meeting
The correspondence from Ms. Winn was received for information and was discussed. It
was agreed that the Chair would forward a response to Ms. Winn on behalf of the
Committee based on members’ comments from discussion and thanking her for her
observations.

6.

New Business
6.1 Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application #D-55 for Non-Farm Use (2nd dwelling) in
the ALR by Pierre Berdahl located at Byng Road, Roberts Creek, BC
The delegates were available to observe members’ consideration of the application and
to respond to questions. The applicant operates a small Farm Class tree farm on the
property, and had requested the opportunity to construct a second home in the
Agricultural Land Reserve for family members, including an aging parent, to be able to
live on the property. A small cabin currently in place could serve as a residence for the
sons of the applicant or for future hired help for the tree farm operation, which was
expanded within recent years.
Recommendation: That the application for non-farm use (2nd dwelling) within the
Agricultural Land Reserve be approved subject to the following conditions:
1. a restriction upon the footprint of the foundation to a maximum of 1250
square feet, and
2. that no further additions be made to the existing manufactured home.
6.2 Investment Agriculture Foundation Media Release on Award of Excellence for Innovation
in Agriculture and Agri-Food
The media release was received for information. Jon Bell provided general information
on the Investment Agriculture Foundation.
6.3 Continuation of Agricultural Advisory Committee with minor modifications to Terms of
Reference and discussion of meeting schedule
Mark McMullen reviewed the recent response of the SCRD Board (February 24) to a
staff report on the Agricultural Advisory Committee. The Board had opted to continue the
committee. Documents were distributed:
o amended Agricultural Advisory Terms of Reference
o Planning and Development Committee (February 10) recommendation regarding
the Agricultural Advisory Committee
o correspondence to members with appreciation for their contribution of time and
expertise, and inviting expressions of interest in continuing involvement on the
Agricultural Advisory Committee

Sunshine Coast Regional District Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 1, 2011
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Interest in the possibility of holding a food and agriculture event for the general public
was expressed.
The following members expressed an interest at this meeting in continuing their
involvement on the Agricultural Advisory Committee:
o Jon Bell
o Betty Hart
o Catherine Abbott
o Lynda Chamberlin
o Dale Peterson
o Margrett George
o Dave Ryan
o Ray Moscrip
o Frank Roosen
AAC Meeting Date: Starting in April there will be a shift of the meeting date to the fourth
Tuesday of the month to accommodate the agenda schedule for the Planning and
Development Committee.
6.4 Proposal regarding Director participation on AAC
Dale described his experience on the Recreation and Parks Services Advisory
Committee, where a board member attends in an advisory capacity, and recommended
a similar arrangement for the AAC to enhance the connection with the SCRD Board.
Support was expressed for improving the communications with the Board.
Recommendation: That the SCRD directors each attend the Agricultural
Advisory Committee meeting when the AAC is dealing with Agricultural Land
Reserve applications for their particular Electoral Area. A member of the AAC may
attend a Planning and Development Committee meeting where an ALR application
is being considered.
6.5 Results of February 24, 2011 AAC delegation to Board
Dale Peterson gave an update on an AAC delegation to the February 24 Board
regarding ALR #E-37 application for subdivision. Recommendations of the Advisory
Planning Commission, Agricultural Advisory Committee, and Planning and Development
Committee are sent to the Agricultural Land Commission in the case of ALR
applications.
6.6 Robin Wheeler Health Issues
The Chair advised that member Robin Wheeler was experiencing health issues.
6.7 Provincial meeting of Agricultural Advisory Committees
It was announced that last Friday in Richmond provincial Agricultural Advisory
Committees met for an annual one-day event sponsored by the Ministry of Agriculture.
The SCRD had not been informed about this.
Action:
Lesley Ann Staats will contact the Ministry of Agriculture to establish a
connection with the Ministry and to request the minutes/proceedings of the recent annual
provincial Agricultural Advisory Committees event.
7.

Next Meeting – Tuesday, March 29, 2011 at 3:30 at SCRD (NOTE: meeting of April 5th
was re-scheduled to accommodate the change in the regular meeting date)

Adjourned at 4:55 pm
Sunshine Coast Regional District Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 1, 2011
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ANNEX J
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 2, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee Meeting – March 10, 2011

FROM:

Mark McMullen, Planning and Development Division

RE:

Proposed Planning and Development Work Plan:
2011-2015

Recommendations
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends that the report
entitled “Proposed Planning and Development Work Plan: 2011-2015” be
received;
AND THAT comments from the Planning and Development Committee be
solicited for incorporation into this report.

Background
The “Draft Five Year Rural and Regional Work Plan” was distributed at the SCRD
Board Budget Meetings for information in early 2009 and 2010 and recently to the
Board in 2011. Staff are now requesting any further comments from the Planning and
Development Committee on the updated Draft 2011-2015 Work Plan.
This Work Plan is based on the work completed by the Division since the last Work
Plan update in early 2010 and includes new projects authorized by the Board since that
time. It includes work that can be reasonably carried out in 2011 within the current
2011 proposed R2 budget levels.

Discussion
What the Plan Includes
The current 2011-2015 Draft Work Plan includes:
•

Ongoing Rural Planning projects with new projects identified by the Board and
staff.

•

On-going Regional Planning Projects with new projects identified by the Board.

•

Identification of policy areas (e.g. Crown Land tenure referrals) in which the
Division is involved with a break-down according to whether the activity is Rural
or Regional Planning.

H:\PLN\0110-20 Convenience\WorkPlan&Budget2011\PDCWorkPlan2011-2015-Report.docx
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•

Summary of the day-to-day operations and processes (e.g. development
application review, Crown land applications, etc.) of the Division with a breakdown according to whether the activity is a Rural or Regional Planning activity.

•

Summary of the Division’s role in supporting five on-going Rural APCs, three
other Advisory Committees (Regional NRAC/Regional AAC/ Rural OBESAC)
and the Rural Board of Variance in addition to the current three time-limited
Rural OCP Advisory Committees/Groups included under Rural Projects.

Where the Projects Came From
The Draft Work Plan contains a number of projects which generally have each been
included due to one or more of the following:







SCRD Board direction
Existing and emerging community concerns
Issues identified by staff
Emerging Provincial legislative requirements and activities
Ensuring effective review of development applications
Implementing existing SCRD plans and policies

Factor Affecting Completion of Work Plan Projects
During the course of a year, new projects or additional consultation for existing projects
can be identified by the Board. These activities need to be prioritized and the impacts
of working on these need to be noted by staff to the Board. Staffing levels can also
affect the Work Plan delivery. The Division also currently has 1.4 FTE vacant positions
(Planning Technician and P/T Secretary).
Similarly, unexpected issues associated with high profile or difficult development
applications can take a substantial amount of staff time to address.
For 2010, substantial progress was made on the West Howe Sound and Roberts Creek
OCPs as well as the Integrated Transportation Study in 2010. The Work Plan aims that
these projects will be completed within 2011.
Interestingly, in 2010 the Division processed a slightly larger number of development
permits, building permit reviews, subdivisions, ALR and Strata Conversion applications
than in 2009. There were slightly fewer DVP and BOV permits in 2010 while only
rezoning applications declined substantially in 2010 from 2009.
Monitoring of Work Plan Progress
As part of an integrated approach to Work Plan management, each staff member’s
goals for the year will be linked to the Work Plan and will be reviewed at the end of
2011 when the Work Plan is again under review.
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It is noted that the completion of Work Plan projects is dependent upon the Division
staff complement, new projects being added to the Work Plan by the Board and other
external community factors. When the overall Work Plan review is undertaken in late
2011 and early 2012, there will also be a summary of new projects added to the Work
Plan that have been requested by the Board over the course of 2011.

Summary
It is felt that the “Proposed Planning and Development Work Plan: 2011-2015”
represents the major interests of the Board and the community, as well as address
technical and jurisdictional issues affecting planning in the SCRD. Staff would
appreciate receiving further comments from the Planning and Development Committee.
Submitted by:

Mark McMullen
____________
Mark McMullen
Manager of Planning and Development
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2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

80
RFP for Geotech Reports; Consultants to
commence studies for
consultants commence
West Howe Sound,
Roberts Creek study.
Halfmoon Bay and
Elphinstone.
Participate in CEEP
Participate in
initiative with other
implementing CEEP to
Sunshine Coast local
coordinate with Bill 27
government staff and
OCP amendments and
public process.
ITS implementation.

Consultants - $50,000 to
undertake ISMP for HMB

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

Participate in
Community Energy
and Emissions
Reduction Plan
(CEEP) Led by
Infrastructure
Services.

OCP Geotechncial
Reports

MOTI-SCRD Procedure
on Drainage for New
Subdivisions
Requirements to be
provided to Board.

None budgeted Determine strategy to
implement West Howe
Sound, Elphinstone and
East Roberts Creek
Projects.
Meetings with SCRD and
MOTI on Procedure for
Subdivisions
Work with Building Dept.
Prepare amendments to
Plumbing and Building
Bylaws to include
drainage provisions.

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

PROJECTED
2010

UNDERWAY/COMPLETED

Integrated Storm
Completion of West
Water Management Howe Sound,
Planning (ISMP)
Elphinstone, and East
Roberts Creek Phase II
Study

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)

RURAL PROJECTS

Participate in CEEP
implemenation to
coordinate ITS
implementation with
other Depts.

Consider amendments
to Servicing Bylaw 320
for subdivisions and
larger building permits.

2012

Participate in CEEP
implemenation to
coordinate ITS
implementation with
other Depts.

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

2014/2015

1 of 12

ATTACHMENT A

Complete public process
and adopt OCP
(including Green House
Gas targets & policies).

Advisory committee
convened 36 times in 18
months and staff work on
OCP with public
consultation.

West Howe Sound
OCP Update

Roberts Creek OCP Completion of Technical
Update
Background Report;
appointment of Advisory
Committee and
commencement of OCP

Adopt amendment to
Bylaw 310 to implement
OCP policies.

OCP amendment for
Green House Gas
targets . Introduce and
adopt amendment to
Bylaw 310 to implement
OCP polices.

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

Introduce and adopt
amendment to Bylaws
310 to implement new
OCP polices.

Introduce and adopt
amendment to Bylaw
310 to implement OCP
policies.

2012

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Complete public process
and adopt OCP
(including Green House
Gas targets & policies).

2010

Advisory committee
convened 28 times in 18
months and staff work on
OCP with public
consultation.
Drafted plan.

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Completion of Technical
Background Report;
appointment of Advisory
Committee and
commencement of OCP

Implement
Elphinstone OCP

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)
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2014/2015

2 of 12

Initiate process to
update Hillside - Port
Mellon OCP. <<Moved
from 2011>>

Complete amendment to
both existing OCPs for
Green House Gas targets
by May 31st, 2010.

Initiate Phase 2 of bylaw
update to undertake
policy changes with goal
of bylaw adoption by late
2012.

Appointment of OCP
Advisory Committee /
Group and commence
OCP process.

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

Bylaw 310 – Zoning
Bylaw for Electoral
Areas B, D, E and F
(Adopted 1989) with
a total of over 130
subsequent
amendments

2013

Continue OCP public
Complete OCP bylaw
consultation process and adoption process.
complete OCP draft.

2012

Complete amendment to Prepare OCP Technical
existing OCP for Green
Background Report.
House Gas targets.
Marine Upland Study
Area Consulting Project $25,000 <<Moved from
2010>>

Complete OCP
amendment for Green
House Gas targets &
policies.
Continue OCP Advisory
Group process and
prepare first draft
sections of OCP

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Develop a work program Initiate Phase 1 of bylaw
update process to
to address issues for
undertake restructuring
Board review.
and technical
amendments with goal of
bylaw adoption by late
2011.

Complete and adopt
zoning amendments to
implement Twin Creeks
OCP with additional
consultation.

Egmont-Pender
Harbour OCP
(Adopted 1998) Update to reflect
water plans and
other identified
issues.
Twin Creeks OCP
(Adopted 2005) &
Hillside - Port
Mellon OCP
(Adopted 1994)

2010

Complete Technical
Background Report;
Commence OCP
Advisory Group process.

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Halfmoon Bay OCP
(Adopted 1990) – To
update based on
identified issues.

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)

82

Complete Hillside-Port
Mellon OCP process.

3 of 12

Continue OCP public and
bylaw adoption
processes.

2014/2015

Consideration of
adoption of bylaws.

Develop amenities and
affordable housing
policies with assistance of
proposed Regional
Housing Committee and
as directed by the Board.

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Residence for a
Relative
Subdivision Bylaw
Amendment
Recommended by the
Signs and
Landscaping Study Board prior to 2008.
in Collaboration
With Sechelt &
Gibsons

Re-initiate Bylaws with
reports to Board &
APCs.

Feasibility Study
Completed

2010

Adjust DP language in
West Howe Sound and
Roberts Creek OCPs
underway and amend
existing OCPs as well as
consider changes/
rescinding redundant
Tree Cutting Bylaw.

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

Re-initiate work and
include in zoning bylaw
Phase 2 Work.
Share/collaborate work
with ToG and DoS.
<<Moved from 2010 &
Combined with Bylaw
310 project>>

2012

Develop work plan and
Initiate Phase 1 of bylaw
update process to
undertake restructuring
and technical
amendments.

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Riparian Areas
Regulation Policies
Review on
regulations and
definitions as
amendments to
OCPs and Tree
Cutting Bylaw No.
350

Update Bylaw 337 –
Zoning Bylaw for
Electoral Area A
(Adopted 1992).

Develop an
Amenities and
Affordable Housing
Policy. (Relates to
Regional Affordable
Housing Committee
Work Plan Item on
p. 9).

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)
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4 of 12

Initiate Phase 2 of bylaw
update to undertake
policy changes with goal
of bylaw adoption by
early 2014.

2014/2015

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Keeping of Poultry
and Livestock Zoning Bylaw
Amendments (2)

Mobile Home Park
Bylaw 90 (1) (2)

Board direction to pursue
drafting a bylaw based on
comments from HMB
APC.

Draft Sustainability
Checklist for
Developments started.

Streamline application
forms, update brochures
and to include additional
guidelines to assist
public.

Finalize checklist and
include with development
application packages.

Review definition and
bring forward for
consideration of adoption
of zoning bylaw
amendments.

Include further discussion
with review and update of
Bylaw 310 (above)

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

Sustainability
Checklist for
Development
Applications (2)
Application Forms
& Brochures

Development
Application
Database

Transition Houses
Zoning Provisions

Board direction not to
continue with
amendment
recommended by AAC in
advance of Zoning
Bylaw review.
Board direction to initiate
amendment in advance of
Zoning Bylaw review.

Board adopts shoreline
OCP and zoning
amendment bylaws and
shoreline best practices
brochure.

2010

Include in Phase 2 of
Zoning Bylaw Update
<<Moved from 2010>>

Complete database to
allow for efficient
searches for public and
staff.

2012

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Roberts Creek
Advisory Committee
Shoreline OCP and reviews options with
Zoning Amendment staff.
Bylaws

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)

84
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Re-write bylaw which
dates from 1977 to make
consistent with newer
zoning regulations and
building code.

2014/2015

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Completed Phase I Scoping Exercise. Board
direction not to proceed
with RGS at this time.

RFP and selection of
consultant, ISL. Work
with ISL and regional
partners who are
undertaking study/plan.
Obtain new air photos
for much of region.

Regional Planning
Collaboration (1) (6)
*Note*: Current
Board discussion
on whether MOUs
on regional
planning
collaboration will be
considered
"Regional" or
"Rural" Planning.

Integrated
Transportation
Study

2012

Continuation of public
process and Board
consideration of adopting
the ITS for use as policy
document for
coordination amongst
local governments and
transportation agencies
in future project & service
funding / planning
priorities.

Draft MOU / Protocol
Possible MOU on Mining
in Interface Areas.
prepared on BC Timber
Sales Interface Area and
consideration of
adoption. Forthcoming
MOUs on Affordable
Housing and
Transporation Planning.

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

Crown Land Tenure
Map

Work on three drafts of
the ITS report and
extension of public
process during
Summer/Fall 2011.

Staff report on regional
planning collaboration.
Targeted areas for MOUs
included forestry,
transportation, mining,
affordable housing.

2010

Create and maintain
Crown tenure map with
database

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

REGIONAL PLANNING PROJECTS

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)
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2014/2015

6 of 12

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

2010

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

2012

Development
Applications - DPs,
DVPs, Subdivision,
Strata Conversion,
Zoning and OCP
Amendment Bylaw
applications. (Rural)

E.g. Buildings not meeting
Lake Setbacks, Vision
Quest Transition House,
etc.

Bylaw Compliance
and Legal Issues
(Rural)

Consider new process
with Building Dept. to
increase efficiency
further.

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

E.g. Counter inquires,
phone calls, emails and
letters.

Public Inquiries on
Planning Issues &
Property Matters
(Rural & Regional)

Building Permits Planning Checks
(Rural)

Review of range of
applications - e.g. Small
two-lot subdivisions to
major rezoning
applications.

(Rural Function) or (Regional Function)

On-Going Processes & Services

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

ON-GOING RURAL & REGIONAL PROCESSES AND SERVICES (Shading Indicates Years in Effect)

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)

86

2014/2015

7 of 12

Advisory Planning
Commissions for Areas A,
B, D, E and F with
monthly meetings 10 per
year on average (Citizen) Staff prepares agendas
and occasionally attends.

Rural Committees Agendas,
Occasional Staff
Attendance (Rural)

2010

Report to PDC to review
whether to continue
committee after Feb.
Committee meeting.

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

Board of Variance meetings held when
required on average 4
times per year (Citizen)Staff prepares agendas,
minutes, and attends.

Ocean Beach Esplanade
Stewardship Advisory
Committee meets from 4
to 6 times per year on
average (Citizen) - Staff
prepares agendas,
minutes, and attends.

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

2012

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)
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2014/2015

8 of 12

Regional
Committees
(Regional)

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)

Natural Resources
Advisory Committee with
meetings on average 4 to
6 times per year (Citizen) Staff prepares agendas.

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Staff report and Board
direction to continue
committee after 2-year
trial period.

Affordable Housing
Committee or Group to
be formed to assist with
future housing
management for entire
region (delayed from
2010).

Affordable Housing
Committee to develop
regional housing policy for
new development in
SCRD and assist with
future housing
management for entire
region.

Agricultural Advisory
Committee undertakes
public outreach and
promotes agriculture with
meetings 6 to 12 times
per year (Citizen) - Staff
prepares agendas and
attends many meetings.
E.g. Food Security and
Agriculture Forum

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

2010

2012

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

88

2014/2015

9 of 12

Inter-governmental
meetings with PRRD;
Islands Trust Protocol and
Howe Sound Forum
(Board)

Inter-governmental
Liaison - Meetings
With Islands Trust /
MOTI /
Municipalities, etc.
(Regional)

Squamish Nation
Community to
Community Forum held
with request to develop
an MOU between SCRD
and Squamish Nation.

Regional Technical
Working Group. TWG
Meetings with
municipalities, DFO and
MOTI and policy
development issues at
staff level. Drainage
policy for new
subdivisions and review
Sechelt OCP major items
for 2010.

2010

Draft SIB/SCRD
Engagement process
developed; awaiting
feedback from SIB.

Sechelt Inlet marine
environment and
development one of the
key issues for 2011.

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

First Nations
Engagement
(Regional)

Sechelt Indian Band
Heritage Protocol
Meetings; iniatives to
engage the Squamish
Nation, comment on
Provincial First Nations
policies.(E.g. Work on
MOUs, Protocols, Egmont
Park, Arch. Sites.)

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

2012

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)

89

2014/2015

10 of 12

On-Going Natural
Resource
Management Issues
and Processes
(Regional & Rural)

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

Liaise and participate in
BCUC, BCUT, BC Hydro,
CEAA processes. Issues
reviewed include visual
impacts, impacts on
watersheds, fish habitat,
especially with regard to
the location and impact of
multiple power lines.

E.g. Report on initiating
Sechelt inlet
environmental issues
review as requested by
the Board.

Provincial Mining,
Aquaculture, Road
Closure, Land Accretions
and other Crown Tenures
applications - Referrals,
letters and Ad-hoc Policy
Meetings.

Recurring resource lands
development proposals
(E.g. PPA & CNI Lands)

E.g. Follow-up with BCTS
on Bear Bay Logging;
SCRD proposal to
Province for NoHunting/Shooting in
Pender Harbour.

E.g. Liaison with
Infrastructure Services for
Area A Water Master
Plan; Chapman Creek
Watershed Issues in Joint
Watershed Management
Committee.

2010

Forestry Issues– MOFR,
BCTS, SCCF, PMFL
management and
planning issues
representing Sunshine
Coast community interest.

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

2012

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Independent Power Review applications
referred by Province and
Projects
provide reports to Board
(Regional/Rural)
in addition to rezoning
IPPs
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Heritage (Rural)

Project Name &
Strategic Plan Goal
(No. in Brackets)

2010

Hire Consultant to
Complete Comprehensive
Heritage Register.
Granthams Landing
added to Register.
Egmont Community Club
receives $25,000 grant
with help of the Register.

2009 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

Heritage function
established. Work
initiated on Statement of
Significance for some
facilities. e.g. Granthams
and Egmont halls.

Continue adding suitable
structures to Register
with lead participation by
community groups and
property owners.

2011 (Done - Bold)
(Started - Italic)
(Cancelled)

2012

2013

PROPOSED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT WORK PLAN 2011-2015

Regional Strategtic Plan
Principles: Collaborative Leadership, Social and Environmental Sustainability, Financial Sustainability
Key Directions: Water, Waste, Planning

91
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ANNEX K
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR FEBRUARY 2011
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.
One new application was received.
Electoral Area A
Licence of Occupation Application File 0205212 by Earls Cove Barge Terminal Ltd. for
amendment to permit log handling and storage in DL 6507, Earls Cove. This application
was referred to the Area A APC in February.
Ongoing Applications
Electoral Area A
The Crown Applications from 0879144 BC Ltd for Commercial Water Bottling were
referred to the Board in December and a resolution (505/10 Rec. No. 13) was adopted 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 Policy was
reviewed by the Board at their February meeting.

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 A
ALR Application A-1 by SCRD Infrastructure Services for Non-Farm Use for water
treatment plant and reservoir storage in the ALR in proximity to McNeil Lake. The
application was referred to the Egmont/Pender Harbour APC in January. In February it
was referred to the AAC and reported to the PDC and was forwarded to the ALC.
Electoral Area D
ALR Application D-55 by Mr. Berdahl for Non-Farm Use (2nd dwelling) at 2338 Sunshine
Coast Highway. This application will be considered by the AAC and APC in March. This
application has been forwarded to the AAC for comment.
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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 has been forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission for a decision.
E.

Subdivision Activity
Two new applications and one additional referral from the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure were received in February:

F.

•

Fred Andrews for Lot 3, Block 6, W1/2 DL 691, Plan 19776 located at 996 Reed
Road, Elphinstone, MoTI file number: pending;

•

Ruby Lake Resort for DL 3988 located at 15426 Sunshine Coast Highway, Pender
Harbour, MoTI file number: pending;

•

MoTI file number 2011-00342 Carol Neilsen for Lot 4, Block 6, W1/2 DL 691, Plan
19776 located at 978 Reed Road, Elphinstone – SCRD subdivision pending
adoption of Bylaw 310.136

Development Variance Permits
No new applications were received.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
DVP 337.135 (Jones) located at Jones Island to vary the required 7.5 m setback from the
natural boundary of the ocean to 4.0 m to construct a single family dwelling. Referrals sent
to residents and agencies. Report will be sent to March PDC
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. Setback Relief Permit was provided by the Ministry of Transportation
and Infrastructure and the application 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 are arranging the Board of Variance hearing.
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Building Permits
Staff reviewed 15 building permit applications to confirm Zoning Bylaw and Official
Community Plan compliance.

I.

Development Permits
Three new applications were received.
Electoral Area B
B-46 (Hart) located at 8124 Belair Road for a single family dwelling and demolition of
existing building.
Electoral Area F
F-70 (Mullock/Lavender) located at 1192 Marine Drive, Hopkins Landing for construction
of a single family dwelling
F-71 (Mullock/Lavender) located at 1192 Marine Drive, Hopkins Landing for re-alignment
of existing gas line.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
A-20 (Powell) with a variance located at 13482 Lakeview Road for a single family dwelling
and to vary the required lake setback. The application was referred to the APC in
February and will be referred to the PDC in March.
Electoral Area B
B-41 (Stevenson) located at 8217 Redrooffs Road for a single family dwelling, tramline
and pathway. The applicant has modified the plans and will now apply for a variance to
place the single family dwelling in the same location as the old cabin. This report will be
forwarded to the APC in March.
B-44 (Gordon) located off Priestland Road to permit subdivision into 24 lots. The applicant
is working on addressing initial staff comments.
B-45 (Lefeaux) located at 8823 Redrooffs Road for a cottage and outbuilding. Staff still
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. The permit was issued and work has been largely completed.
D-97 (Walters) located at 2170 Porter Road for construction of a carport, with a variance.
The application will be referred to the APC in February.
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D-98 (Richardson) located at 1147 Flume Road for a pedestrian footbridge. Staff have
drafted the permit and await registration of a new covenant.
Electoral Area F
F-69 (BC Ferries) located at Langdale Ferry Terminal for a wastewater treatment plant.
BC Ferry Corporation is working with its consulting engineers Thurber Engineering to
address the SCRD Planning and Development requirements.
J.

Bylaws
No new applications were received.
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. Staff are still awaiting registration on title of easement,
after which the bylaw will be considered for adoption.
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 are still awaiting
completion of outstanding covenants to be registered by the applicant prior to bylaw
adoption.
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. Bylaw
No. 310.129 Received Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure approval and the
bylaws will be forwarded to the Board for final adoption in March.
Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.136. This bylaw Implements zoning policies contained
within the Elphinstone Official Community Plan 600 adopted July 24, 2008. The Bylaw
was given Third Reading on January 13, 2011 and has received Section 52 approval from
the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure in February and is eligible for waiver
under the recent granted ministerial exemption trial period. The bylaw is recommended
for adoption.
Electoral Area F
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 310.133 (Collura) to permit an existing dwelling located at 81
Munro Road, Langdale, which was constructed beyond the maximum permitted floor
space ratio. Referral agency comments will be forwarded to the Board in March with
recommended Second reading and scheduling of a public hearing.

K. Tree Cutting Permits
No new applications were received.
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L. Temporary Commercial & Industrial Permits
No new applications were received.
M. Strata Conversion Applications
No new applications were received.
On-going applications:
Electoral Area A
SCP A-1 (Stibbs) located at 11781 Sunshine Coast Highway, Madeira Park. Staff are
waiting for new covenant (access & save harmless) to be registered, then existing
covenant BB1549 can be discharged and applicant can provide surveyed final plans for
approval.
Electoral Area F
SCF-1 (Nattrass) located at 1689/1685 Storvold Road, West Howe Sound BC. The
applicant is drilling a new well and 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 has been re-scheduled to be
held in March.

(B)

Halfmoon Bay Community Plan – An Advisory Group meeting was held on February 23rd
during which planning consultant John Talbot conducted a presentation on the visioning
process. Planning staff also discussed various principles and the need to develop a work
plan. The Advisory Group will begin its visioning process and review a draft work plan on
Sunday, March 27th.

(C)

Community Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP) – Discussions have take place with the
Community Energy Manager with respect to acting on the goals found within the CEEP.

(D)

Integrated Transportation Study (ITS) – The Manager of Planning and Development
presented the ITS to the Sechelt Indian Band Council on February 1; the SCRD is
awaiting official comments from the Band. A Public Open House was held on February 4
at the Sechelt Indian Band Hall where there was formal presentation and displays on the
draft ITS report, as well as opportunities for the public to drop by and ask questions of the
consultants and SCRD staff and to provide feedback. A summary of public comments and
proposed amendments to the final draft of the ITS will be taken to the PDC meeting in
March.

(E)

Roberts Creek OCP – The committee met twice in February to discuss the update of the
OCP regarding Trails, Transportation, and residential development outside core area.

(F)

West Howe Sound OCP – A revised version of the draft was sent to advisory review
committee members as well as Advisory Planning Commission members. Internal
discussions with other departments has commenced.
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Geotechnical Review of Roberts Creek OCP Area – Geotechnical consultants, Kerr,
Wood, Leidal, are reviewing of current geotechnical development permit area policies in
the OCP including background reports, mapping and undertaking site visits in lead up to
developing draft development permit areas for review as part of the new OCP.

Other
(A)

Roberts Creek Pathway and Streetscape Improvements – Planning staff are still awaiting
a permit from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure on a works permit
application and will be engaging a quantity estimator prior to the RFP being issued.

(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)

Independent Power Projects –
BC Hydro has amended the requirements for their Standing Offer Program including
rainsing the maximum limit from 10MW to 15MW, this allows some projects rejected in the
Call for Power process to reapply for consideration at any time.
Letters sent to all IPP proponents that were or are active in the SCRD area to enquire
about status.
BC Hydro has announced public consultation for their Integrated Resource Plan, which
appears to be a replacement for the BC Utilities Commission process that was halted,
SCRD will attend meeting in March in Vancouver.

(D)

Regional Planning Technical Working Group – Planning staff hosted a meeting on
February 16h with representatives of District of Sechelt, Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure, Ministry of Natural Resource Operations and Vancouver Coastal Health, to
discuss the health of Sechelt Inlet.

________________________________
Mark McMullen,
Manager of Planning and Development
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Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity
BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED
Bylaw Amended

Year
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Zoning Amendments
310
337
OCP Amendments
West Howe Sound
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek
Halfmoon Bay
Egmont/Pender Hrbr
Hillside
Twin Creeks
Totals

6
8

5
3

12
6

6
1

7
2

2
2

1
1
1
1
3
1
0
22

0
0
0
0
2
0
0
10

0
2
2
2
5
0
0
29

0
0
0
0
0
0
1
8

1
1
1
2
0
0
0
14

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2010
YTD

0

0

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED
Year
Zoning Bylaw
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
Bylaw 310
9
7
3 13
14
10
Bylaw 337
9
8
5
7
7
9
1
1
Totals
18
15
8 20
21
19
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

2010
YTD
1
5
6

DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED
Year
Official Community Plan 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
1
3
2

West Howe Sound
1
3
4
7
6
2
Elphinstone
3
6
4
6
5
4
Roberts Creek
8
3
8 12
5
10
1
Halfmoon Bay
0
4
7
3
8
10
1
Egmont/Pender Hrbr
n/a
3
4
5
2
5
2
Totals
12
16 23 33
26
31
4
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Note: Bylaw 432.19 to implement the Riparian Areas Regulation was adopted on April 13, 2006, thus DPs in Area A from that date

0

0

1
1
2
7

2010
YTD
2
2
1
2
7

TREE CUTTING PERMITS RECEIVED
Year
Official Community Plan 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
West Howe Sound
Elphinstone
Halfmoon Bay
Roberts Creek
Totals

0
0
0
0
0

0
2
0
0
2

0
1
0
0
1

1
0
1
0
2

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
1
0
1

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2010
YTD

0

0

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD
3
2
5
2
2
4
2
5
7
6
3
9
4
3
7
17
15
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
32

2010
YTD
3
7
8
9
14
41

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW
Year
Official Community Plan 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
West Howe Sound
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek
Halfmoon Bay
Egmont-Pender Hrbr
Totals

38
52
75
58
107
330

44 38 29
75 58 44
57 68 59
83 86 61
111 153 93
370 403 286

45
45
54
62
117
323

37
49
71
70
105
332
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SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
TOTAL
Feb
14
12
8
4
7
2
3
4
11
5
3
8
5
4
2
3
8
6
5
3
45
29
21
22

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed*
Year
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
Area
TOTAL
Feb
YTD
A
64
55
20
8
2
2
B
31
7
7
13
D
34
15
14
24
2
E
67
10
6
8
2
2
F
39
42
34
5
Totals
235
129
81
58
4
6

2011
YTD
1

1

1

1
1

2

3

* Includes review of revised subdivision applications

* Includes new subdivisions only. Does not include revised applications.

Actual Parcels Created After Receiving Subdivision Final Approval
Year
2011
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
Feb
Area
TOTAL
Subdivisions Parcels
A
67
15
26
4
B
10
7
2
1
D
7
0
12
11
E
11
5
23
2
F
20
30
18
20
Totals
115
57
81
38
0
0

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivision Application Fees Collected
Year
Amount Collected
$51,770.00
2007
$31,489.00
2008
2009
$15,455.00
2010
$22,165.00
Feb
$1,730.00
11 YTD
$2,595.00

YTD

2

2

Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication
Year
2011
2007
2008
2009
2010
TOTAL
Feb
YTD
$16,875
$16,000
$27,050
$43,050

$32,500
$29,000
$49,600 $77,500
$49,600 $139,000

$16,875

$0

Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year
2011
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
Area
TOTAL
Feb
YTD
A
3.88
B
D
E
0.985
F
Totals
3.88
0
0.985
0
0
0

$0

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision*
Year
2011
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
Area
TOTAL
Feb
YTD
A
B
$12,000
$6,000
D
$12,250
$4,900 $12,250
$2,450
$2,450
E
$24,500
$24,900
$7,350
F
$4,900
$2,450
$34,300
$2,450
Totals
$48,750
$9,800 $39,600
$42,750
$0
$12,250

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits*
Year
2011
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
Area
TOTAL
Feb
YTD
A
$66,500
B
D
E
$4,900
F
$2,450
$2,450
Totals
$7,350 $66,500
$0 $2,450
$0
$0
* Does not include District of Sechelt.

* Does not include District of Sechelt.

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits
& Subdivision - District of Sechelt
Year
Subdivision
Building Permits
Totals
$241,200
$101,100
$341,320
2007
$69,851
$37,400
$107,251
2008
$97,350
$21,450
$118,800
2009
$21,450
$34,650
$5,600
2010
$0
$0
$0
Feb
$0
$0
$0
2011

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

2008

ALR Applications Reviewed
2010
YTD
Feb

2009

2
1
3
6

2
1
0

3

0

Monies Received From Sechelt Indian Government District As
Payment In Lieu-Development Cost Charges-Building Permits

Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
Feb
2011

2011
Subdivision

Exclusion

Non-Farm

1

1

1
1

1
1

3

1

0
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2

Amount Collected
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Strata Conversion Applications Reviewed
2011
Electoral 2009
2010
Area
Feb
YTD
A
1
B
1
D
1
1
E
1
F
1
Totals
2
4
0
0

ANNEX L

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 1, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – March 10, 2011

FROM:

Sam Adams – Parks Planning Coordinator

RE:

STATUTORY RIGHT OF WAY FOR A WALKING PATH ON KEATS ISLAND ON
PORTION OF BLOCK 1, DL 1467

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends that the SCRD Board
receive the Parks Planning Coordinators report regarding Statutory Right of Way for a
Walking Path on Keats Island on Portion of Block 1, DL 1467;
AND THAT the Board directs/authorizes staff to obtain a Statutory Right of Way
Agreement for a for a Walking Path on Keats Island on Portion of Block 1, DL 1467;
AND THAT the Board directs/authorizes staff to enter into a co-tenancy agreement with
the Gambier Island Local Trust Committee with respect to the Statutory Right of Way
Agreement for a for a Walking Path on Keats Island on Portion of Block 1, DL 1467;
AND THAT the Gambier Islands Local Trust and/or the property owner covers all legal
and survey costs associated with these matters;
AND THAT the Corporate Officer be authorized to sign all related documents.

BACKGROUND
The Keats Island Land Use Bylaw allows for a density bonus to construct a second dwelling. A
condition of which is the granting of a statutory right of way (SRW) on the parcel for a walking
trail.
The Regional District Board/Local Trust Committee Protocol Agreement (1996) provides the
grounds upon which this request is based. The Protocol establishes a framework for
cooperation between the SCRD and the Gambier Island Trust Committee in matters of
jurisdiction and capabilities.

DISCUSSION
A property owner on Keats Island, near Plumper Cove (see Attachment A), wishes to activate
the density bonusing portion of the zoning bylaw to construct a second dwelling.
A condition of this density bonus is to grant a SRW, as per the Keats Island Land Use Bylaw, on
said parcel for a walking trail. In order to facilitate this process the property owner had the
property and proposed trail surveyed (see Attachment B) and a draft right of way agreement
drawn up.
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PARK DEDICATION PROPOSAL FOR PENDER HARBOUR LANDING
Page 2 of 2
As the SCRD has jurisdiction to manage the SRW and the Island Trust does not, the SCRD will
therefore need to manage the SRW.
The final agreement would have the Gambier Island Local Trust and the SCRD entering in cotenancy on the SRW. This allows for local participation in the day to day management of the
trail.
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ATTACHMENT A

Keats Island
Subject Property: Block 1, Plan 6646, DL 1467

:

Gibsons

Approximate SRW Location
BLOCK 1, DL 1467

Keats Island

Legend
Subject Property
Land Parcels
Roads

0

102

250

500

1,000 Meters
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ANNEX M

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

February 18, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (March 10, 2011)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner
RE:

Egmont Point Park – Correspondence from Sechelt Indian Band dated
January 6, 2011

RECOMMENDATION:
That Egmont Point Park be included on the agenda for the next Heritage
Protocol Advisory Committee.

BACKGROUND
The SCRD has pursued creating a park at Egmont Point since 2004. The Sechelt Indian Band
(SIB) formally notified the SCRD of its concerns in a letter dated April 6, 2006 (Attachment A).
In response the SCRD and SIB signed an Agreement on Egmont Point on January 28, 2007
(Attachment B). On January 20, 2011, the SCRD received a letter from the SIB dated January
6, 2011, regarding the proposed marine and upland park at Egmont Point (Attachment C). It
raises concern that the SCRD has not responded to the concerns raised in the letter of April 6,
2006 and that the SIB are “not willing to alienate any more lands in this area or other areas of
our territory and therefore cannot support the creation of a park.”
This suggests that further discussion with the Sechelt Indian Band is required in order to obtain
a mutually satisfactory result.
DISCUSSION
The following is a chronology of actions taken by the SCRD, SIB and provincial government
regarding the proposal to create an upland and marine park at Egmont Point. The list
concentrates on Board resolutions and staff action that have taken place since April 2006.
1.

In 2004 -

The issue regarding timber harvesting on lands owned by Pacific North
Woods Company (PNW) and a proposal by them to purchase Crown
lands in the vicinity of Egmont Point, prompted residents of Egmont and
East Egmont to request the Regional District’s assistance in creating a
park on the lands and waters surrounding Egmont Point.

2.

In 2005 -

The SCRD applied to the Crown for:
 a marine park to be established on the water and foreshore
surrounding Egmont Point; and
 an upland park to be established on Egmont Point.
 nominal rate tenure
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3.

Feb 2006

SIB responded to ILMB referral regarding SCRD’s application for land
tenure and foreshore licence and objected to issuance of tenure

4.

Mar 2006

The SCRD asked the shíshálh Nation to be co-applicants with the
Regional District in both the marine and upland Crown tenure
applications for Egmont Point.

5.

Apr 6, 06 –

SIB replied that they are not willing to alienate any more lands and plan
to include the area as a protected area in a land use plan (Attachment A)

6.

Apr 24, 06

SCRD asked ILMB for an extension in processing the Crown application

7.

July 18, 06

SCRD informed SIB of resolution regarding developing an agreement
and SCRD support for an SIB application

8.

Aug 1, 06

SCRD informed ILMB of this position

9.

Aug 17, 06

SCRD sends SIB draft agreement based upon Board resolution 521/06

10.

Aug 29, 06

ILMB informs SCRD that a notation can be placed upon the site to
identify SCRD and SIB interests

11.

Sept 12, 06

SCRD withdrew application noting conditions SCRD wants to be met
(letter sent to ILMB and copied to SIB)

12.

Oct 31, 06

ILMB confirms that the application was abandoned but notes the
conditions cannot be attached to the file, instead a notation of interest in
favour of SCRD and SIB will be created

13.

Dec 13, 06

PDC report recommending signing the agreement, legal review of
agreement conducted

14.

Jan 25, 2007 Board resolution 48/07 to sign the agreement that includes changes
proposed by SIB

15.

Jan 28, 07

Agreement signed by SCRD and SIB (Attachment B)

16.

Feb 19, 07

ILMB informs Ministry of Agriculture and Lands, SCRD and SIB that
notation of interest will be placed on the file for a 5 year period as of
March 1, 2007

17.

Early 2009

Province enquired of SCRD whether the sponsorship for the land tenure
was still required, SCRD asked SIB regarding the status of the tenure

18.

Feb 5, 2010

SCRD again asked SIB for the status as there was concern that
sponsorship could be withdrawn

19.

Sept, 2010 - SCRD and Province correspondence regarding the status of Egmont
Point Park proposal, SCRD noted that the Board and SIB are still
interested in the Park

20.

Apr 19, 2010 Item on Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee agenda and the minutes
note that the SIB had been working with the Province but had not heard
from them for a long time regarding the area. The provincial government
had not accepted the Land Use Plan for the shíshálh territory and was
now doing “strategic engagements” with First Nations. It was noted that
the January 2007 agreement between the SIB and SCRD had
documented some conditions around land tenure. The SCRD had
agreed to support the SIB to apply for tenure. SIB will produce a letter
updating the province to be copied to the SCRD.
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21.

Oct 4, 2010

Item on Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee agenda, and the minutes
state “The Committee discussed the Egmont Point Park. Staff contacted
the Integrated Land Management Bureau stating the SCRD is still
interested. SIB will put on next agenda.”

22.

Jan 20, 2011 SIB letter dated January 6, 2011 received.

23.

Jan 24, 2011 Item on Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee, issue of protecting the
site as set out in the shíshálh Land Use Plan mentioned (letter dated
January 6, 2011, not received by Planning staff in time to add it to the
agenda and not raised by SIB at meeting).

24.

Other Information The province is still on record as sponsoring nominal rate tenure for
the SCRD’s proposal for a park and would continue to do so until
the SCRD writes to ask that sponsorship be withdrawn.

SUMMARY
In response to the April 6, 2006 letter the SCRD withdrew the application to ILMB and stated its
support for the SIB to establish a marine and upland park at Egmont Point. In addition, an
agreement was signed in 2007 by the SCRD and SIB to achieve this. There is a notation of
interest on the ILMB file for the site. The province continues to offer sponsorship for nominal
rate tenure. Due to in part to concern that the province would withdraw sponsorship, the issue
of progress towards establishing the park was raised with the SIB several times, including at
three Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee meetings. The SIB noted that the site was
protected in shíshálh Land Use Plan as a conservation area and would continue to be
protected, however no progress was made on establishing the park. The SCRD received a
letter from the SIB in January 2011, stating concern that the SCRD has not responded to the
April 6, 2006 letter and that the SIB are “not willing to alienate any more lands in this area or
other areas of our territory and therefore cannot support the creation of a park.”
CONCLUSION
In light of the recent letter, SCRD staff consider that further discussion with the Sechelt Indian
Band is required in order to obtain a mutually satisfactory result. The SCRD could respond to
the letter dated January 6, 2011 by placing the letter and the issue of the SIB no longer
supporting establishing Egmont Point Park on the next Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee
agenda, which is currently scheduled for May 30, 2011.

_____________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
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SECHFLT [NDIAN BAND
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April 6, 2006
John Rees
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3M

iA

Dear Mr. Rees:
R•:

Proooeed Marine and Uoland Park at Eamont Point

We are writing in response to your letter of March 30, 2006, regarding the
proposed mann. and upland park at Egmont Point, in which you ask if the
shlshálh Nation would be interested in participating in this proposed venture with
the SCRD as a co-applicant for both the marine and upland Crown tnure
applications for Egmont Point
We understand that the SCRDs application is motivated by a desire to create a
park with both land and marine components at Egmont Point Athough we have
in the past communicated with you and the Integrated Land Management Bureau
(lIMB) our position regarding the SCRD’s initiative, you have failed to
acknowledge this position or acknowledge the full significance of your application
upon our Nation’s past, present, and future interests. We therefore indude with
this letter, copies of past correspondence to both agencies.
To reiterate: We are not willing to alienate any more lands in either this area or
other areas of our territory, and plan to indude this as a protected area in a land
use plan that we are currently in the process of completing. We would also like to
remind you that we have in the past thoroughly outlined the cultural significance
of tchah-nat-chun and chétxwánach.

Signed on behalf of the shlshálh Nation:

7
co
w
’i’

CouncilIor

PC B- 740 Sc’.

BC JON 3A0 Tel: 6C4

885 22’3 Toll Free:

107

866-885-2275

Fax: 604

98, 3490

En-i.vl:

V
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January, 2007,
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AGREEMENT ON EGMONT POINT
THIS AGREEMENT dated for reference the

oftj2OO7.

BETWEEN: shlshàlh NATION (Sechelt Indian Band), 5555 Highway 101,
Sechelt, B.C. VON 3A0
(hereinafter referred to as the “Nation”)
AND:

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT, 1975 Field Road,
Sechelt, BC, VON 3A1
(hereinafter referred to as the “SCRD”)
and hereinafter referred to collectively as “the Parties”.

WHEREAS:
1) The Parties share a mutual goal to protect. and preserve the environment,
cultural and scenic qualities of Egmont Point upland and marine area;
2) The Parties share a mutual goal to protect all watersheds in the Egmont
Point upland area, and to ensure that public access to those water
sources is maintained;
3) The Parties agree to take steps to ensure public access is maintained to
the Egmont Point water and land areas for recreational purposes; and
4) The parties are committed to carrying out this Agreement in a respectful
and timely manner.

NOW THEREFORE the Parties have entered into this Agreement in a spirit of
cooperation and building trust between them.
ARTICLE I SCRD Support fOr shishálh Nation to acquire Upland and
Marine Tenure at Egmont Point
1.0 The SCRD agrees to support application(s) by the shIshálh Nation to the
Integrated Land Management Bureau or other relevant agencies of the British
Columbia Provincial Government for leases or other form of land tenure for
the upland and marine areas of Egmont Point, shown on the Schedules Al
and A2 to this agreement, subject to the following:
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(a) The Egmont Point Marine and Upland areas are to be protected and
preserved, with the existing visual quality to be maintained and with no
logging to occur;
(b) The watersheds and all wafer sources within the Egmont Point area
shown on Schedule Al that provide water to adjacent and nearby
properties, are to be protected, and public and residential access to those
water sources shall be maintained; arid
(C)

Public access to the water and land areas for recreational purposes,
including upland trail use and camping, and marine kayaking and boating
opportunities, shall be maintained;

ARTICLE 2— shishãlh Nation and SCRD Agreement on Egmont Point
Conditions of Land Tenure
The Parties agree that This Agreement on Egmont Point, between the shishálh
Nation and the $CRDI. outlining, the conditions of land tenure agreed t by both
Parties, is to be attached to and form part of the shishálh Nation applications for
Crown tenure for Egmont Point, with a request to the Integrated Land.
Management Bureau or other relevant agencies, that. the conditions outlined in I
(a),. (b) and (c) of this Agreement be included as conditions of any tenure
acquired by the shishálh Nation from the Provinàe of British Columbia.
ARTICLE 3—Changes to and Issues Arising Out of This Agreement
The Parties Agree that. any changes contemplated or issues arising out of this
Agreement are to be dea!t with under the terms of the PROTOCOL
AGREEMENT ON HERITAGE between the shishálh Nation and the SCRD
th,
dated November 16
2006
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EXECUTED this day of January

2007

shlshálh NATION (Sechelt Indian Band)
Per

CLAJ 94i
Chief

eL

Dixon

Council or Marita Paul-Franke

W

Councillor Garry Feschuk

Councillor Tom Paul

Warren Paul

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Per:

Jo1y1es
Dtor, Electoral Area A

Garry Nohr,
Director, Electoral Area B

?

Bar
arIyk
Director,
n of Gibsons

Cxi
Donna Shuga,.
Director, Electoral Area 0

Ed Steeves,
Director, District of Sechelt

Lor Lewis,
Director, Electoral Ar a E

dixon,
Director, Sechelt Indian Government
District

Lee Turnbull,
Director, Electoral Area F
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SECHELT INDIAN BAND
January 6, 2011

Rfti

SNRO61O2

John France
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1
Attention: John France
Re:
Proposed Marine and Upland Park at Egmont Point. within shIshálh Nation
Te rritorv
We are writing to follow up on our letter dated April 6, 2006, regarding the proposed
rnacine and-uplan# park-at-selkant kwâtâmus (Egmont Point), in which you ask if the
shlshálh Nation would be interested in participating in this proposed venture with the
SCRD as a co-applicant for both the marine and upland Crown tenure applications for
sel_kant kwátámus (Egmont Point).
We understand that the SCRD’s application is motivated by a desire to create a park
with both land and marine components at sel_kant kwátámus (Egmont Point). Although
we have in the past communicated with you and the Integrated Land Management
Bureau (ILMB) about our position regarding the SCRD’s initiative, you have failed to
acknowledge this position or the full significance of your application upon our Nation’s
past, present, and future interests.
The proposed addition is for an area that is within shIshálh Nation territory. The shIshálh
Nation have Aboriginal Title and exercise Aboriginal Rights throughout our territory. In
the past, present and future we have and will continue to use and occupy our Territory,
including relying upon the lands, waters and resources of our Territory to sustain us.
Our Aboriginal Title to our Territory includes the right to choose the use to which the
land, water and resources are put, and the right to benefit from such use. Our Title and
Rights also include a stewardship responsibility.
Recent case law, Tsilhqot’in Nation v. British Columbia, 2007 BCSC 1700, once again
confirms Aboriginal Title and Rights in British Columbia. Where an Aboriginal group
provides direct evidence of pre-sovereignty use and occupation of land to the exclusion
of others, such evidences establishes Aboriginal Title. The shIshálh Nation have
Aboriginal Title and Rights throughout our Territory and the development is within
shIshálh Nation Territory Title Lands.
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Any engagement of the shIshálh Nation with the Municipal Government concerning this
Marine and Upland park at Egmont Point shall not be interpreted or relied on as an
admission, agreement, or acknowledgement by the shIshálh Nation of Municipal
jurisdiction over, or ownership of, lands and resources within shIsháih Territory, whether
in relation to the specific lands and resources at issue, or generally.
The shishálh Nation has completed our Iii xemit tems swiya nelh mes stutula: A
Strategic Land Use Plan for the shIshálh Nation. Our Strategic Land Use Plan (SLUP)
covers our entire territory, and was prepared through interviews with Elders, community
members and staff. It has also been formally approved by the Nation. We have
developed the SLUP in order to provide a more comprehensive and integrated view of
our territory, so that we can be proactive in determining what happens in the future.
The proposed marine and upland park at sel_kant kwátâmus (Egmont Point) is within
one of our designated shIshálh Iii remit tems swiya (Conservation Emphasis Areas).
These are areas identified for their high cultural and ecological values. The primary
management intent for shIshálh 11/ xemit tems swiya areas is to protect, and where
necessary, restore cultural and natural values, while maintaining and enhancing
opportunities for cultural use.
aboriginal rights throughout its territory,
The shlshalhNation has aboriginal title to
which includes se/kant kwátámus (Egmont Point). Our aboriginal title extends to the
lands and waters in our territory. Our aboriginal rights include rights to fish, hunt,
gather, and engage in spiritual practices and ceremonies as our ancestors did. Our
cultural resources have intrinsic value to our community. We are committed to
conserving the natural state of this area through our SLUP; however, we are not willing
to alienate any more lands in this area or other areas of our territory and therefore
cannot support the creation of a park.
Signed on behalf of the shIshálh Nation:
CouncilorWobert Joe

Chief Gamy Feschuk
-

SE
ouncil6orda Louie

CouncilorTorr(Pul
Councilor WeI

iferies

The information that is being provided in this letter is being provided for the purposes of consultation only. This
information includes sensitive cultural and heritage information which must be treated as confidential. It must not be
disclosed to third parties without the prior approval of the shIshálh Nation.

cc.
Ministry of Natural Resources Operations
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ANNEX N

AREA A MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL
13639 SUNSHINE COAST HIGHWAY, PENDER HARBOUR
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 2011 AT 7:00 P.M.

Present: G. Craig (chair), J. Hall, J. McDonald, L. Falk, J. Dickin, B. Wilbee
(A/Director) and I. Boyd (Secretary)
Regrets: E. Graham, R. Metcalfe, R. Harmer, J. McOuat, M. Ross, C. McEachern and A.
Skelley
Delegations: W. Powell – Development Variance A-20
P. Gaudet – Licence of Occupation File 0205212
CALL TO ORDER: 7:10 p.m.
MINUTES
1.
2.
3.
4.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A)_ APC Minutes of January 26, 2011
Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of February 1, 2011
Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of January 26, 2011
Planning and Development Committee Minutes of February 10, 2011 (draft)
Brief discussion re Agricultural Advisory Committee and Planning and
Development Committee Minutes.

Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by J. McDonald
To adopt Area A Minutes of January 26, 2011 and accept the balance of the
minutes with thanks.
PASSED
BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
5. Development Permit with a Variance A-20 (Powell for Bezeredi)
Discussion took place and this APC queries when on page 20, the SCRD
comment that the environmental assessment in accordance with the requirements
of the OCP was completed and as a result the assessment concluded that the
setback is supportable but then on page 30 the Geotactic’s report states they
require an additional report be provided by them after final design. Why is this
necessary? Unnecessary costs to the proponents should be avoided.

/2
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February 23, 2011 Area A Minutes

Page 2

When the OCP is reviewed, the setback ruling should be revisited as new
technology becomes available. Issues of run off, hot tubs, patios, etc. would still
need to be dealt with but each application would be unique so that no precedents
would be set. Changes could result in less variance permits being required
reducing time and costs to all parties concerned.
Motion: Moved by J. McDonald and seconded by J. Hall
This APC supports Development Permit Variance A-20 subject to any SCRD
conditions being met.
PASSED
6. Licence of Occupation Application File 02052123 by Earls Cove Barge Terminal
Ltd. For Amendment to permit log handling and storage in DL 6507, Earls Cove
Discussion took place. This particular area has been zoned industrial for many
years and it is a concern when nearby residents complain. When residents move
into an industrial area, they should be aware of this fact. (Buyer beware)
This APC feels the Sunshine Coast needs to encourage commercial endeavours to
promote job opportunities.
Motion: Moved by L. Falk and seconded by J. McDonald
Following acceptance by municipal and provincial governments and the
recommendations made by the SCRD being met, this APC supports Licence
of Occupation Application File 0205213.
PASSED
1 Opposed
DIRECTORS REPORT
- Mr. Wilbee gave a brief update on Economic Development in the area
and reported briefly on the following items:
- update on porta-potties
- North Lake and forestry road
- Bicycle paths
- Gas tax
- Aquatic centre
- Community school
NEXT MEETING – March 30, 2011 at Pender Harbour Secondary School
ADJOURMENT: Moved to adjourn at 8:50 p.m. by J. McDonald
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ANNEX O
AREA D ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
ROBERTS CREEK LIBRARY READING ROOM
1044 ROBERTS CREEK ROAD, ROBERTS CREEK
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 2011 at 7:00 PM
Present: Heather Conn, Kye Goodwin, Tzaddi Gordon, Dana Gregory, Marion Jolicoeur,
Barry Morrow, Bill Page (Chair), and Gerald Rainville
Regrets: Brock O’Byrne and Dave Ryan (Alternate)
Absent: Sue Gordon, Ed Lands, and Eric Tiessen
Also Present: Donna Shugar (Director), and Dièdra Goodwin (Recording Secretary)
Guests: Ken Walters and Paul van Poppelen
1. Meeting called to order at 7:02 PM.
2. MINUTES
2.1 The minutes of Roberts Creek APC Minutes of January 31, 2011 were approved as circulated
(KG/DG) M/S/Carried
2.2 The following were received for information:
2.2.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of February 1, 2011
2.2.2 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of January 26, 2011
2.2.3 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of February 10, 2011 (draft)
Note: The meeting minutes of the other Area APCs are available on the SCRD website under
Departments > Planning > Advisory Committees or http://scrd.ca/index.php
3. BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
3.1 The Director explained significant changes to the draft version of the Planning and Development
Committee Minutes of February 10, 2011.
4. NEW BUSINESS
4.1 Development Permit with a Variance D-97 (Walters) located at 2170 Porter Road.
MOTION: The APC cautiously supports the Variance, provided that a system for directing storm water
away from the creek is installed to drain away from the creek slope, as recommended in the Biologist’s
report. (GR/KG) M/S/Carried
4.2 Subdivision Application MOT# 2011-00436 (May for A & L Holdings) located at 3378 Beach
Avenue.
MOTION: The APC has no objection to the subdivision as proposed. (KG/DG) M/S/Carried
Those opposed and reasons for their opposition: BP (sorry to see the land clearcut from edge to edge and
the increased surface water which now drains into the health covenant area); HC (it sets a dangerous
precedent for increased density which requires more services); and GR (sorry to lose the rural character
of the area).
5. DIRECTORS REPORT was received.
NEXT MEETINGS: March 28, 2011, 7:00 PM, Roberts Creek Library, 1044 Roberts Creek Road
We will meet in April on Easter Monday, April 25.
6. Meeting Adjourned at 8:30 PM

Feb 2011 APC Minutes
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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, February 22, 2011
PRESENT:

DIRECTOR:

Mike Comerford (Co-Chair)
Fred Gazeley (Co-Chair)
Ken Worsnop
Laura Houle
Lynda Coote, Recording Secretary
Lee Turnbull

REGRETS:

ANNEX P

Wayne Taylor
Sophie Hsia
Bruce Wallis
Leonie Croy
Chris Barlow
Judith Kenly

1.

Call to Order
Fred Gazeley, Co-Chair called the meeting to order at 7.30 pm.

2.

Agenda
As many of the Area F APC members were absent for this meeting, it was decided to
amend the agenda by deferring Item No.8 West Howe Sound Official Community Plan to
the March 22, 2011 Area F APC meeting.
MOVED by Mike Comerford, SECONDED by Ken Worsnop
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission Agenda be approved as amended.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

3.

Minutes
APC members received the following minutes for information:
3.1.
West Howe Sound Area F APC, January 25, 2011
3.2.
Egmont/Pender Harbour Area A APC, January 26, 2011
3.3.
Roberts Creek, Area D APC, January 31, 2011
3.4.
Elphinstone Area E APC, January 26, 2011
3.5.
Agricultural Advisory Committee, February 1, 2011
3.6.
Natural Resources Advisory Committee, January 26, 2011
3.7.
Planning and Development, February 10, 2011
MOVED by Ken Worsnop, SECONDED by Mike Comerford
THAT “The minutes noted above be received for information.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Two amendments were requested for the West Howe Sound Area F minutes:
Page 2, Item 5.1, reference to camp fire changes, deletion of the words “in
Roberts Creek area”

Page 3, APC comments, rewording of second bullet to read “Does using
the BEN system mean you have to be caught in the act?”



MOVED by Ken Worsnop, SECONDED by Laura Houle
THAT “The West Howe Sound Area F APC minutes of January 25, 2011 be approved as
amended.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
APC members expressed their thanks to the Planning Department for the inclusion of
the other APC minutes in their agenda packages.
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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, February 22, 2011
4.

Business Arising
4.1.

Policy 6, Section 4.3, West Howe Sound OCP
It was noted that the Agricultural Advisory Committee recommended in their
February 1, 2011 minutes, deletion of Policy 6, in Section 4.3 of the draft West
Howe Sound Official Community Plan regarding site specific zoning. This
information should be directed to the West Howe Sound Official Community Plan
Committee and not the Area F APC.

4.2.

Cottage Farm
Despite continued community interest, it was noted that any discussion on this
project must wait until the Sunshine Coast Regional District has received an
official application.

5.

New Business
The West Howe Sound Official Community Plan was deferred until the March 22, 2011
APC meeting.

6.

Director’s Report
Director Turnbull reported on:

Budget process

Grantham’s Landing Water System

Langdale Float

Dump sites

Transportation Study

Squamish Nation Band Lands

Sechelt Indian Band Joint Watershed Accord

Grantham’s Landing Wharf

Town of Gibsons Aquifer

Recycling

West Howe Sound Official Community Plan process

7.

Next Meeting
The next scheduled APC meeting will be March 25, 2011 at 7.30 pm, Eric Cardinall
Hall, Shirley Macey Park.

1.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 8.50 pm.

……………………………………………..
Fred Gazeley
Co-Chair, Area F

………………………………………….
Date

APCFeb2211
24/02/11
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ANNEX Q

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 2, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – March 10, 2011

FROM:

David Rafael

RE:

Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.135 (Sunshine Coast
Forest Products for Clifford Jones)

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Planning and Development Committee consider Development Variance
Permit 337.135 to vary the setback to the natural boundary of the ocean from 7.5
metres to 4 metres to allow for the construction of a dwelling on Jones Island
(Legal Description: District Lot 6456, PID: 015-830-535) and recommend that the
SCRD Board:
A)

Deny DVP 337.135

or
B)

Issue DVP 337.135 subject to the conditions set out in the report titled
“Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.135” dated March 2,
2011.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary Section 516 (1) (a) of Zoning
Bylaw 337 to reduce the minimum required setback from the natural boundary of the
ocean from 7.5 metres to 4.0 metres for construction of a single family dwelling.
OWNER/APPLICANT:

Sunshine Coast Forest Products for Clifford
Jones

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

District Lot 6456, PID: 015-830-535

ELECTORAL AREA:

A

LOCATION:

Jones Island, Middlepoint (off Iska Rd and
Donley Dr)

ZONE:

RU1B

PROPOSED VARIANCE:

to reduce the setback to the natural boundary of
the ocean from 7.5 metres to 4.0 metres for a
single family dwelling

PARCEL AREA:

1760 m²

SITE COVER

5.2%
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Regarding DVP Application No. 337.135 (Jones)
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DISCUSSION
The subject property is a small island, 1760 m2, located off Middlepoint consisting of
rocky topography with very little greenery (see Attachments A, B, C and D). The owner
has had the island since 1960 and it is accessed by boat from the Sunset Cove Road
public use area at the end of Donley Drive. The island currently contains a tiny “cabin”
(approximately 3 m by 3.5 m, 10.5 m2) that will be removed and there is no servicing.
The owner would like to construct a new, single family dwelling for recreational
purposes which may be used on a more permanent basis in the future.
For purposes of flood protection, the setback required under Zoning Bylaw 337 to the
natural boundary of the ocean is 7.5 metres. When this setback is applied to the island,
only a small and awkwardly-shaped building area is left, part of which is taken for
development of the engineered septic treatment system. Therefore, this application was
made to reduce the setback from 7.5 metres to 4.0 metres.
The owner is proposing to build a recreational cabin with deck space and a loft. The
total footprint of the dwelling will be approximately 93 m2 (1000 ft²) and the loft would
have a floor area of 37 to 74 m2 (400 to 800 ft2). The dwelling will be 7.5 m (12 ft) high.
The minimum elevation for underside of the floor of the new dwelling will be at least 2
metres above sea level. The current minimum elevation requirement above the natural
boundary of the ocean in Bylaw 337 is 1.5m, but the Province has recommended that
local government’s increase the 1.5m elevation and 7.5 metre setback due to sea level
rise caused by climate change.
The applicant provided a response to the SCRD’s variance criteria and reasons why this
application should be granted (see Attachment E). Considering the size of the island
and requirements for septic treatment a septic system will be designed by an engineer
to meet provincial standards and the applicant envisions making use of composting
toilet. Water will be supplied by a rainwater capture system and potable water provided
by bottled water brought to the site upon each visit. The applicant has also stated that
the dwelling will be seasonal use only.
Consultation
The following agencies were consulted and their comments received to date are:
Ministry of Health: Initial comments noted the requirement for remote sites that have no
hydro connections not to normally use Type 2 or Type 3 systems (which is the likely
option of an engineered system). The MoH would be interested in the details of the
proposed system.
Department of Fisheries and Oceans: “DFO will become involved should the application
be approved. ILMB will need to deal with any potential docking application. Our
understanding from local input is the island is surrounded by eelgrass and oyster beds.”
Sechelt Indian Band: Requested that due to the presence of archaeological sites in the
wider area, a preliminary field reconnaissance be conducted to determine if there is a
site of archaeological interest on the island or known sites would be harmed by the
proposal.
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SCRD Building Department: A covenant should be placed on title to note that the
dwelling would be for seasonal use and that the composting toilet should not be
replaced with a conventional toilet.
Area A APC: At the January 26, 2011 meeting the APC passed the following motion –
“This APC supports DVP No. 337.135 subject to approved septic system and
notification to nearby properties on Donley Drive and Iska Road.”
Owners and occupiers of parcels with a direct view of the island (14 parcels in total)
were also notified of the application and provided an opportunity for input. The six
responses are included in Attachment F and the following points were raised:
1. How can a septic system be located so close to ocean on an island that
partially is covered at high tides
2. How will access, parking (zoning requires two spaces), dock, power,
garbage removal, be handled
3. High tides cover part of island and existing cabin is often awash
4. How can a rock island manage a sewer system
5. Location of proposed sewer system not shown
6. Possible impact of pollution especially if sewer system floods
7. Building code for permanent or seasonal dwelling as the APC report
refers to eventual use as a permanent dwelling
8. How will building material be delivered when there is no dock and where
would builders park
9. Variance criteria not met due to flooding risk, lack of building area should
not create precedence, no other option set out
10. Island identified on SCRD’s Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory and this is
not addressed by comment that there is no environmental impact as
there are no trees to cut or blasting required, reducing setback will
encroach into sensitive inter-tidal area
11. Identified for protection due to herbaceous ecosystem
12. The island is integral to birds
13. Potential impact on eelgrass and oysters around the island
14. The site is a breeding location for Glaucas-winged gulls, white-crowned
sparrows and Canada Geese and a feeding area for Bald Eagles, Turkey
Vulture, Harlequin Ducks, Barrows Goldeneyes and Buffleheads, the
waters provide fish that fees Marbled Murrelets
15. With anticipated sea level rise is it the time to relax the 7.5 m setback
when province recommends 15 m setback and an increase in the 1.5 m
elevation
16. 15 m setback imposed on some parcels by Province at subdivision
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17. High winds experienced at this island would damage house and dock
18. There appears to be a buildable area some 1/3 to 1/4 of the area of the
proposed dwelling that would meet the required setback
19. The island is not big enough for the proposed dwelling
Mr. Jones provided information in response to some of the point raised (Attachment G)
and he noted that:
A. I have no desire to have or build a dock or moorage of any kind, nor do I
think that a dock would be necessary for row boat use.
B. I have recently purchased an 8 foot long plastic boat, which would be
taken home with us each time we visit, thus no boat would be left on the
island, or moored in the bay, or left on the mainland shore.
C. If you look at the survey drawings, it is true that at high tide the island is
almost cut in two.
D. The cabin would have a small crawl space underneath for battery
storage, as we would be off the grid. The house would have solar panels
to create electricity for the batteries.
E. The total height, including crawl space, from the highest ground to the
top point of the roof would be 25 feet (7 and a half meters)
F. I'm not aware of any specific eelgrass beds, or current oyster beds,
although I was thinking of starting the creation of an oyster bed by
moving the local star fish (oyster’s main predator) into a different area.
G. We have been launching our row boat at the public beach in Sunset Bay,
and parking at the end of the roadway that ends at the public beach.
Staff Comments
Septic System
Staff consider that it would be challenging to build any single family dwelling much
beyond the existing cabin (which is in the setback area) and completely meet the
required 7.5 metre setback all around the island. There is a small area of about 40 m2
that meets the setback requirements. However the applicant has indicated that the
septic treatment could be located in this general area; confirmation from his engineer is
awaited.
Normally a septic system should be 15 metres from the ocean, however this may be
reduced if the treatment system can be registered with the Ministry of Health. The
SCRD does not have any bylaw requirement that a treatment system shall be setback a
certain distance for the ocean. The requirements are from the Ministry of Health and
laid out in their Sewerage System Standard Practice Manual. The Manual notes that
any deviation from this is only to be made by a professional with competence in
hydrology or geotechnical engineering.
The Ministry of Health does not issue permits for septic systems of this scale and only
requires that they are registered with them. The SCRD does not establish or vary the
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setback for septic systems as this is outside of our mandate. The SCRD used to be
able to do this when it could act as a Local Board of Health; however the provincial
legislation was changed to remove the ability of local governments to establish a Local
Board of Health.
The construction of a septic treatment system that satisfies the SCRD and Ministry of
Health requirements could be made the subject of a covenant to be registered on title
before a building permit can be issued.
Flooding
As the middle part of the island is low-lying with potential for flooding during certain
storm and tidal events, staff recommend the owner register a “save harmless” covenant
on title to indemnify the SCRD in the event of flooding, erosion etc. if the application is
approved. The requirement for this covenant is a standard condition for all variance
permits that reduces setbacks to geotechnical sensitive areas or to the natural boundary
of a water body.
With respect to the environmental concerns and the designation of the island as a
sensitive ecosystem it is worth noting that the built area would take up about 5.2% of
the island area with an additional bit to be used for the septic treatment area. The
RU1B zone allows for 35% site cover on a parcel less than 2000 m 2, subject to
setbacks.
Ecosystem
There is eelgrass identified in the Habitat Atlas and Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory
between the island and the coast in one main patch and two smaller patches
(Attachment H). The SCRD and DFO have no mapping showing the location of oyster
beds. The Herbaceous designation identifies “non-forested ecosystems (less than 10%
tree cover), generally with shallow soils and often with bedrock outcroppings; includes
large openings within forested areas, coastal headlands, shorelines vegetated with
grasses and herbs, sometimes low shrubs, and moss and lichen communities on rock
outcrops.”
Proposed Covenants and Conditions
As the site is identified as sensitive, the SCRD could require a covenant to limit the
proposed building site to this area plus the area required for the septic system as a
means of protecting the rest of the ecosystem. The covenant would also allow for
access to the island not to be considered as harming the sensitive ecosystem. No other
land alteration or building would be allowed. For clarity it should be noted that the
setback reduction would not allow roof overhangs or other feature to extend outside of
the building footprint.
A condition could be included in the variance permit to limit the building height to 8 m
above the ground level, which is greater than that proposed by the applicant but would
allow for some flexibility during the building stage. In addition, a condition could be
included to prevent the construction of a dock.
With regard to parking, the SCRD does require that two parking spaces be identified on
the parcel. The applicant notes that there is a public road where a vehicle can be
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parked while he is on the island. This is also where he would launch his row boat.
Local residents have concerns about the impact of parking upon the safe access to their
property. Parking for water access only sites can cause local issues when public roads
are used. The SCRD can require that an appropriate location is identified and secured
by covenant or easement or long term lease to provide offsite parking.
A seasonal dwelling has reduced building regulation requirements and a covenant
condition would flag this to any future owners as noted above. It would identify that a
new building permit is needed should the owner desire to upgrade the dwelling to
permanent use.
SUMMARY
The SCRD has received an application to relax the minimum required ocean setback
from 7.5 metres to 4.0 metres to permit construction of a single family dwelling.
Local residents have raised several objections, some of which could be accommodated
through appropriate conditions and covenants.
Another issue that needs further consideration is whether the applicant is required to
identify and secure a site to provide parking. The applicant can be required to secure a
site prior to issuance.
There are questions about whether it is appropriate to allow for a variance to facilitate
development of a site that is within an ecologically sensitive area.
Based on the unique siting challenges and modest proposed building footprint and
relatively small part of the building lying within the ocean setback staff consider this
application for a variance to be reasonable and recommend that if the SCRD Board
were to grant approval then the following conditions should be included in the permit:
Prior to Variance Issuance:
(i)

registration of a “save harmless” covenant which specifically references:


the impact of tidal events resulting in partial flooding of the island;
and



limits the building area to the dwelling footprint and septic system
area and identifies the rest of the island as a no disturbance area,
allowing for access; and



noting that the dwelling is seasonal use only and that the
composting toilet system will not be replaced without prior
approval from the SCRD which is subject to confirmation that there
will be no negative impact upon the septic system; and



the dwelling shall not be higher than 8 metres above the highest
ground point; and



the dwelling shall not exceed a site cover of 100 square metres,
including roof overhang, decks and other features; and



the parcel shall not be served by a dock
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(ii)

confirmation the preliminary field reconnaissance was completed and if
required any additional archaeological work was completed to the
satisfaction of the Sechelt Indian Band;

(iii)

that an appropriate off-road parking location is secured to the
satisfaction of the SCRD via easement, covenant or long term lease;

(iv) confirmation that the floor level of the cabin being at least 2.0 metres
above the natural boundary of the ocean, prior to issuance of a building
permit;
(v)

the geotechnical report required prior to issuance of building permit
confirming that the design of the building is satisfactory in relation to
flooding and erosion;

(vi) confirmation that the septic system meets SCRD and Provincial
requirements and can be registered prior to issuing building permit;

____________________________________
David Rafael
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ATTACHMENT E

Vailance Criteria:

All new development should meet the Regional DIstrict’s applicable bylaw standards. A variance
Is considered only as a last resort. An application for a development variance permIt should
meet most, if not all, of the following criterIa, in order to be considered for approval:

0 The variance should not defeat the intent of the bylaw standard or significantly depart from the planning
principle or objective intended by the bylaw. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this
criteria:
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The variance should not adversely affect adjacent or nearby properties or public lands. Please elaborate
how the requested variance meets this criteria:

1
O
/c
• The variance should not be considered a precedent, but should be considered as a unique solution to an
unusual situation or set of circumstances. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria:
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o The variance represents the best solution for the proposed development after all other options have been
considered. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria:
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O The variance should not negatively affect the natural site characteristics or environmental qualities of the
property. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria:
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Connie Smith
iska Road
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
Administration Office
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, B.C.
VON 3A1
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Dear Planning and Development Committee,
I would like to invite any or all of you on the Planning Committee to come visit us in Middle
th
Point before the March 10
meeting, to actually see for yourselves how shocking this proposed
development on “Jones” Island really is. All of us neighbours that line the shore (the Jones no
longer being shoreline property owners) have either been there since childhood or, like us, 25—
30 years. We live by the rhythm of the sea and all the wildlife that share its varied moods and
space. “Jones” Island (which we have always referred to as Hut Island) Is a small but vital piece
of rock that is integral to the birds; Canada geese nest there, eagles and blue herons perch on
the solitary tree. Migrating ducks mergansers, harlequins, goldeneyes, surf scoters, and
more, along with water birds like loons, grebes, and oystercatchers use the island for protection
from eagles or the violent north-westerly storms that scream down Malaspina Straight both
summer and winter. Sea otters and seals feed and bask on the rocks to say nothing of the
underwater environment, from eel grass below to all the shellfish, especially oysters that linger
at low tide on the island.
—

We are all very concerned, as is Brian McFadyen in the Heafth Office, how a “sewerage system
could be constructed without violating the 50 foot setback to marine water,” no matter the
system. Water source? Access? Parking? Boat? Dock? Generator? Sunset Cove partially
dries at low tide. With climate change, rising water levels, environmental concerns and fragile
ecosystems, how can you all with a clear conscience even consider an application to “reduce
the required setback to the natural boundary from the ocean from 7.5 meters to 4.0 meters to
permit construction of a single family dwelling?” Our kids swim and snorkel in the ocean all
year round. At the March 1O meeting, daughter Meghan will show you both underwater
photographs of what surrounds the island as well as pictures of raging storms that almost
obliterate the small bunk house that sits there now. Please come for a visit and see for
yourselves. We welcome you and your follow up opinions.
Sincerely,
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C)
David Rafael
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

stephen wright
February-i 7-11 8:37 AM
David Rafael
jones island, middle point

dvp337.135

Jones Island, Middlepoint ,BC
variance permit -file no. DVP337.135

David
Hello, my name is Stephen Wright and i am a neighbour to the island. my parents bought the
property that i now own in 1958. i have a good knowledge of the area and the island having spent
much time on the island and boating in the surrounding waters since 1958. i have camped on the
island when i was young and also have stayed in the small one room cabin that is now falling apart.
With regards to building a dwelling on the island i have a few concerns, the drawing included
in the letter from you is not really correct, the high tides in the winter (16’ +) make the island into two
seperate bodies when the water washes thru the center. i would be interested to see the proposals
on these difficult problems: how it could be possible to manage a sewer system on such a small
solid rock island? where would the fresh water supply come from? where would electricity come
from? how would garbage be disposed of and or recycled? what sort of dock or moorage would be
proposed on the island? where would moorage / boat storage be on the mainland? where would the
owner park a motor vehicle on the mainland?
The island is very visual to at least eight other properties very close by and i would be
concerned that the structure proposed could be offensive to the natural west coast surroundings.
Please call me so we can discuss this further before you write your report, i can be reached
anytime on my cellular phone.
Thank you very much , Steve Wright

STEPHEN WRIGHT

on the sunshine coast:
Donley drive

STEPHEN WRIGHT@TELUS.NET
1
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Sunset Cove Road, Halfmoon Bay, B.C. Canada VON 1Y2

February 22, 2011

Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, B.C.
Attention: David Rafael, Senior Planner
Dear Sir:
Re: Develoøment Variance Permit ADolication No. 337.135
Jones Island, MiddleQoint
Jones Island is located at the mouth of a very small cove, called Sunset Cove,
which has a small public beach and public beach access off of Sunset Cove
Road (off of Donley). There are approximately 10 properties which border on this
cove that will be directly affected by the development of this island.
My specific concerns are as follows:
1) The proposed variance will expose the building to flooding at extreme high
tides, as well as the septic treatment plant (if there is one). This will pollute the
cove, which is used for swimming by neighbouring properties and by the public
(there is public beach access to Sunset Cove).
2) Bylaw No. 337 calls for two parking spaces for a residential dwelling. If the
applicant is proposing to park at the foot of Sunset Cove Road, where my
property is located (lot 1 on attached map), there will be no room for a fire truck
to attend to my house if there is a fire. As well, they will be blocking access to a
public beach.
3) According to the SCRD staff report dated January 18, 2011, “The owner
would like to construct a new, single family dwelling for recreational purposes
which may be used on a more permanent basis in the future.” I trust the SCRD
will ensure that the building code for a Dermanent residence is followed,
especially concerning the septic treatment, since once the occupancy permit is
approved for a recreational dwelling there will be no further requirement to
upgrade if the recreational purpose turns into a permanent residency.

2

Lori Pickering
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4) Attachment E to the Staff Report, wherein the applicant attempts to meet the
applicable bylaw standards, is lacking in some key information. Following are my
comments on their answers:
i) The variance should not defeat the intent of the bylaw standard...
Contrary to their assertion, the building will jj be above extreme high tide wave
action and flood levels and ffl be subject to flooding, as evidenced by
photographs provided.
ii) The variance should not adversely affect adjacent or nearby properties
or public lands.
If flooding of the septic treatment system occurs and pollutes the cove, the
swimming waters and public beach will be affected.

iii) The variance should not be considered a precedent but should be
considered as a unique solution to an unusual situation or set of circumstances.
Their answer is “Not enough suitable building area in the setbacks.” That
is not an unusual situation and will set a precedent if this variance is allowed.
iv) The variance represents the best solution for the proposed
development after all other options have been considered.
They do not list any other options they have considered.
v) The variance should not negatively affect the natural site
characteristics or environmental qualities of the property.
Their answer: “There are no trees to cut or blasting required.”
However, reducing the setback will encroach on the sensitive inter-tidal
marine habitat. As a matter of fact, this entire island is identified as a rare and
fragile terrestrial ecosystem in the SCRD’s Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (see
map attached).
For the above reasons it is my opinion that the setback should not be
allowed. Thank you for the opportunity to respond.
Sincerely,

7ic2rIny

End: 1

Lori Pickering
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Jill K. Turner and Associates
Barristers, Solicitors, Family Law Mediator and Notaries

FileNo.: 1002311/jb

February23,2011
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SUNSHINE COAST
REGIONAL DISTRICT
1975 Field Road
Sechelt
British Columbia
Canada VON 3A1
Attention: David Rafael, Senior Planner
Dear Sir:
Re: Notice of Consideration of Development Variance Permit
File No: DVP 337.135 Jones Island

—

DVP 337. 135

Please be advised that I am the registered owner of 11248 Sunset Cove Rd. which overlooks Sunset
Cove.
This property has been in my family for three generations.
Over’ the yars I have observed that the cabin on the island has often been awash from tidal effects.

/

In the/vent you have any questions or concerns in this regard please do not hesitate to call.
Youttruly,
/1

John H. Bay)
JHB/js
End.

/
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BEVERLEY J. STRAIGHT

February 28, 2011
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, B.C.
Attention: David Rafael, Senior Planner
Dear Mr. Rafael
Re: Development VariancePermit Application No. 337135
Jones Island. Middlepoint
I am the owner of Lot: 1 PL: LMP3564 DL: 6086 Group 1, the address for which is
5478 Iska Road. My property is directly across from Jones Island and is separated
from it by a very narrow channel of water. The island and its little cabin have for me
been a charming feature of the landscape both since I bought my property on Iska
Road in 1995, and during the 25 years before that when my family owned property
a few lots further north.
Like many of the long-term residents of this particular section of Middlepoint I am
familiar with the environmental conditions both above the surface of the ocean, and
beneath it. I have seen the ferocious winds that come in as Westerlies from
Malaspina Strait. I have snorkeled around the island and marveled at its rich marine
life. I have watched the eagles, herons, otters, seals and many other creatures
thriving in its environs. Like many of my neighbours, I feel protective toward this
island and the role it plays in the ecosystem of the area.
One former long-term neighbour, Paul Jones, now in Garden Bay, is an expert on the
marine life of Middlepoint, and in particular the habitat of the threatened Marble
Murrelets. On hearing about the proposal for a 1000 square foot house on Jones
Island he wrote:
“The whole of what I call Middlepoint Bight in my book on the Marbeled Murrelets of
the Caren Range and Middlepoint Bight should be preserved as an important Bird Area
and we are making a move to have it preserved as such. .Middlepoint Bight is one of
the only known and documented moulting places for the Marbled Murrelet on the BC
Coast The waters around the islands and the marine habitat contain the fish species
that these threatened birds feed on, including the sandlance, juvenile salmon and
anchovie. There are important eel grass beds around the island. The island itself is a
breeding site for Glaucous-winged Gulls, for White-crowned Sparrows and Canada
..
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Geese. It is a feeding area for Bald Eagles and Turkey Vultures and all through the
winter months habitat for Harlequin Ducks, Barrows Goldeneyes and BufJleheads.”
Thus, the proposal for building a 1000 square foot residence on this island and the
need expressed therefore for a variance on the usual setback from the high water
mark from 7.5 metres to 4.0 metres is coming at a time when other interested
parties are wanting to fully protect this area.
You will see evidenced in photographs provided by my neighbours that high winds
frequently pummel Jones Island and therefore any house built there would be
exposed to a great deal of buffeting. Flooding occurs on the island that could
interfere with a sewage disposal system. A dock would be required and this, too,
would be exposed to threatening winds. The house and dock would be challenged to
remain intact. Even the construction of a house of the size proposed would disturb
the delicate marine habitat.
It seems to me that the Jones family that has owned the island since 1960
constructed a house that was proportionate to what the island can sustain. Although
I appreciate that the current owner, Clifford Jones, might want to accommodate
himself in a larger house, or capitalize on his investment in the island by selling it
with a house there I think that the SCRD needs to look at a bigger picture. If, as
Allison Williams wrote in her letter of January 18 which you sent to me, “the
Province has recommended that local government’s increase the 1.5 m elevations
and 7.5 metre setbacks due to sea level rise caused by climate change,” it hardly
seems like the time to be relaxing the current required ocean setback as requested
through this variance application. That is in direct contravention to the will and
presumably concerns of the Province. The notion recommended in the Allison
Williams letter that the SCRD” staff recommend the owner register a ‘save harmless’
covenant on title to indemnify the SCRD in the event of flooding, erosion etc. if the
application is approved,” strikes me as an offensive idea, speaking only to self
interest and self preservation. How does it speak to the larger interests and
preservation of all the life that the SCRD is presumably charged with protecting?
I think this is an opportunity to exercise our responsibility as residents of this
special coastline to act as stewards of the environment, rather than reckless
developers acting out of self- interest. I would request, therefore, that you not only
deny this variance, but that you provide time and a forum for other options to be
considered for the future of Jones Island.
Thank you for the opportunity to be part of this discussion.
Yours truly

Beverley Straight
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Attachments:

Beverlev Straioht
David Rafael
Fwd: House on Jones Island
March-01-11 2:45:36 PM
Watercolours and sketches to copy 008bmo

Dear David
Here is the email I received from Paul Jones regarding the proposed development of
Jones Island. As I’ve said, he’s living in Garden Bay should you want to contact him
directly.
Thanks
Beverley Straight
Forwarded message
From: Paul Jones
Date: Mon, Feb 21, Ui.L
Subject: Re: House on Jones Island
To: Beverley Straight
.

HI Bev:
Thanks for your note. I think I understand your concerns about Jones Island. I called it White Island
because it contrasted with Black Island. I presume it is the one with the tiny house on it which I
included in my book From the Coast to Turkey and Back. Is this it in the attached picture? The whole
of what I call Middlepoint Bight in my book on the Marbled Murrelets of the Caren Range and
Middlepoint Bight should be preserved as an Important Bird Area and we are making a move to have it
preserved as such. If you can come to the Pender Harbour Wildlife Meeting on March 15th we will be
discussing this. The meeting takes place at the PH High School just beyond the Garden Bay Road
turnoff on Highway 101 at 7:30pm.
Middlepoint Bight Is one of the only known and documented moulting places for the Marbled
Murrelet on the BC Coast. The waters around the islands and the marine habitat contain the fish
species that these threatened birds feed on, including the sandlance, juvenile salmon and anchovie.
There are important eel grass beds around the island. The island itself is a breeding site for Glaucouswinged Gulls, for While-crowned Sparrows and Canada Geese. It is a feeding area for Bald Eagles
and Turkey Vultures and all through the winter months habitat for Harlequin Ducks, Barrows
Goldeneyes and Buffleheads.
We are enjoying Garden Bay where I have my boat moored. We often make the sail-by of
Middlepoint Bight. Nice to hear from you. Cheers, Paul
Original Message
From: Beverley StraIght
To: Paul Jones
Sent: Sunday, February 20, 2011 8:41 PM
Subject: House on Jones Island

Hi Paul
How is life in your neck of the woods? Are you happy in your new home in Pender
Harbour?
As you learned from Eleanor Lenz, there’s a plan afoot to build a house on little
Jones Island, right in front of my property. Clifford Jones still owns it and he’s
hired contractors to design a 1000 square foot house. The setback requirement on
the island is 7.5 metres, but he’s petitioning to have that changed to 4.0 metres,
with the minimum elevation 2 metres above sea level. Although the house will have
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a loft, there will be decks, which means it will have a footprint that seems
completely disproportionate to the size of the island. Yet in a SCRD Staff Report to
Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning Commission, writer Allison Williams
says: ‘Based on the unique siting challenges and modest proposed building
footprint and relatively small part of the building lying within the ocean setback
staff consider this application for a variance to be reasonable and recommend
approval, subject to registration of a “save harmless” covenant, the floor level of
the cabin being at least 2.- metres above the natural boundary of the ocean and
the geotechnical report required at building permit stage confirming that the
design of the building is satisfactory in relation to flooding and erosion.”
So though it seems ludicrous for anyone to build such a big structure on that
island, which, as you know is pummeled at times by westerlies, the application has
a chance of being accepted unless sufficient objections are raised, partly by the
neighbours.
I know you have often snorkeled around the island and probably know the marine
habitat there better than anyone. There is great concern that this building will not
have adequate sewage protection. Obviously the owner could not access it without
some kind of dock. Who knows how he expects to generate power or provide
water? We don’t even know where he plans to park a vehicle on the mainland
when he goes over to the island.
Several neighbours have written letters already in protest and I need to write
mine. I’m wondering if you could provide a few lines I could quote about the
potential threat to the marine habitat. I find it offensive that the SCRD would
provide themselves with a “save harmless” covenant and not take into account the
harm this dwelling could create for the birds, sea creatures and vegetation.
I have to have my letter done by the end of the week. There will be a public
meeting on Thursday, March 10 at 1:30 pm on Field Road, but we have to get our
request to speak or letters of protest to Senior Planner David Rafael by March 2.
Would you be able to provide me with some potent lines to include?
Thanks for your help.
Best wishes
Beverley Straight

When sending mail with multiple or large attachments, or for faster response,
please send to
Beverley Straight
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David Rafael
Senior Planner
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, British Columbia

3

February 27, 2011
Dear Sir
RE:

Notice of Consideration Of Development Variance Permit DVP 337.135
District Lot 6456, PID 01 5-830-535

We have owned our property on lska Road since 1992, and this past summer we
relocated to the Sunshine Coast and began construction of our permanent home.
Jones Island, the property for which the variance has been requested is
approximately 150 metres from our shoreline.
We did look at the possibility of future development in the area when considering
the purchase of our property. The ocean side setbacks required on our lot and
those immediately adjacent to our lot were established at 15 meters. We viewed
these sethacks as minimum restrictions and at the time considered any further
development on the island beyond the existing cabin as not viable.
We cannot support any relaxation of sethacks on the property in question. We do
not feel the request for variance relief is justified and strongly believe that the
variance review should consider all aspects of the proposed project. Important
considerations include construction and occupation of any dwelling on the island
and impacts to the surrounding environment.
Land development should be viewed under the premise that not every parcel of
land must be developed nor indeed that every existing lot is suitable for
development. It is the zoning bylaws of the Regional District that assist in the
determination of where development is appropriate. The bylaw sets out
standards for setbacks, lot coverage, and land use to be followed. While we
agree there is a time and place for variances, such variances must be justifiable.
It is not appropriate to apply variances to turn an undevelopable parcel of land
into a building site.
When applying the current 7.5 meter sethack to this parcel of land, the useable
area amounts to 194 square meters in a narrow crescent along the island. This
resultant area is not of a shape or size to site the proposed dwelling. From the
drawings provided to support the variance application, it appears that about one
quarter to one-third of the proposed dwelling would sit in the “variance” area. This
is clearly a significant portion of the proposed dwelling. We do not feel the shape

I
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of land remaining as a result of the setback criteria poses a “unique or unusual
set of circumstances” quite simply the island is not big enough to support the
proposed building. It must also be noted that this overlap into the variance area
as indicated is for the building only and does not yet consider placement of
required sewage facilities, permanent access facilities, utility encroachment etc.
—

It is our understanding that the primary function of the setback bylaw is to prevent
flooding of dwellings and structures on a parcel of land. The island is low-lying
(less than 5 meters of elevation above the ocean natural boundary), unprotected
from wind, and its shorelines are frequently awash from the wave and tide action.
Further, we understand from long time area residents that the center neck of the
island floods during extreme high tides. Perhaps this is why there is only one tree
on the island? Furthermore, the high tide line as drawn is based on visual clues
such as barnacle growth and rock discoloration caused by average high tides. All
tides higher than average will flood above this surveyed line. To relax the
sethacks and allow construction of a building on the site outside of the 7.5m
setback would result in a high probability of flooding, contrary to the intent of the
bylaw to prevent flooding.
Protection of the shoreline environment is a secondary, though important
objective of setbacks from the ocean. Encroaching on this zone with a dwelling
will impact the viability of the marine shoreline ecosystem. The island is a home
to many marine animals and birds. The island was included in the Sensitive
Ecosystems Inventory of the Sunshine Coast, and ranked as an ecologically
important herbaceous site
. We are also aware that the provincial government
1
has recommended (and required in the case of our lot 2) that setbacks be
increased due to higher risk of flooding potential and to be protective of the
environment. The SCRD supports environmental protection and promotes
sustainability. The following is a quote from the SCRD website “...Applying
Greenshores principles can help protect the environment and property while
reducing shoreline erosion. We encourage you to find out more if you own
waterfront property anywhere on the Sunshine Coast”
. The provincial
3
Greenshores project initiative resulted in the increase of shoreline setbacks in the
Roberts Creek area from the previous setback of 7.5m to I 5m. Allowing
development closer to the shoreline will reduce the buffer between human
habitation and wildlife thus negatively affecting the habitat currently used by
sea
animals.
1

The Sunshine Coast Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory (SEI) was undertaken to identify
rare
ecosystems along the coastal lowlands of British Columbia from Howe Sound Desolation and fragile terrestrial
to
Sound and the adjacent
islands in the Strait of Georgia. The SEI is a “flagging” tool that identifies sensitive
ecosystems and provides scientific
information to governments and others trying to maintain biodiversity in the region.
Mapsheet 092F.060 Date
Published: Oct 2005
2

the shoreline of our property had a setback distance of 15 metres imposed as a condition
of subdivision to quote the
covenant registered on title: “required as a condition of consent to approval of the
subdivision of the Lands by the
Minister responsible for Environment under Section 82 of the Land Title Acr
—

SCRD website, Sustainability pages

2
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Finally we believe the variance request must be considered in the context of
the proposed project as a whole including access, construction and utilities.
—

•

Access: there is no permanent docking site on the island or on the
mainland in close proximity to the project. While it is suggested that
access to this dwelling would be by row boat launched from existing
public right of ways, we suggest this is not a viable arrangement. This is
a home and will require realistic quantities of supplies on a regular basis
to support a dwelling of the size proposed.

•

Construction: transporting building supplies, construction workers and
equipment would require a vessel much larger than a row boat. Where
would this vessel dock on the island? Would construction crews use
public access sites to park their vehicles while supporting construction? A
difficult site such as this could take a year or longer to complete the
building process. This is a significant impact on current home owners.

•

Sewage and waste handling: given the size, shape and elevation of the
island it is not evident where a septic system would be located such that
it would be far enough from the shoreline and potential high tide and
storm impacts. It is important to consider what may happen during
“upset” conditions for example a tank overfilled would flow directly into
the ocean.
—

We remain opposed to the proposal presented in the application for this island.
We consider that any and all development should be done in a thoughtful and
environmentally appropriate manner. Thank you for the opportunity to provide our
comments. If you have any questions on our concerns, please contact us via
email at: iskalowell©gmail.com.

//Z4/

)z

7

Sue and Brad Lowell
Owners of Lot 2, DL 6086 (

lska Road)

3
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ATTACHMENT G
Additional Information Provided by Applicant (C Jones)
In a message dated 23/02/2011 12:58 P.M. Pacific Standard Time:
Hi Dave,
Sorry ,I missed the question about where we are launching the row boat and parking our
car....We have been launching our row boat at the public beach in sunset bay, and parking at
the end of the roadway that ends
at the public beach.
Regards,
Cliff Jones
In a message dated 23/02/2011 12:33 P.M. Pacific Standard Time:
Hi David,
Thank you very much for your email of Feb.22/11.
After living and growing up in sunset bay since 1959, and owning boats ,sail and power ,all
these years, I now find myself boated out(if there is such a word)
In answer to your first question, I have no desire to have or build a dock or moorage of any kind,
nor do I think that a dock would be necessary for row boat use..
I have recently purchased an 8 foot long plastic boat, which would be taken home with us each
time we visit, thus no boat would be left on the island, or moored in the bay, or left on the
mainland shore.
If you look at the survey drawings, it is true that at high tide the island is almost cut in two.
The cabin, would have a small crawl space underneath for battery storage,as we would be off
the grid. The house would have solar panels to create electricity for the batteries.The total
height , including crawl space,from the highest ground to the top point of the roof would be 25
feet( 7 and a half meters)
I'm not aware of any specific eelgrass beds, or current oyster beds, although I was thinking
of starting the creation of an oyster bed by moving the local star fish(oysters main predator)
into a different area.
I hope this info helps,
Kind Regards,
Cliff Jones
In a message dated 22/02/2011 1:58:34 P.M. Pacific Standard Time, David.Rafael@scrd.ca
writes:
Hi Cliff
I am starting to get some community feedback and questions were put to me that I could not
answer. These are likely to be raised in any written comments or at the Planning Committee.
Here are the ones I could not answer:
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1. Do you intend to build a dock and if so have you applied for a tenure from the Integrated
Land Management Bureau? If you are planning on a dock then please provide me a sketch
plan showing where it would be, its orientation and how big it is. No need to worry about exact
scale, just include the dimensions on the plan.
2. Where is or will your boat be moored when not at the island? If you do not have regular
moorage where will you launch your boat and park your vehicle?
3. I was also told that at high tides Jones Island is almost cut in half by the ocean. Is this the
case?
4. I understand that it will be two floors, main floor and loft, but do you have an idea about the
height from ground to top of roof?
5. There are eelgrass beds between the island and the mainland (see attached map). Are you
aware of any not shown and/or the presence of oyster beds in the area?
That’s it for now. If I get any more questions that I can’t answer I will let you know.
Regards,
David Rafael
Senior Planner
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC, V0N 3A1
phone: 604 885 6804 ext 4
fax: 604 885 7909
www.scrd.ca
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ATTACHMENT H

DVP 337.135 - Ecosystems
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Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory
Herbaceous
Riparian

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
NO. 337.135
DRAFT

TO:

Clifford and Sheila Jones

ADDRESS: 44660 Lancaster Drive
Chilliwack, BC
V2R 3B6
This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the bylaws
of the Sunshine Coast Regional District applicable thereto, except those specifically
varied or supplemented by this Permit.
This Development Variance Permit applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast
Regional District described as follows:
Legal Description: District Lot 6456 Group 1 New Westminster District
P.I.D.:
015-830-535
Civic Description: Jones Island, Egmont/Pender Harbour, BC
The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the
provisions, terms and conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications
attached hereto as a schedule and which forms part of this Permit.
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local
Government Act for the purpose of constructing a single family dwelling on those lands
described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District (Electoral Area A) Zoning Bylaw
No. 337, 1990 is specifically varied as follows:
To reduce the minimum required setback to the natural boundary of the
ocean, as required in Section 516 (1) (a) of Zoning Bylaw 337, from 7.5
metres to 4.0 metres.
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit. No construction shall
commence without prior written consent of the Building Inspector.
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within
two (2) years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse.
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DRAFT Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.135

Page 2 of 2

This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following
terms and conditions:
Prior to Variance Issuance:
(i)

registration of a covenant which specifically references:


“save harmless”; and



the impact of tidal events resulting in partial flooding of the island;
and



limits the building area to the dwelling footprint and septic system
area and identifies the rest of the island as a no disturbance area,
allowing for access; and



noting that the dwelling is seasonal use only and that the
composting toilet system will not be replaced without prior
approval from the SCRD which is subject to confirmation that there
will be no negative impact upon the septic system; and



the dwelling shall not be higher than 8 metres above the highest
ground point; and



the dwelling shall not exceed a site cover of 100 square metres,
including roof overhang, decks and other features; and



the parcel shall not be served by a dock

(ii)

confirmation the preliminary field reconnaissance was completed and if
required any additional archaeological work was completed to the
satisfaction of the Sechelt Indian Band;

(iii)

that an appropriate off-road parking location is secured to the
satisfaction of the SCRD via easement, covenant or long term lease;

General Conditions:
(iv) confirmation that the floor level of the cabin being at least 2.0 metres
above the natural boundary of the ocean, prior to issuance of a building
permit;
(v)

the geotechnical report required prior to issuance of building permit
confirming that the design of the building is satisfactory in relation to
flooding and erosion;

(vi) confirmation that the septic system meets SCRD and Provincial
requirements and can be registered prior to issuing building permit;

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\337\337-135\Draft DV Permit.doc
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DRAFT Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.135

Page 2 of 2

Except as specifically provided above, this Development Variance Permit in no way
relieves the owner or occupier of the responsibility of adhering to all other legislation of
responsible authorities, which may apply to the land.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL
DISTRICT BOARD THE nn DAY OF Month, 2011.
ISSUED THIS ___________ DAY OF ________________________, 2011.

_____________________________________
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\337\337-135\Draft DV Permit.doc
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ANNEX Q
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

tnewfield
; David Rafael
Kaoru Yamashita
337.135
March-06-11 1:20:06 PM

March 6, 2011
To Mr David Rafael and To Whom It May Concern:
I am a resident at 5440 Iska Road, and have being enjoying the nature
on the Sunshine Coast along with my family since moving from Tokyo
Japan in 2003. I am very familiar with the property/area in questions,
Jones Island, and I was quite frankly very surprised when I saw the
application for a zoning change. I hope that this letter can be used
along with the other concerned voices to stop any zoning changes and
potential environmental damage that would result from the proposed
development related to application #337.135.
First I want to be very clear that my family and I adamantly oppose
any change to the existing zoning requirement, and for this property
in particular for reasons I will outline below.
First, reducing the zoning requirement and building a residential home
on this Island will adversely affect the ecosystem and therein the
survival of local wild and marine life. My son, wife and I (Sky and
Kaoru Yamashita), have circumnavigated the small Jones island many
times over the last several years, and have also explored it while
snorkeling there and around the cove on a number of occasions. As
avid skin-divers, I can attest that this small rock island plays an
important role in the ecosystem and bio-diversity-balance of the
Middle-point Bite – the small cove where we along with the surrounding
neighbors live. On the north side of the Island in particular there
are protected pools that sustain an abundance of shell-life and
mollusks many of which I have not seen in other parts of the bay
during our snorkeling and scuba forays - including crab, oysters and a
unique marine snail population which we have only found just off the
shores of Jones Island.   Thus this area is, and has always been, a
key foraging ground for both birds, seals and the local sea-otters
-who have decreased in recent years due to the on-going encroachment
on their habitat.
You are also probably aware that a number of bird clans are specific
to, and make their home in, this protected cove including families of
Burrows which have dwindled in recent years, but keep coming back to
birth and raise their young. They Island is both a place around which
they feed on fish, sea-plants and crustaceans- and use for protection.
It is on the foraging path of the Sea-otters who live in the area as
well, and a feeding point for Eagles, Blue Herring and Seagulls.
There is no question that the building of a residential property on
this island will drastically affect the balance of this sensitive
ecosystem and the sustainability of the local wildlife.
The Island tarra-firma itself is basically solid rock, and unlike the
shore bound properties on the mainland, the building plot does not
contain sand, silt, clay and soil to act as natural filters for
run-off water, before it enters the sea.   This is a key concern both
during the construction process and for the existence of a residential
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building on the site. First, as someone who has worked in
construction knows, many of the chemically pre-treated wood products,
plastics and other building materials used in construction (glues,
paints, stains and fuel), will be used, cut, processed and applied on
the Island during construction, causing harmful chemicals to blow and
wash into the surrounding waters. There is no question this will kill
much of the marine life that sustains the plants, fish and the animals
mentioned above. In addition, the finished building’s paint, stains,
roof-tiles, cleaning products and landscape soils (in pots or
otherwise), will also leach harmful chemicals directly into the sea
with every rain or washing - as NO natural filtering medium is present
given the solid-rock base on which the building will sit. The fact
that zoning could be reduced exasperates this problem and will lead to
an expanding dead-zone around the Island and the bay.
In short, there are indeed many beautiful and available building sites
in and around Middle Point, i.e. much better options for a residential
project – and with much less environmental impact; options that will
not adversely affect the aquatic balance and marine life of our
sensitive coastal area.   It makes no sense to me, that anything
should be built on this Island – beyond possibly a simple day-cottage
or hut – built with natural rock/wood, with no stain, and no chemicals
– and with a mandated: carry-it-in/carry-it-out policy regarding water
and waste.
There are other important matters and valid concerns as well with this
proposed project - including safety, access to and from the Island for
construction and daily living, as well as aesthetics – all of which
I’m sure others will raise. But for me the key issue here is drawing
a line in the sand (or in this case drawing a line on a solid rock
island) to protect an important, fragile (and I would say magical)
ecosystem so essential to sustaining life in and around this beautiful
cove.
I, on behalf of my wife, my son, our future generations and for all
the marine animals and birds whom also deserve a voice in this matter
- sincerely and with no reservation urge you to NOT change the zoning
– and moreover do whatever is in your power to protect this sensitive
area and the marine-life that depend it for survival.
For our children and future generations to enjoy,
I remain sincerely yours,
Todd Newfield
Instructor Capilano University
5440 Iska Rd
Please feel free to contact me and include this letter with your other
coorispondence regarding this matter.
-Todd Newfield
-----------
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Colin M. Smith

March 1, 2011

Variance Permit # DVP337.135
Planning and Development Committee
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, B.C. V0N 3A1
Dear Sir or Madam:
I am writing this letter as one of the residents of Sunset Cove regarding the proposed
development of “Jones Island” (hereafter, JI), Variance Permit # DVP337.135. My name is Colin
Smith, and I am currently completing a Master of Science degree in Geology at the University of
Victoria.
The development of JI would have devastating environmental and ecological consequences for
Sunset Cove, and would perpetuate severe long-term residential issues for any occupant. This
proposal must be dismissed in order to maintain the integrity of our coast.
JI serves as a sanctuary for countless marine and terrestrial animals and plants. One frequently
sees nesting birds (surf scoters, oystercatchers, bald eagles, cormorants, mergansers, gulls, blue
herons, loons, ravens, finches, stellar’s jays, hummingbirds) taking refuge on the island, as well
as seals and otters as they feed and sun themselves. JI also hosts a strongly-developing oyster
bed situated just below the high tide line. Furthermore, a protected species of Eel Grass
flourishes around the periphery of the island. Development of JI would devastate the delicate
habitat that supports these life forms, and long-term residence on this island would invariably
affect the pelagic and benthic vertebrates and invertebrates native to JI that currently live
unaffected by humans.
Many of us who have been residing in Sunset Cove for several decades are quite aware of the
extreme tide and storm events that barrage JI. It comes as an utter shock to us that a submission
for a variance permit has been initiated to develop the island within 4 meters of the high tide line
(as you know, the current statute is 7 meters). Extreme spring tides would unquestionably surge
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over any development at this level, contributing extensive pollution during/after building, and
creating long-term constructional-engineering issues as the relentless sea batters JI. Couple a
spring tide with a strong storm, and the results would be catastrophic to any development.
A plethora of scientific research and modelling that demonstrates drastic sea level rise is an
actuality for the next several centuries (Lyman et al., 2010; Merrifield et al., 2009; Willis et al.,
2010; Rahmstorf et al., 2007...etc). Scientific modelling estimates that by the year 2100, eustatic
sea level could rise as much as 2.2 meters. Moreover, many models predict an accelerated global
sea level rise after 2040-2050 due to increased melting of the West Antarctic ice shelf (Milliman
et al., 1989). This would effectively diminish the proposed variance permit to less than 2 meters
above sea level.
Sunset Cove is a magical part of our coast, teeming with life, biodiversity, and natural splendour.
Development of JI would all but destroy the purity of this coastline, and would devastate the
fragile environmental balance vital to the preservation of life forms that already call it home.
Sincerely,
Colin M. Smith

List of References:
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Willis, 2010, Robust warming of the global upper ocean, Nature, Vol. 465, pp. 334–337.

2.

Merrifield, M. A., Merrifield, S. T., Mitchum, G. T., 2009, An anomalous recent acceleration of global sea
level rise, Journal of Climate, Vol. 22:5, pp. 772–5,781.
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Milliman, J. D., Broadus, J. M., Gable, F., 1989, Environmental and Economic Implications of Rising Sea
Level and Subsiding Deltas: The Nile and Bengal, Ambio, Vol. 18, No. 6, pp. 340-345.

4.
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Sally Benner
Donley Drive

March 5, 2011
Jones Island, Middlepoint, B.C.
Variance permit file # DVP337.135
Planning and Development Committee,
Attention David Rafael,

I am writing to you in regard to the proposed development of Jones' island. I
can only assume that you have never been up to Middlepoint to see the island,
otherwise you wouldn't even be considering this proposal. My parents bought
our property in 1960, so I have been around that area my whole life. The bunk
house was always fun for my sisters and I to have a scary sleepover in, but as far
as something bigger, it just doesn't make sense. First, how would you get on and
off the island. You can't build a dock there, it's either too rough or too shallow.
Where would you park on the mainland? Heat, light and water can be worked
out, but what about septic? I don't even want to think about it! There isn't a
speck of dirt on the island to make a drain field, and it obviously can't go out
into the ocean. Is there another option?
The island is divided in half by water in the winter when the tide is high and
the winds are blowing, so where will this house go? I don't think too much
thought has gone into all this.
Also, at least 8 or 10 properties look out onto this island, most of which have
been owned by the same owners for 25 - 55 years, a larger structure on that
island would only take away from the beauty we all share.
I hope you will take into consideration my concerns, many more of which I
probably forgot to mention, before you approve this building.
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Please feel free to contact me at any time.

Sincerely yours,
Sally Benner
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Rafael
JONES iSLAND
March-08-11 12:47:02 PM

DAVID,
MY WIFE AND I LIVE AT 5418 DONLEY DRIVE IN THE MIDDLEPOINT AREA, IT
HAS BEEN OUR PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE FOR THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS, AND WE
TAKE A STRONG INTEREST IN MATTERS THAT AFFECT OUR NEIGHBOURHOOD.
WE HAVE READ THE COMMENTS OF OUR NEIGHBOURS RESPECTING THE DEVELOPMENT
OF JONES ISLAND AND ARE IMPRESSED WITH THEIR RESEARCH AND AGREE
TOTALLY WITH THE CONCLUSIONS THEY HAVE REACHED.
TO PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 25 FOOT HIGH (OR ANY) BUILDING ON THIS
ISLET WOULD BE LUDICROUS IN THE EXTREME.
PLEASE REGISTER OUR OPPOSITION TO THIS SCHEME.
WE ARE PRESENTLY OUT OF THE AREA AND WILL NOT BE ABLE TO ATTEND THE
MARCH 10 MEETING.
BRUCE AND SIDNEY SMITH
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Rafael
Fwd: Committee report and contact number
March-07-11 12:54:04 PM

dave...here is some of my thoughts in answer to some neighboursw concerns

From:
To:
Sent: 07/03/2011 11:03:41 A.M. Pacific Standard Time
Subj: Fwd: Committee report and contact number
hours.We would
like to visit longer but have no where to stay..this is why we are thinking of building the small
cabin.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Rafael
Fwd: meeting on march 10,
March-09-11 10:30:42 AM

From:
To:
Sent: 09/03/2011 10:16:16 A.M. Pacific Standard Time
Subj: meeting on march 10,
Hi David
After reviewing the concerns of the local residence , it would appear that the main concern is
the possible contamination of the eco system of the area, especially with the winter high tides
and often stormy weather
we all are aware happen every year. I can appreciate and understand their concerns.
Bert Telder is a professional engineer who specializes in waste water systems for remote
applications.
He has visited the island and has deducted that the only system that would work at this
location is a composting toilet and a grey water field..no black water field would exist.
It is the absence of the black water field that would prevent the contamination of the area..Bert
can explain this better than I though.
In the district letter, it stated that while the application is for seasonal use, it may become full
time use in the future...It is my intent for this to be seasonal use only..
The only last comment that I would like to make, is that I'm only trying to do what everyone
has already done, and that is to build my own little cabin on the property I own.
Kind Regards,
Cliff
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ANNEX R

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 2nd, 2011

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – March 10th, 2011

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner

RE:

Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 310.133 (Collura)

RECOMMENDATION
THAT this report, including referral agency comments, be received for information;
AND THAT Bylaw No. 310.133 (Collura) be forwarded to the SCRD Board for consideration of
Second Reading;
AND THAT pending Second Reading being given, a public hearing be scheduled to be held on
Thursday, April 14th at 7:00 p.m. in the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board Room;
AND THAT the Board delegate a Chair and Alternate Chair to conduct the public hearing.

BACKGROUND
At its meetings of December 9th and January 13th, the Board adopted the following Planning &
Development Committee recommendation:
Recommendation No. 20
Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.133 (Collura)
THAT the report dated December 2, 2010 titled “Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No.
310.133 (Applicant: Collura)” be received;
AND THAT Bylaw 310.133 (Collura) be forwarded to the SCRD Board for consideration of First
Reading;
AND THAT Bylaw No. 310.133 be referred to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Squamish Nation for comment.
AND FURTHER THAT a restrictive covenant be registered on title that states that should the home
be destroyed or removed to an extent greater than 75% above its foundation, any new home would
be required to comply with the existing 0.30 floor area ratio.
THAT "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.133, 2010" be read a
first time.

This report summarizes referral agency comments and pr ovides further recommendations as
how to proceed with Bylaw No. 310.133.

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310\310.133\PDC Report March 2011.doc
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Staff Report to Planning & Development Committee
Regarding Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 310.133

Page 2 of 3

DISCUSSION
As discussed in previous staff reports, a single detached dwelling was constructed on the
subject property in 2002, consisting of about 1217 ft² floor on one level. The lot area is less than
1500 m² and, as a result, a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.30 applies. The maximum
permitted floor area for all buildings is 295.65 m² (3,182 ft²). Under Zoning Bylaw No. 310, floor
area includes garages, crawlspaces and storage areas above 1.8 m in height. In 2005, the
owners applied for a building permit for an a ddition to the existing house. Building permit
drawings provided at the time showed the addition having two storeys consisting of 1817 ft² floor
area, plus additional crawlspace areas bringing the total floor area to 3034 ft², under the
permitted maximum 3182 ft². On this basis, a building permit was issued and c onstruction
commenced.
During construction, the contractor apparently over-excavated the site and, as a r emedy, he
suggested that a basement be built instead of the approved crawlspace. The initial inspection by
the Regional District’s Building Division occurred in August, 2005 and at that time it was noted
that a B uilding Code upgrade and a r evised drawing was required if a basement was to be
added. The owner claims to have advised the contractor to contact the Regional District
regarding the basement area and, in response, the contractor advised them that no alterations
to the building permit were required. No basement drawings were provided. Construction and
inspections continued and, unfortunately, Building Department staff did not follow up with the
need for basement drawing. The matter was not followed up until the final inspection in 2009.
Converting the crawlspace into a full basement added 864 ft² floor area, bringing the dwelling
total to 3898 ft². Based on the property size, this translates into a floor area ratio of 0.37 – over
the maximum 0.30 FAR. The basement is mostly in-ground, with at least 50% being located
below grade at any given place.
More recently, a land survey of the subject property shows a portion of original house does not
meet the minimum setbacks along YMCA Road. Unfortunately, records of the original building
permit cannot be located. The house is situated 1.8 metres of the front lot line instead of the
minimum 5 metres. The house is also situated 4.2 metres from the lot line abutting YMCA Road
instead of the required 4.5 metres.
While setbacks can be relaxed through a variance, floor area ratios, a type of density, cannot be
varied. Only zoning amendments can change use or density as provided under the Local
Government Act. The property is zoned R1. A new spot zone, R1A, is proposed that would
permit a larger floor area ratio (0.37) and a reduced 4.2-metre setback along YMCA Road for
the original house. All other provisions of the R1 zone would still apply. As the setback
reduction is proposed for a property line abutting a road, the owner will also be required to
obtain a Setback Permit from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure.
The owner has volunteered to register a covenant to ensure that if the house is destroyed or
removed to an ex tent greater than 75% above its foundation, any new construction would be
subject to an 0.30 FAR (maximum 3034 ft² floor area). This would effectively give the dwelling a
legal non-conforming status.
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CONSULTATION
Agency Referral Comments
Referrals of this proposed bylaw amendment were sent to the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure, Vancouver Coastal Health Authority, the Squamish Nation and other SCRD
Departments, including the Fire Prevention Officer, Infrastructure Services Department and
Building Division.
The Ministry of Transportation responded noting that a Setback Permit for the existing building
will be required. The Ministry also concurred with registering a restrictive covenant, as outlined
in the Discussion section.
The Fire Prevention Officer cautioned that the spatial separation requirements under the
Building Code may not be met on the north side of the building. Building staff followed up on
the issue with the owner, and have advised that one of the existing non-openable windows will
need to be modified in order to meet the fire ratings under the Building Code. This matter could
be resolved before Bylaw No. 310.133 is considered for final adoption.
Neither the Infrastructure Services Department nor the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority
expressed any concerns about the application.
The Squamish Nation did not respond to the referral request.
APC Comments
At its meeting in October 2010, the West Howe Sound Advisory Planning Commission
concurred with the need for a restrictive covenant and expressed support for the application.
Public Notification
In addition to a new spaper advertisement, residents living within 50 m etres of the subject
property will be not ified of the application prior to any public hearing to allow them the
opportunity to be informed and express any concerns.
CONCLUSION
A very minor Building Code issue was raised during the referral process, which Building staff
are following up w ith the applicant. N o other major concerns were expressed. B ylaw No.
310.133 is recommended to be forwarded to the Board for Second Reading and that a public
hearing be scheduled to be held on Thursday, April 14th in the Regional District Board Room.
____________________________
Gregory Gebka, Planner
Planning & Development Division

153

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.133, 2011
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. 310.133, 2011".

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 the subject property, Lot 5, District Lot 1398, Plan 21531, from R1
(Residential One) to R1A (Residential One A) as shown on Appendix ‘A’ to this Bylaw.
b) Amend Part III Section 301 (1) by adding R-1A following R-1, to Column I, and by
adding Residential One A following Residential One to Column II.
c) Amend Part V by:
1. re-wording Section 502 (9) by inserting a comma and R1A“, R1A” following
R1,.
2. re-wording Section 502 (10) by inserting a comma and R1A or “, R1A or”
following R1.
d) Amend Part VI by:
1. Inserting a new Section 602 R1A (Residential One A) zone by adding Sections 602 to
602.7 as follows:

602

R1A Zone (Residential One A)

602

On a parcel in an R1A Zone,
Permitted Uses

602.1 except as otherwise permitted in Part V of this bylaw the following and no other uses are
permitted:
(1)
(2)

one single family dwelling;
home office;
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______________________________________________________________________________
Floor Area
602.2 despite Section 504, the maximum total floor area of all buildings in any parcel in the
R1A zone shall be the parcel area multiplied by 0.37, to a maximum of 364 m²;
Siting of Structures
602.3 (a)

(b)

except as provided for in subsection (b), no structure shall be located within:
(1)
5 metres of a front parcel line;
(2)
2 metres of a rear parcel line; and
(3)
1.5 metres of a side parcel line, except where the side parcel line is
contiguous to a highway in which case the setback shall be 4.5 metres;
a single family dwelling that exists on October 1, 2010 shall not be located within:
(1)
1.8 metres of a front parcel line;
(2)
2 metres of a rear parcel line; and
(3)
1.5 metres of a side parcel line, except where the side parcel line is
contiguous to a highway in which case the setback shall be 4.2 metres;

Parcel Coverage
602.4 the maximum parcel coverage of all buildings, projections and structures shall not
exceed 35%;
Dwellings Per Parcel
602.5 no more than one dwelling may be located on a parcel.
Home Office
602.6

a home office shall be subject to the following conditions:
(1)

(2)
(3)

no external indication shall exist that the dwelling is utilized for any purposes
other than normally associated with a residential building except for a single sign
not exceeding 3500 square centimetres (0.35 square metres) in area;
there shall be no out of doors storage of materials, equipment, containers or
finished products;
employees of a home office are restricted to members of a family as defined in
this bylaw plus one other person;

Horticultural Sales
602.7

horticultural sales shall be subject to the following conditions:
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______________________________________________________________________________
(1)

(2)

notwithstanding any other parts of this bylaw, only one sign not exceeding 0.35
square metres in area is permitted to be installed on a parcel, in a manner that does
not obstruct or obscure the site access or egress;
an auxiliary building or structure and a portable air stand used for horticultural
sales are subject to section 602.2 of this bylaw, except that a portable open air
stand may be sited to within 1.5 metres of a front or exterior side property line;

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

13th

DAY OF

JANUARY

2011

READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF

2011

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

DAY OF

2011

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 310.133
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CHAIR

ANNEX S

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 3, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – March 10, 2011

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

Zoning Amendment Bylaw Application No. 310.136
(Amendments to Implement the Elphinstone OCP)

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT Bylaw 310.136 be forwarded to the March 10, 2011 Board for consideration
of adoption.
On a letter dated February 21, 2011, the Honourable Stephanie Cadieux of the Ministry of
Community, Sport and Cultural Development enclosed a copy of the ministerial order granting a two
year trial period exempting the SCRD from requiring ministerial approval for official community plan
bylaws, zoning or subdivision servicing bylaws, temporary use permits and bylaws amending land
use contracts.
The terms of the trial period of ministerial exemptions enables the SCRD Board to adopt Zoning
Amendment Bylaw 310.136 without further referral. It is recommended that Bylaw 310.136 be
forwarded to the Board for adoption.

__________________
Andrew Allen, Planner
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 310.136, 2010
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. 310.136, 2010”
`
PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Amend Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area Zoning Bylaw 310, 1987 by
amending Schedule A and Schedule B to incorporate the land use zones and subdivision
districts as shown on Appendices A and B of Bylaw 310.136 which are attached as
Appendices A and B, respectively;

3.

Amend Part II Section 201 by adding the following definitions:
“fire training area” means a site containing fire suppression and extraction practice
facilities and storage of vehicles and equipment to be used by fire departments located
within the Sunshine Coast Regional District for training.
“community storage” means storage of materials related to seasonal festivals and events
for local community groups and service clubs.

4.

5.

Amend Section 301 (1) by incorporating the following zone into Subsection (1):
Column I

Column II

RU5A

Rural Forest E

Part VIII is amended by:
A) Adding to the end of Section 821.1 (3) the following: up to a maximum of 25 units
per hectare in Electoral Area E;
B) Adding to Section 821.1(9) “to a maximum of 100 square metres in Electoral Area E”
immediately following retail unit; And:
C) Adding to the end of Section 841.3 (b) the following: with the exception of Electoral
Area E, where the maximum floor area shall be 1394 square metres.

6.

Part X is amended by:
A) Adding sub-section (e) to 1001.2 (2) with the following: “with the exception of
Electoral Area E, where the parcel size must be 8000 square metres to qualify for the
use described in Section 1001.2 (2) (a-d);
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B) Adding to end of Section 1011.1 (7) (a), Column I: “with the exception of Electoral
Area E where the parcel size is 8000 square metres and Column II there shall be a
maximum of two dwellings in Electoral Area E”;
C) Adding sub-section (e) to 1011.2 (3) with the following: “with the exception of
Electoral Area E, where the parcel size must be 8000 square metres to qualify for the
use described in Section 1011.2 (3) (a-d);
D) Replacing sub-section (3) of Section (1011A.4) with the following: “Non-commercial
community storage facility provided that:
(a) No building shall exceed 6 metres in height; and
(b) The footprint of the building shall not exceed 450 square metres;
E) Adding the following: “fire training area, with a minimum of 7.5 metre setback to all
property lines” to Section 1011A.4 under new sub-section (11);
F) Adding to Section 1021.3 (1) immediately following one single family dwelling, the
following: “except in Electoral Area E where the dwelling shall not be greater than 9
metres in width pursuant to the Agricultural Land Commission Act.”
G) Inserting the RU5A (Rural Forest E) Zone in Section 1023 as follows:
1023A

RU5A Zone (Rural Forest E)
Permitted Uses

1023.1A Except as permitted in Part V, land, buildings and structures in the RU4B zone shall be
used for the following purposes only:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

forest management;
forest based recreation;
environmental conservation
park;
one single family dwelling per parcel;

Floor Area
1023.2A The total floor area of all buildings on a parcel shall not exceed 300 square metres.
Siting Requirements
1023.3A The siting requirements are as follows:
(1)

no structure shall be located within 5 metres of a parcel line;

Parcel Coverage
1023.4A The parcel coverage of all buildings and structures shall not exceed 10 per cent.
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PART C – ADOPTION

READ A FIRST TIME this

28th

DAY OF

OCTOBER

2010

READ A SECOND TIME this

28th

DAY OF

OCTOBER

2010

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

16th

DAY OF

NOVEMBER

2010

READ A THIRD TIME this

13th

DAY OF

JANUARY

2011

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of
the TRANSPORTATION ACT this

14th

DAY OF

FEBRUARY

2011

MINISTER OF COMMUNITY, SPORT AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
APPROVAL (EXEMPTED PURSUANT TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT
REGULATION MINISTERIAL ORDER NO. M042)
this
21st DAY OF FEBRUARY

2011

ADOPTION this

2011

DAY OF

_____________________________
Corporate Officer

_____________________________
Chair

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310\310.136\PDC Reports & Bylaws\Bylaw\Bylaw 310.136 PDC March 10 2011.doc

161

ATTACHMENT A

Bylaw 310
Schedule A
Land Use Zoning
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ATTACHMENT B

Bylaw 310
Schedule B
Subdivision Zoning
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