PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Thursday, April 14, 2011
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC
CALL TO ORDER

1:00 p.m.

AGENDA

AGENDA
1.

Adoption of the Agenda.

PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
2.

Mr. John Duggan, Ms. Patti Gaudet, Mr. Doug Sladey
regarding Earls Cove Barge Terminal Application.

3.

Mr. Grant McBain
Regarding Development Variance Permit No. 337-136

REPORTS
4.

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, Area A
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex A
pg 1 - 12

PERMITS
5.

Development Variance Permit No. 337-136 (McBain) located at 4903
Garden Bay Road, Pender Harbour.
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex B
pg 13 - 28

REPORTS
6.

Sechelt First Nation Strategic Land Plan
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex C
pg 29 - 31

7.

BC Hydro Integrated Resource Plan
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex D
pg 32 - 49

8.

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

Annex E
Pg 50 - 56

9.

Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of March 23, 2011
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex F
Pg 57 - 58

10.

Statutory Right Of Way for a Walking Path On Keats Island
(Rural Planning Services)

Annex G
pg 59 - 62

11.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of March 30, 2011
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex H
pg 63 - 64
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12.

Halfmoon Bay Harbour (Area B) APC Minutes of March 22, 2011
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

13.

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

14.

West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of March 22, 2011
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)
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Annex I
pg 65 - 66
Annex J
Pg 67
Annex K
pg 68 - 71

PERMITS
15.

Development Permit with Variance A-20 (Powell for Bezeredi) located at
13482 Lakeview Road, Pender Harbour.
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

16.

Development Permit with Variance B-41 (Stevenson) located at 8217
Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay.
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

17.

Development Permit with Variance D-97 (Walters) located at 2170 Porter
Road, Roberts Creek.
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

Annex L
pg 72 - 94
Annex M
pg 95 - 120
Annex N
pg 121 - 138

COMMUNICATIONS
18.

Elphinstone Electors Association to the Town of Gibsons
Regarding Proposed Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan

Annex O
pg 139 - 141

19.

Letter from David and Majorie Butler
Regarding Zoning Bylaw No. 310.106 application, 767 Courtney
Road, Granthams Landing, proposed density change in draft West
House Sound Official Community Plan

Annex P
pg 142 - 151

BYLAWS
20.

“Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.105,
2005” and “Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A Zoning
Amendment Bylaw No. 337.83, 2005” (Residence for Relative)
Electoral Areas A to F (Rural Planning Services)

Annex Q
pg 152 - 166

21.

“West Howe Sound Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 640, 2011”
(see Addendum to agenda)
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)

Annex R
pg 167 - 171
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IN CAMERA
THAT the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in
accordance with the Community Charter Section 90 (1) (a) - as
"personal information about an identifiable individual who holds or is
being considered for a … position appointed by the municipality” is to
be discussed.
ADJOURNMENT

ADDENDUM TO THE AGENDA
“West Howe Sound Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 640, 2011”
-

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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ANNEX A
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 6, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, April 14, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

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, Area A.

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the Planning Committee recommend that the Regional District forward the
following comments to the Ministry of Natural Resource Operations (as representing the
Crown) regarding an amendment to permit log handling and storage in DL 6507:
That the Regional District not oppose the lease amendment by Earls Cove Barge
Terminal Ltd. (Crown File 0205212) provided that the applicant address the following
issues:
1. That the applicant apply to expand the current lease area to accommodate the
barge loading facilities or move the facilities within their current lease area.
2. That the new lease should reflect all the existing uses within the leased area.
3. That the applicant be advised that the Regional District may require a building
permit and/or a development variance permit if any structures are constructed to
access the moorage facility.
4. That the Crown should inform the adjacent private moorage licence holder (File
2405712) of the amendment.
5. The recreational and visual resources within the area are very important, and
require a particularly attentive multi-resource management approach. In
particular, regarding the operation of a log dump and sorting activity:
a) The applicant should inspect the area around the log dump/storage daily and
collect any escaped wood debris from the industrial operations;
b) The applicant de-water all deadheads;
c) All concerns identified by Fisheries and Oceans Canada are addressed;
d) The applicant keep the industrial crossing of the log dumps onto the
foreshore to an absolute minimum and retain as much upland vegetation as
possible - fencing of the vegetation buffer is recommended during industrial
operations;
e) The applicant ensure that complete restoration occurs upon the closure of the
log dump site, including the removal of all industrial equipment, potential
contaminates and that site drainage/erosion controls are installed.
AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee forward these recommendation to
the April 14th Regional District Board meeting for consideration and adoption.
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BACKGROUND
The Ministry of Natural Resource Operations has forwarded a request by Earls Cove Barge
Terminal Ltd to amend their existing foreshore lease to include a log handling facility. The
company holds an existing lease for commercial barge loading. The company owns the upland,
Lot 88, Plan 16493, DL 5387. The applicant states that they have been using the site for log
handling and storage since 1992. In 1985, previous owners applied to the Crown for a
commercial marina which appears to have been issued. However, it was canceled in 1986
when a barge loading lease was issued. In 1991 the Crown notified the Regional District that
the now current owners, Dennis and Patricia Gaudet, had taken over the lease.
DISCUSSION
Existing Uses of Lease Area
The applicant currently uses the lease area for barge loading, log storage and has a moorage
facility. Any new lease issued should reflect the existing uses in the lease area.
Archaeological Sites and Eel Grass Beds
There aren’t any known archaeological sites or eel grass beds on site.
Zoning
The foreshore is not zoned along Agamemnon Channel. The upland Lot 88, is zoned I-3
(Resource Industrial), see zoning map in Attachment B, which permits:
• log booming and sorting;
• sawmill and shakemill excluding wood preservative operations and pulp and
paper mills;
• storage and maintenance of logging related equipment;
• mineral, sand and gravel processing;
• manufacture of concrete products;
• airport, heliport;
• marina;
• boat building;
• waterfront freight handling facilities;
• one dwelling unit per parcel auxiliary to the industrial use;
• uses permitted in the I1 zone; which includes:
• light industry (means manufacturing, processing, fabricating, assembling, storing,
transporting, distributing, wholesaling, testing, servicing, or repairing of goods or
materials including boat building and excluding wood processing, log storage, auto
wrecking, refuse disposal, gravel processing, manufacture of concrete products,
bulk fuel or chemical storage or refining depots, animal, marine products or
agriculture products processing, or the production of fish or animal feeds)
• retail or wholesale sales;
• gasoline service station;
• general repair outlet;
• office;
• restaurant;
• moving and storage facilities excluding autowrecking and salvage yards;
• marina;
• boat building.

2

Although barge loading is not explicitly permitted in the zoning, the zoning does permit a
marina, boat building and waterfront freight handling facilities, which cover the activities that
would occur at a barge loading facility. However, the applicant should be advised that the
Regional District may require a building permit and/or a development variance permit if any
structures are constructed to access the moorage facility.
Foreshore Infilling
It appears that Lot 88 has been expanded into water lot DL 6507 by filling in the foreshore.
According to Regional District map files, Lot 88 was created (and last surveyed) in 1976, see
Attachment B. Our zoning and property map follows these original surveyed boundaries. The
Regional District is unaware of any applications to the Crown to acquire the filled-in foreshore.
The applicant informed staff that they have been renting the filled-in foreshore from the Crown.
Lease Activities Outside of Lease Area DL 6507
According to our 2006 and 2009 airphotos (see Attachment C), it appears that part of the barge
loading activities lie outside of DL 6507. The applicant should either apply to expand the current
lease area or move the facilities within their current lease area.
Adjacent Activities:
• There are other log booming grounds in the vicinity (eg Nelson Island, Agamemnon
Channel). Apparently log booming and sorting activity is happening on the water
fronting DL 4585 approximately 2 km down Egmont Road. However, the owners do not
have the Crown’s permission for this activity. It is staff’s understanding that the owners
have stopped this activity and are not pursuing to formalize this activity.
• Due west of the application area, there is a recreational dive site off the northwest tip of
DL 5386. It is staff’s understanding that there might be pictographs in the area. It
appears that both of these sites are on the west side of DL 5386 - not directly facing the
nearby foreshore of DL 6507 under application. Also, the Egmont Pender Harbour
Official Community Plan has this area designated as a Future Special Feature Area and
“has the potential for a viewpoint and day-use area with a small playground. The site
can be accessed through Timberline Drive.”
• A private moorage licence was issued in 1994 adjacent to the application area, File
2405712 (see location on Attachment B). This licence was renewed in 2004. The
Crown should inform the licence holder of the amendment.
APC
The Egmont Pender Harbour Advisory Committee reviewed this application twice:
• At their February 23rd meeting, the APC supported the application “following
acceptance by municipal and provincial governments and the recommendation make
by the SCRD”.
• At their March 30th meeting the APC “continues to support Licence of Occupation
Application File 025212”.

Previous Log Handling and Storage Resolution
In the past, the SCRD Board adopted resolutions regarding log handling sites. The Crown
should be aware of the following comments adapted from Board Resolution No. 298/01. Should
the Crown choose to approve this application, the SCRD requests that it be subject to the
following conditions based on this previous resolution:
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1. That [the Crown] inform the applicant of the navigational concerns resulting
from the escape of log sorting/storage related wood debris and:
a) That the area around the log dump/storage area be subject to a daily
inspection and collection of the wood debris which escapes from the
industrial operation by the applicant;
b) Any lost wood debris be collected from drift collection areas by the applicant;
and,
c) That the applicant de-water all deadheads;
2. All concerns identified by Fisheries and Oceans Canada are addressed;
3. Concerns identified by the Sechelt Indian Band are addressed;
4. That the recreational and visual resources within the area are considered very
important, and require a particularly attentive multi-resource management
approach. In particular, all log dumps/sort grounds should:
a) keep the industrial crossing of the log dumps onto the foreshore to an
absolute minimum and retain as much upland vegetation as possible
- fencing of the vegetation buffer is recommended during industrial
operations;
b) ensure that complete restoration occurs upon the closure of the log
dump sites, including the removal of all industrial equipment, potential
contaminates and that site drainage/erosion controls are installed.
CONCLUSION
Staff are recommending that the Regional District support the application provided that the
applicant address the following issues:
•
•
•
•
•

that the applicant apply to expand the current lease area to accommodate the barge
loading facilities or move the facilities within their current lease area.
that the new lease should reflect all the existing uses in the lease area.
that the applicant be advised that the Regional District may require a building permit
and/or a development variance permit if any structures are constructed on the upland to
access the moorage facility.
the Crown should inform the adjacent private moorage licence owner of the amendment
application.
the Crown incorporate the Regional District’s recommendations for operating log
handling sites noted above in the new lease.

________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner
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ANNEX B
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 4, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (April 14, 2011)

FROM:

David Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT 337.136 (MCBAIN)

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Planning and Development committee recommend that the SCRD Board issue
DVP 337.136 to vary section 1100.2(a) of Bylaw 337 from 5 metres to 3.26 m from the front
parcel line to allow the construction of the propose dwelling on Lot 9, District Lot 3992,
Plan 22705, PID 015 829 405, with the following conditions to be met prior to issuing the
DVP 337.136:
(1)

Applicant provided the SCRD with a copy of a setback relief permit from
the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;

(2)

SCRD receive comments from the Sechelt Indian Band and any issues
raised are resolved or the end of the referral period;

(3)

Applicant to confirm which plan is the accurate representation of the
proposed development;

and the following general conditions:
(4)

The registration of a “save harmless” covenant on title that indemnifies
the Sunshine Coast Regional District;

(5)

That prior to issuance of a building permit, the developer consult with
the SCRD Building Department regarding the need for a geotechnical
engineers report as the site is within a geotechnical assessment area as
identified in the Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan;

(6)

Generally adhere to site plan prepared by John Theed dated March 11,
2011 attached hereto as Appendix „A‟.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to reduce the front parcel setback from 5
metres to 3.26 metres to allow a single family dwelling to be located on the parcel.
OWNER/APPLICANT:

G and J McBain

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Lot 9 District Lot 3992 Plan 22705 PID 015 829 405

ELECTORAL AREA:

A (Egmont/Pender Harbour

LOCATION:

4903 Garden Bay Road

ZONE:

RU5 (Rural Watershed Protection)

PROPOSED VARIANCE:

Reduce front parcel line from 5 m to 3.26 m

PARCEL AREA:

0.975 Ha

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\337\337-136 McBain\Staff Reports\PDC Report.doc
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee – April 14, 2011
Regarding DVP Application No. 337.136 (McBain)

Page 2 of 3

DISCUSSION
The parcel is located just north of Garden Bay Lake and between Falconbridge Road and
Katherine Lake Road (Attachment A). The just outside of the development permit area DPA#1
Riparian Assessment Area), but within the geotechnical assessment area for steep upland slope
(moderate to low) as set out in the Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan.
According to information provided by the applicant the site steeply rises from south to north and
there is a confined building area for the dwelling. The applicant reviewed the development
permit area criteria and provided the attached comments (Attachment B). A survey plan shows
the proposed setback from Garden Bay Road to the corner of the garage to be 3.26 m
(Attachment C). Design plans provided by the applicant show the orientation of the dwelling to
be slightly different from that shown on the survey plan; however the closest point to the Garden
Bay Road frontage seems to be the same (Attachment D). This set of plans also shows the
contour lines which note the sharp slope. This is well illustrated in photos provided by the
applicant (Attachment E).
The proposed dwelling includes an attached garage, the footprint for the building is difficult to
calculate based upon the drawings provided as the dwelling is irregular. The parcel is almost a
hectare and it is unlikely that the proposed building will exceed the site cover allowed for the
RU5 zone, which is 15% or about 1460 sq m (15,700 sq feet) for this parcel.
Planning staff note that the difference in orientation between the survey plan and the design
plans is not a significant problem as it appears the actual setback reduction for both is the
same. The applicant confirmed which plan is the accurate representation of the proposed
development (Attachment C) which will form part of the draft DVP.
With regard to the geotechnical assessment area, the draft permit will include a requirement that
this issue be resolved at the building permit stage to the satisfaction of the SCRD‟s Building
Department.
As the setback reduction will intrude into the setback required by the Ministry of Transportation
and Infrastructure (MoTI), the draft permit will include a requirement that the Ministry issue a
setback relief permit prior to the SCRD issuing the development variance permit.
At their meeting of March 30, 2011, the Area A Advisory Planning Commission considered the
proposal and passed the following motion:
“This APC recommends approval of DVP 337.136 subject to the conditions as set
out by the staff at the SCRD Planning Dept. being met”
The report to the APC included reference to the need for an MoTI setback relief permit and the
need for the applicant to confirm which plan is accurate. As noted above, this was done prior to
the Planning and Development Committee.
Planning staff sent referral letters to property owners and occupiers within 100 metres of the
parcel and to the Sechelt Indian Band. Any comments received prior to the Committee will be
reported.
SCRD staff note that there are no known archaeological sites in the area.
Based upon current information Planning staff consider that DVP 337.136 could be issued
subject to meeting some conditions.

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\337\337-136 McBain\Staff Reports\PDC Report.doc
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee – April 14, 2011
Regarding DVP Application No. 337.136 (McBain)

Page 3 of 3

CONCLUSION
Planning staff request that the Planning and Development Committee recommend that the
SCRD Board resolve to issue Development Variance Permit 337.136 to vary section 1100.2(a)
of Bylaw 337 from 5 metres to 3.26 m from the front parcel line to allow the construction of the
propose dwelling on Lot 9, District Lot 3992, Plan 22705, PID 015 829 405. With the following
conditions to be met prior to issuing the DVP 337.136:
(1)

Applicant provided the SCRD with a copy of a setback relief permit from the
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;

(2)

SCRD receive comments from the Sechelt Indian Band and any issues raised
are resolved or the end of the referral period;

(3)

Applicant to confirm which plan is the accurate representation of the proposed
development.

The following general conditions form part of the DVP:
(4)

The registration of a “save harmless” covenant on title that indemnifies the
Sunshine Coast Regional District;

(5)

That prior to issuance of a building permit, the developer consult with the
SCRD Building Department regarding the need for a geotechnical engineers
report as the site is within a geotechnical assessment area as identified in the
Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan;

(6)

Generally adhere to site plan prepared by John Theed dated March 11, 2011
attached hereto as Appendix „A‟.

A copy of the draft DVP is attached for reference.

_____________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
604 885 6804 ext 4
david.rafael@scrd.ca

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\337\337-136 McBain\Staff Reports\PDC Report.doc
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Garden Bay Lake
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Attachment B

0

0
Varia,ice 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:
variance should not defeat the intent of the bylaw standard or significantly depart from the planning
o The
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:
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0 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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0 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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ATTACHMENT C

SITE PLAN OF THE PROPOSED BUILDING LOCATION ON
LOT 9, DL 3992, GP 1, NWD, PLAN 22705.
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
NO. 337.136

DRAFT
TO:

Grant and Jeanette McBain

ADDRESS:

4362 Marble Road
Sechelt, B.C.
V0N 3A1

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: Lot 9 District Lot 3992 Plan 22705
P.I.D.: 015-829-405
Civic Description: 4903 Garden Bay Road, Pender Harbour, B.C.
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 building a dwelling with attached garage 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 front parcel line setback, as required in Section 1100.2(a) of Zoning
Bylaw 337, from 5 metres to 3.26 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.

26
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DRAFT Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.136

Page 2 of 2

This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and
conditions:
Prior to Issuance
(1)

Applicant provided the SCRD with a copy of a setback relief permit from the
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;

(2)

SCRD receive comments from the Sechelt Indian Band and any issues raised
are resolved or the end of the referral period;

(3)

Applicant to confirm which plan is the accurate representation of the
proposed development.

General Conditions:
(4)

The registration of a “save harmless” covenant on title that indemnifies the
Sunshine Coast Regional District;

(5)

That prior to issuance of a building permit, the developer consult with the
SCRD Building Department regarding the need for a geotechnical engineers
report as the site is within a geotechnical assessment area as identified in the
Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan;

(6)

Generally adhere to site plan prepared by John Theed dated March 11, 2011
attached hereto as Appendix ‘A’.

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, 2010.
ISSUED THIS ___________ DAY OF ________________________, 2011.

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

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\337\337-136 McBain\Draft DV Permit.doc
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APPENDIX A

SITE PLAN OF THE PROPOSED BUILDING LOCATION ON
LOT 9, DL 3992, GP 1, NWD, PLAN 22705.
5

0

5

11111111111
SCALE

10

15

I
—

1:250

(METRES)

/
DL
0

9
PLAN
22705

8
4*

PLAN
14257

3992

o’
I3

DATE: MARCH 11, 2011
JOHN C. THEED
BC LAND SURVEYOR
BOX 2070 (5689 DOLPHIN ST)
SECHELT, BC
VON .3A0
604—885—3237 (PHONE)
604—885—3238 (FAx)

29—11/513
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ANNEX C
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

April 5, 2011
Planning and Development Committee (April 14, 2011)
General Manager, Community Services Department
Sechelt First Nation Strategic Land Plan
lil xemit tems swiya nelh mes stutula

Recommendation(s)
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the staff report entitled
Sechelt First Nation Strategic Land Plan lil xemit tems swiya nelh mes stutula
Background
A meeting held on April 5, 2011 with the SCRD Board and SIB Council resulted in the CAO
requesting this report. The report references the Plan and how the SCRD has worked with it to
date.
Recently there was a Board resolution asking staff to take steps regarding SCRD Strategic Plan
Targets:
Regular Board Minutes of February 10, 2011

(062/11) Recommendation No. 3
Workshop Notes

Strategic Plan Target

AND THAT staff write the Sechelt Indian Band (SIB) advising that the
SCRD is doing a review on how to incorporate the SIB Land Use Plan into
the Regional District processes and to begin a dialogue;
AND THAT staff provide a report on any legal implications for the
Sunshine Coast Regional District’s use of the Land Use Plan and how the
process would work;
AND THAT the following targets be amended and action taken as follows:
•

No. 1 – Additional area of focus with the Sechelt Indian Band is their
engagement in the Integrated Transportation Study;

Discussion
The Strategic Land Plan lil xemit tems swiya nelh mes stutula
The Plan released in 2007 is a major effort by the Sechelt Nation to lay out important values
related to the land base.
lil xemit tems swiya nelh mes stutula (which roughly translated means ‘we are
looking after our land, where we come from’), is a draft Land Use Plan for the shíshálh Nation that
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sets out their vision for the long-term future of the territory.
The SCRD has copies of the Plan and it is available on the SIB website.
The following text, taken from the Plan explains its significance:
This Land Use Plan represents our best efforts to date to summarize the values found across our
territory, and to describe how we would like to see terrestrial and inter-tidal (beach) resources as
well as the land protected, managed and utilized now and into the future. We expect to review
and refine this plan over time, as our knowledge and understanding of our land and the
interrelationship among all living things improves.
Over many years, we have seen our land and much of the resources within our territory
developed without our consent. Areas that have great cultural and historical importance for our
people have been impacted, and access to some areas that we have used for generations has
been denied. Particularly in recent years, development pressures within our territory have
increased, from activities such as:
� Land dispositions that result in permanent alienation of parts of our territory;
� Forestry activities, that continue throughout our territory in many areas of cultural and
economic importance to our people;
� Fish farms, that have been located in the territory without any regional planning and that raise
particular concerns for the health and the well-being of wild fish stocks and which impact
marine conditions around the farm sites;
� Commercial backcountry tenures, that allocate to third parties rights and interests for the use
of key areas within our territory;
� Residential development, that in recent years has dramatically increased in pace with local
population growth at nearly 5% (approximately three times the average rate for BC as a
whole) as the Sunshine Coast becomes a more desirable recreational area and a bedroom
community for the Lower Mainland;
� Foreshore development, including the building of docks without approvals and log dumps that
impact foreshore areas;
� Multiple applications for Independent Power Projects (IPPs) along key rivers and creeks and
in high value watersheds; and,
� Proposals for industrial development, including large scale aggregate mining, in areas that
are of special significance to the shíshálh Nation.
SCRD Interface with the Strategic Land Plan
The SCRD Strategic Plan under the Collaborative Leadership section contains an objective to work
with the Sechelt Nation regarding the Land Plan. Specifically, this calls for:

1. Strengthen our positive working relationship with the Sechelt Indian Band (SIB).
Specifically to focus on:
• Participation at SCRD meetings
• Awareness and discussion of the SIB Land Use Plan
To date there has not been additional formal direction from the Board nor resolutions on how to
advance the objectives of the SCRD Strategic Plan on this matter. Some care must be taken prior
to developing more specific policies due to the complexities of the related jurisdiction and the
importance of working in a positive manner with the Sechelt Nation.
However, in practice the SCRD has had some experience with the Strategic Land Plan. We have
either communicated with the SIB or taken other steps regarding the Strategic Land Plan in several
ways since 2007:
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•
•
•
•
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The Plan was a central focus of a Community to Community Forum.
Several Heritage Protocol meetings have included a dialogue on the Plan.
The Plan is used to inform new Official Community Plan work.
It is referenced in the engagement process for SCRD zoning amendments.

Planning staff will be reporting on outstanding matters noted in the above Board resolutions at the
May, 2011 Planning and Development Committee Meeting. This may be done in camera
depending on the legal advice.

Paul Fe ic General Manager
Community ervices Department
,
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ANNEX D
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 7, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (April 14, 2011)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner
RE:

BC Hydro Integrated Resource Plan

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend the Board forward the
comments contained within the report titled “BC Hydro Integrated Resource Plan”, dated
April 7, 2011, to BC Hydro as the SCRD response.

BACKGROUND
BC Hydro is in the process of developing an Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) and has to
complete the draft for the Province by December 2011. The IRP carries forward much of the
work done by BC Hydro and other agencies as part of the abandoned BC Utilities Commission
public inquiry regarding transmission infrastructure need. Staff attended a workshop in
Vancouver on March 15, 2011. The IRP is undergoing initial public consultation and BC Hydro
has requested comments on this stage by April 30, 2011. A Consultation Workbook was
developed that includes some background information, description of what the IRP will cover,
future needs assessment, consultation program, 5 consultation topics and a feedback form.
BC Hydro has a dedicated section of their website that is dedicated to the IRP at:
http://www.bchydro.com/planning_regulatory/irp.html
Extracts from the website are attached to this report (Attachment A) and a copy of the workbook
is available in the Director’s Office for reference. The workbook is also available at the above
website.
DISCUSSION
The IRP responds to the Clean Energy Act that requires electricity self sufficiency. The IRP
describes the anticipated growing gap between provision (resource) and anticipated demand
and provides a range of options as to how to close the gap. The IRP will forward 20 years for
resource planning and 30 years for transmission planning. It sets out 5 consultation topics and
there are feedback questions for each topic (Attachment B).
BC Hydro is seeking direction form stakeholders regarding the content of the IRP which will be
presented for further consultation in the fall of 2011.
1) Conservation and Efficiency
This is a significant component for closing the gap. The current BC Hydro conservation and
efficiency plan aims to reduce forecast growth in demand by 79% by 2020. The workbook
identifies the current efforts and proposes an alternative to deliver greater reductions, setting out
the possible trade offs. The feedback question (Q1) asks if there is support for a greater
conservation and efficiency approach.
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Regarding BC Hydro Integrated Resource Plan
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Staff consider that this is an important goal, however the targets are ambitious and would need
to be monitored carefully to ensure that the gap does not widen and BC Hydro cannot plan
sensibly to increase resource provision. One item noted at the workshop was why should
customers ‘sacrifice’ to conserve if the resulting freed up power is for export; however the result
could just a easily mean that IPP projects are not commissioned or BC Hydro projects such as
Site C are scaled back/delayed/cancelled.
2) Electricity Generation Options
The workbook examined possible energy portfolios that consider various sources (such as wind,
run-of-river, Site C, natural gas and so on) as a means to close the gap. The IRP will point to
best options.
The workbook sets out a table that looks at the potential benefits, costs, impact of a range of
sources. These are used to set out three portfolios: (A) renewable (wind and river); (B)
renewable with Site C; (C) renewable/Site C/gas-fired generation. These portfolios are
described in a table that shows the possible number of projects, technical issues, financial,
environmental; and economic development impact.
Q2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 ask for level of support for each portfolio. (A) would require the most local
projects such as those operating or proposed in the SCRD and it is likely of this is the option
then there is a greater chance of more IPP projects being approved in the local area. The other
two portfolios reduce this chance however there is a dependence on large scale infrastructure
such as Site C which potentially will have significant impact other areas of BC. Information
available from BC Hydro show the number of possible IPPs across BC, however it is difficult to
attach the overlapping dots on the map to local sites in the SCRD.
One point to consider is the reliability of run-of-river or wind IPPs to deliver reliable power on a
day to day/season to season basis. It is likely that some increased capacity from BC Hydro (or
private sector led) generation capacity that can deliver power to meet short term or cyclical
shortfalls is needed.
Staff consider that portfolio (B) or (C) are more sensible options as they would introduce
reliability, although the impacts would be significantly higher for those communities where the
infrastructure is built. Efforts should be made to work with those communities to reduce
potential impacts.
3) Electrification
The possible impact energy switching from other fuel sources to electricity is considered. A
significant component is likely to be a growth in electric powered cars and the possible reduction
in the use of natural gas from heating. BC Hydro anticipates that uptake will increase with
active promotion.
This is a bit of a wildcard. There was little doubt at the workshop that this will happen although
the timing and possible widespread uptake is difficult to predict with certainty. Some issues
raised were the possible differential uptake in rural versus urban areas. This would be linked to
greater travel distances and lower development density (this increased infrastructure costs) that
are likely in rural areas which could slow uptake.
Q3 asks for support of BC Hydro taking a proactive role in promoting electrification, such as
developing needed infrastructure (such as charge points) ahead of use of electric vehicles. The
concern is that for the short term this will result in increased electricity costs as BC Hydro needs
to acquire additional resources to deliver the infrastructure (alternatively taxes could go up).

H:\PLN\5510-01 IPPs\BC Hydro Int Resource Plan\PDC REPORT Apr 14 11.docx
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Staff consider that BC Hydro should be proactive but work with the experts (business and
environmental groups) to establish functional pilot projects and work forward from there.
4) Transmission Planning
As electric power generation increase there will need to be new or upgraded infrastructure to
deliver the power.
Q4 asks for support for a proactive approach which identifies areas of potential generation and
develops a ‘trunk’ transmission line along a route that the new generation sites link to. The idea
would be this reduces the spider web effect to some degree. The implication is that there will be
higher initial costs to BC Hydro (and hence to customers) and the risk is the anticipated
generation sites do not get developed. The advantage is lower longer term costs and reduced
transmission line distance and number.
Staff consider that the proactive approach is the one the SCRD has advocated in the past and
should continue to do so.
5) Export Market Potential
The Clean Energy Act includes the objective that BC becomes a net exporter of clean or
renewable energy. The IRP will consider what actions are required to achieve this. For the
most part the export would be to the north west US and California and possibly Alberta.
The issues are that the environmental and physical impacts will be in BC and the benefits will be
in other areas through access to clean power and possibly the ability to decommission nonclean generation. There may be some economic benefit to customers if the export rates can be
used to reduce local rates. Another benefit could be that generation capacity is added to BC
Hydro that could support in meeting increased demand within BC (however this will depend
upon the ability to end contracts and the length of contracts with other jurisdictions). A risk is
that other jurisdictions experience pressure to reduce dependency on foreign sources and ramp
up clean energy production locally. This could result in over capacity within BC and the costs of
developing unneeded capacity would be passed to local customers.
Staff consider that BC Hydro should concentrate on meeting local need and not divert efforts
and resources to serve other markets at the expense of environmental impact to BC
communities. Other jurisdictions should examine their own potential to develop clean energy to
serve their needs first and if they cannot find capacity then the issue could be reconsidered at a
later date.
CONCLUSION
The BC Hydro Integrated Resource Plan is undergoing initial consultation on a range of topics.
SCRD staff propose responses in the sections above to the questions posed in the Consultation
Workbook. There will be another opportunity to comment on the draft plan that should be
produced in the fall of 2011. Staff will continue to monitor BC Hydro’s progress and bring any
issues to the SCRD Board’s attention when they arise.
Staff request that the Planning and Development Committee recommend the above comments
to the SCRD Board as the basis for the SCRD response to the current consultation on the IRP.
_____________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner

H:\PLN\5510-01 IPPs\BC Hydro Int Resource Plan\PDC REPORT Apr 14 11.docx
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BC HYDRO
from website: http://www.bchydro.com/planning_regulatory/irp/about_irp.html

Integrated Resource Plan
What is the Integrated Resource Plan?
BC Hydro’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) is a 20-year plan that describes how we propose to
meet future growth in demand for electricity through energy conservation and clean energy
generation. Underpinning this plan is the long-standing electricity planning objective to ensure
a reliable, cost-effective electricity supply, as well as important new objectives contained in
B.C.’s Clean Energy Act related to clean energy, greenhouse gas reduction and achieving
electricity self-sufficiency.
In addition to developing a 20-year plan to meet future domestic electricity requirements, the
IRP will include an exploration of market opportunities to export clean electricity to support
clean energy and economic development objectives, as well as an assessment of transmission
requirements looking 30 years out.
Why are we developing the Integrated Resource Plan?
While British Columbians are doing more than ever to conserve electricity, B.C.’s overall
electricity use is expected to continue to increase as a result of projected population growth
and projected development in the energy-intensive industrial sector.
Integrated Resource Plan Objectives
BC Hydro's Integrated Resource Plan objectives include responding to B.C.'s Clean Energy Act
and meeting its obligations in the British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority Act.
As BC Hydro implements the long-term vision contained in the Clean Energy Act, the
fundamental electricity planning objectives to provide customers with reliable power in a costeffective manner continue to be central to the planning process and reflective of good utility
practice.
BC Hydro’s core strategy to meet future electricity requirements is to ‘conserve, build and buy’.
Conservation is the first priority, and is targeted to meet approximately two-thirds of B.C.’s
future electricity needs, as per the Clean Energy Act. Building a sustainable future also includes
reinvesting in heritage hydroelectric assets, exploring new clean energy infrastructure projects
such as Site C, and acquiring renewable energy from independent clean energy producers.
The Integrated Resource Plan will set BC Hydro's course for achieving self-sufficiency, ensuring
that 93 per cent of the generation in the province comes from clean or renewable resources to
help meet provincial greenhouse gas reduction targets, as directed by the Clean Energy Act. As
well, given long transmission construction lead times, the plan will contain an assessment of
transmission requirements looking 30 years out.
Last Modified: Jan 31, 2011
What is B.C.'s Clean Energy Act?
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B.C.’s new Clean Energy Act establishes a long-term vision for B.C. to become a clean energy
leader. The Act guides government, BC Hydro and the British Columbia Utilities Commission in
advancing the province’s ambitious sustainable energy vision.
BC Hydro’s Integrated Resource Plan will support the province in achieving the objectives
contained within the Clean Energy Act, including achieving electricity self-sufficiency, promoting
economic development, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, exploring potential export market
opportunities, and investing in new clean and renewable energy.
Last Modified: Jan 31, 2011
Frequently Asked Questions
1. What is the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP)?
The IRP is a high-level long-term strategic plan to meet B.C.'s growth in electricity demand over
the next 20 years. Conservation and investment in clean or renewable energy will be the
primary tools to meet future growth in demand for electricity.
2. What is the scope of the IRP?
In addition to developing a 20-year plan to meet future domestic electricity requirements, the
IRP will include an exploration of market opportunities to export clean or renewable electricity,
and an assessment of transmission requirements looking 30 years out.
In developing the IRP, BC Hydro wants to consult British Columbians as we set our course for a
clean energy future. BC Hydro will consult with First Nations, public and stakeholders as it
develops the IRP that responds to B.C.'s energy objectives and meets its service obligations set
out in the Clean Energy Act.
3. What is the purpose of the Clean Energy Act?
The Clean Energy Act has 16 clean energy objectives, which include:


Achieving electricity self-sufficiency by 2016



Conserving energy and reducing growth in electricity demand by at least 66 per cent
by 2020



Generating at least 93 per cent of future power generation in the province from
clean or renewable resources



Ensuring BC Hydro's ratepayers receive the benefits of the heritage assets



Ensuring rates remain among the most competitive in North America



Reducing greenhouse gas emissions and strengthening environmental protection



Encouraging economic development and employment throughout B.C.



Fostering the development of First Nation and rural communities through the use
and development of clean or renewable resources

4. How will the IRP address the objectives in the Clean Energy Act?
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Through the development of the IRP, BC Hydro will respond to the objectives of the Clean
Energy Act, while providing reliable, cost-effective electricity in keeping with good utility
practice.
5. What will the IRP achieve?
The IRP will be submitted to government for a decision and will contain recommendations on
the following:


Appropriate level of investment in conservation (demand-side management) going
forward



Site C – need for and comparison to other generation options



The need for future calls for power (volume / type / timing)



The role of gas generation in future calls for power



Transmission requirements over a 30-year horizon

6. How will the Clean Energy Act affect residential and industrial electricity rates?
Until the IRP is completed and approved by the provincial government, it is premature to
speculate on the impact of specific policy directions on rates. The Act strengthens protection
for B.C. ratepayers, for example, by ensuring that the benefits from the province's heritage
assets continue to flow to British Columbians. The BC Utilities Commission will continue to
ensure appropriate rates are set while being guided by the energy objectives and the IRP.
7. What impact does the IRP have on potential future projects?
The IRP is the long-term strategic plan that will describe how BC Hydro proposes to meet future
growth in demand for electricity over the next 20 years in a way that will address the energy
objectives and other objectives contained in the Clean Energy Act. The IRP will not result in the
direct implementation of individual projects or programs, which would be subject to the
appropriate regulatory review processes.
8. What is the Resource Options Report, and how does it affect the IRP?
BC Hydro updated its technical data associated with its understanding of the potential resource
options throughout B.C. Generation resource options include clean or renewable energy
sources such as wind, wave, tidal, geothermal, bioenergy, run-of-river hydro, large hydro
(Site C), solar and others. Also contained in the report are demand-side management options
and transmission options.
9. How does the IRP affect Site C?
The IRP will include an evaluation of possible alternatives to Site C, a potential third dam and
hydroelectric generating station on the Peace River in northeastern B.C.
10. Is the Clean Energy Act designed to allow power exports?
BC Hydro, through its electricity trading subsidiary, Powerex, has been buying and selling
surplus energy from BC Hydro and other utilities for more than 20 years and will continue to do
so, for the benefit of ratepayers. Under the Clean Energy Act, BC Hydro will assess suitable
opportunities to explore and will only act upon export opportunities with Cabinet approval,
which will look to whether the interests of BC Hydro's ratepayers are protected.
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11. At the conclusion of the IRP, will the B.C. government approve the building of new
generation facilities?
Notably, BC Hydro's IRP does not, by itself, lock the utility into any of the specific projects
identified over the planning horizon. Rather, the plan, if approved by government, will set out a
path for BC Hydro and will require key actions to be taken over the next few years that will
ensure customers' needs can be met over the next 10 and 20 years. Specific projects, such as
transmission lines, generation projects or new power acquisitions, will have their design,
consultation, permitting and approval processes.
12. What are the key differences between BC Hydro's 2011 IRP and its 2008 Long-Term
Acquisition Plan (LTAP)?
Key differences between the 2011 IRP and 2008 LTAP include:


The IRP integrates generation and transmission resource planning



The IRP is to be updated at least every five years, whereas the LTAP was revised
every 2 to 3 years



The IRP is to be submitted to the government, rather than the BC Utilities
Commission



The IRP includes an analysis of export opportunities

13. How is BC Hydro going to evaluate trade-offs between objectives like economic
development, social impacts, cost and environmental impacts?
BC Hydro will consider the Clean Energy Act energy objectives as it makes recommendations to
the government on how it should meet customers' future needs. There are some objectives
that BC Hydro will respond to – e.g., 93 per cent clean, 66 per cent demand-side management –
and others that may require tradeoffs – keeping rates competitive, encouraging clean electricity
usage to reduce provincial greenhouse gas emissions. The IRP will strive to achieve the best
balance between reliability, cost, environmental, economic development and others to create
reliable and competitively priced clean or renewable power supply for British Columbians. The
input received through consultation will be considered, along with technical, financial,
environmental and economic development input, as BC Hydro evaluates alternatives and drafts
the IRP.
Last Modified: Feb 28, 2011
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GET INVOLVED
In developing the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), BC Hydro wants to consult British Columbians
as we set our course for a clean energy future. BC Hydro will consult with the public, First
Nations and stakeholders as it develops an IRP that addresses core electricity planning
objectives and responds to B.C.’s energy objectives.
BC Hydro is conducting a comprehensive consultation process with the public, First Nations and
stakeholders to inform the development of the IRP.

Foundation for Integrated Resource Planning
September to December 2010
BC Hydro sought input from a number of First Nations and stakeholders regarding the design of
its consultation process.
BC Hydro was also focused on assembling key pieces of technical data necessary to construct
the Integrated Resource Plan.
For example, BC Hydro updated the technical data associated with resource options throughout
B.C. Resource options include clean and renewable energy sources such as wind, wave, tidal,
geothermal, bioenergy, run-of-river hydro, solar and others. BC Hydro sought input from those
with information on the resource potential in B.C. as it updated this province-wide inventory.
BC Hydro also worked with its long-standing Electricity Conservation and Efficiency Advisory
Committee as it constructed options for energy conservation.
A Technical Advisory Committee was also established to assist BC Hydro in creating a thorough
and well-considered Integrated Resource Plan through detailed technical input and feedback.
The Committee consists of knowledgeable participants with a significant stake, interest and
experience in BC Hydro’s resource planning process. This advisory input is in addition to input
provided by the public, First Nations, and stakeholders through a province-wide consultation
process.
Resource Options Update
One of the first steps in developing the IRP involves updating data on the resource potential
in B.C.
Launch Workshop: To initiate gathering input, BC Hydro conducted a technical workshop on
September 14, 2010.
Draft Results Session: On December 8, 2010, BC Hydro presented the draft technical data
assembled for the 2010 Resource Options Update that describes the resource potential in B.C.
and sought final, written comment on this data.
Last Modified: Feb 28, 2011
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Considering our clean energy future: Assessing & evaluating options
Public, First Nations and stakeholder consultation – March to April 2011
BC Hydro is using the technical data collected in the fall of 2010 to develop and analyze various
portfolios (sets of resource options) with the goal of determining the need for and the types of
resources that can best meet future electricity needs and associated clean energy objectives.
From March to April 2011, BC Hydro is asking British Columbians to consider topics being
addressed in the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP). These topics include conservation options,
electricity generation options, long-range transmission options, the potential for electrification
(switching from other fuel sources to electricity, such as may happen in the transportation
sector), and the potential market opportunity to export power.
As BC Hydro seeks input into the IRP, British Columbians will be consulted on the above
key topics. A workbook [PDF, 5.6 Mb] has been created to facilitate this process. Input received
through consultation will be considered along with technical, financial, environmental and
economic development input as BC Hydro evaluates options and drafts recommended actions
in the IRP.
BC Hydro wants to hear from you about how we set the course for a Clean Energy Future. To
add your voice, attend a public open house in a community near you and/or participate in the
webinar.
In addition to the public open houses and the webinar, you can also provide feedback about the
IRP through each of the following:


Online feedback form



Written submissions: integrated.resource.planning@bchydro.com or P.O. Box 2850,
Vancouver, B.C. V6B 3X2

Toll-Free Phone: 1 888 747 4832

Reviewing the draft integrated resource plan
Public, First Nations and stakeholder consultation – Fall 2011
The public, First Nations and stakeholders will be invited to provide their feedback on the draft
Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) in fall 2011.
BC Hydro will consider this feedback as it prepares the IRP for submission to the Ministry of
Energy by November 2011, after which the government will review the Plan and decide
whether to approve it.
Last Modified: Jan 31, 2011

First Nations Consultation
Separate First Nations consultation
BC Hydro's consultation on the Integrated Resource Plan will involve a separate consultation
stream for First Nations. The information about the development of the Integrated Resource
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Plan that BC Hydro provides during the First Nations consultation will be consistent with the
information in the public consultation. As well, the separate First Nations consultation is meant
to provide an open forum for participants to provide input on topics related to the Integrated
Resource Plan that are of unique interest to First Nations.
In addition to the First Nations consultation, BC Hydro welcomes the participation of First
Nations in the public consultation program. While the First Nations consultation stream will be
dedicated to a discussion of topics of unique interest to First Nations, the discussion in the
public consultation will focus on Integrated Resource Plan topics that are of greatest interest to
the public at large.
BC Hydro will be hosting nine regional workshops in March 2011 to get First Nations input into
the development of the Integrated Resource Plan. If you have questions about the First Nations
consultation, please call 1 877 461 0161, extension 3.
For more information about BC Hydro Aboriginal Relations, including contracting, education
and employment opportunities, please visit Aboriginal Relations.
First Nations Workshop Schedule
BC Hydro would like to consult with First Nations to learn about your interests as they relate to
the Integrated Resource Plan. The schedule for the first round of regional workshops is
provided (in the BC Hydro website).

Technical Advisory Committee
Providing technical advice and feedback throughout the Integrated Resource
Plan development process
A Technical Advisory Committee has been established to provide detailed technical input and
feedback to assist BC Hydro in creating a thorough and well-considered Integrated Resource
Plan (IRP). This advisory input is in addition to input provided by the public, First Nations, and
stakeholders through the province-wide consultation process.
The Committee membership [PDF, 45 Kb] consists of knowledgeable participants with a
significant stake, interest and experience in BC Hydro's resource planning process. Members of
the Committee include representatives from the public, First Nations and stakeholders. The
Terms of Reference [PDF, 45 Kb] details the purpose, mandate, roles and responsibilities and
process management aspects of the Committee's work.
The Committee is meeting periodically throughout the development of the IRP to review the
technical inputs to the analysis, the results of the analysis, and ultimately the draft IRP. Meeting
agendas, presentations and supporting materials can be found in the Document Centre.
Last Modified: Mar 7, 2011
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• t higher electricity s vings are not achieved, higher cost
etectricity may need t be acquired from other jurisdictions
on the open market o from accelerated power acquisition
processes in B.C.

• it would require addit onal regulations to make energy
efficieni building praUices and technologies mandatory

• This approach would equire you and your neighbours to
reduce your electricity consumption by adopting additional
energy-efficient technologies, responding to conservation
rates, and making conserving energy a focus of your
daily activity

Here are some trade-offs and other factors to consider:

—

From a planning perspecive, BC Hydro must be highly
confident that savings from conservation and efficiency
will be achieved as and when expected otherwise it
risks failing short of rneeing future energy requirements.
increasing the current aggressive target carries risk that
the savings wilt not mate: ialize, meaning that BC Hydro
would not have the adeqate supply to meet egistated selfsufficiency requirements and would need to act quickly to
procut e a potentiatly mor2 costly supply from independent
Power Producers.

To achieve higher energy .avings from
conservation and efficien y than BC Hydro already
targets, BC Hydro woold reed to rely on additional
changes to federal and pnvincial. regulations, send
stronger rate signals thrc jqh specialty designed electricity
conservation rates, and evpand Power Smart programs. Greater
emphasis would be placer on cnnging province-wide market
parameters, and on chaniing societal norms and patterns that
nfluence electricity say ngs.

GREATER CONSERVATIOII & EFFICIENCY

CONSERVATION & EFFICIENCY

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Fnr nriv-wv r;nn

pqp

Hr

rini

nrnuirl nnnrrc hnii idhf,hi,, th,-d r,-[

Please provide any comments in the space provided
below to explain the reasons for your agreement
or disagreement.*

Li
Li
U
U
U

(please check one box only)

Please indicate your level of agreement with this greater
conservation and efficiency approach. In developing
your response, please consider the summary to the
left, including the trade-offs and other factors that have
been provided.
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Cost:

Base Energy:

827

72

• Costs more than other portfolios
Backup:

• Requires additional bickup [capacity) resources

• Lower greenhouse gas emissions and more dispersed
environmental footprint

• More dispersed regioial jobs

• More diverse mix of rnewabte resources

Here are some trade-offs and other factors to consider:

This portfolio includes a mix of renewable resources such
as wind, run-of-river and biomass from Independent Power
Producers, The Site C Prject is specifically excluded. Given
that wind and run-of-river hydra are intermittent resources,
this portfolio requires ba& kup resources when the intermittent
sources are not available These backup resources would
generally consist of addit:ons at existing BC Hydro generating
lacitities, or new pumped storage facilities or gas-fired
generation. This portfolio has Low greenhouse gas emissions,
with a geographically widaspread environmental footprint.
The cost of renewable resources and the need for backup
resources make this the most expensive portfoLio of the three.

PORTFOLIO 1:
RENEWABLE MIX

These portfolios are offerud as examples to
illustrate key trade-offs that arise between
generation options.

ELECTRiCITY GEN RA11ON OP11ONS

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree

For privacy reasons please do not provide opinions about identifiable third parties.

Please provide any comments in the space provided
below to explain the reasons for your agreement
or disagreement.*

U
Li
Li
Li
Li

(please check one box only)

Please indicate your level of agreement with Portfolio 1
Renewable Mix. In developing your response, please
consider the summary to the left, including the trade-offs
and other factors that have been provided.
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Cost:

$$$

Base Energy:

4

696 IA
1

Backup:

lower than Portfolio 1, but higher

Requires less backup generation than Portfolio 1

• Relatively lower cost
than PortfoLio 3

a

• Lowest greenhouse gs emissions

• Economic and environmental impacts are relatively more
geographically concentrated

Here are some tradeotfs and other Factors to consider:

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree

*For privacy reasons ptease do not provide opinions about identifiabte third parties.

Please provide any comments in the space provided
below to explain the reasons for your agreement
or disagreement.*

LI
Li
Li
ii
Li

[please check one box only)

Please indicate your level of agreement with Portfolio 2
Renewable Mix with Site C. In developing your response,
please consider the summary to the left, including the
tradeoffs and other factors that have been provided.

This portfolio includes a mix of renewabLe
resources, that include Ste C along with
wind, runofriver and biumass projects from
Independent Power Producers. Site C is included to
provide system storage and capacity to back up intermittent
resources, but ongoing auditions at existing BC Hydro
generating facilities and dditional capacity and storage stilt
may be required if a larg amount of intermittent resources
are added. This portfolio mas the lowest greenhouse gas
emissions, with its environmental and social footprint
concentrated in the Peacu region. Thms portfolio will have a
lower cost than Portfolio 1.

—

012

PORTFOLIO 2
RENEWABLE MIX WITH SiTE C
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Cost:

S$$

Base Energy:

638
38
i
I

+

Backup:

• Lower initial cost, but higher risk of higher future costs
due to volatile natural gas prices and greenhouse gas
emissions offset cost

• High degree of operating control (as a result of lower
intermittencyl and no backup resources required

• Fewer renewable resources and relatively higher
greenhouse gas emissions

Here are some trade-uffs and other factors to consider:

This portfolio includes Site C, other potential
renewable resources such as wind and run-of-river
from Independent Povier Producers, and gas-fired generation
allowable under Clean EnergyAct limits. Both Site C and
gas-fired generation 2re available to back up intermittent
resources. This portfolio has higher greenhouse gas emissions
than Portfolios 1 and 2 due to its reliance on natural gasfired generation, and has a more concentrated environmental
footprint in the Peace region. It has the lowest cost if the
price of natural gas remains low but, again, this is subject to
uncertain natural gas and carbon emission prices.

PORTFOLIO 3:
RENEWABLE MIX WITH SITE C AND
GAS-FIRED GENERATON (WITHIN 93 PER CENT
CLEAN ENERGYACT TARGET)

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Please provide any comments in the space provided
below to explain the reasons for your agreement
or disagreement.*

D
Li
Li
Li
Li

(please check one box only)

Please indicate your level of agreement with Portfolio 3
Renewable Mix with Site C and Gas-Fired Generation
(within 93 per cent Clean Energy Act target). In developin
your response, please consider the summary to the
left, including trade-offs and other factors that have
been provided.

023
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Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Neil her Agree nor Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree

For privacy reasons please do riot provide opinions about identifiable third parties.

Please provide iny comments in the space provided
below to explah the reasons for your agreement
or disagreement.*

U
Li
Li
U
U

(please check cne box only)

—

Please indicate your level of agreement with Portfolio 3
Renewable Mix with Site C and GasFired Generation
(within 93 per cnt Clean EnergyAct target). In developing
your response, please consider the summary to the
left, including b adeoffs and other factors that have
been provided.
Do you have any other comments about electricity
generation resource options to meet customers’ future
electricity needs? (please provide any comments in the
space provided)*

47

32

• BC Hydro’s promotior of electrification could result
in increased electricity rates for BC Hydro customers
because of the additional resources needed to serve and
promote the new den and

• Additional etectrificaton, over what wilt happen in B.C. on
its own, would increae the need for electricity generation
resources to be built n the province

• Additional reductions in provincial greenhouse gas
emissions can be achieved

Here are some trade-ofis and other factors to consider:

With a proactive approach to electrification,
BC Hydro would work with government and
other partners to facilitato and encourage increased
electrification where it can reduce greenhouse gas (GHGJ
emissions and benefits to customers. Under this approach,
BC Hydro could support the early development of an electric
vehicle charging nfrastrLcture in advance of significant
electric vehicle sales in B.C., thereby encouraging consumers
to purchase these vehiclos. BC Hydro could also introduce
other programs to encouage electrification in other areas.

ELECTRIFICATION ACTRE PROMOTION BY
BC HYDRO

EELECTRFICAUON

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree

For privacy reasons ptease do not provide opinions about identifiabte third parties.

Please provide any comments in the space provided
below to explain the reasons for your agreement
or disagreement.*

Li
Li
Li
Li
Li

(please check one box only)

Please indicate your level of agreement with this
approach to electrification that involves active promotion
by BC Hydro. In developing your response, please
consider the summary to the left, including as well as the
trade-offs and other factors that have been provided.

O3
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• May facilitate economic development in certain regions
or communities, as tr 3nsmission has been planned to
facilitate this

• ncreased ratepayer cost, but significant potential benefits
from reduced transmssion footprint, more concentrated
generation footprint

• Higher stranded inve-tment risk if need does
not materialize

• Higher short-term co;t, but potentially lower tong-term
cost if new generation and load materialize

Here are some lrade-ofts and other [actors to consider:

• Building regional trar smission to serve an area with
significant economic development potential )e g., mines,
natural gas) rather than responding to individual requests
for service as they ari;e

• Building regional trar smission to serve an area with
significant generator resoure potential rather than
individual generation rojects under development

• Buildog bulk transrnssion based on anticipated need over
a 30-year time horizo rather than responding to need over
a 20-year time horizo i

This planning process inotvcs identitying and considering
opportunities for develop ng the transmsor: system in the
following ways:

This approach plans the tansmisson system in
anticipation of future noel

PROACTIVE APPROACH: :>LAN TRANSMISSION
TO ANTiCIPATE FUTURE 1EED

TRANSMISSiON P ANN)NG

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree

For privacy reasons please do not provide opinions about identifiable third parties.

Please provide any comments in the space provided
below to explain the reasons for your agreement
or disagreement.*

ii
Li
Li
Li
Li

(please check one box only)

Please indicate your level of agreement with this proactive
approach to transmission planning. In developing your
response, please consider the summary to the left,
including the trade-offs and other factors that have
been provided.
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49

34

• Economic benefits anI additional revenue from this
electricity generation would flow to the Province

• Ratepayers are prote ted from bea’ing any regalve
financial consequencs, as per the Clean EnergyAct

• Building generation reources across the province would
ead to increased consructron and maintenance jobs in
the regions

• The environmental fotprrnt from additional clean or
renewable electricity generation projects would occur in
B.C., versus other jur sdictions

• Additional electricity jeneration projects would be built by
Independent Power Producers within the province

Here are some tradeoff and other [actors to consider:

Consistent with the Clean Energy Act, which
requires BC Hydro to undortake an assessment
of the export market den and tot clean or renewable
energy, the energy would come from the aggregation
of renewable energy acqt ired from independent Power
Producers in B.C. solely r the purpose of exporting this
electricity to markets outide B.C.

CLEAN GENERATION FOF THE PURPOSE
OF EXPORT

EXPORT MARKET ‘OTENTIAL

For privacy reasons please do not provide opinions about identitibte third parties.

Please provide any comments in the space provided
below to explain the reasons for your agreement
or disagreement.*

U Strongly Agree
Li Somewhat Agree
Li Neither Agree nor Disagree
U Somewhat Disagree
Li Strongly Disagree

(please check one box onlyl

Please indicate your level of agreement with this export
approach. In developing your response, please consider
the summary to the left, including the trade-offs and
other factors that have been provided.

O5

ANNEX E
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR MARCH 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.
No new applications were received.

C.

Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust)
Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan – proposal for 800+ dwellings, open space, park and
5000 sq ft of commercial for a 140 acre area to be accessed initially from Chaster Rd in
Elphinstone – Staff report considered at March Corporate and Administrative Committee,
referred to Elphinstone APC, Electors’ Association and the Agricultural Advisory
Committee.

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 was
approved, with conditions by the Agricultural Land Commission in March.
Electoral Area D
ALR Application D-55 by Mr. Berdahl for Non-Farm Use (2nd dwelling) at 2338 Sunshine
Coast Highway. This application has been be considered by the AAC and APC in March.
This application will be forwarded back to the AAC in April and will be on the PDC in May.
ALR Application D-53 by Mr. Youngman for Exclusion from and Subdivision within the
ALR located at 706 Leek Road. This application has been be considered by the AAC. Mr.
Youngman is waiting for the new OCP to address Agriculture before he takes the
application to the APC.
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 were received in March:
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Peter Gordon for Shane & Marnie Gunther for Lot 4, DL 2394, Plan BCP31917 located
Brooks Road, Halfmoon Bay, MoTI file number 2011-01229
Carol Neilsen for Lot 4, Block 6, W1/2 DL 691, Plan 19776 located at 978 Reed Road,
Elphinstone MoTI file number 2011-00342
F.

Development Variance Permits
One new application was received.
DVP 337.136 (McBain) located at 4903 Garden Bay Road, Pender Harbour to vary the
required 5.0 m setback to the front parcel line to 3.26 m to construct a single family
dwelling and detached garage. Property owners and occupants advised by mail and
handbilling. Report to be considered at April 14th PDC.
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 was considered at March PDC, applicant asked to
provide additional information relating to environmental impact.

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. Board of Variance hearing scheduled for April 19, referrals sent.
H.

Building Permits
Staff reviewed 31 building permit applications to confirm Zoning Bylaw and Official
Community Plan compliance.

I.

Development Permits
Three new applications were received.
Electoral Area A
A-19-1 (Vertes) located in DL 3252 fronting Sakinaw Lake to Amend DP A-19 to permit
the construction of a deck. This permit was issued in March.
Electoral Area D
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D-99 (McNevin) located at 1180 Orange Rd to facilitate a 2 lot subdivision (MOTI File
#2010-02558).
D-100 (Hamilton) located at 3595 Beach Avenue to reconstruct a sea wall.
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 April.
Electoral Area B
B-41 (Stevenson) with a variance located at 8217 Redrooffs Road for a single family
dwelling, tramline and pathway. The applicant has applied for a variance to place the
single family dwelling in the same location as the old cabin. The application was referred
to the APC in March. This report will be forwarded to the PDC in April.
B-44 (Gordon) located off Priestland Road to permit subdivision into 24 lots. The permit
for Phase 1: land clearing, was issued in March.
B-45 (Lefeaux) located at 8823 Redrooffs Road for a cottage and outbuilding. Staff still
await additional information and registration of a covenant.
B-46 (Hart) located at 8124 Belair Road for a single family dwelling and demolition of
existing building. Waiting for RAR report and covenant to be registered.
Electoral Area D
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 April.
D-98 (Richardson) located at 1147 Flume Road for a pedestrian footbridge. Staff have
drafted the permit and await registration of a new covenant with a new reference plan.
Electoral Area F
F-58 (Pacific Fibre) located at Pirate Blue Road, Port Mellon. Staff corresponded with the
applicant to obtain outstanding information with notice of pending bylaw compliance
action.
F-69 (BC Ferries) located at Langdale Ferry Terminal for a wastewater treatment plant.
The permit was issued in March.
F-70 (Mullock/Lavender) located at 1192 Marine Drive, Hopkins Landing for construction
of a single family dwelling. The permit was issued in March.
F-71 (Mullock/Lavender) located at 1192 Marine Drive, Hopkins Landing for re-alignment
of existing gas line. The permit was issued in March.
H:\WP\2011\03\PLN\Planning Monthly for March 2011.docx
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Bylaws
No new applications were received.
On-Going Applications
All Electoral Areas
Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Residence for relative) – public information meeting
scheduled for April 5.
Electoral Area E
The Board adopted OCP/ Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 600.1 and 310.129 (Garrett
Construction Ltd.) 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 adopted in March.
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. The Board scheduled a public hearing to be held on Thursday, April 14th at
7:00 p.m. in the Regional District Board Room.

K. Tree Cutting Permits
No new applications were received.
L. Strata Conversion Applications
No new applications were received.
On-going applications:
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 will be arranged when draft
complete.

(B)

Halfmoon Bay Community Plan – An Advisory Group meeting was held on March 27th
during which members undertook a SWOT analysis of four main focus areas –
environment, economy, social and land use. Planning staff also introduced a work plan
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outline to the Group. The Advisory Group will have a follow-up meeting on Wednesday,
April 6th beginning at 6:30 p.m.

3.

(C)

Integrated Transportation Study (ITS) – A summary of public comments and proposed
amendments to the final draft of the ITS was considered at the PDC meeting in March,
additional consideration will take place at April PDC.

(D)

Roberts Creek OCP – The committee met thrice in March to discuss the update of the
OCP regarding Transportation, Residential Potential, CEEP and consultation.

(E)

West Howe Sound OCP – Internal and external referrals of the draft document occurred in
March. The planner also attended the APC meeting in March to receive feedback on the
draft OCP. Considerable time was also spent by the Planner and Manager of Planning
reviewing the language and policies within the draft.

(F)

Geotechnical Review of Roberts Creek OCP Area – Staff met with Geotechnical
consultants, Kerr, Wood, Leidal, to review progress in March.

(G)

Oyster Bay Crown License Renewal – Staff have been working on renewing the SCRD’s
tenure over the foreshore in Oyster Bay. The Crown offered a 30 year replacement
tenure which was signed by the SCRD and returned for the Crown for execution.

(H)

McNabb Valley Aggregate Project - DFO and BURNCO are still discussing the issue of
potential impacts to salmon habitat for the project. DFO believes it should be complete by
end of April. After this there will be a decision on whether the federal environmental
assessment of the project will continue or not. The SCRD will be notified when the
decision is made.

Other
(A)

Roberts Creek Pathway and Streetscape Improvements – Planning staff continue to await
a works permit from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, which is necessary
before engaging a quantity estimator and an RFP being issued.

(B)

Independent Power Projects – SCRD attended BC Hydro public consultation meeting for
their Integrated Resource Plan, which appears to be a replacement for the BC Utilities
Commission process that was halted, in March in Vancouver

(C)

BC Timber Sales & Elphinstone Logging Focus Meeting – Staff attended a meeting
between BCTS and the Elphinstone Logging Focus and their concerns regarding logging
on Mt. Elphinstone.

________________________________
Mark McMullen,
Manager of Planning and Development
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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
2
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
2
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

3
1
2
9

2010
YTD
3
0
5
1
2
11

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
10
2
2
4
8
2
5
3
10
6
3
7
16
4
3
12
19
17
15
31
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
63

2010
YTD
6
13
14
14
22
69

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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Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
TOTAL
March
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
March
YTD
A
64
55
20
8
2
B
31
7
7
13
2
2
D
34
15
14
24
2
E
67
10
6
8
2
4
F
39
42
34
5
Totals
235
129
81
58
4
10

2011
YTD

1

1
1
1
2

2

5

1

* 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
March
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
March
$1,724.00
11 YTD
$4,319.00

YTD

2

2

Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication
Year
2011
2007
2008
2009
2010
TOTAL
March
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
March
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
March
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

56

2

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

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

ANNEX F
NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Meeting Minutes of Wednesday, March 23, 2011, 7:00 PM, Rockwood Lodge, Sechelt, BC
Present: Dan Bouman, Bill Henderson (Chair), Mike Latimer, Brett McGillivray,
Paul van Poppelen, Dianne Sanford, Marina Stjepovic, and Nicol Warn
Also Present: Diedra Goodwin (Recording Secretary)
Regrets: Dane Charboneau, Sophie Hsia, and Jan Williams
CALL TO ORDER at 7:15 pm
1. AGENDA The agenda was adopted with these members’ items additions:
1.1 Nicol Warn will report on small creeks.
1.2 Dianne Sanford said that MOTI has been invited to speak to the Roberts Creek OCP committee
and other concerned Sunshine Coast residents regarding the Pest Management Plan to deal
with coastal invasive plants.
1.3 Marina volunteered to liaise with SCRD on behalf of NRAC.
2. ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Call for nominations for Vice-Chair: Mike Latimer was acclaimed as Vice-Chair.
There were no nominations for Chair. Bill Henderson remains Chair.
3. REPORTS AND MINUTES
3.1 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes, January 26, 2011 were accepted as corrected.
Paul van Poppelen was in attendance.
Note: SCRD Advisory Committee meeting minutes are available on the SCRD website.
4. BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
5. COMMUNICATIONS
5.1 Bryan Shoji letter of February 18, 2011, Re: Chapman Watershed Drinking Water Source
Protection Technical Working Group.
Marina Stjepovic will represent NRAC on the Watershed Drinking Water Source Protection
Technical Working Group.
Paul van Poppelen will serve as the alternate.
REQUEST: NRAC requests that the SCRD notify Chair of NRAC with the Working Group’s
meeting agenda, dates, and times by email in advance of those meetings.
6. NEW BUSINESS
6.1 Nicol Warn reported on pronounced changes to small creeks and streams as a result of
development, with specific reference to Halfmoon Creek. There are lower flows in summer and
higher flash flows during rainy seasons than was historically the case. Nicol would like to see a
mechanism whereby creeks could be protected from damage caused by human activities.
Recognition of the importance of small creeks and streams is overdue and requires attention.
DISCUSSION:
Dianne pointed out the devastation of the cumulative effects of degradation of creeks on fish habitat
and populations.
Existing maps of creeks and streams should be updated.
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It is too late to obtain baseline historical stream flow rates and general stream condition information;
however some monitoring of on-going changes would be an important data base.
Bill referred the group to links related to ecological health of streams:
Living Water Smart http://www.livingwatersmart.ca/
Water act modernization http://www.livingwatersmart.ca/water-act/
Stream protection http://www.livingwatersmart.ca/water-act/stream-health.html
The umbrella group for Streamkeepers is Pacific Streamkeepers Federation, located in North
Vancouver. There are not many streamkeepers currently active on the Sunshine Coast.
Would the SCRD be willing to implement planning towards a public forum to raise community
awareness of the issues around the value of Sunshine Coast creeks and streams?
Which jurisdictions are doing a good job in this regard? Comox-Strathcona, West Vancouver, and
Langley were mentioned as communities that have taken some positive actions.
ACTION ITEM: Dianne spoke to ZoAnn Morten in order to gather information on this topic.
ZoAnn mentioned Groups such as the North Shore Streamkeepers, West Van. Streamkeepers,
Langley Streamkeepers, and Slolum River Streamkeepers. She advised that there are
positives and negatives with the groups. One of the positives is the presence of
Streamkeepers on Environmental review committees within regional districts or
municipalities. She mentioned Comox Streamkeepers’ role in having that regional district
open its meetings to stakeholder groups. ZoAnn also mentioned the importance of good
terms of reference for who goes to the meetings to represent the groups.
RECOMMENDATION: That the SCRD organize a forum on small streams and storm water
management.
6.2 Dianne discussed the invitation that was extended to interested parties before Christmas, to
come to a meeting hosted by MOTI and the Coastal Invasive Plants Committee. A meeting
is being organized for Monday, March 28, between 5 and 7 PM, at the Roberts Creek Hall,
to clarify the roles of these two groups, to hear what exactly is proposed for Roberts Creek,
and gain more community input into management practices. Contact Dianne for specific
information. The plan is a five year pest management scheme to eradicate, contain, or
control invasive plant species, and is to begin in April.
6.3 A training session for Streamkeepers will be held during the last weekend in May, 2011. It will
be a two day course, at a cost of $80.00 per person. More information on the course content
is available at www.pskf.ca. Location TBA
6.4 DFO is holding a networking event in Comox for volunteer groups on the May 24 weekend.
Buses will be provided from Nanaimo for those wishing to walk on ferries. See information
attachment:

invite to Volunteers
SEP 2011.pdf

7. NEXT MEETING: Wednesday, May 25, 2011, 7:00 pm at Rockwood Lodge
ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 PM.
2011 MEETING SCHEDULE: July 27, September 28, November 23
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ANNEX G
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 1, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – April 14, 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(S)
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, subject to legal review, the Corporate Officer and the Chair be authorized to
sign all related documents;
AND FURTHER THAT this recommendation be forwarded to the April 14th Regular Board
Meeting for adoption.

BACKGROUND
At the March 24th meeting of the SCRD Board the following recommendation was
adopted:
THAT the report titles “Statutory Right of Way For A Walking Path On Keats
Island On Portion Of Block 1, DL 1467”, dated March 1, 2011 and related
information from Islands Trust be referred to the next Planning and
Development Committee meeting;
AND THAT more detail be provided on where the provincial park and existing
trail network are located relative to the proposed trail right-of-way.

H:\WP\2011\04\PARKS\Keats Report\Keats-SRW-Apri-2011.doc
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Request for Walking Path on Keats Island

Page 2 of 2

The following recommendation was adopted at the August 4th, 2010 Gambier Island
Local Trust Committee meeting:
GM-062-2010 It was MOVED and SECONDED that the Gambier Island Local
Trust Committee approve, in principle, the proposal from Curt Shepard for a
dedicated pedestrian trail Right of Way over Block 1, District lot 1467, Group
1,N.W.D. Plan 6646 substantially in accordance with the unregistered “Reference
Plan of S.R.W. over a portion of Block 1, D.L. 1467, Group 1, N.W.D., Plan
GMLTC Minutes

ADOPTED
August 4, 2010

DISCUSSION
The Keats Island Zoning Bylaw allows for a density bonus to construct a second dwelling. In this
case a condition is the granting of a statutory right of way (SRW) on the parcel for a walking
trail. A property owner on Keats Island, near Plumper Cove (see Attachment A Property is
outlined in heavy black), wishes to activate the density bonusing portion of the zoning bylaw to
construct a second dwelling. 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.
In March 2011, staff did a site visit with Jan Hagedorn, Islands Trust Gambier Island Trustee
and found this trail to have exceptional environmental, recreational, and active transportation
values. The trail offers a vital land connection between Keats Landing and Plumbers Cove
Provincial Park. This trail has existed in its current location for at least 50 years and has views
of Gibsons and Mt. Elphinstone as it winds its way along coastal bluffs and through mature
second growth forests. Children from the local camps, local residents and visitors use the trail,
especially in the summer to go to and from the Plumbers Cove Provincial Park and to reach
other destinations on Keats Island.
Over the years, sections of the trail have been acquired as SRW as people have elected to
subdivide or build additional dwellings on their properties (see Attachment A). The community
has expressed an interest in having the entire trail exist within the SRW.
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. The Islands Trust, Keats Islands residents, and SCRD staff are in
full support of the establishment of this SRW to enable this valuable trail.
As the SCRD has jurisdiction to manage the SRW and Island Trust does not, the SCRD will
therefore need to manage the SRW. The trail is currently in good condition, however, future
maintenance, as with any trail, is anticipated. The final agreement would have the Gambier
Island Local Trust and the SCRD entering in co-tenancy of the SRW. This allows for local
participation in the day to day management of the trail under the Community Parks Function.

H:\WP\2011\04\PARKS\Keats Report\Keats-SRW-Apri-2011.doc
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Attachment A

Map 2. Keats Island
Subject Property: Block 1, Plan 6646, DL 1467
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ANNEX H
AREA A MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL
13639 SUNSHINE COAST HIGHWAY, PENDER HARBOUR
WEDNESDAY, March 30, 2011 AT 7:00 P.M.

Present: G. Craig (chair), E. Graham (Director), J. McDonald, L. Falk, J. Dickin, B.
Wilbee (A/Director) R. Harmer, M. Ross, C. McEachern, A. Skelley and I. Boyd
(Secretary)
Regrets: J. Hall, R. Metcalfe and J. McOuat
Delegations: G. McBain – DVP 337.136
P. Gaudet and D. Sladey – Licence of Occupation File 0205212
CALL TO ORDER: 7:10 p.m.
1. Chair & Secretary elected at January Meeting
Chair - Geoff Craig and Secretary - Irene Boyd
2. Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of February 23, 2011
3. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 1, 2011
4. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of March 10, 2011 (draft)
Motion: Moved by C. McEachern and seconded by J. McDonald
To adopt Area A Minutes of February 28, 2011 and accept the balance of the
minutes with thanks.
PASSED
Brief discussion on Planning & Development Minutes #DVP 337.135 and the
recommendation made. Proper procedure was followed.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
5. Development Variance Permit 337.136 (McBain)
Motion: Moved by R. Harmer and seconded by A. Skelley
This APC recommends approval of DVP 337.136 subject to the conditions as set
out by the staff at the SCRD Planning Dept. being met.
PASSED
1 Abstention

/2
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Area ‘A” Minutes March 30, 2011
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6. Licence of Occupation Application File 0205212 by Earls Cove Barge Terminal Ltd.
D. Sladey gave a brief history of log booming and log dumps in the area. This
particular dump site has been in operation for over 50 years and even though this site
is not registered it should remain. He felt it should be grandfathered back in to allow
operation. It was only a complaint from a new resident that has caused this shut
down. This area has been a heavy industrial area for years and should remain so. He
also advised there was another dump site that was operating without proper authority
and is concerned about safety if logging trucks have to travel down the highway.
There have been several major accidents with logging trucks in the past and just
recently as well.
Lengthy discussion took place regarding the situation and Ms. Gaudet advised the
photos reviewed showed a freighter that was outside of the lease but she stressed it is
not a permanent fixture. She said they were prepared to move the barge loading
facilities to within their current licence area. It is unfortunately with new municipal,
provincial and federal regulations, to re-activate this site that has had no
authorization, will require litigation and mitigation. There are 7 steps that must be
met and Earls Cove Barge Terminal Ltd. is only at the first step. If there is no
acceptance at this point, there is no point in going any further. They are asking for
consideration to re-activating this site as soon as possible.
Motion: Moved by J. McDonald and seconded by L. Falk
In light of new information received, this APC continues to support Licence of
Occupation Application File 0205212.
PASSED
NEW BUSINESS - Nil
DIRECTORS REPORT
Mr. Wilbee – Acting Director
- welcomed Eric back
- Advised of time involved to act on Eric’s behalf
- Advised of a study for walking paths
- Reported on the SCRD budget
Mr. Graham – Director
- Complemented Barrie on his hard work during his absence
- He will back working with assistance of Barrie Wilbee
- Advised Area A has received their share of funds re parks
- Porta potties discussed at great length and is being worked on
NEXT MEETING – April 27, 2011 at Pender Harbour Secondary School
ADJOURMENT: Moved to adjourn at 8:20 p.m.
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ANNEX I
Halfmoon Bay APC Meeting (Area B)
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC

MINUTES OF TUESDAY, March 22, 2011
Chair
Director
Recording Secretary
PRESENT
Elise Rudland
Leonard Pakulak
Eleanor Lenz
Richard Grant
Ron Kernohan
Walter Powell
Alda Grames
Brian Lucas
Catherine Gage

Elise Rudland
Garry Nohr
Katrina Walters
REGRETS
Garry Nohr
Brian Smith
Jay Corman
Joan Harvey
Garry Nohr

GUESTS
Kabel Atwall
Rob Howat
Nicol Warn
Ray Moscrip
Dean Clement

1. Call to Order
Elise Rudland, Chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.
Instatement of new member: Catherine Gage.
Nominations for Chair and Secretary as per Bylaw 453, Section 8 (i) (ii):
Motion: To nominate Elise Rudland as chair.
Motion: To nominate Katrina Walters as secretary.

Carried Unanimously

Carried Unanimously

2. Agenda
Motion: That the agenda be accepted as printed.

Carried Unanimously
3. Minutes
Minutes from the following meetings were received for information:
3.1 Area B- Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes of November 23, 2010.
3.2 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of Nov. 2 and Dec 7, 2010, Feb.1 and
March 1, 2011.
3.3 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of Nov. 24, 2010 and Jan 26, 2011.
3.4 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of Dec. 9, 2010, Jan. 13, Feb. 10,
and March 10, 2011 (draft).
Motion: That Area B minutes be accepted as printed and that all other minutes be
received for information only.
Carried Unanimously
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4. Delegations
Kabel Atwall, of 3L Enterprises, and Rob Howat continued to present and answer
questions regarding the potential development of the 160 acre parcel east of Hwy 101 at
the Northern intersection of Redrooffs road and Hwy 101.
APC concerns and questions:
-The viability of the development being dependant on sourcing an adequate water supply
(concern about arsenic content).
-Concern that the number of proposed lots (100 strata units) is too high.
-Concern that the size of the proposed lots (15 000-19 000 sf) is too small.
-Concern that allowing this development would set a precedence for the development of
the other large parcels of FLR land in the area.
-Questioning the accessibility of proposed parklands and surrounding crown land given
the proposal of strata roadways.
-Viability of affordable housing: the possibility of developing the lower grades of the
property in proximity to public transportation vs. giving money to Habitat for Humanity to
use towards the construction of affordable housing in a more calculated location.
5. Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business
None
6. New Business
6.1 Development Permit with a Variance b-41 (Stevenson) for Lot 7 Block 8 District Lot
1326/27 Plan 7274, located at 8217 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC
APC comments:
APC members felt the variance request to be reasonable given that the stream in
question has been all but destroyed. Members commented that the proposed building
footprint and tramway would have a minimal impact on the said stream.
However, members are very concerned about the impact that site development of the
neighbouring property to the North has already had and will continue to have on the
parcel in question. Members feel that the SCRD should inspect the property to the North
which appears to have failed to comply with current zoning bylaws.
Motion: That the APC supports the development permit with a variance b-41.
Carried
7. Directors Report
Garry Nohr, Director, was unable to attend the meeting and present the director’s report.
8. Next Meeting
Tuesday, April 26th at 7:00 pm, Coopers Green Hall.
9. Adjournment
8:24 PM
________________________
Elise Rudland
Chair, Area B APC

____________________
Date
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

ANNEX J

AREA D ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MNUTES
MONDAY, MARCH 28, 2011 at 7:00 PM
ROBERTS CREEK LIBRARY
1044 ROBERTS CREEK ROAD, ROBERTS CREEK
Present: Heather Conn, Kye Goodwin (Chair), Dana Gregory, Marion Jolicoeur, Brock O’Byrne, Barry
Morrow, Gerald Rainville, and Eric Tiessen
Regrets: Sue Gordon, Tzaddi Gordon, and Bill Page
Also Present: Donna Shugar (Director), Dave Ryan, Alternate Director, and Dièdra Goodwin
(Recording Secretary)
Guests: Pierre and Peggy Berdahl
1. Meeting called to order at 7:05 PM
2. MINUTES
2.1 The minutes of Roberts Creek APC meeting of February 28, 2011 were approved as circulated
(BM/ET) M/S/Carried
2.2 The following were received for information:
2.2.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 1, 2011
2.2.2 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of March 10, 2011 (draft)
3. The Election of officers was deferred to the April meeting.
4. NEW BUSINESS
4.1 Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application #D-55 for Non-Farm Use (2nd dwelling) in the
ALR by Pierre Berdahl for Lot 13, DL 1622, Plan 2929, located at Byng Road, Roberts Creek
MOTION: The APC supports the decision of the Agricultural Advisory Committee and should it decide
to approve the larger footprint, we would support that, in this situation. (BO/GR) M/S/Carried
4.2 An issue was raised by a member concerning a property on Grauman Road that was subdivided
under the residence for a relative provision of the Local Government Act but is now for sale just two
years later. The Director explained why this sale is legal.
DIRECTORS REPORT: The Director’s report was received.
ADJOURNMENT: Motion to adjournment (HC) 8:05 PM
NEXT MEETING: April 25, 2011, 7:00 PM, Roberts Creek Library

March APC minutes
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ANNEX K

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

Mike Comerford (Co-Chair)
Fred Gazeley (Co-Chair)
Bruce Wallis
Leonie Croy
Chris Barlow
Judith Kenly
Lynda Coote, Recording Secretary

REGRETS:

Sophie Hsia
Ken Worsnop
Laura Houle

DIRECTOR:
STAFF:
PUBLIC:

Lee Turnbull
Andrew Allan
2

1.

Call to Order
Fred Gazeley, Co-Chair called the meeting to order at 7.35 pm.

2.

Agenda
The agenda was amended with the addition of a new business item “Emergency
Preparedness”.
MOVED by Mike Comerford, SECONDED by Bruce Wallis
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission Agenda be approved as amended.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

3.

Correspondence
3.1.

Letter from David and Marjorie Butler
As the two representatives in the public gallery were waiting for this item, the
APC members agreed to bring this correspondence forward in the agenda. CoChair Gazeley noted the undated letter from the Butlers was received for
information only and it was not considered a referral to the APC.
Further comments included:

Dates in the letter were generally correct

The matter was an issue between the owners and the SCRD

Neighbourhood objections to the rezoning were documented

Rezoning application is consistent with the current OCP

Zoned RU3G allows for two single family dwellings

Proposed changes in the new OCP would rezone the area to Rural
Residential A, which would mean two dwelling with two separate titles

SCRD Standing Resolution put this application on hold until the OCP
review was completed

Was this move legal?

Problematic issue regardless of any option taken

Contentious matter for the neighbourhood

Letter received for information only with no further discussion or decision.
Andrew Allan answered specific questions from the public and provided
clarification on the current status of this rezoning application.

Page 1 of 4
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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, March 22, 2011
4.

Nominations for Co-Chairs
MOVED by Judith Kenly, SECONDED by Leonie Croy
THAT “Mike Comerford and Fred Gazeley be elected as Co-Chairs for the West Howe
Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission”.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5.

Nominations for Secretary
MOVED by Fred Gazeley, SECONDED Mike Comerford
THAT “Lynda Coote from Organization Plus be elected as Secretary for the West Howe
Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission”.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6.

Minutes
APC members received the following minutes for information:
6.1.
West Howe Sound Area F APC, February 22, 2011
6.2.
Egmont/Pender Harbour Area A APC, February 23, 2011
6.3.
Roberts Creek, Area D APC, February 28, 2011
6.4.
Agricultural Advisory Committee, March 1, 2011
6.5.
Planning and Development, March 10, 2011
MOVED by Judith Kenly, SECONDED by Mike Comerford
THAT “The minutes noted above be received for information.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
MOVED by Fred Gazeley, SECONDED by Mike Comerford
THAT “The West Howe Sound Area F APC minutes of February 22, 2011 be approved
as circulated.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

7.

Business Arising
7.1.

8.

Policy 6, Section 4.3, West Howe Sound OCP
Clarification was received on the intent of this policy and the recommendation
that it should be referred to the OCP Review Committee for discussion.

New Business
8.1.

West Howe Sound Official Community Plan
Andrew Allan, SCRD Planner requested considered input on the Draft OCP,
asking if there were questions and generally whether the document was on the
right track.
Comments included:

ALR protection for all of Area F and not just Williamson’s Landing

Wording in the draft OCP has been strengthened

Language cleaned up

Summary of changes were presented in a table format

Page 2 of 4
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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, March 22, 2011





































Information presented appears to be on the right track
Concerns about the future development in the Langdale area, although
protected with Development Variance Permits (DVP) and covenant areas
Approve of the focus on increased density areas leaving forest and
farmland intact
Two lots near Elphinstone and Central, below the Grantham’s Landing
hall for a park?
Possible policy statement, which could state an interest to purchase these
lots
Change identification on Lot 26A and Chekwelp lands
Favourable comments on the Langdale Village area
Question about a park in Williamson’s Landing?
Residents in Williamson’s Landing would like to see the foreshore as it is
with no commercial activity
Proposed bypass from Port Mellon recommended above the hydro rightof-way on Crown Land
Not even considered for medium term planning
Very steep area at the connection to the current Port Mellon Highway
This option minimizes impact on private land as much as possible using a
service corridor already in place
Support to move forward with the Draft OCP to the public
Serious objections to DVP4
While it might be trying to control drainage issues it is very restrictive
Talk about the clearing of an area for a home site not about the trees
DPA is about drainage, riparian areas, ravines, steep and unstable slopes
Area F OCP is the only OCP with this provision
This section looks deceptive and it is not obvious so we need to find a
creative way to make it clearer
This is not a tree preservation policy
Need to have a mitigation plan in place when trees are cut and there is a
resulting drainage issue
What kind of message is this section saying?
Section does not mean you cannot cut down trees on your private
property but it does mean you will need a permit to do it
Emotional issue
Do not want the whole OCP to fail because of this tree cutting section
Emphasize the purpose of this section, make it easier to read
Put it under the drainage section as a way to deal with drainage issues
Read Area E OCP, page 69, Section C3 – Low Impacts on SCRD website
Need a site plan before any trees are cut
Cannot use a percentage to estimate number of trees that could be cut
How is this going to be enforced?
Enforcing will be done with a mitigation plan
SCRD does not want to prevent tree cutting but they have to deal with the
effects of land clearing and resulting drainage issues
How do you let people know they will be responsible for any drainage
issues?
Need a different trigger than proposed

Page 3 of 4
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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, March 22, 2011



8.2.

Add a statement in the OCP regarding the properties adjacent to the
industrial lands in Twin Creeks area as a transitional and buffer zone
between residential and industrial zoning.

Emergency Preparedness
There was a question about tsunami alerts and it was recommended that all
questions and concerns about Emergency Preparedness be directed to
Emergency Program Coordinator Bill Elsner, Tel: (604) 885-6887, Fax (604)885-6860 or bill.elsner@scrd.ca.

9.

Director’s Report
Director Turnbull reported on:

Budget process

Recycling

Langdale Float

Pedestrian path at ferry

Dump sites

Chekwelp Development

Sunshine Coast Community Forest

Town of Gibsons Aquifer

10.

Next Meeting
The next scheduled APC meeting will be April 26, 2011 at 7.30 pm, Eric Cardinall Hall,
Shirley Macey Park.

1.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 9.20 pm.

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

………………………………………….
Date

APCMar2211
23/03/11
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ANNEX L
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

22 March 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – 14 April 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning Technician

RE:

Development Permit with a Variance A-20 (Powell for Bezeredi)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report, “Development
Permit with a Variance A-20 (Powell for Bezeredi)” dated March 22, 2011;
AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee choose one of the following
options:
1. The Planning and Development Committee supports this application to vary
the minimum required setback to Hotel Lake from 30 meters to 15 meters
for the construction of a single family dwelling and detached garage; or
2. The Planning and Development Committee does not support this
application to vary the minimum required setback to Hotel Lake from 30
meters to 15 meters for the construction of a single family dwelling and
detached garage.
Prior to Issuance
• Receipt of Sechelt Indian Band comments or expiry of the referral period.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary the minimum required setback to
Hotel Lake from 30 metres to 15 metres for the construction of a single family dwelling and
detached garage.
OWNER/APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
ZONE:
PROPOSED VARIANCE:
PARCEL AREA:

Walter Powell for Diana Bezeredi
Lot 16 Block 4 District Lot 2951 Plan 12304, PID: 008-920-150
A
13482 Lakeview Road, Pender Harbour, BC
RU5
to vary Section 516 (1) (b) of Zoning Bylaw 337 from 30m to 15m
1416.45 m²

DISCUSSION
The subject property is located on the north side of Hotel Lake, on the east side of Lakeview
Road (see Attachment A – Location Map). The Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community
Plan (OCP) identifies an assessment area within 30 m eters around Hotel Lake, which falls
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under Development Permit Area (DPA) #1: Stream Riparian Assessment Areas (See
Attachment B – DPA Map). The OCP provides guidelines for development occurring within
these areas including establishing streamside protection and enhancement areas (SPEA) where
building will not occur and impacts on the natural environment are reduced. In addition, the
pertinent OCP policy “Lakeshore Vegetation Retention Area” recommends a 15 meter leave
strip (no disturbance zone) as a buffer to protect this sensitive area so property owners should
retain as much lakeshore vegetation as possible.
The property is presently substantially treed with the exception of a small cleared area
approximately 15 meters from the natural boundary of Hotel Lake, where an old house used to
sit (see Attachment C – Orthophoto Map). The original house was demolished some years ago
and the applicant has now applied for a development permit to build a new house with a
detached garage. SCRD Zoning Bylaw 337 requires various building setbacks to all
watercourses, including 30 meters from the natural boundary of Hotel Lake, on w hich the
subject property fronts to the east. Hotel Lake is a community water supply, which is the reason
for the larger building setback requirement. Because the applicant would like to build the house
in the same location as the original dwelling, a variance request has been made.
While the property is constrained by the 30 meter Hotel Lake building setback and the probable
septic field area at the front of the property (nearer the road), the only part of the parcel that is
relatively flat (buildable area) and could best fit a house is between the 15 and 30 meter setback
lines (see Attachment D – survey). However, the property is only 1416.45 m² (0.35 acres),
leaving the relatively small buildable area with an angle of less than 45 degrees between two of
the property lines. While both existing adjacent houses on either side of the subject property
are situated closer than 15 meters from Hotel Lake, there will be the need to remove a number
of trees if the house is constructed here or outside the 30 meter building setback.
The applicant has provided a detailed response to the SCRD’s variance criteria including
reasons why this application should be granted (see Attachment E – Application).
An environmental assessment in accordance with the requirements of the OCP was completed
(see Attachment F – Environmental Assessment). The assessment identified the SPEA at 15
meters from the high water mark of Hotel Lake. A s a r esult, the assessment concluded that
relaxing the setback from 30 meters to 15 meters from Hotel Lake is supportable, provided that
specific recommendations are followed, such as drainage and foundation requirements, and
that no building in the SPEA is permitted. These recommendations will be incorporated into the
development permit, should it be appr oved. All elevations for the building must meet Zoning
Bylaw 337 requirements of 1.5 m above the natural boundary of Hotel Lake for flood protection
purposes.
This application has been referred to the SCRD Building Department, the Sechelt Indian Band
and neighbours within 100 m for their comment. The SCRD Building Department has no
objection to the application. Sechelt Indian Band comments have not yet been received.
Neighbours have not commented.
APC Comments
This application was forwarded to the Egmont / Pender Harbour Advisory Planning Commission
for comment. At their meeting held on February 23, 2011, the APC made the following motion:
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APC supports Development Permit Variance A-20 subject to any SCRD
conditions being met.
SUMMARY
The SCRD has received an appl ication to relax the minimum required parcel line setback to
Hotel Lake from 30 m to 15 m to permit the construction of single family dwelling and detached
auxiliary building (garage). Staff are requesting a r ecommendation from the Planning and
Development Committee to forward to the SCRD Board.
Based on A PC support and no neg ative comments from neighbors, Planning staff have no
objection to this application, subject to the conditions contained in the draft Development Permit
(see Attachment G – Appendix A to this Draft Development Permit is attached to this report at
Attachment F).

______________________
Lesley-Ann Staats
604-885-6804 ext 1
lesleyann.staats@scrd.ca
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DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE APPLICATION
Re: 13482 _akeview Road, Pencter I-arbour

DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION
The Existing Development
The existing property is a small residential lot, zoned RU5, with frontage on Hotel Lake to the
east. There are currently no buildings on the lot but there is a cleared, flat area where a previous
home was demolished. There are existing homes on tie adjacent properties to the north and
south and a cul-de-sac road access to the west. See the attached survey.

Proposed eveIopment
The proposed development is a single family residential dwelling and detached garage to meet
current zoning requirements for area, height and lot coverage.

Variance Requested
We are req Jesting that the rear setback requirement from the natural boundary of Hotel Lake be
reduced frcm 30 meters to 15 meters.

VARIANCE CRITERIA
1. Bylaw Ir;tent
The requested variance Will not defeat the intent of the current bylaw to protect the local
environment ano water quality of Hotel ake. The attaDhed environmental and geotechnical
reports confirm this assertion and support a 15 meter setback.

2. Adjacent properties and lands
As the attached survey shows, both adjacent properties have homes that are closer to Hotel Lake
than the proposed 15 meter setback. Building a new home on Lot 16 would not adversely affect
the adjacer t properties n terms of views, sunlight, and access to Hotel Lake or environmental
impact.

3. Not a precedent
Lot 16 is a ;mall, irregular shaped lot of loss than 150C square meters. The current 30
meter setback results ii a relatively small buildable area with an angle of less than 45 degrees
between tvo of the property lines.

Page 1 of 2

Development Variance Permit Application
13482 Lakeview Road Pender Harbour
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0
Much of the buildable area, under the currentsetback requirements, would be used to
accommodEte a septic field leaving very little room for vehicle access, off road parking, a garage
and a new iome,

This lot is an unusual situation that clearly presents some difficulties for the construction of a
reasonable iome on the property.
In this particular case, approving a15 meter setback, would allow the lot to be more effectively
used for a &ngle family home, as intended by the current zoning, without setting a precedent for
the general area.

4. Best solution
The request for a 15 meter setback provides the owner with more reasonable options for
appropriate y locating a new home on the property in order to accommodate the required septic
field and sit access.
In addition, :here was a home on the property, which wes demolished some years ago, and was
located as shown on the attached site plan. This original building site is currently cleared and
relatively flEt and presents a good option for locating the new home with minimal impact to the
existing enirorrnert.
Building a new home in the gene-al area of the previous building site would be possible if given a
15 meter setback.

5. Site Characteristics and Environment
As mentioned above a variance for a 15 meter setback will allow the selection of a reasonable
building site with little impact to the existing character and environmental qualities of the site.
The variance will also allow the owner to keep many more of the cedars on the currently allowed
building site and also many o the other trees on the site that would otherwise have to be cut
down in order to provide a suitable building site under the currert 30 meter setback.
Summary
We respectFully submit that a variance for a 15 meter setback will allow a new home to be built on
this site in t’e spirit and intention of the bylaw without adversely affecting the water quality of
Hotel Lake, neighboring properties and lands or the erwironment and will not sot a precedent for
the area as it is a situation with unique difficulties and characteristics.
Thank you.
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TO:

Diana Bezeredi c/o Walter Powell

ADDRESS:

8090 Redrooffs Rd
Halfmoon Bay BC
V0N 1Y1

This Development 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 Permit Area#1 (Riparian Assessment Areas) applies to those lands within the
Sunshine Coast Regional District described below:
Legal Description:
P.I.D.:
Civic Description:

Lot 16 Block 4 District Lot 2951 Plan 12304
008-920-150
13428 Lakeview Rd, Pender Harbour, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions
and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this Permit which shall
form a part thereof.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337 is varied or supplemented, and conditions
and requirements pursuant to Section 920 of the Local Government Act are imposed in accordance
with the guidelines specified in the Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is specifically varied as follows:
To vary Section 516 (1) (b) by relaxing the minimum required setback to Hotel Lake
from 30 metres to 15 metres for a single family dwelling and detached garage.
This Development Permit with a Variance for the construction of a single family dwelling is issued
subject to compliance with the following terms and conditions:
Prior to Issuance Conditions:
(1)
A formal Riparian Area Regulation (RAR) report to be filed with the BC Ministry of
Environment.
(2)
Receipt of Sechelt Indian Band comments or expiry of comment period.
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General Conditions:
(3)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the Environmental Assessment
report prepared by GeoTacTics Media Engineering (2007) Ltd. dated January 10, 2011,
attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix A, with particular attention
given to:
i. Roofwater not to be discharged directly into Hotel Lake, nor directly to
surficial land (via splash pads) unless additional infiltration arrangements in
such areas have been incorporated, including isolation from any house
perimeter drainage system.
ii. Existing vegetation in the Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area
(SPEA – 15 metres from the high water mark of Hotel Lake) not to be
disturbed, the exception being the maintenance of access to waterfront
provisions to current dimensions.

(4)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the Geotechnical Assessment report
prepared by GeoTacTics Media Engineering (2007) Ltd. dated January 10, 2011,
attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix B;

(5)

For flood protection, the underside of the finished floor system must be placed at least
1.5 meters above the natural boundary of Hotel Lake;

(6)

The owner is responsible for ensuring that all construction and works carried out under
this permit are on the owner’s land subject to this permit;

(7)

The Qualified Environmental Professional provides a final letter to confirm that all
construction is consistent with standard best management practices and with the
attached RAR report and this letter must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD
prior to SCRD approval of the final inspection for the building under Building Permit
#xxxxx which is the subject of this Development Permit or final subdivision approval;

(8)

The Geotechnical Engineer provides a final letter to confirm that all construction is
consistent with standard engineering practice and with the attached geotechnical
report and this letter must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD prior to SCRD
approval of the final inspection for the building under Building Permit #xxxxx which
is the subject of this Development Permit or final subdivision approval;

(9)

Post a waterproof copy of the Development Permit (8.5" x 11" minimum) on the
development site for the duration of construction.
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(10)

The development is to be completed within four (4) years from issuance of the date of
this Development Permit.

(11)

If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within
two (2) years of the date of this permit, this Development Permit shall lapse.

This Permit is not a building permit.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. XXX/11 PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BOARD THIS
DAY OF
, 2011.
ISSUED THIS

DAY OF

, 2011

_____________________________________
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
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ANNEX M
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

28 March 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – 14 April 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning Technician

RE:

Development Permit with a Variance B-41 (Stevenson)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report, “Development
Permit with a Variance B-41 (Stevenson)” dated March 28, 2011;
AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee choose one of the following
options:
1. The Planning and Development Committee supports this application to vary
the minimum required setback to a watercourse from 15 meters to 4 meters
for the construction of a single family dwelling; or
2. The Planning and Development Committee does not support this
application to vary the minimum required setback to a watercourse from 15
meters to 4 meters for the construction of a single family dwelling.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary the minimum required setback to a
watercourse from 15 metres to 4 metres for the construction of a single family dwelling.
OWNER/APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
ZONE:
PROPOSED VARIANCE:
PARCEL AREA:

Marc and Kathie Stevenson
Lot 7 Block 8 District Lot 1326/27 Plan 7274, PID: 010-678-859
B
8217 Redrooffs Rd, Halfmoon Bay, BC
R1
to vary Section 507 (1) (f) of Zoning Bylaw 310 from 15m to 4m
5716 m²

DISCUSSION
The subject property is located on the south side of Redrooffs Road, just east of Fullerton Road
in Halfmoon Bay (see Attachment A – Location Map). On the west side of the property, a
stream runs approximately down the property line, from Redrooffs Road to the ocean. The
Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan (OCP) identifies that the subject parcel has 2
Development Permit Areas (DPAs) on it: DPA#1 – Riparian Assessment Areas and DPA #2 –
Redrooffs Escarpment (See Attachment B – DPA Map). T he OCP states that 30 m eters on
either side of any watercourse is located in DPA #1. The OCP provides guidelines for
development occurring within DPA#1, including minimizing encroachment into the streamside
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protection and enhancement areas (SPEA) and impacts on the natural environment. The OCP
also requires that a Qualified Geotechnical Professional complete a geotechnical assessment
for any building within DPA#2.
The property is presently substantially treed with the exception of a small cleared area
approximately 7.5 meters from the ocean and 4 meters from the stream where an old cabin sits
(see Attachment C – Orthophoto Map). The applicant has applied to demolish the cabin,
remove some trees to construct a tramline, build a pathway, and replace the demolished cabin
with a new dwelling in the same footprint, and thus, requires a dev elopment permit with a
variance. SCRD Zoning Bylaw 310 requires various setbacks to all watercourses, including a
15 meter setback to all streams. However, because the applicant would like to build the house
in the same location as the old cabin, a variance request has been made to relax the setback
from 15 meters to 4 meters.
While the property is constrained by the geotechnical instability of the slope, the steep
topography, the stream on the west, the ocean setback, and the 5 meter front parcel setback,
the parcel could fit a small house at the top of the slope (see Attachment D – site plan survey).
However, a number of trees will require removal potentially causing more instability on t he
slope.
The applicant provided a detailed response to the SCRD’s variance criteria and r easons why
this application should be granted (see Attachment E – variance criteria).
In 2009, a R iparian Area Regulation assessment in accordance with the requirements of the
OCP was completed for the neighbouring property to the west (see Attachment F –
Assessment). The stream runs along the boundary with the subject property, thus the
assessment report is relevant for this application. The assessment identified the stream as
spring fed, provides suitable conditions for residential (seasonal or permanent) fish presence or
provides fish habitat other than for food and nutrients to marine fish. However, the stream was
identified as non-fish bearing.
All elevations for the building must meet Zoning Bylaw 310 requirements of 1.5 m above the
natural boundary of a watercourse for flood protection purposes. Staff consider this should be
raised to 2.0 m above the natural boundary of a watercourse or the sea due to future sea level
rise concerns.
This application has been referred to the SCRD Building Department, the Halfmoon Bay
Advisory Planning Commission (APC), the Sechelt Indian Band and neighbours within 100 m for
their comments. The SCRD Building Department has no objection to the application.
Neighbours have not commented.
APC Comments
At their meeting held on March 22, 2011, the Halfmoon Bay APC provided the following
comments:
APC members felt the variance request to be reasonable given that the stream in
question has been all but destroyed. Members commented that the proposed
building footprint and tramway would have a minimal impact on the said stream.
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However, members are very concerned about the impact that site development of
the neighbouring property to the North has already had and will continue to have
on the proposed parcel. The site in question is described as a “death trap” and
members believe that future liability will fall on the SCRD. Members felt that the
SCRD should inspect the property to the North which appears to have failed to
comply with current zoning bylaws.
Planning staff are looking into the APC concerns regarding the property to the North. The APC
adopted the following motion:
That the APC supports the development permit with a variance B-41.
Sechelt Indian Band Comments
In a letter dated March 28, 2011 from the Sechelt Indian Band, the shíshálh Nation provided the
following comment:
As long as the application does not interfere with the title and rights of the
shíshálh Nation and all cultural sites are protected, the shíshálh Nation does not
oppose the development variance permit in hwail-kwai (Halfmoon Bay).
SCRD staff note there are no identified archaeological sites on the parcel.
SUMMARY
The SCRD has received an appl ication to relax the minimum required setback to a non -fish
bearing watercourse from 15 m to 4 m to permit the construction of single family dwelling. Staff
are requesting a recommendation from the Planning and Development Committee to forward to
the SCRD Board.
Based on APC support and no negative comments from the shíshálh Nation or neighbours,
Planning staff have no objection to this application, subject to the conditions contained in the
draft Development Permit (see Attachment H). A Section 219 save harmless covenant has
already been registered on Title.
______________________________
Lesley-Ann Staats
lesleyann.staats@scrd.ca
604-885-6804 ext 1
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1. 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 on how
the requested variance meets this criteria:
I am requesting a variance on the 15 m bylaw standard to 4 m, which is the present
location of the cottage from the small ditch or watercourse on the NW side of the lot. The
current cottage will be demolished and a new home will be built within its current
footprint, with no new land disturbance.
2. The variance should not adversely affect adjacent or nearby properties or public lands.
Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria:
The requested variance should not adversely affect the adjacent properties as the cottage
was built in the mid-1960s, and appears not to have affected or otherwise altered the small
watercourse which is non-fish bearing and about .3m wide and .5m deep in the location of
the cottage.
3. 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:
The 4 m setback request conforms with the existing cottage’s footprint and no new
building is being proposed closer to the small watercourse.
4. 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:
The lot is 100’ wide, with the length of the new house being about 65’ and the need to
place the septic field on the SE side with the house, there is very little room, the 4 m
setback house (65’) the 1.5 m setback to the septic field, leave a very narrow area for the
septic field.
5. 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:
The requested variance is in essence has existed for nearly 60 years, and should not
adversely affect the natural site features or qualities. Using the existing foundation and
overhangs of the cottage, the new building location will remain the same as the old.
PS: I attached a topo map of the cottage area. The solid line is the outline with the cabin
foundation, which we plan to upgrade and use, I would also note that the location of the
“top bank” in the vicinity of the cabin is arbitrary; the “top bank” starts at the ditch.
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Langdale Field & Equipment Services
RR#6, 1553 Thompson Rd, Gibsons, BC VON 1V6

tel: 604 886 0064

Non-fishlNon-RAR Status Report for Scragg Application
At 8223 Redr000ffs Rd, Halfmoon Bay, BC; SCRD area

Paul van Poppelen RPBio
Qualified as QEP for purposes of the Riparian Areas Regulation

Gibsons, BC
Cell 604 740 4907

Email pvanDoppãdccnet.com

I

Gill van Poppelen, Certified Fisheries Field Technician
Email: gillvanp@hotmail.com
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Introduction
Within the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) jurisdictional area, certain parts have been
designated as Development Permit Areas. Hence prior to development, removal of vegetation,
subdivision and a number of other activities, an application to the SCRD for a Development
Permit (DP) is required before any activities can be undertaken or other permits such as Building
Permits, can be issued.
Development Permit areas have been designated on various grounds. One of these is the DPA #2
Redrooffs Escarpment Area which deals mainly with geotechnical aspects. DPA#l deals with
streams and riparian issues and is described in the Official Community Plan as:
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA 1: RJPARIAN ASSESSMENT AREAS include the following types
of riparian areas that provide fish habitat:
(a) The following watercourses known to have fish present: Kenyon (cutthroat
trout); Colvin (cutthroat, coho, and chum); Kitchen (chum); Milne
(cutthroat); Halfmoon (coho, chum, cutthroat), and Homesite
(cutthroat, chum).
(b) All streams in the Plan Area, whether mapped or un-mapped, are also
designated as Development Permit Area 1 as fish and/or fish habitat
may be present, or they may flow into a waterbody that provides fish
habitat.
(c) Sargeant Bay intertidal and marshy ecosystem, which incorporates part of
Colvin Creek and an unnamed watercourse, and supports a variety of
fish species, wildlife, marine and riparian mammals and marine and
shore bird species.
(d) The following lakes: Trout Lake, which supports resident cutthroat trout as
well as servicing as a secondary community water supply source; and
Triangle Lake, which has a wetland ecology.
Schedule A2 to the OCP shows the areas subject to DP requirements, however the (intended)
implication of (b) above is that, notwithstanding whether or where an area or Lot but not listed as
such but there is a water body present at or within the vicinity of the Lot, DP provisions apply.
Hence for any development on such a Lot a DP#1 is required over and above any other DP’s if
applicable.
The following is specified, in accordance with the Riparian Areas Regulation to which this Local
Government is subject, as work and content required for a DP#2 to be able to be issued:
“An assessment report prepared by a qualified environmental professional in accordance with the
Riparian Areas Regulation is required in support of a development permit application and for Regional
District issuance of a development permit. The report must identify the width of the streamside
protection and enhancement area to be protected, and measures necessary to protect the integrity of the

streamside protection and enhancement area.
The qualified environmental professional must:
(i) certify he or she is qualified to conduct the assessment;
2
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105

o
Langdale Field & Equipment Services
RR#6, 1553 Thompson Rd, Gibsons, BC VON 1V6

tel: 604 886 0064

(ii) certify he or she has followed the assessment methods set out in
the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation;
(iii) provide an opinion that no natural features, functions or
conditions that support fish life processes in the assessment
area will be harmfully altered, disrupted or destroyed; or
(iv) in the event that there will be a harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction of natural features, functions, and conditions that
support fish life processes in the stream riparian assessment
area (i.e. a HADD), obtain authorization from the Minister of
Fisheries and Oceans, Canada or authorization under a
regulation under the Fisheries Act (Canada).
Regional District issuance of a development permit is subject to
notification from the Ministry of Water, Land and Air
Protection and/or Fisheries and Oceans Canada that they have
been notified of the proposed development, and provided a
copy of the assessment report with the proper certifications”
It is or should be clear from the above that for these conditions to be met, a QEP should
determine in the first instance whether the Riparian Areas Regulation applies to the Lot in
question.
If this is not the case, he/she will issue a report, stating that he/she has followed the prescribed
methodology to determine whether the RAR applies and, where this is not the case, his/her report,
including any recommendations, will be accepted in lieu of the requirement to file with MoE and
DFO and MoE or DFO to notify the SCRD that an RAR report has been filed and is accepted.
The SCRD in such a case will adopt the report, including its recommendations which may be
broader or depart somewhat from the RAR for fish habitat, riparian or other reasons, and include
these in its final issued DP as conditions to be met or as agreed otherwise with the QEP. The QEP
is to issue a sign off report at the end of the project indicating that the relevant conditions were
met or report otherwise.

Assessment of 8223 Redrooffs Rd, Halfmoon Bay
This report deals with an application for a Development Permit as required by the Sunshine Coast
Regional District (SCRD), the responsible Planning Authority for this location. Neither the OCP
or the Sunshine Coast Habitat Atlas SEI map identifies this directly as “riparian area” or
“environmentally sensitive area”. However the site is ‘waterfront’ on the seaward side and
contains (part of) a multiple branched small stream, meandering from the heights of Redrooffs
Rd towards the sea front down a steep slope and deep gulley (in places).

3
Gill van Poppelen, Certified Fisheries Field Technician

Email: gillvanp@hotmail.com

106

C
Langdale Field & Equipment Services
RR#6, 1553 Thompson Rd, Gibsons, BC VON 1V6

tel: 604 886 0064

Thus it is clear that potentially the RAR applies to this stream and thus a DP#2 is required, as
well as that it enters the environmentally sensitive “foreshore” area of the Georgia Strait. Note
that DFO guidelines specifS’ for single lot development the first 15 m from high high water mark
(HHWM) as environmentally sensitive and should be left “as is” if possible (for multi lot
developments this zone is 30 m) to avoid the creation of a HADD (Harmful Alteration Disruption
or Destruction of fish habitat), a violation of section 35 of the Fisheries Act.
This is not to say that intrusion into this area automatically is a HADD; this depends very much
on local and existing circumstances as well as on what (type of and manner in which) work is
carried out.

The subject Lot consists of a very steep slope and gulley through which the creek flows. Access
from the top of the Lot (Redrooffs Rd side) to the water front is at present substantially via a
constructed, tortuous route through the adjacent Lot at the lower end of which a house is located.
The subject Lot itself is substantially undeveloped at present, with the exception of an entrance
and coach-house style building at the upper end. It is intended to construct a pathway leading
from the upper side of the Lot to the water front, which will require the removal of some
vegetation as well as some stabilizing earth and other works.
The design for this pathway and stabilizing works was undertaken by a geotechnical engineer and
not reviewed in detail at the this time; this will occur at the start of the works and in conjunction
with the environmental monitoring strongly recommended for this work given that there is
substantial potential to affect “backshore” and foreshore marine fish habitat..
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Stream Description
The stream present on theLot (and adjacent Lots) is consists of a number of short stems or
branches, joining the main flow path approximately in the middle of the Lot from where it
continues to flow to the beach.
The stream is substantially ephemeral in nature, although there appears to be flow most of the
year except during very dry spells. Summer flows however are almost negligible, albeit strongly
affected by wet summer periods, probably run-off and infiltrated water from upslope of the
subject lot. Water depth generally during the dry periods is a few cm, with small shallow poois
present in only a very limited number of locations. There is no evidence of any other permanent
tributaries along its length, the various branches of this stream all being of the same, ephemeral
nature.
The stream is heavily overgrown and covered in surface debris (fallen trees, dense blackberry and
salmon berry) and is difficult (but not impossible) to survey in those areas, other areas being
relatively clear and accessible once the bottom of the ravine has been reached.
There is no reasonable access to the stream (when it does flow) from the Georgia Strait side for
anadromous fish, there being a significant “drop” from top to bottom of this stream well in excess
of anything fish would normally be capable of traversing upstream There are no pools or
conditions either side allowing the existence of pools for quite some distance between the drop
and up- or down stream, and thus it is considered that these will not occur, leaving only the
possibility of residential fish populations. The latter was considered highly unlikely, given the
dry nature of the stream bed for part of the year and extreme shallowness for the remainder
(except in very wet periods when flows may become temporarily elevated. The presence of any
residential fish and if so which species were the subject of the required investigation.

Methodology
The absence of water of significant extent and depth precluded electro-fishing as a Method at any
time during the year.
Given the very shallow nature of the stream when water is present, neither pole seining or angling
are feasible and only hand searching of (standing) water containing areas (intermediate areas
being dry), using a small hand net to trap any fish disturbed, is feasible.
Gee-traps could only be placed in two locations (during one out of three efforts) where there was
sufficient water depth to part submerge the trap and at least one trap entrance.
Hence “first fish captured” was employed and the entire stream was covered and searched.

Effort Report and Results
The stream bed, including its branches extending towards or onto the adjacent Lot within the
confines of the area to the south of Redrooffs Rd, a total length of approximately 225 m was
walked on three occasions and carefully inspected during August (reconnaissance), September
5
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th)
and October (final
(maj or repeat effort employing gee traps when water was present on 1 9
complete survey 1) 2008.

During the final visit in October the entire stream bed was searched in detail once again following
rainfall, and at that time it was determined that there were no areas of significant standing water
whatsoever, the few very small, shallow areas where there were being subjected to careful and
complete hand search by a team of two.
Following rainfall and the presence of some water in some areas in the stream bed at the southern
and middle part below Redrooffs Rd at the second visit, baited Gee traps (3) were placed in three
locations (one in each) where the water was just deep enough for this to be possible and useful; a
further three, very shallow areas were subjected to hand search by removing systematically every
stone and disturbing substrate by hand to determine fish presence.
On none of these occasions were any fish (RAR designated or not) at all found to be present.
Hence no “fish collection forms” are attached or appended to this report.
The stream is not mapped as “riparian area” on the Sunshine Coast Habitat Atlas, neither is it
marked as “fish habitat” or “fish presence”, and thus it is concluded that this supports our
findings, given the level of effort that was undertaken in all streams thus marked during the SEI
survey. The highly seasonal and very low levels of water (both quantities and depth) at all times
of the year, from current and previous knowledge and observation, support our findings.
Given the above the stream is not considered fish habitat under the RAR and thus neither a report
can be filed with MoE and DFO, nor is a SPEA (mandatory setback) imposed. Any setbacks for
this stream (bank side) are limited to geotechnical considerations.
Notwithstanding the above, the foreshore area is fish habitat and at least part of the vegetation on
the first 15 m is potentially of significant value to fish habitat by provision of food and nutrients
although not shelter and shade given the characteristics and aspect.
Moreover the existing vegetation fulfills an important function in stabilizing the steeply sloped
area immediately above the foreshore up to the flatter bench closer to Redrooffs Rd (the currently
partially developed area). Uncontrolled disturbance of this vegetation is likely to cause erosion
and sediment discharge onto the foreshore and into the marine habitat which must be avoided.
Any works disturbing vegetation and moving soils on this site are to be carried out with great care
and as per the geotechnical engineer’s recommendations.
It is considered that environmental monitoring of this site during any construction and excavation
works is an absolute prerequisite so as to avoid and minimize the creation of a HADD (Harmful
Alteration Disruption or Destruction of fish habitat) which would be a violation of section 35 of
the Fisheries Act.
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Conclusions
On the basis of the survey work undertaken at various times throughout 2008 (as described
above), some pre-exiting knowledge of the area, as well as interviews with permanent residents
having no interest in the Development permit application, it is concluded that the stream in
question:
• Is spring fed but substantially seasonal
• Predominantly serves as surrounding land drainage
• Does not contain fish, provides conditions suitable for residential (seasonal or permanent)
fish presence or provides fish habitat other than for food and nutrients to marine fish
• Empties directly into the ocean
• Is not considered “fish habitat” based on the above under the Riparian Areas Regulation.
Consequently The Riparian Areas Regulation does not apply to this stream, which was confirmed
by our survey efforts and results.
Notwithstanding the above conclusions, given the alterations in drainage patterns and
development ongoing within the “watershed” area of this stream, this should not be read as “there
will never be any fish..”; it is considered not unlikely that additional water flows caused by
changing drainage patterns and development may well, in due course, create conditions suitable
for the possible establishment of a local fish population. Hence this non-fish-status report has
only limited validity and use with respect to time; it is recommended that the status be re
confirmed or otherwise should further development proposals within the Assessment Area
emerge and its current validity be restricted to a time period of 2 years from the date of this
report.
Furthermore, the foreshore area is without a doubt fish habitat, although outside the scope of the
RAR, and potentially affected by the proposed activities on the subject Lot. In order to avoid or
minimize the potential for inadvertent creation of a HADD environmental monitoring during any
proposed works should be carried out. As per the conditions under the RAR, even though it
doesn’t apply to this specific stream, the environmental monitor must have (written) authority to
order “stop or amend work” if necessary, prior to commencement of any work on site, remaining
in force until completion of the works at which point he/she should file a sign-off report with the
SCRD

Paul van Poppelen RPBio
Gibsons, BC
12 March 2009.
Cell: 604 740 4907.
Email pvanpopp@dccnet.com

APPENDIX:
Photographs
Acceptable Survey Methods (RAR)
-

-
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At seafront level outflow

Typical vegetation upsiope (mainly fern and shrub)
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View of gulley upsiope

Scouring rush denoting groundwater flow in areas adjacent to (and towards) streambed
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Typical bed substrate (clay/silt; few cobble gravel)

Stream bed
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Flowing water September

Branch point upslope
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Acceptable Survey Methods
The two alternative procedures detailed below will satisfy the requirements for an acceptable fish
inventory as legally referenced in paragraph (b) of the fish-bearing definition.

For sampling stream reaches and off-channel sites to determine fish presence or absence, it is
recommended that sampling be done in a systematic and repeatable manner. Be sure to cover the
best of the available habitat within a stream reach. Studies have shown that to establish the
presence of certain species such as bull trout in some high-slope, high-elevation reaches, as much
as 1.2 km of stream coverage is necessary. Because of this pattern of distribution, the
recommended sampling method for fish-bearing identification has required the coverage of as
much as 500 m to 1 km of stream to confirm the absence of species such as bull trout. This
procedure, which involves fishing until the first caught is retained, is one of two alternate survey
methods recommended for fish-stream identification.

To reduce the costs and simplify the logistics associated with the “first-fish captured” method, an
alternative “systematic-sample method” is recommended that involves sampling the entire length
of a representative portion of a stream reach. This portion surveyed will be 100 m long or have a
length equivalent to 10 bankfull channel widths (whichever is greater). The entire length of the

selected segment does not have to be sampled if fish are captured in abundance, even within the
first few metres of coverage (see below).
The systematic-sample method offers important advantages. First, the total length of stream that
needs to be covered within each survey will be substantially reduced in most cases. For example,
the results of a single-trial systematic survey performed competently in the sample site will be
acceptable if:
1. the sample site selected represents the available habitat in the reach
2. the site is sampled thoroughly at the right time of year by using gear suitable for the season,
habitat, species and life stage
3. observations on habitat quality and accessibility to fish support the fish survey results.
Second, the results of the systematic survey generate useful data on the probabilities of fish
presence or absence in streams of given size, slope and location within a watershed. These data
can be added to the base of knowledge from reconnaissance fish and fish habitat inventories.
Systematic-survey results are even more important in areas where no reconnaissance inventories
are available. Information accumulated from systematic surveys can be used to predict the
likelihood of fish presence in similar streams in unsurveyed areas of a watershed.
Regardless of the method adopted, the first step is to determine the likelihood of fish presence
from a review of the existing knowledge on fish distribution for the specific areas to be affected
by development. If no information is available, then fish surveys must be conducted in reaches <
20% slope to confirm fish absence.
When known information is reviewed, look for information on the potential occurrence of bull
trout or other very rare (i.e., low density) fish for the sites that will be sampled.

Fish are more difficult to detect if they are at very low population densities. If the data review
suggests this is probable, a more rigorous sampling intensity is justified (see step 5 in the
systematic method below).
12
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One of the two sequences detailed below may be employed in the season most appropriate for
fish presence considering the type of available habitat, species and life stage.
Option 1: Systematic-Sample Method
1. The first site recommended to be sampled is a representative length within the uppermost reach
included in the affected area. Fish distributions downstream of the reach, taking barriers and other
features into account, can be assumed from the results of this survey.
2. The length of the selected site will be equal to 10 bankfull channel widths, or 100 lineal metres
(whichever is greater). The entire length of the site is sampled for fish. Sampling must
systematically cover all available habitat types and employ techniques appropriate to the
anticipated species and habitats present. Use the technique most appropriate for the season and
physical conditions.
If no fish are caught in the first trial, but there are doubts about sampling efficiency, sample again
with a second method. Sampling methods and results are recorded on the standard fish collection
forms.
If electrofishing is employed and fish are caught in abundance, even within the first few metres of
coverage, stop sampling. For example, if 10 to 20 specimens are captured within the first 5 to 10
metres, the reach clearly supports fish in abundance.
3. If no fish are captured in the initial sample site, the biologist or field technician must make a
professional judgment as to whether and how much further fish sampling should be conducted.
If sampling at a different time of year is warranted due to water temperatures that are too low, or
ephemeral habitats that are accessible to fish are present but dry, sampling should be terminated
in favor of a follow-up survey at a more appropriate time.
4. Sampling is finished when the surveyor is confident that there is enough evidence to support
the conclusion that no fish inhabit the reach. If the evidence to support fish absence is
insufficient, then further sampling is required.
5. If no fish are found in the initial sample site, but habitat quality appears good and no barriers to
fish access are evident, a second site of a length equal to the first site must be sampled within the
same reach, again covering all habitat types. The most appropriate sampling method shall be
employed. Sampling methods and results are recorded on the fish collection forms found in the
Ministry of Forests Fish Stream Identification Guidebook
www.for.gov.bc.caltasb/legsregs/fpc/fpcguide/FlSHlFishStream.pdf.
6. In cases where it has been previously determined that populations of fish occur in the area at
very low densities, and if no fish have been captured in the initial sampling site, additional
sampling is recommended. Consult with the local MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT
representative prior to initiating surveys. It is expected that these situations will be relatively
uncommon; however, sampling the remainder of the reach might be recommended for reaches <
500 m long. Sampling methods and results are recorded on the standard fish collection forms.
7. Evidence for justification of a non-fish bearing stream reach is reported as a “non-fish-bearing
status report” as outlined below. This may include results of any 1:20 000 reconnaissance fish
and fish habitat inventory previously conducted in the watershed.
Option 2: First-Fish-Captured Method
1. To sample for fish, begin at the downstream end of the reach and proceed sequentially
upstream until a fish is caught and identified as one of the species of concern.
2. If no fish are caught, continue upstream and cover the entire length of reaches up to 500 m
long. For reaches 1 km long or longer, surveys focused on the deepest pools and other key
13
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habitats noted above are recommended for an additional 500 m. Be sure to cover the available
habitat. Studies have shown that to establish the presence of bull trout in some high-slope, highelevation reaches, as much as 1.2 km of stream coverage is necessary. In order to establish
absence, sampling according to the procedures of this guidebook must be thorough enough to
produce reliable results that minimize the likelihood of error.
3. Document sampling methods and results on the recommended fish collection form (see 5.
above).
4. Evidence for justification of a non-fish bearing stream reach is reported as a “non-fish-bearing
status report.”
Non-Fish-Bearing Status Report

All stream reaches for which non-fish-bearing status is proposed require a short, concise, written
justification for this designation. This non-fish-bearing status report contains information that, in
the professional opinion of the person responsible for the survey, provides sufficient evidence to
support the conclusion that fish do not occur in the stream reach in question. Information that
should be provided includes:
1. date and time of sampling events, including initial and any follow-up sampling efforts;
2. fish sampling methods and effort employed:
capture methods used (e.g., electrofisher; Gee traps; use of barrier nets at either downstream
limit, upstream limit, or at both ends of the sampled site)
E sampling area covered (number, length and area of sample site)
sampling effort (e.g., number of traps, electrofishing seconds)
3. stream conditions during sampling (e.g., specific conductance; flow stage of high, medium or
low; temperature; turbidity)
4. supporting evidence:
D known fish species presence both upstream and downstream
El type and location of obstructions to fish migrations
El seasonal habitat availability
El seasonal fish use of stream and off-channel habitats
El results of any 1:20 000 reconnaissance fish and fish habitat inventory conducted in the
watershed.
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TO:

Marc & Kathie Stevenson

ADDRESS:

th
11207 – 48 Avenue
Edmonton, AB
T6H 0C8

This Development Permit with a Variance 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 Permit Area#2 (Redrooffs Escarpment) applies to those lands within the
Sunshine Coast Regional District described below:
Legal Description:
P.I.D.:
Civic Description:

Lot 7 Block 8 District Lots 1326 and 1327 Plan 7274
010-678-859
8217 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions
and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this Permit which shall
form a part thereof.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is varied or supplemented, and conditions
and requirements pursuant to Section 920 of the Local Government Act are imposed in accordance
with the guidelines specified in the Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows:
To vary Section 507 (1) (f) by relaxing the minimum required setback to a
watercourse from 15 metres to 4 metres for a single family dwelling.
This Development Permit with a Variance for demolition of an existing cabin, construction of a
single family dwelling, construction of a garage, tree removal and construction of a tramline,
pathway and drainage measures only is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and
conditions:
General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the Landslide Assessment report
prepared by GeoTacTics Media Engineering (2007) Ltd., dated July 28, 2010, attached
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to and forming part of this permit as Appendix A, with particular attention given to:
i. For development at the top of bluff/slope, maintain a minimum 10 metre
geotechnical setback from the top of the bluff for any habitable buildings or
a minimum 5 metre setback with required additional slope stabilization
measures as noted in the Landslide Assessment report;
ii. For development of the single family dwelling on the lower slope,
construction of a low earth berm according to the specifications described
in the report, including immediate vegetation is required;
iii. Lower tramline foundation to be constructed downslope of earth berm;
iv. Excavation for the foundation of the new dwelling to occur only after an
appropriate interceptor drain system has been installed upslope of building
site and appropriate site preparation is completed;
v. Appropriate footings for foundation and retaining wall design, as described
in the report;
(2)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the report prepared by GeoTacTics
Media Engineering (2007) Ltd. and dated March 30, 2010, attached to and forming part
of this permit as Appendix B, with particular attention given to:
i. Maintain a minimum setback of at least 10 meters from the top of slope;
ii. Implement measures for stabilizing the tramline counterweight at the top
of the slope, as described in the report;
iii. Geotechnical engineer to be notified prior to any excavation into the slope;
i. Interceptor drain system as described in the report to be installed upslope
of the building site prior to foundation excavation;
ii. Replace existing foundation footings according to the specifications
described in the report;
iii. Prior to renovation or replacement of existing cottage, measures to stabilize
the slope must be implemented as outlined in the report, such as
permanent drainage, slope support and erosion protection.
iv. Appropriate footings for foundation and retaining wall design, as described
in the report;
v. For the tramline, additional information on subsurface soil conditions is
required to analyze slope stability for tramline foundation design;
vi. Only a narrow footpath permitted in combination with well supported
stairways. Once pathway route is selected, a topographic survey is required
to determine the centerline of the route to accommodate features of the
slope.

(3)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the report prepared by GeoTacTics
Media Engineering (2007) Ltd. and dated August 27, 2010, attached to and forming
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part of this permit as Appendix C;
(4)

The owner is responsible for ensuring that all construction and works carried out under
this permit are on the owner’s land subject to this permit;

(5)

Minimum 7.5 metre setback to the natural boundary of the ocean and 2.0 metre
elevation above the ocean and all watercourses.

(6)

Arrange for a site inspection by a qualified geotechnical engineer during foundation
preparation, the results of which are to be submitted to the SCRD. Existing footings
must be replaced and may only be placed on a surface approved by the engineer;

(7)

The geotechnical engineer provides a final letter to confirm that all construction is
consistent with standard engineering practice and with the attached geotechnical
report and this letter must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD prior to SCRD
approval of the final inspection for the building under Building Permit #xxxxx which
is the subject of this Development Permit;

(8)

Post a waterproof copy of the Development Permit (8.5" x 11" minimum) on the
development site for the duration of construction.

(9)

The development is to be completed within four (4) years from issuance of the date of
this Development Permit.

(10)

If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within
two (2) years of the date of this permit, this Development Permit shall lapse.

This Permit is not a building permit.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. XXX/11 PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BOARD THIS XX DAY OF April, 2011.
ISSUED THIS

DAY OF April, 2015

_____________________________________
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
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ANNEX N
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

23 March 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – 14 April 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning Technician

RE:

Development Permit with a Variance D-97 (Walters)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report, “Development
Permit with a Variance D-97 (Walters)” dated March 23, 2011;
AND THAT the Planning and D evelopment Committee choose one of
options:

the following

1. The Planning and Development Committee supports this application to vary
the minimum required setback to a watercourse from 15 m eters to 10
meters for an already constructed carport and proposed lean-to-shed; or
2. The Planning and Development Committee does not
support this
application to vary the minimum required setback to a watercourse from 15
meters to 10 meters for an already constructed carport and proposed leanto-shed.
Prior to Issuance
• Receipt of Sechelt Indian Band comments or expiry of the referral period.
• Registration of a Section 219 save harmless covenant.
BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary the minimum required setback to a
watercourse from 15 metres to 10 metres for a recently constructed carport and proposed leanto shed.
OWNER/APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
ZONE:
PROPOSED VARIANCE:
PARCEL AREA:

Ken Walters
Block 12 District Lot 1625 Plan 4378, PID: 011-580-968
D
2170 Porter Road, Roberts Creek, BC
RU1
to vary Section 507 (f) of Zoning Bylaw 310 from 15 m to 10 m
1.86 ha

DISCUSSION
The subject property is located on the north side of Porter Road in Roberts Creek (see
Attachment A – Location Map). Two branches of Molyneux Creek run roughly down the eastern
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and western property boundaries. Molyneux Creek has been noted to contain resident cutthroat
fish. The Roberts Creek Official Community Plan (OCP) identifies that 30 meters around a
watercourse is located in Development Permit Area (DPA) #15: Stream Riparian Assessment
Areas (See Attachment B – DPA Map). The OCP provides guidelines for development occurring
within these areas including minimizing encroachment into the streamside protection and
enhancement areas (SPEA) and impacts on the natural environment.
The property is presently developed with a single family dwelling and some auxiliary buildings
(See Attachment C – Site Plan). It is substantially treed with the exception of the small
developed area plus a driveway (see Attachment D – Ortho Map). Recently a carport was
constructed on part of the cleared area without a building permit. The applicant has now applied
for a building permit and a development permit. SCRD Zoning Bylaw 310 requires various
setbacks to all watercourses, including 15 metres from the tributaries of Molyneux Creek on the
applicant’s property. In the course of the permit applications, it was discovered that the carport
was only located 10 metres (34 ft) from one of the creeks, therefore, this application for a
variance request has been made. The carport is 37.9 m² (408 ft²).
While the property is constrained by the presence of the two creeks, it is a large parcel
measuring 98 m by 189 m (approximately 4.6 acres) with ample space for a small carport.
However, it is likely that trees would have required removal had the carport been constructed at
least 15 m from the creek, whereas the current site was already cleared.
The applicant provided a detailed response to the SCRD’s variance criteria and reasons why
this application should be granted (see Attachment E – Application) and provided some photos
(see Attachment F – Photos).
An environmental assessment in accordance with the requirements of the OCP was completed
(see Attachment G – Riparian Assessment Report). The assessment concluded that the carport
was built outside of the 10 meter streamside protection and enhancement area (SPEA) as the
consultant had determined. It also concluded that no harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction (HADD) of fish habitat has occurred. However, storm water drainage works to direct
current drainage away from the creek must be implemented to ensure that a HADD will not
occur in the future.
The SCRD Building Department advised that they have no concerns with the application. This
application has also been referred to neighbours within 100 m for their comments, who have not
commented at this time.
APC Comments
This application was referred to the Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission. At their
meeting held on February 28, 2011, the APC made the following 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.
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SUMMARY
The SCRD has received an application to relax the minimum required parcel line setback to a
watercourse from 15 m to 10 m to permit construction of an auxiliary structure (carport with a
lean-to shed). Staff are requesting a recommendation from the Planning and Development
Committee to forward to the SCRD Board.
Based on APC support and no negative comments from neighbours, Planning staff have no
objection to this application, subject to the conditions contained in the draft Development Permit
(see Attachment H) and a Section 219 save harmless covenant being registered on title.

______________________
Lesley-Ann Staats
604-885-6804 ext 1
lesleyann.staats@scrd.ca
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DPV D-97: Orthophoto
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Variance Criteria (complete only if a variance to a bylaw is being requested):

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 permit involving a variance
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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unusual situation or set of circumstances. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria:
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0 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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Suite 160, 14480 River Road
Richmond, BC, Canada V6V 1L4
Tel. (Gibsons Field Office): 604 740 4907
paul@ircintegratedresource.com

Sunshine Coast Regional District
Planning Department
Field Rd
Wilson Creek
Attn: Allison Williams
Re: 2170 Porter Rd - garage/workshop construction
Following the discussions of the SCRD with the owner of the site, I was requested by the
owner to attend site and look at the workshop he has constructed (without either a
Development- or Building Permit) on his Lot within the formal 30 m Assessment Area of
the branch of Molyneux Creek flowing through his property. This has formally raised the
following issues:
1- A Development Permit should have been applied for which would have triggered
an Assessment under the Riparian Areas Regulation and would have determined
the setback area (SPEA) required
2- Whether a HADD (harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat)
has occurred as a result of the works undertaken.

Introduction
For any proposed development within 30 m of a stream (where the definition of stream is
as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation -RAR), the Sunshine Coast Regional District
requires the proponent to apply for a Development Permit. In order to complete the
application process, and as mandated by Provincial regulations, the proponent is required
to submit a formal Assessment, undertaken stamped and signed by a Qualified
Environmental Professional –QEP- as defined in the RAR, and electronically filed at BC
Ministry of Environment (MoE) which determines the/any required setback areas from
the stream High Water Mark.
The QEP must undertake the Assessment using a prescribed set of criteria and standard
calculations, leading to a number, the # of metres from HWM at which development is
permitted without further consideration. If the proposed development is located within
the setback area and cannot be re-designed such that it remains outside it, a variance must
be sought. The Local Authority has some limited powers to grant a variance direct (the
flexing option); in other cases normally under Provincial Regulations a variance must be
requested and obtained from the former Department of Fisheries and Oceans, now named
Fisheries and Oceans Canada but still known as and referred to its former acronym DFO.
The Riparian Areas Regulation allows “grand-parenting” of existing development, and all
structures, paths and facility-use, such as lawned areas, vegetable or flower gardens etc is
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allowed to continue to exist, be maintained or repaired providing its/their footprints are
not expanded.
However the RAR was developed as “forward looking” and it is not possible to file a
retrospective or retroactive report. There are a number of very good reasons for this but I
will not discuss these here in any detail. In other words the formal RAR system does not
cater for the rather frequent (in all Local Authorities) event where a usually minor
development of some kind has to be regularized or sanctioned retrospectively.
Within the SCRD (and a number of other Local Authorities) this is addressed by the
filing of a report by a QEP to the local authority which determines what the setback as
calculated under the RAR would have been, had the Assessment been undertaken prior to
the development, and whether the development as has been implemented would or would
not have been affected by the setback determination in terms of siting, If, and fortunately
these case are comparatively rare, the development has taken place within what would
have been the setback area, the QEP will also include a recommendation as to the
feasibility or requirement of removal of the offending structure, taking into account the
likely effect on fish habitat and whether that act may in itself result in a HADD.
Integral to the RAR is the requirement for environmental monitoring by the QEP during
construction, which should prevent the occurrence, mostly by accident, negligence or
lack of understanding by the developer, of a HADD. Retrospective environmental
monitoring of a development which has already occurred is obviously impossible. Instead
therefore the QEP’s report attempts to provide an assessment of whether a HADD has
occurred based on available and residual evidence. If such is the case, the QEP reports
this to the SCRD and DFO who will then determine whether punitive action, including
prosecution under sections 35 and 36 of the Fisheries Act, is required or feasible.

Site description
The subject Lot is substantially undeveloped except for a section containing a circular
driveway in, a residence and some outbuildings. One of the many arms of Molyneux
Creek passes through the south western quadrant of the lot through a deep cut, not quite a
ravine under the definition of the RAR. Molyneux Creek is a fish bearing stream,
containing Cutthroat trout in most (interconnected) sections above Hway 101. It is a
qualifying stream as defined in the RAR. Thus any development proposed within 30 m of
the High Water Mark, not top of the cut, requires an Assessment under the RAR.
The subject structure, a garage and workshop is built just shy of the cut where it drops
towards Molyneux Creek and is substantially finished with the important exception of
roof drainage and drainage arrangements.
Molyneux Creek on the subject Lot contains a highly visible, bright blue barrel and water
pipeline, feeding a property below Porter Rd with (presumably) drinking water. It is
understood the subject property below Porter Rd does have a water abstraction license,
although the formal licensed abstraction point is located on that particular property, not
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2170 Porter Rd. Thus the legality of the current abstraction point is in question, as is the
construction applied.
It is understood that Mr Walters did not explicitly give permission to construct this
arrangement on his property which would have been required for access purposes at a
minimum (the stream itself may or may not be Provincial Crown property, possibly
depending on whether it was returned to Crown during the subdivision process in that
area). Moreover installation of this would have required consideration by DFO ad MoE
under the Water Act and Regulation as these are “in stream works”, a requirement which
almost certainly was not satisfied.

RAR assessment
Given that the construction has already happened there is no mechanism for retrospective
Notification to MoE or DFO and, unless it is clear that the work resulted in a HADD
(Harmful Alteration, Disruption or Destruction of fish habitat) in which case a different
procedure is followed
Measurement of the stream using the Detailed Assessment Methodology as prescribed in
the RAR Official Methodology results in a 10 m SPEA. Thus any development within the
10 m requires a variance under the RAR process, as well as a variance from the SCRD.
Careful measurement leads me to conclude that the subject structure is currently located
just outside (mostly) or on the 10 m SPEA boundary, measuring from the existing High
Water Mark.
The stream bed has some characteristics that would lead me to conclude it is not (yet)
absolutely stable in this location. However given the direction and presence of an
“outside bend” as well as the soil characteristics at this location, it is considered that
further erosion is more likely to move somewhat away from the current position and west
bank, leading to a small increase in the 10 m existing distance between high Water Mark
and the existing structure.
However the opposite, a decrease in distance, is also a strong possibility if the existing
structure, which is built very closely to the top of the cut, is removed or at least the
current foundations disturbed, which will inevitably lead to decreased bank stability in
this location unless very significant measures to prevent this are taken.
The above scenario can also occur if no measures are taken to deal in a satisfactory
manner with roof drainage and allow free, uncontrolled flow down the cut bank slope.
Had an Assessment taken place prior to construction of the structure, this would have
been a stringent condition for protection of the SPEA under the compulsory “measures”
section of the Assessment (in addition to erosion and sediment control during
construction).
Thus what remains is to determine whether a HADD is likely to have occurred, ,either by
siting or during construction.
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With respect to the siting of the structure, we conclude that given its erection (just)
outside the SPEA a HADD has not occurred or, should it have occurred, the “due
diligence defence” which is what the RAR structure and Methodology was designed to
apply to, would have applied. The structure in RAR terms with respect to siting is legal
and no variance would have been required.
In practice it can be very difficult to determine whether a HADD has occurred, especially
when the work involved was only minor, unless there is significant and substantial
documentation of the site immediately prior to the construction activity, which is not the
case at this location.
It is fairly evident that the structure was erected in a location which was previously
substantially clear and that any clearing that has taken place did not take place in or has
affected the protected area of the SPEA with the possible exception of one small tree
which had not yet developed into a tree as defined by size (specific minimum diameter at
breast height). Replanting of a tree in this location is unlikely to be successful due to
ground and light conditions.
In addition there is no evidence of disturbance of the SPEA during or by the construction.
The paths to the stream which run in part parallel to the structure were pre-existing and
there is no evidence of any (construction) disturbance in those locations. Nor is there any
evidence of building debris or run-off of concrete containing water during the placing of
the footings.
By and large we would be prepared to conclude that no HADD occurred, although we
would have preferred to see some of the footings a bit further back, and to accept it is in
compliance, with the exception of the stormwater drainage arrangements. We would most
definitely not recommend disturbance of the footings and structure at this stage as this
would have significant potential for inadvertently causing of a HADD, either
immediately or in the short to medium term.
The drainage requirements must be dealt with both to comply with one of the most
important conditions any RAR Assessment would have imposed as well as to prevent a
future section 35 (HADD) or section 36 (causing or allowing the deposition of a
deleterious substance) Fisheries Act violation. An appropriate location for infiltration of
all roof stormwater has been identified and communicated to the Lot owner.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
The primary conclusion is that, had an Assessment been carried out prior to the
development, a SPEA of 10 m would have been identified, which in this case, has
unknowingly been complied with.
A variance (under the RAR) with respect to development within the SPEA would not have
been required and thus the SCRD, if it so wishes, can issue the (retrospective)
Development Permit.
However a condition of the DP must be that the stormwater arrangement identified
(infiltration at some distance away from the cut bank slope) is implemented as directed.
A suitable location in terms of minimum distance from the SPEA has been identified in
principle but must be confirmed during excavation. The QEP will report on the
satisfactory completion of this condition post installation.
Our investigations also concluded that, based on available evidence, a HADD is unlikely
to have taken place. This being the case provided the recommendations with respect to
stormwater drainage are included in any Development Permit, the absence of a filed
Assessment under the RAR for this particular project should not be an impediment for the
issuing of a DP if the SCRD decides so.
The developer has not obtained any material (pecuniary) benefit by not applying for a
Development Permit prior to construction as he will be required to apy an increased fee
to the SCRD as well as the full cost of the investigation by the QEP and associated costs
which are equivalent to what would have been the costs for a registered RAR
Assessment.
Our recommendation is to issue a Development Permit but with the conditions with
respect to stormwater drainage as described in para 2 of “Conclusions and
Recommendations” attached.
We further recommend the removal of the barrel and pipe from the existing abstraction
location within the stream and that the owner of the Lot below Porter Rd replaces this
with a more appropriate, permanent and suitable location and arrangement, including
satisfying the legal requirements associated with this.

Paul van Poppelen RPBio CBiol
Gibsons, 21 January 2011
Tel: 604 740 4907
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Garage/workshop

Molyneux Creek behind garage (note barrel in stream)
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TO:

Kenneth Walters

ADDRESS:

2170 Porter Road
Roberts Creek, BC
V0N 2W5

This Development Permit with a Variance 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 Permit Area#15 (Stream Riparian Assessment Areas) applies to those lands
within the Sunshine Coast Regional District described below:
Legal Description:
P.I.D.:
Civic Description:

Block 12 District Lot 1625 Plan 4378
011-580-968
2170 Porter Road, Roberts Creek, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions
and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this Permit which shall
form a part thereof.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is varied or supplemented, and conditions
and requirements pursuant to Section 920 of the Local Government Act are imposed in accordance
with the guidelines specified in the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows:
To vary Section 507 (f) by relaxing the minimum required setback to a watercourse
from 15 metres to 10 metres for a carport with a lean-to shed.
This Development Permit with a Variance for a carport is issued subject to compliance with the
following terms and conditions:
Prior to Issuance:
(1) Receipt of Sechelt Indian Band comments or expiry of the referral period.
(2) Registration of a Section 219 save harmless covenant.
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General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the Riparian Areas Regulation (RAR)
assessment report prepared by Integrated Resource Consultants Inc. dated January 21,
2011, attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix A, with particular
attention given to:
i. For storm water management and to prevent future harmful alteration,
disruption and destruction (HADD) of fish habitat, infiltration of all roof
storm water must be implemented at some distance away from the cut
bank slope under the direction of the Qualified Environmental Professional;

(2)

The owner is responsible for ensuring that all construction and works carried out under
this permit are on the owner’s land subject to this permit;

(3)

The Qualified Environmental Professional provides a final letter to confirm that all
construction is consistent with standard practice and with the attached RAR report
and this letter must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD prior to SCRD
approval of the final inspection for the building under Building Permit #11890 which
is the subject of this Development Permit;

(4)

Post a waterproof copy of the Development Permit (8.5" x 11" minimum) on the
development site for the duration of construction.

(5)

The development is to be completed within four (4) years from issuance of the date of
this Development Permit.

(6)

If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within
two (2) years of the date of this permit, this Development Permit shall lapse.

This Permit is not a building permit.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. XXX/11 PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BOARD THIS XX DAY OF XXXXX, 2011.
ISSUED THIS

DAY OF

, 2011

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

ELPHINSTONE ELECTORS (COMMUNITY) ASSOCIATION
PO Box 672, Gibsons, V0N 1V1
C/o Tony Richmond
arichmond@dccnet.com
604 886 0289
March 30/11
Dear Mayor and Council,
Town of Gibsons
Re: Proposed Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan
The proposed future development of over 800 homes on the Gospel Rock plateau, within
the Town of Gibsons, would have a huge and unacceptably adverse impact on the Chaster
Road / Pratt Road area of eastern Elphinstone.
The only road access to and exit from this proposed mega-development would be along
Chaster Road / Pratt Road in Elphinstone. This access route to Highway 101 runs
through Elphinstone ALR lands, an elementary school intersection and our presently rural
residential area. The establishment of additional road access directly from Gibsons to the
Gospel Rock plateau has proven to be too expensive or otherwise challenging, and the
Town has therefore not been able to guarantee that a second and/or third access road will
ever be constructed to the plateau.
Gibsons' present zoning for the Gospel Rock area permits only 216 units on the entire
property. Considering the restricted access to and exit from the property through the
Chaster Road / Pratt Road corridor, even this number of homes would have a major
adverse impact on the residents of Elphinstone. However, the proposed increase in
density to permit 300 new dwellings on the plateau, and the proposed further contingent
increase in density to permit over 800 dwellings on the plateau, is simply not tenable.
The proposed Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan purports to "limit" the initial number of
new units on the Gospel Rock plateau to 300, until some other road access is established.
However, no new road access is presently achievable; the proposed Plan only expresses
the hope that some future road access (a north-south connector) would become available
at some future time. With respect, a north-south connector road will not likely be constructed in
the foreseeable future, due to lack of funding and other challenges. The practical reality
is that the Elphinstone community in the Chaster Road / Pratt Road corridor will be left
bearing the total burden of road access to the plateau.
Pratt Road is already facing significant increases in traffic density. Zoning is in place for
a new proposed subdivision in the King Road / Kearton Road area, and another new
subdivision is proposed for the Chaster Road area, near the Frank West Hall. Traffic to
and from both new subdivisions will flow along Chaster Road and Pratt Road. The Harry Rd/
Bonniebrook development, incomplete at this time , has already substantially increased the
traffic on Pratt Rd., after promised alternative access did not materialize.
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If the Town of Gibsons were to increase the permitted density of development on the
Gospel Rock plateau as proposed, the concomitant increase in traffic density in the
Chaster Road / Pratt Road corridor would effectively constrain further growth within our
own community. Elphinstone, of course, requires the use of our Chaster Road and Pratt
Road for the purposes of development of our own community.
The SCRD's Traffic Consultant tells us that the Pratt Road / Highway 101 intersection
already has more traffic accidents (52) than any other intersection on the lower Sunshine
Coast (2006-8), as against the next worst accident- prone intersection at Gibsons Way/
Shaw Road (22). In addition, if access were blocked due to an incident at the Chaster and Pratt
intersection there would be no emergency access to the Gospel Rock Neighbourhood. If the
proposed Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan were to be accepted, we can foresee, as a low
estimate, an additional 1500 vehicles, all using Chaster Road / Pratt Road in the future.
The proposed Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan development would negatively affect
residents of eastern Elphinstone in a number of ways, including as to:







. the safety of pedestrians, cyclists and vehicular traffic
. the quiet enjoyment of our rural lands, due to a massive increase in traffic and noise
. the safety of our elementary school children
. our health, due to increased noise and air pollution
. the future development and growth of our neighbourhood
. the safety of wildlife, due to diverting their natural corridor.

We will follow up on these issues once we have had an opportunity to attend the April 6
presentation and our April 13 AGM
We ask that the Town of Gibsons recognize the unfairness of saddling the residents of
Elphinstone with the adverse consequences of this proposed development, and we urge that
the current proposed Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan be rejected.
Sincerely

ELPHINSTONE ELECTORS (COMMUNITY) ASSOCIATION
“Signed”

Tony Richmond, vp (acting)
on behalf of the executive board.
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Cc.
Lorne Lewis, Director for Elphinstone
SCRD Board/David Rafael.
MOTI Approving Officer/Sharon Goddard
School District #46/Fran Heppell
MOE Approving Officer
Dr. Paul Martiquet, Medical Health Officer, Sunshine Coast
Nicholas Simons MLA
Cedar Grove School PAC
Michael Epp, Town of Gibsons Planner
Michael Rosen, Consultant Planner for GRNP
ICBC/Tom Webster
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ANNEX Q
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE: April 6, 2011
TO:

Planning and Development Committee (April 14, 2011)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner
RE:

Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Subdivisions to provide Residence for a
Relative)

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receive the report
titled “Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Subdivisions to provide Residence
for a Relative)” and recommend that the Board –
1.

Give Bylaw 310.105 amended second reading to:
a)

Amend 402(2) to read as follows:
“402 (2) Where a proposed parcel is equal to or greater than
3500 square metres in area it shall have a minimum of
2000 square metres of contiguous area or two sections
of 1000 square metres of contiguous area which is not
included:”

b)

Amend 405 (3) to read as follows:
“405 (3) The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size
required by the applicable subdivision district under this
bylaw for a proposed subdivision are each hereby
reduced by that amount required by the applicable
subdivision under this bylaw, to a maximum of 20
percent, where the proposed subdivision is to provide a
residence for a relative pursuant to Section 946 of the
Local Government Act providing that no parcel is less
than 2500 square metres. As noted in Sec 946 (5) of the
Local Government Act this does not apply to
Agricultural Land Reserve.”

c)

Add 405 (5) to note that the Subdivision Approval Officer
will be asked to require a convent be registered to prevent
a change in the parcel’s use for 5 years as set out in
Section 946 (8) of the Local Government Act.

d)

Add 405 (6) to note that the Subdivision Approval Officer
will be asked to require a covenant be registered limit each
parcel created under Sec 946 of the LGA to one single
family dwelling.
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2.

Give Bylaw 337.83 amended second reading to
e)

Amend 403(3) to read as follows:
“403 (3) Where a proposed parcel is equal to or greater than
3500 square metres in area it shall have a minimum of
2000 square metres of contiguous area or two sections
of 1000 square metres of contiguous area.”

f)

Amend 406 (3) to read as follows:
“406 (3) The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size
required by the applicable subdivision district under this
bylaw for a proposed subdivision are each hereby
reduced by that amount required by the applicable
subdivision under this bylaw, to a maximum of 20
percent, where the proposed subdivision is to provide a
residence for a relative pursuant to Section 946 of the
Local Government Act providing that no parcel is less
than 2500 square metres. As noted in Sec 946 (5) of the
Local Government Act this does not apply to
Agricultural Land Reserve.”

g)

Amend 406 (4) to state that:
“406 (4) The combined maximum reduction under Sections 406
(2) and 406 (3) is 20 percent.”

3.

h)

Add 406 (5) to note that the Subdivision Approving Officer
will be asked to require a convent be registered to prevent
a change in the parcel’s use for 5 years as set out in
Section 946 (8) of the Local Government Act.

i)

Add 406 (6) to note that the Subdivision Approving Officer
will be asked to require a covenant be registered limit each
parcel created under Sec 946 of the LGA to one single
family dwelling.

That a public hearing be scheduled to be held on Tuesday May
31, 2011 at 7:00 pm in the SCRD Board Room (1975 Field Road,
Sechelt) and the Board delegate a Chair and Alternate Chair to
conduct the public hearing.

Background
A Public Information meeting was held on April 5, 2011 to consider Bylaws 310.105 and
337.83. There were 6 people in attendance.

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310 Areas B to F Zoning\310.105\PDC REPORTApr 14 11.docx
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Discussion
Public Information Meeting
Discussion mainly concerned the proposed change to the subdivision requirements that
“useable area” is to be “contiguous”. Two of those in attendance are surveyors on the
Coast and they expressed concern that it may be difficult to find sufficient contiguous
area to meet the proposed requirement. One reason for the concern is that over the
years new restrictions have come into force that restrict potential use of land, one
example being the Riparian Area Regulation, another being change requirements for
size of septic fields. There was a question about subdivisions where a geotechnical
engineer has indicated that there may be difficulties with building in specific locations
and an area is covenanted to prevent construction until a follow up, detailed
geotechnical report is provided. Thus the area is initially identified as not useable by
Bylaw 310 and 337 guidelines, but in reality there may be significant useable area
available.
Minutes from the information meeting were not available at the time of drafting this
report. They will be provided at the Planning and Development Committee.
Useable Area
In addition to the comments noted above, prior to the public information meeting a local
realtor discussed the proposed changes to the useable area to make it contiguous with
SCRD staff. It was suggested that a minimum of 2000 square metres of contiguous
area for a 3500 square metre parcel (or one a bit larger) may be difficult to achieve.
This is set out in 402 (2) of Bylaw 310.105 and 403 (2) of Bylaw 337.83.
There are two options to accommodate this. The first is to not alter the proposed
amendments as this could be handled in future through a development variance permit.
The other is to make a slight amendment to allow an applicant to identify either 2000
square metres of contiguous useable area or two 1000 square metre portions of
contiguous area. This would also allow for a DVP should neither option be possible.
The advantage of the second option is it may reduce the need for a development
variance permit as it increase flexibility. Staff suggest that the bylaws be amended to
reflect this.
One Dwelling Per Parcel
As requested by the SCRD Board, Planning staff examined the possibility of including a
means to restrict the number of dwellings on each parcel created through the use of
Section 946. There are two options. One is to make this a requirement of allowing the
20% reduction of parcel size and amend the proposed bylaws to reflect this. It is not
clear that this is legally possible and staff would need to seek detailed legal advice to
clarify this.
The other is include a request to the Subdivision Approving Officer that a covenant be
registered at the time of subdivision to limit each parcel created via Section 946 to one
single family dwelling. Vancouver Coastal Health, as part of their subdivision review
process for Section 946, stated they may restrict parcels less than 1 hectare not

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310 Areas B to F Zoning\310.105\PDC REPORTApr 14 11.docx
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serviced by an approved water supply system to one single family dwelling. The
Approving Officer may impose restrictions based upon community interest.
In the absence of detailed legal advice, planning staff consider that requesting the
Subdivision Approving Officer to require a covenant is the best option.
No Change in Use for 5 years
Section 946 (8) notes that the Subdivision Approval Officer may only allow a subdivision
if a covenant is registered in favour of the local government that each parcel created will
only be used for a relative or owner for 5 years and that it will not be further subdivided
under Section 946. SCRD staff consider that reference to this should be included in the
proposed bylaws as an aid for those seeking to make use of Section 946 and to aid staff
in reviewing such subdivision applications.
Combining Reductions
SCRD staff noticed that there is an error in Bylaw 337.83 which can be corrected by
amending 906 (4) to state that the “combined maximum reduction under Sections 406
(2) and 406 (3) is 20 percent.” 906 (2) refers to the 10% reduction allowed to
accommodate highway widening.
Agricultural Land Reserve
Staff also consider that the proposed bylaws should clarify that the limitation to
minimum parcel size does not apply to land in the Agricultural Land Reserve as noted in
Sec 946 (5) of the Local Government Act. SCRD staff confirmed with the Agricultural
Land Commission that the ALC has a policy, Homesite Severance on ALR Lands, to
consider such subdivisions.
Conclusion
Copies of Bylaw 337.83 and 310.105, showing the proposed changes noted above, are
attached for reference. To aid in clarity, extracts from Bylaw 310 and Bylaw 337 are
attached that show the proposed amendments in place (Attachment A).

_________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
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DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.105, 2005
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. 310.105, 2005".

PART B - AMENDMENT
2.

Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is hereby amended as
follows:
(a)

PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, 405 (1) is amended to insert
the phase “ required by the applicable subdivision district”, as follows:
“405

(b)

Minimum or average parcel size regulations required by the
applicable subdivision district shall not apply:”

PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size
Exceptions, 405 (2) is amended to insert the phase “required by the applicable
subdivision district”, as follows:
“405

(c)

(1)

(2)

The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size required by the
applicable subdivision district under this bylaw for a proposed
subdivision are each hereby reduced by that amount required for road
widening, to a maximum of 10 percent, where this bylaw or the
Approving Officer requires that land be provided by the owner for
highways when:”

PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size
Exceptions, 405 (3) is added as follows:
“405

(3)

The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size required by
the applicable subdivision district under this bylaw for a proposed
subdivision are each hereby reduced by that amount required by the
applicable subdivision under this bylaw, to a maximum of 20
percent, where the proposed subdivision is to provide a residence
for a relative pursuant to Section 946 of the Local Government Act
providing that no parcel is less than 2500 square metres. As noted
in Sec 946 (5) of the Local Government Act this does not apply to
Agricultural Land Reserve.”
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(d)

(4)

The Subdivision Approval Officer will be asked to require a
covenant be registered limit each parcel created under Sec 946 of
the LGA to one single family dwelling.”

PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, General Area Requirements,
402 (1) is amended to read as follows:
“402

(h)

The Subdivision Approval Officer will be asked to require a
convent be registered to prevent a change in the parcel’s use for 5
years as set out in Section 946 (8) of the Local Government Act.”

PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size
Exceptions, 405 (6) is added as follows:
“405 (6)

(g)

The combined maximum reduction under Sections 405 (2) and 405
(3) is 20 per cent.”

PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size
Exceptions, 405 (5) is added as follows:
“405 (5)

(f)

Page 2

PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size
Exceptions, 405 (4) is added as follows:
“405

(e)

DRAFT

(1)

Where a proposed parcel is less than 3500 square meters in area it
shall have a minimum of 1000 square meters of contiguous area
which is not included:”

PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, General Area
Requirements, 402 (2) is amended to read as follows:
“402

(2)

Where a proposed parcel is equal to or greater than 3500 square
metres in area it shall have a minimum of 2000 square metres of
contiguous area or two sections of 1000 square metres of
contiguous area which is not included:”
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DRAFT

Page 3

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

21st

DAY OF JULY,

2005.

READ A SECOND TIME this

21st

DAY OF JULY,

2005.

READ A SECOND TIME, AS AMENDED this 2nd

DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2006.

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

14th

DAY OF MARCH,

2007

READ A THIRD TIME, AS AMENDED this

26th

DAY OF APRIL,

2007.

THIRD READING RESCINDED this

25th

DAY OF OCTOBER,

2007

READ A SECOND TIME, AS AMENDED this 14th

DAY OF JANUARY

2010.

READ A SECOND TIME, AS AMENDED this

DAY OF

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

DAY OF,

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

APPROVED BY THE MINISTRY OF
TRANSPORTATION and INFRASTRUCTURE this

DAY OF

ADOPTED this

DAY OF
__________________________
Corporate Officer
__________________________
Chair
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DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 337.83, 2005
A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 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 Electoral Area A
Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 337.83, 2005".

PART B - AMENDMENT
2.

Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is
hereby amended as follows:
(a)

PART IV, GENERAL SUBIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS,
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (1) is amended to insert the
phase “ required by the applicable subdivision district”, as follows:
“406

(b)

Minimum or average parcel size regulations required by the
applicable subdivision district shall not apply:”

PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS,
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (2) is amended to insert the
phase “ required by the applicable subdivision district”, as follows:
“406

(c)

(1)

(2)

Where this bylaw or the Approving Officer requires that land be
provided for highway widening, the minimum parcel area and the
average parcel area required by the applicable subdivision district
shall be reduced by the amount of land required for the highway
widening, to a maximum of 10 percent of the parcel area, where:”

PART IV, GENEAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS,
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (3) is added as follows:
“406 (3)

The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size required by
the applicable subdivision district under this bylaw for a proposed
subdivision are each hereby reduced by that amount required by the
applicable subdivision under this bylaw, to a maximum of 20
percent, where the proposed subdivision is to provide a residence
for a relative pursuant to Section 946 of the Local Government Act
providing that no parcel is less than 2500 square metres. As noted
in Sec 946 (5) of the Local Government Act this does not apply to
Agricultural Land Reserve.”
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(d)

(4)

The combined maximum reduction under Sections 406 (2) and (3)
is 20 percent.”

PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS,
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (5) is added as follows:
“406

(f)

Page 2 of 2

PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS,
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (4) is added as follows:
“406

(e)

DRAFT

(5)

The Subdivision Approving Officer will be asked to require a
convent be registered to prevent a change in the parcel’s use for 5
years as set out in Section 946 (8) of the Local Government Act.”

PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS,
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (6) is added as follows:
“406

(6)

The Subdivision Approving Officer will be asked to require a
covenant be registered limit each parcel created under Sec 946 of
the LGA to one single family dwelling.”

(g)

PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS,
USABLE PARCEL AREA, 403 (1), 403 (2), 403 (4) and 403 (5) are amended to
add the word “contiguous” immediately preceding the phase “usable parcel area”.

(h)

PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS,
USABLE PARCEL AREA, 403 (3) is amended to read as follows
“403

(3)

Where a proposed parcel is equal to or greater than 3500 square
metres in area it shall have a minimum of 2000 square metres of
contiguous area or two sections of 1000 square metres of
contiguous area.”
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DRAFT

Page 3 of 2

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

21st

DAY OF JULY,

2005.

READ A SECOND TIME this

21st

DAY OF JULY,

2005.

READ A SECOND TIME AS AMENDED this 2nd
6th

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

DAY OF NOVEMBER,
DAY OF JUNE,

2007.

READ A SECOND TIME AS AMENDED this 14th

DAY OF JANUARY

2010

READ A SECOND TIME AS AMENDED this

DAY OF

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

DAY OF

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

APPROVED BY THE MINISTRY OF
TRANSPORTATION and INFRASTRUCTURE this DAY OF
ADOPTED this

DAY OF

__________________________
Corporate Officer
__________________________
Chair
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2006

BYLAW 310 extracts showing proposed amendments in Bylaw 310.105
401 to 403

General Area Requirements

402

Where a proposed parcel is less than 3500 square meters in area it shall have a
minimum of 1000 square meters of contiguous area which is not included:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(a)

within a panhandle or

(b)

within a right-of-way, hydro transmission corridor or an area restricted by
covenant where the effect of the restriction imposed by the right-of-way
corridor or covenant prohibits the placement of a structure.

(c)

within a streamside protection and enhancement area where the effect of
the restriction imposed by the streamside protection and enhancement area
prohibits the placement of a structure.

Where a proposed parcel is equal to or greater than 3500 square meters in area it
shall have a minimum of 2000 square meters of contiguous area or two
sections of 1000 square metres of contiguous area which
is not included:
(a)

within a panhandle or

(b)

within a right-of-way, hydro transmission corridor or an area restricted by
covenant where the effect of the restriction imposed by the right-of-way,
corridor or covenant prohibits the placement of a structure.

(c)

within a streamside protection and enhancement area where the effect of
the restriction imposed by the streamside protection and enhancement area
prohibits the placement of a structure.

The requirements of Subsections 402(1) and 402(2) shall not apply to:
(a)

a parcel in the CD1 or CD2 or RM3 zone; or

(b)

a parcel, which is used or intended for a purpose that does not generate
sewage, and a restrictive covenant is registered on its title, satisfactory to
the Approving Officer, which prohibits the construction of buildings and
structures.

405

Minimum Parcel Size Area Exceptions

405

(1)

Minimum or average parcel size regulations required by the
applicable subdivision district shall not apply:
(a)

where the parcel is intended for a non-sewage generating use and a
restrictive covenant is required, satisfactory to the Approving Officer,
which prohibits the construction of buildings and structures; or

(b)

where the parcel is intended for public utility use or parks; or

(c)

where a parcel has been proposed for subdivision for a public utility use
creating a remainder larger than or equal to 10,000 square metres; or

(d)

where lot lines are relocated to facilitate an existing development or
improve a subdivision pattern provided that:
(i)

no additional parcels are created;
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(2)

(3)

(ii)

all parts of all parcels are contiguous; and

(iii)

no parcel shall be enlarged to a size permitting further subdivision
unless each parcel included in the boundary revision is of an area
large enough to satisfy the size requirements applied to the subject
lands; or

(e)

where a crown non-residential upland lease or aquatic lease is granted; or

(f)

where a portion of the parcel is physically separated from the remainder of
the parcel by a highway right-of-way or another legal parcel, but shall not
include areas marked "return to Crown" as indicated on the registered
plan; or

(g)

where a parcel has more than one subdivision district designation and the
proposed subdivision is limited to separating the two designations; or

(h)

where an existing residential building in a Residential Multiple One
(RM-1) zone is converted to a strata parcel pursuant to Section 9 of the
Condominium Act R.S.B.C. 1979, C.61 provided that:
(i)

the number of strata parcels being created does not exceed the
number of dwelling units permitted on the original parcel; and

(ii)

each proposed strata parcel contains an existing dwelling unit
within its area.

The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size required by the
applicable subdivision district under by this bylaw for a
proposed subdivision are each hereby reduced by that amount of land required for
road widening, to a maximum of 10 percent, where this bylaw or the Approving
Officer requires that land be provided by the owner for highways when:
(a)

the land is required for the purpose of widening an existing highway or
right-of-way; and

(b)

the proposed subdivision would create less than three parcels; and

(c)

the subject property is within the C, D, E, F, G or I subdivision district;
and

(d)

but for this section the proposed subdivision would be prohibited because
the parcels created would not attain the minimum parcel size or average
parcel area herein required.

The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size
required by the applicable subdivision district under
this bylaw for a proposed subdivision are each hereby
reduced by that amount required by the applicable
subdivision under this bylaw, to a maximum of 20
percent, where the proposed subdivision is to provide a
residence for a relative pursuant to Section 946 of the
Local Government Act providing that no parcel is less
than 2500 square metres. As noted in Sec 946 (5) of the
Local
Government
Act
this
does
not
apply
to
Agricultural Land Reserve.
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(4)
(5)

(6)

The combined maximum reduction under Sections 405 (2)
and 405 (3) is 20 per cent.
The Subdivision Approval Officer will be asked to
require a convent be registered to prevent a change in
the parcel’s use for 5 years as set out in Section 946
(8) of the Local Government Act.
The Subdivision Approval Officer will be asked to
require a covenant be registered limit each parcel
created under Sec 946 of the LGA to one single family
dwelling
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BYLAW 337 extracts showing proposed amendments in Bylaw 337.83
USABLE PARCEL AREA
403

(1)

Each parcel in an A subdivision district shall have a minimum of 640 square
metres of contiguous usable parcel area.

(2)

In subdivision districts other than the A subdivision district, CD1 (Comprehensive
Development One), CD2 (Comprehensive Development Two) CD3
(Comprehensive Development Three) and CD5 (Comprehensive Development
Five) subdivision district, where a parcel is less than 3500 square metres in area it
shall have a minimum of 1000 square metres of contiguous usable parcel area.

(3)

In subdivision districts other than the A subdivision district and CD1
(Comprehensive Development One) and CD5 (Comprehensive Development
Five) subdivision district where a parcel is equal to or greater than 3500 square
metres in area it shall have a minimum of 2000 square metres of contiguous
usable parcel area or two sections of 1000 square metres of
contiguous area.

(4)

Each parcel in a CD1 (Comprehensive Development One) subdivision district
shall have a minimum of 276 square meters of contiguous useable parcel area.

(5)

Each parcel in a CD2 (Comprehensive Development Two) subdivision district
shall have a minimum of 2 hectares of contiguous useable area.

(6)

Each parcel in a CD3 (Comprehensive Development Three) subdivision district
shall have a minimum of 0.4 hectares useable area.

(7)

Each parcel in a CD5 (Comprehensive Development Five) subdivision district
shall have a minimum useable area of 2 hectares.

MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS
406

(1)

Minimum or average parcel area regulations required by the
applicable subdivision district shall not apply to a parcel where:
(a)

a covenant is registered restricting the use of the parcel to non-sewage
generating uses prohibiting the construction of buildings and structures;

(b)

the parcel is intended for public uses, utilities, parks, fire halls, or fire
training areas;

(c)

an adjustment of lot lines dividing contiguous parcels to facilitate an
existing development or improve a subdivision pattern does not create, or
make it possible to create, additional parcels to those existing at the time of
application;

(d)

a crown non-residential upland lease or aquatic lease is granted;

(e)

a hooked parcel is subdivided for the purpose of eliminating the hook;

(f)

more than one subdivision district applies to a parcel and the subdivision
occurs along the subdivision district boundary and the subdivision does not
separate a portion of a parcel from its panhandle;
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(g)

(h)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)

an existing residential building in a Residential Multiple One (RM1) zone
is converted to a strata parcel pursuant to section 9 of the Condominium
Act provided that:
i)

the number of strata parcels being created shall not exceed the
number of dwellings permitted on the original parcel; and

ii)

each proposed strata parcel contains an existing dwelling unit.

a common lot established for the purposes of a private right of way in the
CD5 zone.

Where this bylaw or the Approving Officer requires that land be provided for highway
widening, the minimum parcel area and the average parcel area required by the
applicable subdivision district shall be reduced by the amount of land
required for the highway widening, to a maximum of 10 percent of the parcel area,
where:
(a)

the subdivision creates less than three parcels;

(b)

“the land is within the C, D, G, G1, H, I, J, or M subdivision district; and”

(c)

but for this section the subdivision is prohibited because the parcels created
cannot comply with the required minimum or average parcel area.

The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size required
by the applicable subdivision district under this bylaw for
a proposed subdivision are each hereby reduced by that
amount required by the applicable subdivision under this
bylaw, to a maximum of 20 percent, where the proposed
subdivision is to provide a residence for a relative
pursuant to Section 946 of the Local Government Act
providing that no parcel is less than 2500 square metres.
As noted in Sec 946 (5) of the Local Government Act this
does not apply to Agricultural Land Reserve.
The combined maximum reduction under Sections 406 (2) and
(3) is 20 percent.
The Subdivision Approving Officer will be asked to require a
convent be registered to prevent a change in the parcel’s
use for 5 years as set out in Section 946 (8) of the Local
Government Act.
The Subdivision Approving Officer will be asked to require a
covenant be registered limit each parcel created under Sec
946 of the Local Government Act to one single family
dwelling.
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ANNEX R
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 4, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, April 14, 2011

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

WEST HOWE SOUND OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW 640

RECOMMENDATION
THAT West Howe Sound Official Community Plan Bylaw 640 be forwarded to the Board
for consideration of First Reading;
AND THAT responses from the referral agencies be compiled and forwarded to a future
meeting of the West Howe Sound Official Community Plan Review Advisory Committee
for consideration of further amendments to the West Howe Sound Official Community
Plan in advance of consideration of Second Reading and a Public Information Meeting
concerning the proposed Bylaw 640.

Background
In accordance with the Local Government Act, an Official Community Plan (OCP) is a statement
of objectives and policies to guide decisions on planning and land use management and must
indicate the approximate location, amount, and type of:
Residential density and development required to meet anticipated housing needs over a
period of at least 5 years;
Affordable Housing;
Any commercial, industrial, institutional, agricultural, recreational and public utility land
uses;
Restrictions on the use of land that is subject to hazardous conditions or that is
environmentally sensitive to development;
The phasing of any major road, sewer and water systems; public facilities, including
schools, parks and waste treatment and disposal sites;
Targets for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in the area covered by the plan;
and
Sand and gravel deposits that are suitable for future sand and gravel extraction.

Having been developed with extensive public consultation over the past three years, the
proposed West Howe Sound OCP addresses all of the above in a complete form for introduction
of First Reading. As often occurs with major bylaws, further changes are expected after First
Reading as comments from referral agencies are received and the West Howe Sound OCP
Review Advisory Committee and general public have an opportunity to consider the referral
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comments at a Public Information Meeting. Thus, at this time, it is recommended that the draft
OCP be recognized and introduced as Bylaw 640 to receive First Reading.
Referrals to external agencies have commenced, as described below in the ‘Next Steps’ subheading. The referrals to external agencies will enable the SCRD to confirm that the policies in
the OCP are consistent with legislation and objectives of the various agencies.

Review Process
The West Howe Sound Official Community Plan Review Committee (Advisory Committee) was
initially established in April of 2008. An initial Public Meeting was held in September of that year
to announce the review of the OCP and to gauge the overall public interest for the area.
Starting in the late fall of 2008 through to 2009 the Neighbourhood Land Use component of the
OCP was drafted. This section is the primary basis of the OPC that determines densities and
land use recommendations for the OCP area.
A successful Open House Meeting was held at Langdale Elementary School in November 2009
to introduce the Neighbourhood Land Use chapters and consult with the public on a one to one
basis. Following this meeting, during the public feedback period, 59 questionnaire responses
were received to the surveys that were drafted to reflect the individual neighbourhoods of the
OCP area.
Throughout the spring and summer of 2010, the additional chapters of the OCP, such as
Development Permit Areas, Energy & Emissions and Agriculture chapters were drafted. The
Advisory Committee took a break over the summer period and then re-convened in October to
plan the most recent Public Meeting held in November of 2010.
The November 2010 meeting was well attended and a number of issues were discussed. A
survey, focused on the complete draft of the OCP was created distributed at the meeting, and
later posted on the SCRD web page. The survey garnered 62 responses and as well numerous
emails and letters were received. There were many comments and suggestions received that
have been applied as changes to the draft. While the results were not unanimous, overall the
feedback from the survey and the letters received indicate that the OCP is on the right track and
generally supported by the community.

OCP Review Committee
In the past three years the Advisory Committee has met 38 times and participated in three
public meetings. The review committee represents the broad cross section of the West Howe
Sound area and has worked through many difficult issues over the course of the review period.
Committee involvement has helped shaped the document as a whole including many specific
objectives and policies.
The Advisory Committee most recently met in January of this year to receive the survey
responses and the public email and letter correspondence. A summary of recommended
changes was presented to the committee and discussion ensued on the detail of the proposed
changes. While there was agreement on many of the issues, some issues such as the inclusion
of tree cutting restrictions in development permit areas and the future location of a Langdale to
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Port Mellon Highway bypass remain unresolved. In these cases, staff developed policies that
balanced the different perspectives for inclusion in the draft OCP.
At its January meeting of this year the Advisory Committee recommended that the draft be sent
out referral and that the group would re-convene after the referral process.

Advisory Planning Commission
The OCP was placed on the agenda of the recent March 2011 West Howe Sound APC meeting.
The Planner attended this meeting to discuss the draft with the APC members. There was
some concern noted about the inclusion of tree cutting restrictions in the broadly applicable
aquifer and watershed protection development permit area. This item will be discussed further
at the next Advisory Committee meeting. There was discussion on other items such as the
future Langdale to Port Mellon Highway bypass, Williamsons Landing foreshore and the
Langdale neighbourhood land-use policies. Having said this, the West Howe Sound APC
expressed support with moving ahead with the draft OCP toward first reading.

Content of OCP
The Official Community Plan is divided into the following chapters:
11. Development Permit Areas
12. Interpretation, Implementation &
Definitions
Map Schedules:
Map 1 – Land Use
Map 2 – Development Permit Areas
Map 3 – Road Network
Map 4 – Services
Map 5 – Plan Area

1. Introduction
2. Plan Purpose, Vision & Goals
3. Neighbourhood Land Use
4. Agriculture
5. Rural Residential
6. Affordable Housing
7. Infrastructure
8. Transportation
9. Parks & Recreation
10. Energy & Emissions

Many of these of these chapters can be found within the existing OCP (Bylaw 304) while some
chapters such as the Neighbourhood Land Use and Energy & Emissions are new additions.
The chapters that are in the current OCP have all been updated to reflect the current values,
goals and legislation, with a vision for the future 10-15 years. The proposed West Howe Sound
OCP contains a number of significant new or amended policies and chapters as follows:
Introduces a vision statement;
Establishes new goals for the OCP
area;
Highlights the unique qualities of the
neighbourhood areas;

Introduces explicit development
node and settlement boundary
concepts;
Proposes village centre concept in
Langdale;
Strengthens the position of ALR
preservation;
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Introduces provisions for
consideration of affordable housing;
Updates policies on sewage
disposal;
Introduces water conservation
policies, support pedestrian and
bicycle routes;
Introduces targets, actions and
policies for GHG emissions based

on recommendations from the
Community Energy and Emissions
Plan;and;
Introduces additional development
permit areas for shoreline protection,
aquifer and watershed protection,
residential/agricultural buffering and
industrial form and character.

Next Steps
At this time the logical next step is to turn the OCP draft into a bylaw and recommend that the
SCRD Board give First Reading. First Reading of the Bylaw activates the final consideration
process which will enable the Bylaw to be referred to the relevant external agencies such as the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, Vancouver
Coastal Health Authority, Agricultural Land Commission, Hopkins Landing Water Improvement
District, Town of Gibsons, Islands Trust and the Squamish Nation.
First reading does not in any way imply that the OCP will be adopted as is there remains ample
opportunity for fine tuning and upgrading as a result of agency consultation and further
committee and public input. First reading does however indicate that there is a solid foundation
in place to move forward toward the end goal of adoption of the new OCP.
Upon receipt of external agency comments, the OCP review committee will meet to determine
how the comments can be related into further amendments to the draft. After making further
refinements, the OCP would then be primed for an additional public information meeting in order
to share the results from the referral process with the community and demonstrate changes
made from feedback subsequent to the November 6, 2010 Open House. Assuming a decent
level of support a public hearing could be scheduled, likely for September after the summer
season.

The following is the recommended general timeline for completing the OCP process:
April – Board for 1st Reading
May – Advisory Committee meeting to review referral responses
June – Public Information Meeting
July – PDC to review referrals & consultation & schedule Public Hearing
September – Public Hearing
October - PDC to review report on public hearing and consider 3rd reading & Adoption
Summary
The OCP has been drafted with significant contribution from the Advisory Committee and
members of the public at open public meetings. While not every suggestion or piece of
submitted correspondence can be acted upon given the range of viewpoints on some topics, the
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feedback from the Advisory Committee and community at large has very much helped shaped
the draft OCP document as it stands today.

In 2008, the OCP review process commenced with the goal of establishing a new West Howe
Sound OCP with the intention of adopting the Smart Growth principles and extensive
consultation with the community. At this point of the review process, it is timely to refer the
document to external referral agencies for their comments. It is recommended that the OCP be
forwarded to the SCRD Board for 1st reading to begin this next step toward completion.

______________
Andrew Allen
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