PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Thursday, May 12, 2011
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

CALL TO ORDER

1:30 p.m.

AMENDED AGENDA

AGENDA
1.

Adoption of the Agenda

PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
2.

Mr. Dave Lasser, Operations Manager, Mr. Bob Sitter, President, SCCF
Regarding the Sunshine Coast Community Forest

COMMUNICATIONS
3.

Letter from Sheila Malcolmson, Chair, Islands Trust Council
Regarding Recent Public Opinion Survey on Preserving and Protecting
British Columbia’s Gulf Islands

Annex A
Pg 1 - 7

4.

ADD: Letter from Mr. Kevin Davie, Operations Manager, Sunshine Coast
Community Forest
Regarding Response to SCRD Questions

Annex AA
Pg 7(a) – (c)

5.

Letter from Mary Degan, President, Roberts Creek Community Association
Regarding Block EW002, Wilson Creek Watershed

Annex B
Pg 8 - 9

6.

Letter from Dean Bosch
Regarding Earl’s Cove – Log Dump License Application

Annex C
Pg 10 - 11

REPORTS
7.

Environmental Health of Sechelt Inlet: Possible Next Steps

Replace p 12 , 13 , Remove pp 19, 20

Annex D
Pg 12 - 20

(Regional Planning Services)
8.

Remove pp 21 - 50 Sechelt Indian Band Correspondence regarding

Annex E
Pg 21 - 50

9.

Correspondence from BC Timber Sales regarding their 2010 Sunshine
Coast Forest Stewardship Plan, Amendment #4 and their 2011 Mt.
Elphinstone Operating Plan
(Regional/Rural Planning Services)

Annex F
Pg 51 - 74

10.

ADD: Role and Continuation of the Ocean Beach Esplanade

the Sunshine Coast Community Forest
(Regional Planning Services)

Stewardship Advisory Committee
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services)

Annex FF
Pg 74 (a) – (e)
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11.

Parcel Frontage waiver for Witherby Point Subdivision – District Lot 1637,
Except Part in Plan 9899, Proposed Lots 1 – 14
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)

Annex G
Pg 75 - 81

12.

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

Annex H
Pg 82 - 88

13.

Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of April 26, 2011
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex I
Pg 89 - 91

14.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of April 27, 2011
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex J
Pg 92 - 93

15.

Halfmoon Bay Harbour (Area B) APC Minutes of April 26, 2011
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

Annex K
Pg 94 - 95

16.

Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of April 25, 2011
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

17.

Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of April 27, 2011
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services)

Annex L
Pg 96
Annex M
Pg 97 - 98

BYLAWS
18.

“Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.133,
2011” (Collura)
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)

IN CAMERA
THAT the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance
with the Community Charter, Section 90 (1) (f), and (k) - as " law
enforcement, if the council considers that disclosure could reasonably
be expected to harm the conduct of an investigation under or
enforcement of an enactment”, and “negotiations and related
discussions respecting the proposed provision of a municipal service…”
are to be discussed.
ADJOURNMENT
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Annex N
Pg 99 - 110

ANNEX A
200—1627 Fo Street Victoria BC V8R 1 H8
1
Telephone 250.405.5151 Fax 250.405.5155
Toll Free via Enquiry BC in Vancouver 660-2421 EIswhere in BC4.aOO.063.7867

April 6, 2011

isIc1rlcIs Trust

Email information@islandstrust.bc.ca
Web www.islandstrust.bc.ca

File Number: TAS/Stats-1

Garry Nohr
Chair/Electoral Area Director
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt BC VON 3A1
Dear Garry Nohr:
Re:

Recent Public Opinion Survey on Preserving and Protecting British Columbia’s Gulf Islands

I am delighted to share the results of a recent public opinion survey with you. The poll indicates strong province-wid
e arid
Trust Area support for preserving and protecting British Columbia’s Gulf Islands.
We are particularly pleased to see such strong support for our mandate, especially amongst islanders themselves.
The
Islands Trust Act was originally recommended by an all-party committee of the Legislature in response to
concerns about
overdevelopment of these special islands with their unique ecosystems and communities.
Some key findings of the poll are:
• 86% of respondents across BC agree that BC’s Gulf Islands are a special part of British Columbia; 97%
of
respondents within the Islands Trust Area agree.
• Across BC, at least 83% of respondents agree the Gulf Islands should be protected from overdevelopm
ent,
and that the BC government should take action to make sure the Gulf Islands are preserved and protected;
within the Islands Trust Area, agreement rises to 90%.
• Strong agreement, both provincially and locally, that tourism should be managed to protect the islands’
unique
environment, and that mining, clear-cut logging, large tourist developments and fish farms should not
be
allowed.
The Islands Trust has been responsible for land use planning in the Trust Area for almost 37 years. The poll
confirms that
islanders still agree with the reasons the province created the Islands Trust. It’s also reassuring to know
that British
Columbians from outside our area recognize the special nature of the islands, since the Islands Trust Act
specifically
directs that we protect the Trust Area for the benefit of all British Columbians.
The Act also directs that we preserve and protect in cooperation with others. All Gulf Island regional districts,
MLAs, and
ministry staff serving the Trust Area can share in the successes of the Islands Trust and be proud of the
support
articulated in these survey results.
A copy of the poll is available on our website at htt://islandstrust.bc.ca/tc/pdf/opinionpollresults2O1 1 .pdf. I would
be
pleased to discuss the results with you, if you wish.

Sheila Malcoimson
Chair, Islands Trust Council
Attachment

Preserving Isirnid commirnities, ciAIture mid environment
Bowen Denman Hornby Gabriola Galiano Gambier Lasqueti Mayne North Pender Salt Spring
Saturna South Pender Thetis
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Islands Trust: Survey on Public Attitudes
Towards BC’s Gulf Islands
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survey. Because
• These questions were also asked in a 2004 telephone omnibus
results are not
of the change in data collection methodology the 2011 and 2004
compared directly in this report.

sample of 100
• The second survey is a telephone survey of a representative
fielded March 1-3,
residents living within the Islands Trust region. This survey was
2011.
tion by age,
• For this survey, quota sampling was used to ensure representa
gender and region.
• The margin of error for this data is +1-9.8%, 19 times out of 20.

an identical set of
• This report presents the findings of two separate surveys with
questions.
sample of 817
• The first survey is an online omnibus survey of a representative
2011 using Ipsos
adult British Columbians. This survey was fielded March 1-3,
Reid’s internet household panel.
by age,
• These survey results have been weighted to 2006 Census data
gender and region.
20.
• The margin of error for this data is +/-3.5%, 19 times out of
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Islands Trust: Public Attitudes Toward BC’s Gulf Islands
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The next few questions are about British Columbia’s Gulf Islands. The
Gulf Islands include the islands between Vancouver Island
and the mainland. Overall, how familiar would you say you are with BC’s
Gulf Islands?

‘psos
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ANNEXAA

SUNSHINE COAST COMMUNITY FOREST
BUILDING VALUE FOR OUR COMMUNITY
March 21, 2011
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1
Attention:

Garry Nohr, Chairman
and Ms. Teresa Fortin

In response to an e-mail correspondence from Teresa Fortin dated March 10, 2010, 1 confirm
that the Chair of SCCF, John R. Henderson, is not in the country this week however the
following is our response to your questions.
1) When is the Block scheduled for harvest?
This block was advertized in the local newspapers and our website in Februaryfor logging
this spring A local contractor was awarded the work and will commence sometime in the
near future when he is available and no later than the beginning ofMay.
2) Please confirm which areas will be harvested.
The net area ofthe block is 23.0 and only the north east section ofabout 11 ha. will be
logged this year. There is no plans to log the rest ofthe block at this time until other market
conditions change.
3) What is the age of the forest to be harvested?
The age of the trees in this block, exceptfor the retained veterans, is 110-l25years.
4) What is the volume to be harvested and the species mix?
The estimated volume is 11,000m3 offir (69%), hemlock (19%) and cedar (10%).
5) Could he describe how large veteran trees are being accommodated in the block?
Large veteran trees are retained unless they cause significant safety risk that cannot be
planned around. This is consistent with our Community Forest Operating Plan Guidelines
and what we have done in all our blocks since 2007.
6) Could he describe the logging practices near Wilson Creek?
The closest point we will be to Wilson Creek is 30 meters. The plan is to fall and yard away
from the creek.

Suite 201
Phone 604-885-7809

—

5606 Wharf Road, P.O. Box 215, Sechelt, BC VON 3A0
Fax 604-885-7859
E-Maih infol@SCCF.ca
www.SCCF.ca

Sunshine Coast Community Forest

perated by Sechelt Community Projects Inc.

March 21, 2011
Page 2 of 3

SUNSHINE COAST COMMUNITY FOREST

7) Are there any buffers along the OGMAs? If so, please discuss the details.
Although it is not required, we have left an additional distance between the OGMA and the
failing block boundary. We also plan to prune the trees of branches in order to make them
more windfirm.
8) Please describe the retention/leave tree pattern? How will this mitigate blowdown?
Retention and wiidife tree patches (WTP) have been left as per the map as part ofthe

retention design. These wilifurther protect the OGM4 boundary by breaking windpatterns.
9) How will the block relate to existing neighbouring harvested blocks?

lam not sure the aspect of the question. Please clarify the information you want.
10) How will spruce and white pine species be addressed?

Most White pine trees are retained in all our blocks. There is some young spruce
trees in a machine free zone north of the area marked as Retention E. These are
immature and marked broadlyfor retention.
11) The Regional District has asked BCTS to conduct a CWAP on Wilson Creek. The
Regional District is considering this request of SCPI.

We have been in receipt ofthe same requestfrom the SCCA and ELF. We undertook
a watershed hydrological assessment in 2009 and the results were reported in March
of2OlO. We see no reason for a CWAP.
12) The Regional District is in the process of developing a protocol Agreement w/ BCTS. Is
there interest in entering a Protocol Agreement w/ the SCRD?

There is no requirementfor SCPI to have an MOU with the SCRD. However, we are
open to looking at your proposed MOUwith BCTS to see f there is an advantage to
it.
The (SCRD) Board also wanted to pass on that the above questions are a starting
point, and hope you will be prepared for discussion that may arise from these
questions.

SCPI would prefer to come to a meeting prepared to answer spec,fic questions sent
rather than responding unprepared to general questions.

March 21, 2011
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SUNSHINE COAST COMMUNITY FOREST

We have some questions that we would like to see answered before any meeting.
I. Is the meeting open to the public?
2. Are the public allowed to ask questions of delegations?
3. Is there control of the meeting so that delegations are protected from harassment
during and after the presentations?
4. Were these questions from the SCRD board, technical staff or a previous delegation?
5. For what purpose are the questions? Are they for fact finding, decision making or in
response to a delegation?
Yours truly,

Kevin W. Davie
Operations Manager

ANNEX B
Roberts Creek Community Association
PC Box 261, Roberts Creek, BC VON 2W0
www.robertscreekcommunity.ca

•1

April 4, 2011

rr’T

Mayor Darren Inkster and Council
District of Sechelt
P0 Box 129
Sechelt BC VON 3A0

(4

(Th
Jj
•

Re: Block EWOO2, Wilson Creek Watershed

Dear Mayor Inkster and Councillors;
The Roberts Creek Community Association (RCCA) is a local group of concerned citizens that has been
active on the Sunshine Coast since 1934. Our board is elected from our community on an annual basis in
part to speak to local issues and community concerns.
At our March 23, 2011 RCCA General Meeting all present voted to communicate with the District of
Sechelt our concerns about the planned logging of the 27 hectare Block EWOO2 and any other remaining
intact forest in the Wilson Creek Watershed.
We agree with the Elphinstone Logging Focus group with regards the following:
i.

The highest priority for all local citizens and their elected representatives must be the protection of
the remaining remnants of older intact and old growth forestfor all our health and well being

2. The Community Forest clearly sees one purpose for this remaining old growth and older intact forest
and that is as a commodity.
3. That as a commodity, the community itself sees few benefits. Trees are simply logged and most raw
logs are sent elsewhere for processing. This is an irresponsible and unsustainable practice that we do
not support or agree to.
4.

When intact and old growth forests are logged indiscriminately we lose the many services provided by
those forests, all of which we must assume that in this day the District of Sechelt is well aware of.
They include, however, flood control, carbon sequestering, water filtration, moderating air and water
temperatures, wildlife habitat, wild food harvesting areas, and more.

The Sunshine Coast Community Forest’s Mission Statement is to profitably manage the Sunshine Coast
Community Forest in a sustainable, effective and environmentally sensitive manner with broad community
partic4,ation and support Further to the above points, we question how the logging of the last remaining
remnants of old growth and older intact forests in any way relates to a ‘sustainable, effective and
environmentally sensitive’ approach to managing our Community Forest.

8

Roberts Creek Community Association
PC Box 261, Roberts Creek, BC VON 2W0
www. robertscreekcommunity.ca
As such, the only wise and informed option for us is to insist the District of Sechelt immediately halt planned
logging activities in Block EWOO2 and any other remaining intact forest in the Wilson Creek Watershed.

Regards,

Mary Degan, President
Roberts Creek Community Association
CC
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Sunshine Coast Community Forest
ELF Elphinstone Logging Focus
Sunshine Coast Conservation Society
Ministry of Forests
The Local
The Coast Reporter
—
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FROM:BOSCH CONTRACTING

6049B31169

ANNEX CP.2’3

TO:6049957909

April 27.2011

Mr. Gary Nohr, Chair
do Sunshine Coast Regional District
Dear Mr. Nohr,

Re:

Earl’s Cove Log Dump License Application
-

In regards to the debate around the above-noted application process by the Earl’s
Cove Barge Terminal, we would like to bring to the attention of the S.C.R.D.
Planning Department and Directors, the fact that there is more than one log
dumping facility in the immediate area and it is located on our property. The
S.C.R.D. may wish to determine this location as an alternative to the log dump at

the ferry terminal,

We are located at 5627 Egmont Road (2 km south east of the ferry termin
al), and
while the licensing has lapsed, this was until recently, an active log booming and
dumping ground. It was curious to note in the recent Coast Reporter article,
the
claim that “the log dump has been at the bcsrsc.tctrninalfor 50 years”, when in fact, it only
became operational in the early 1990’s. The actual fact is our log dump has a
history dating back 50’
road and highway construction in this
area and we have aerial photographic evidence in our possession to support this.
years, even prior to

Doug Sladey, of Siadey Timber, has raised his concerns over the
current
requirement of logging trucks to travel, with full loads, out of this immed
iate area
to an alternate site at the other end of Highway 101. We agree with his
comments
that this poses safety concerns as well as environmental and cost issues
for logging
firms such as Ms.
/2
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FROM:BOSCH CONTRACTING

6048B31169

TO:6048657909

P.3’3

-2-

We would be quite happy to consider applying for re-licensing ourselves if
the
SCRD. and Earl’s Cove/Egmont community at large felt this was a better
alternative to the ferry terminal location. We have been already been approached
in this regard by some community members who support this action.
We welcome your feedback and can be reached at the number below with
any
questions.
Regards,

Dean Bosch
604.883.2496 / 604.885.8496
E: clboschconrractinglivc.com
Cc:

Teresa Fortin, S,C,R.D. Planning Department
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ANNEX D
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

May 4, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, May 12, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Environmental Health of Sechelt Inlet: Possible Next Steps

RECOMMENDATION
THAT Planning and Development Committee determine whether it wishes to proceed
with the Special Planning and Development Committee on scoping issues for inclusion
in a successor document to the Sechelt Inlets Coastal Strategy;
AND THAT, if such a Special Planning and Development Committee is to be held, that
staff be directed to prepare a more detailed report outlining possible areas for inclusion
in such a document at this meeting, including:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Local and senior government, NGO and general public participants
General level of detail in land use and foreshore designations
Aquatic and upland vegetation
Recreation
Water Quality
Issues associated with boating including live-aboard and derelict boats
Other issues identified by the Planning and Development Committee

BACKGROUND
At the Regional District Board meeting on Dec 9, 2010, the following resolution was made:
505/10

Recommendation No. 12 – Environmental Protection of Sechelt Inlet
THAT the report dated December 1, 2010 titled “Environmental Protection of
Sechelt Inlet” be received;
AND THAT SCRD staff hold a meeting with the staff from all local governments,
Provincial and Federal agencies with jurisdiction in Sechelt Inlet to review all
issues that concern the health of the southern part of Sechelt Inlet;
AND THAT a staff report summarizing these issues be brought back to a future
Special Planning and Development Committee Meeting to held by March 31,
2011 to review these collective issues in protecting Sechelt Inlet;
AND FURTHER THAT a letter be sent to the District of Sechelt acknowledging
their letter concerning the protection of Sechelt Inlet and inviting them to this
future meeting.

H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\PlanningTWG\Feb2011Meeting\TWGsummaryMay2010PDC.docx
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DISCUSSION
On February 16, 2011, Planning staff hosted a meeting of the Regional Planning Technical
Working Group. The meeting minutes are found in Attachment A. This report summarizes the
discussion at this technical meeting and suggests approaches on how the Board may proceed
to hold a Special Planning and Development Committee as recommended above.
In addition to SCRD Planning staff, attendees included:
• Vancouver Coastal Health Drinking Water Officer, Mr. Tim Adams,
• District of Sechelt Planning Manager, Mr. Ray Parfitt,
• Area Manager for Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, Ms. Kirsten Fagervik
• Section Head from the Ministry of Natural Resource Operations (conference call), Mr.
Ross Douglas.
Representatives from the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Aquaculture
Management Division, local DFO and Transport Canada (Navigable Waters Protection Division)
were also invited but were unable to attend.
Planning staff also invited staff from the SIB. They declined and the Regional District received a
letter dated March 7, 2011 from SIGD
respecting SIB’s participation. Staff
feel that it is more appropriate that SIB inform the Regional District how they would like their
Title and Rights addressed. A meeting with SIB on this topic can be arranged.
The agenda primarily focused on upland resource development issues around Sechelt Inlet and
a short synopsis of the 1990 Sechelt Inlets Coastal Strategy (SICS)1. In general the group felt
that there was a need to revisit the SICS, however there was limited interest in a full-scale
review/redo of the report.
The meeting resulted in several items for Planning staff to research and follow up on (e.g. liveaboards, derelict vessels and appropriate jurisdiction).
Sechelt Inlet and Live-Aboards
SCRD Zoning Bylaw 310 does not permit one to live-aboard a vessel within the Water One (W1)
zone in the Inlet (Piper Point southwards). Also, that part of the Inlet within Area A does not
permit floating homes (“floating home" as defined in Bylaw 337, means a structure built on a
flotation system used or intended to be used as a dwelling).
Therefore a gap in legislation regarding live-aboards appears to be include most of Sechelt Inlet
and all of Narrows and Salmon Inlets.
The Regional District could amend the zoning to prohibit live-aboards within the Sechelt Inlet
system. The Regional District then would be responsible for managing compliance of the
zoning.

1

The SICS report was a product of the Regional Districts Foreshore Advisory Task Force which
comprised of representatives from Federal and Provincial agencies, local governments, the SIB, the
forestry industry and community groups. The report’s vision was “to guide the future of Sechelt Inlets so
that it is a model for balancing development and use with a sustainable environment through the
conservation of environmental resources, provision of recreational opportunities, and support of
commerce, industry and settlement.”
H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\PlanningTWG\Feb2011Meeting\TWGsummaryMay2010PDC.docx
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Sechelt Inlet and Derelict Vessels
SCRD zoning bylaws do not address derelict or abandoned vessels.
Current federal and provincial laws do not obligate the Ministers of Transport or the
Environment, or DFO to take action unless there is imminent danger as follows:
• The Ministry of Natural Resource Operations has the right to remove abandoned vessels
that are tied to dock/pilings on Crown land that are not authorized under the Land Act.
• If the vessel is breached, grounded or sunk, Transport Canada or the Province will take
action if the vessel is considered a wreck or abandoned. (A determining factor is that if
the vessel is considered an environmental or navigational hazard).
UBCM had passed a resolution in September 2010 to “petition the Provincial and Federal
governments to develop a coordinated approach to the timely and adequate removal of all types
of derelict and abandoned vessels, barges and docks in all situations.”
Most coastal communities grapple with this issue. The Regional District could follow up on the
process and outcome of the UBCM resolution.
Sechelt Inlet Water Quality
A discussion of water quality is inevitable when talking about Sechelt Inlet. Sechelt Inlet is a
fjord system fairly unique to British Columbia’s coast. The main inlet system is 29km long and
averages 1.2km wide and a maximum depth of 300m. There are three distinct water layers:
surface layer (5m) low-salinity water; and intermediate layer (5-65m) and a deep water layer
(below 65m) 2. The upper layer is influenced most by solar heating and precipitation/and river
runoff. Mid-depth water is replaced once a year and the deep water is replaced only about
every five years 3.
It would appear that the Province and Federal governments do sample the waters in Sechelt
Inlet. However they are for different reasons:
• Vancouver Coastal Health Authority does seasonal sampling for ‘recreational water’
purposes in Tuwanek, Sandy Hook and Porpoise Bay Provincial Park.
• Environment Canada’s Marine Water Quality Monitoring Program samples water in the
Sechelt Inlet system in order to identify safe shellfish (bivalve mollusc) harvesting areas.
• BC Parks samples at Porpoise Bay Provincial Park for recreational purposes.
• Ministry of Environment does sample for general water quality but Planning Staff have
not found any data since a 2003 report 4.
There appears to be an opportunity to correlate the collection and distribution of water quality
data for Sechelt Inlet.
Recreation Opportunities
Since the Sechelt Inlets Coastal Strategy was completed in 1990, the water-access Ministry of
Forests (MOF) recreation sites and UREPs were formally included as protected areas and are
now part of the BC Parks system as marine parks in 1999.

2

Haigh, R, FJR Taylor and TF Sutherland. (1992). “Phytoplankton Ecology of Sechelt Inlet, a Fjord
System on the British Columbia Coast”. Marine Ecology Progress Series. Vol 89. Pages 117-134.
3
Tinis, Scott. (1995). “The Circulation and Energetics of the Sechelt Inlet System, British Columbia.”
Doctor of Philosophy Thesis. University of British Columbia.
4
Bull, Jennifer. (2003). “Water Quality Objectives Attainment Monitoring in Sechelt Inlet in 2002”.
Environmental Quality Section, Ministry of Water, Land & Air Protection, Lower Mainland Region.
H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\PlanningTWG\Feb2011Meeting\TWGsummaryMay2010PDC.docx
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In 2000, BC Parks conducted a Recreational Use and Impact Study or the Sechelt Inlets Marine
Park 5. A conclusion was that the distances to Kunechin Point, Tzoonie Narrows site and
Thornhill Creek site “were quite large and to better utilize these sites, possible park additions
should be looked at between them to reduce the paddling distances”.
The Regional Planning Technical Working Group discussed the potential of adding additional
water access recreation opportunities along the inlet. Such sites would have to accommodate
potable water, sanitary disposal and safe access/egress. Specific sites were not discussed.
The SCRD Parks Department could work with the Crown to recommend additional recreational
site locations along the inlet.
Special Planning and Development Committee Meeting
Given the above themes raised by various agency staff at the TWG meeting, it is recommended
that the proposed Special Planning and Development Committee be held to focus discussion on
whether to proceed with more strategic and updated version of the SICS. The revised
document could be developed in a similar format the current SICS or as a more general
Memorandum of Understanding on the environmental health of Sechelt Inlet. Themes for
discussion include:
1. Confirming local and senior government participants, NGO and general public
participants
2. General level of detail in land use and foreshore designations
3. Aquatic and upland vegetation
4. Recreation
5. Water Quality
6. Issues associated with boating including live-aboard and derelict boats
7. Other issues identified by the Planning and Development Committee
CONCLUSION
Planning staff are following up on the meeting and suggest that the proposed future Planning
and Development Committee meeting be held to update and refocus the Sechelt Inlet Strategy
as a less detailed, more strategic document that addresses planning and operational decisions
and water quality rather than just land use. If the Planning and Development Committee
determines to proceed on this project, staff will prepare a more detailed issues report for
discussion at the Special Planning and Development Committee
________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner

5

Sechelt Inlets Marine Parks Recreation Use and Impact Study. 2000. Brian Bawtinheimer, Darren
Ferguson and Martin Sol.
H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\PlanningTWG\Feb2011Meeting\TWGsummaryMay2010PDC.docx
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Attachment A

Regional Planning Technical Working Group
Meeting Notes
SCRD Offices – 1975 Field Road (Cedar Room)
10:00-12:00 noon February 16, 2011
Attendees:
Tim Adams, Drinking Water Officer, Vancouver Coastal Health Authority
Ray Parfitt, District of Sechelt Planning Manager
Kirsten Fagervik, Area Manager, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
Ross Douglas, Section Head, Crown Land Adjudication, Ministry of Natural Resource
Operations (conference call)
Mark McMullen, SCRD Planning and Development Manger
Teresa Fortin, SCRD Planner
Regrets:
Andrew Thompson, Director - Aquaculture Management Division, DFO
Jasmine Paul, SIGD
Dave Nanson, DFO
Ryan Greville, Navigable Waters Protection Division, Transport Canada
Discussion:
Goals of Meeting
• identify issue and trends
• discuss jurisdiction
• discuss possible solutions/research/ enforcement
• address Sechelt Inlets Coastal Strategy report
Issues - Upland Resource Development
1. Mines
- Road development discussion: Lands (from former ILMB) is responsible for aggregate
applications (if rock destined for construction, development falls under the Land Act for
example, quarries/aggregate)
- Provincial referral strategy with Front Counter BC for Ministry of Natural Resource
Operations (which replaces ILMB, MOFR and MOMNR) : Mines Officer Inspector sends out
a referral regarding the operation of the mine, Mines leads the application for all work
including roads in the mine site. Lands Officer could take the lead for roads outside of the
mine site.
- DoS would get another referral if Pan Pacific Aggregates’ mine gets active again.
- DoS considering a bylaw to recoup cost of road maintenance for heavy traffic.
- Does Health Authority get referrals on all applications? Crown Land Officer (former ILMB)
used to send referrals to Health Authorities/waste water practitioners. T. Adams and R.
Douglas to connect after meeting to discuss possible referral potential.
- Use of Forest Service roads...require separate permission from Forest Officer.
2.
-

Development/Subdivisions in Areas Such as Snake Bay
Sediment discharge into Sechelt Inlet from a developer would be Fisheries Act issue
Would be declared water access only if accessed only by forestry road.
If developer wants public road access, Crown could review it under Section 79/80 of the
Land Act
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4.
-
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IPPs
Health gets referral via EAO process on larger applications to address camps.
SCRD concerns w/ corridors: possibility of visual proliferation, invasive species.
Possibility of sharing lines? Engineers concern w/ interference in b/w electric lines if share
same pole. R. Douglas confirmed that line sharing has been pursued by former ILMB, but
has not been successful elsewhere in the Province.
Forestry shares corridor concerns – loss of productive forest b/c don’t re-grow under
powerlines.
50 mw threshold which triggers EAO.
R. Douglass confirmed that there is a Regional Clean Energy Project Team that looks at
IPP on a provincial scale. R. Douglas to confirm if any local government representatives on
the team (see follow-up email from R. Douglas attached).
MOTI doesn’t permit IPPs to use/cross road right of ways as no protocol to address safety
concerns.

-

Outdoor Recreation
Health Authority does get referrals if commercial enterprise Crown land application.
Bible camp on Sechelt Inlet to restart.
Health Authority involved at Clowhom camp.
Potential for more recreation sites on the Inlet-time for a reassessment and increase
numbers possibly through creating more UREPs ?
UREPs aren’t being retired, but not many requests for them to create new ones. Provision
to withdraw Crown Land from disposition still available. Need provincial agency to hold the
UREP, but an agency can do this at the request/behalf of the SCRD if the Province
supports.
DOS OCP has policy against private moorage on the Inlet.

5.
-

Residential Development in DoS
Sechelt Inlet developments in East Porpoise Bay including the proposed Onni development
Infill potential best in DoS, along Inlet following OCP.
DoS has storm water management policy in OCP

-

Issues - Live-Aboards
-

-

Users at the Sechelt wharf are not allowed to live aboard.
Issue is sewage dumping. Who is the agency responsible to enforce? T. Fortin to confirm
if DFO or Navigable Waters Branch does this.
Live-aboards asked to move from Sechelt which has led to more anchored in Egmont and
Secret Cove.
SCRD has the Water One and Two Zones in Area’s B-F that also prohibit live aboards.
There is no land use zoning in Area A, but live aboards in Electoral Area A are not allowed.
A gap in the zoning appears to be within Sechelt Inlet (most), Narrows and Salmon Inlets in
Area B.
Health Authority takes water samples in Sechelt Inlet to determine recreation use and have
noticed the presence of live aboards.
Derelict vessels also an issue. They are using bilge pumps to keep afloat. Who is the
agency responsible to enforce? (T. Fortin to confirm if DFO or Navigable Waters Branch.)

H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\PlanningTWG\Feb2011Meeting\TWGFeb162011meetingnotes.docx
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Issues - Sechelt Inlet Coastal Strategy (SICS)
-

DoS doesn’t use the document, but would be interested in an update of the document.
Noticed deterioration of water quality over time in Sechelt Inlet
Water quality discussion missed in SICS.
Review contents
Concern of scale of information
Jellyfish study on Coast – indicator species of water quality degradation R. Parfitt to send T.
Fortin info.
Joint study potential.
General discussion on focusing possibly on a less detailed, more strategic document that
addressed planning and operational decisions and water quality rather than just land use.
Agreed preliminary review of document by attendees and give T. Fortin initial comments
within about a week.

Issues - Water Quality
-

Limited flushing on Inlet
Septic readings? Limited. Ministry of Environment /Health Authority have completed door
to door survey of septic annual – joint survey.
Health Authority does seasonal sampling for recreational water. Tuwanek, Sandy Hook,
Porpoise Bay Provincial Park. Generally good quality.
Porpoise Bay Provincial Park does sample regularly, but for recreation purposes only.
Shellfish regular sample...Blair Holmes specifically for health of shellfish.
Possibility to coordinating water sampling. Issues: minimum data collection not done and
funding.

H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\PlanningTWG\Feb2011Meeting\TWGFeb162011meetingnotes.docx
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For the Planning and Development Committee Amended Agenda of May 12, 2011, pages 19 – 50 were
removed from the Agenda.

ANNEX F
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

May 4, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – May 12, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Correspondence from BC Timber Sales regarding the
2010 Sunshine Coast Forest Stewardship Plan (Amendment #4) and the
2011 Mt. Elphinstone Operating Plan

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend to the Regional District
Board that Regional District staff follow up with BC Timber Sales on the following items:
1) That the Regional District invite BCTS to talk to the SCRD Board about old-growth
and the Mt. Elphinstone Operating Plan;
2) That the Regional District provide BCTS with recreation information about Dakota
and Suncoaster Trail;
3) That Regional District staff discuss with BCTS of the possibility of a partial cutting
system for Block G042C16 and the interest of BCTS of using alternative
harvesting practices on Mt. Elphinstone;
4) That Regional District staff introduce specific commitments in the Draft BCTS
Protocol Agreement about wildfire risk and management within the Community
Interface Area.

BACKGROUND
Recently, the Regional District Board reviewed and sent comments on two referral items from
BC Timber Sales (BCTS): their 2010 Forest Stewardship Plan and their 2011 Mt. Elphinstone
Operating Plan. BCTS has responded to the SCRD’s correspondence. This report will review
BCTS’ responses.
DISCUSSION
2010 Sunshine Coast Forest Stewardship Plan (FSP)
The SCRD adopted Resolution 505/10 regarding the BCTS Sunshine Coast FSP, see
Attachment A. BCTS’ response was configured to address each item (see Attachment B). The
SCRD made nine general requests and then several requests specific to the Brittain, Sechelt,
Chapman and Howe Forest Development Unit’s (FDU). The following discussion is a summary
of the SCRD’s request and the BCTS response.
•

SCRD Request 1
That the Regional District receive a timely opportunity to comment on site plans before
harvesting.
BCTS response:
Due to timing, BCTS not able to provide site plans before advertising a Timber Sales
Licence. Recommend that SCRD review annual timber sales schedule on BCTS website.

H:\PLN\6660-01 Forestry\BCTS\BCTS_FSP\2010-11 FSP\PDCmay_BCTS_FSP2010_ElphinOpPlan.docx
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Staff Comment:
Staff can review timber sales schedule. Also, BCTS states they will provide an their
operating maps on an annual basis within the Community Interface Area (page 3 of
Attachment A), so the SCRD will have an idea what blocks might be considered within the
next year and be able to comment in advance of BCTS site planning.
•

SCRD Request 2
That BCTS address First Nations issues prior to issuance of permits.
BCTS response:
The Crown has a duty to consult and this is done through their District Manager.
Staff Comment:
No comment.

•

SCRD Request 3
BCTS indentify water tenures on maps.
BCTS Response:
Forest Stewardship Plan too broad scale to put that fine detail on. Information more
appropriately shown on the operational maps which will be available to the SCRD.
Staff Comment:
No comment.

•

SCRD Request 4
BCTS to map habitat areas, corridors and biodiversity management areas.
BCTS Response:
Forest Stewardship Plan too broad scale to put that fine detail on. Information more
appropriately shown on the operational maps which will be available to the SCRD.
Staff Comment:
No comment.

•

SCRD Request 5
That BCTS support the establishment of the coastal Tailed Frog Wildlife Habitat Area (WHA)
in CDFmm zone (Coastal Douglas fir moist maritime zone).
BCTS Response:
Does support establishment of a WHA for the Coastal Tailed Frog – in the process of
identifying a suitable area; but not restricted to CDFmm zone.
Staff Comment:
Fair response.

•

SCRD Request 6
That BCTS support a connecting greenway between the section of Mt. Elphinstone
Provincial Park.
BCTS Response:
Does not support the removal of additional area from the Crown forest land to buffer parks,
but is open to continued discussions regarding strategic forest management options for
harvesting in the area.
Staff Comment:
SCRD could explore BCTS’ offer of forest management options for harvesting amongst the
sections of Mt. Elphinstone Park that could allow for continuous forested connections
between the sections of the park.
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•

SCRD Request 7
That BCTS restrict harvesting in the CDFmm.
BCTS Response:
BCTS doesn’t currently have any proposed operations with the CDF. BCTS is working on
an internal harvesting and conservation strategy that would apply to BCTS harvesting in the
CDF.
Staff Comment:
It is encouraging to know that BCTS is working on a harvesting/conservation strategy in the
CDF. The SCRD would like to review it when its ready.

•

SCRD Request 8
That BCTS consider selective logging in the community interface area as opposed to clear
cut logging.
BCTS Response:
BCTS points out that Douglas fir forests are prevalent on the Sunshine Coast. Douglas fir is
shade intolerant and a partial cut regime will over time result in the conversion of these
stands to more hemlock dominated stand. Suggest that partial cutting or thinning of stands
should be applied in younger stands where less desirable trees are removed early in the
rotation cycle.
Staff Comment:
Community has to consider if hemlock forests are appropriate or preferred in the community
interface area.

•

SCRD Request 9
That BCTS describe the consequence of the difference in Wildlife Tree Patch objectives
between the Sechelt FDU and the Chapman FDU.
BCTS Response:
BCTS doesn’t anticipate significant differences in the implementation of the different
objectives.
Staff Comment:
No comments.

•

SCRD Request for Brittain FDU Item a, Sechelt FDU Items b, d and Howe Item a:
That BCTS maintain Visual Quality Objectives within the FDU along travel corridors.
BCTS Response:
BCTS has committed to maintaining visual quality objectives.
Staff Comment:
No comments.

•

SCRD Request for Sechelt FDU Item a and Chapman FDU Item b:
That BCTS protect community watersheds within the FDUs.
BCTS Response:
All community watersheds have had a coastal watershed assessment as per the Forest and
Range Practices Act. There are currently not any operations within the Chapman and Gray
Creek watersheds. But BCTS cannot rule out the possibility of future operations within
these watersheds.
Staff Comment:
The SCRD is opposed to harvesting in community watersheds and watershed reserves.
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•

SCRD Request for Sechelt FDU Items d, e and Chapman FDU Item g:
That BCTS consider trails a resource and buffer them.
BCTS Response:
Trail buffering in done on an operational level and consultation will be done. BCTS will
provide an annual operating plan to SCRD for comments and any block specific comments
that may affect the ferry to ferry route can be dealt with through this referral.
Staff Comment:
No commitment from BCTS for buffering, but if consultation done in advance, mitigate impact
on trails in addition to the ferry to ferry routes.

•

SCRD Request for Chapman FDU Item c and Howe FDU Item b:
That BCTS protect domestic water supply watersheds.
BCTS Response:
BCTS must comply with Forest Planning Practices Regulation Section 59-62 which provides
protection to licenced waterworks. The Drinking Water Protection Act applies to all persons
and provides protection to all drinking water sources. Further, BCTS licencees are required
to comply with the BCTS environmental certification requirements which contain
commitments pertaining to drinking water protection.
Staff Comment:
No comments.

•

SCRD Request for Chapman FDU Item a:
That BCTS address fire management along the Community Interface Area.
BCTS Response:
BCTS activities are conducted in accordance with the Wildfire Act and Wildfire Regulation
which outline precautions that must be observed by industrial operations in a forest setting.
Staff Comment:
Possible opportunity to include specific commitments in the Draft Protocol Agreement for the
Community Interface Area.

•

SCRD Request for Chapman FDU Item d:
That BCTS maintain biodiversity and wildlife corridor management.
BCTS Response:
BCTS is committed to maintain habitat and biodiversity through the Parks and Protected
Areas, Ecological Reserves, Old Growth Management Areas, Wildlife Habitat Areas, stand
level retention reserves, riparian reserves and riparian management areas.
Staff Comment:
No comments.

•

SCRD Request for Chapman FDU Items e & f:
That BCTS proactively manage and support the community various forestry related issues.
BCTS Response:
The public is provided an opportunity to comment on the FSP and additional opportunities
for input are provided when BCTS engages the SCRD at an operational planning level.
Staff Comment:
No comments.
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2011 Mt. Elphinstone Operational Plan
The SCRD adopted Resolutions 065/11 and 147/11 regarding the BCTS 2011 Operating Plan
for Mt. Elphinstone, see Attachments C and D. BCTS’ response was configured to address
each item (see Attachment F). The SCRD made 15 requests for consideration of BCTS. The
following discussion is a summary of the SCRD’s request and BCTS’ response.
• SCRD Request 2
The Regional District wanted BCTS to acknowledge that the community places high value
on the non-timber values of Mt. Elphinstone.
BCTS response:
BCTS considers the integration of the different uses.
Staff Comment:
No comment.
• SCRD Request 3
The Regional District wants BCTS to consider alternative harvesting practices on Mt.
Elphinstone.
BCTS response:
BCTS supports a result based model. Therefore as long as the licencee holder and person
carrying out the forestry activity maintains key forest and environmental values, BCTS is
satisfied.
Staff Comment:
Possibility of exploring alternative harvesting practices.
•

SCRD Request 4
The Regional District recommends that BCTS conducts activities to protect water quality and
quantity for all water licence holders.
BCTS response:
BCTS must comply with Forest Planning Practices Regulation Section 59-62 which provides
protection to licenced waterworks. The Drinking Water Protection Act applies to all persons
and provides protection to all drinking water sources. Further, BCTS licencees are required
to comply with the BCTS environmental certification requirements which contain
commitments pertaining to drinking water protection.
Staff Comment:
No comment.

•

SCRD Request 5,7,8 &9
The Regional District does not support logging of old-growth on Mt. Elphinstone; BCTS
should consider buffering Mt. Elphinstone protected areas; BCTS should remove Block
G042C16Y from plan and add it to BC Parks; BCTS ensure connectivity amongst the
Provincial Parks on Mt. Elphinstone.
BCTS response:
- BCTS is committed to maintain habitat and biodiversity through the Parks and Protected
Areas, Ecological Reserves, Old Growth Management Areas, Wildlife Habitat Areas,
stand level retention reserves, riparian reserves and riparian management areas.
- BCTS does not support the removal of additional area from the Crown forest, but is open
to a discussion about management options for harvesting in this area.
- BCT will consider the applicability of applying a partial cutting silviculture system to Block
G042C16
Staff Comment:
The SCRD could explore the possibility of a partial cutting system for Block G042C16.
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•

SCRD Request 10,11,12 &14
The SCRD will forward information about Suncoaster Trail, Dakota Ridge and creek names
to BCTS. SCRD requests a buffer around the Suncoaster Trail (ferry to ferry trail).
BCTS response:
Considerations of buffers are at the operational level.
Staff Comment:
Staff is in the process of providing BCTS with SCRD recreation information.

•

SCRD Request 13
The SCRD requests that BCTS establish a conservation area for Coastal Tailed frog on Mt.
Elphinstone.
BCTS response:
BCTS doesn’t have authority to establish a Wildlife Habitat Area (WHA). Does support
establishment of a WHA for the Coastal Tailed Frog – in the process of identifying a suitable
area.
Staff Comment:
No comment.

•

SCRD Request 6 & 15
The SCRD invited BCTS to meet to discuss old-growth and the Operating Plan.
BCTS response:
BCTS did offer a date, but was amenable to looking at another day.
Staff Comment:
Staff can initiate a meeting.

•

SCRD Request 16
The SCRD requests BCTS to complete a Coastal Watershed Assessment Procedure
(CWAP) on Wilson Creek.
BCTS response:
A hydrologic assessment of Wilson Creek was completed in March 2011 for the Sunshine
Coast Community Forest (Sechelt Community Projects Inc.).
Staff Comment:
Staff have a copy of the assessment. A summary of report conclusions include:
- Hydraulic condition of Wilson Creek watershed is properly functioning;
- Riparian areas are generally intact;
- Forestry development has had limited impact on channel stability and function;
- Terasen Gas access is chronic source of sediment;
- Unregulated off-road vehicle use detrimental to riparian condition;
- Proposed SCCF forest development is acceptable and shouldn’t have a detrimental
impact on quality/quantity;
- Windfirm boundaries must be in place for reserve zones to protect riparian stability;
- Sechelt Community Projects Inc operational practices meet the requirements for
appropriate hydrological management.
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CONCLUSION
It is recommended that the SCRD follow up on the following items:
1) Inviting BCTS to talk to the SCRD Board;
2) Providing BCTS with recreation information about Dakota and Suncoaster Trail;
3) Discussion with BCTS of the possibility of a partial cutting system for Block G042C16
and the interest of BCTS of using alternative harvesting practices on Mt. Elphinstone;
4) Introducing specific commitments in the Draft BCTS Protocol Agreement about wildfire
risk and management within the Community Interface Area.
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Attachment A

SUNSHINE COAST
R EGIONAL ISTRICT

1975 Field Road
Sechelt
British Columbia
Canada VON3AI

Tel. 604.885.6800
Fax: 604.885.7909
Toll Free 1.800.687.5753
Web Site: www.scrd.ca

December 15, 2010
via email: Norm.Kempe@gov.bc.ca

Mr. Norm Kemp
BC Timber Sales
Strait of Georgia Business Area
370 South Dogwood Street
Campbell River, BC V9W 6Y7
Dear Mr. Kemp:
Re:

BC Timber Sales Sunshine Coast Operating Area Forest Stewardship
Plan, Amendment #4

This letter is to inform you that the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) Board
adopted the following resolution at their December 9, 2010 meeting regarding the
BCTS Forest Stewardship Plan, Amendment #4:
505/10

Recommendation No. 11— BC Timber Sales
THAT the report dated December 1, 2010 regarding BC Timber Sales
Sunshine Coast Operating Area Forest Stewardship Plan, Amendment #4
be received;
AND THAT respecting the BCTS Forest Stewardship Plan Amendment #4
2006, the Regional District requests:
-

1) BCTS provide an opportunity for the Regional District to comment on
site plans that are within the Howe, Chapman, Sechelt, Brittain and the
Deserted Forest Development Units. And that site plans be provided in
a timely manner such that the Regional District has time to comment
on them prior to any harvesting.
2) BCTS work closely with the First Nations to assure that all values and
concerns are considered prior to issuance of forest land use tenures
and permits.
3) BCTS identify on FSP maps those watercourses with water use
tenures, particularly domestic water use tenures.
4) BCTS place on FSP maps threatened wildlife habitat areas, significant
wildlife movement corridors and any identified endangered biodiversity
management areas.
5) BCTS support the establishment of the Coastal Tailed Frog Wildlife
Habitat Area (WHA) area for the (CTFmm) Biogeoclimatic zone.
6) BCTS support a connecting greenway corridor amongst the three parts
of the Elphinstone Park.
7) BCTS restrict harvesting within the CDFmm.
8) there should be consideration for selective logging in the community
interface area, as opposed to clear cut logging.
9) BCTS describe the consequences of the difference in the Wildlife Tree
Patch objectives between the Sechelt FDU (Objective 2 (3)) and the
Chapman FDU (Objective 2 (2)).

ELECTORAL AREAS: A/Egmont, Pender Harbour B/Halfmoon Bay D/ Roberts Creek El Elphinstone F! West Howe Sound
MUNICIPALITIES: District of Sechelt/Sechelt Indian Government District! Town of Gibsons
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AND THAT BCTS address the specific issues for Forest Development
Units asfollows:
Brittain FDU:
a) Meet visual quality objectives for Jervis Inlet and from Sechelt Indian
Band lands located in Vancouver Bay;
b) Assure safeguards for marine water protection and shellfish water
quality.
Sechelt FDU:

.

a) Assur complete protection of the Milne Creek, McNeil Lake and
Waugh Lake oommunity watersheds.
b) Assure Visual Quality objectives on Highway 101 and along forest
recreation trails.
c) Assure Visual Quality objectives Highway 101, Park Reserve lands,
and along forest recreation trails.
d). The SCRD has established a ferry to ferry trail route, part of which
passes.through this FDU. The SCRD requests that BCTS consult with
our Parks and Recreation Department to address.access and protect
the integrityof the route.
e) There are many informal trails within the FDU. The SCRD requests
that these recreation trails be considered a resource and
accommodated.. Preserving a degree of quality around these trails,
possibly by retaining a buffer of trees, shOuld be considered.
ChapmánFDU:
a) Address forest fire management along the community interface area..
b) Do not harvest or construct roads within the Chapman and Gray Creek
watersheds.
c) Protect domestic water supply watersheds, particularly where forestry
and road construction practices are proposed.
d) Maintain biodiversity and Wildlife Corridor Management.
e). Proactive management and support for al.l the community’s various
forest related uses.
f). Consult closely with all concerned Sunshine Coast communities.
g) There are many informal trails within the FDU. The Regional District
requests that these recreation trails be considered a resource and
accommodated. Preserving a degree of quality around these trails,
possibly by retaining a buffer of trees, should be considered.
Howe FDU:
a) Maintain Visual Quality Objectives within the Howe Sound.- particularly
for blocks adjacent to the ocean.
b) Protect domestic water supply watersheds, particularly where forestry
and road construction practices are proposed (e.g. McNair Creek,
McNab Creek areas);
c) Assure. safeguards for marine water protection and shellfish water
quality protection for associated ocean log dump sites, work yards, and
crew camps.
.
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AND FURTHER THAT BCTS and the Regional District develop a
communication and planning protocol for forestry within the community
interface area, particularly as it concerns to the Sechelt, Chapman and
Howe FDU’s.
I have attached a copy of the draft Community Interface Area. as referred to in item #8.
Please contact me if you have any questions.
Regards,

Teresa Fortin
Planner

fl

Attachments 1
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
Proposed Community Interface Areas

A
B
D

F

E

Sunshine Coast
Regional District
August, 2010
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Teresa Fortin, MCIP
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechélt, B.C.
VON 3A1

Dear Teresa Fortin;
Thank you for your letter dated December 15, 2010 regarding the BC Timbe
r Sales proposed
Forest Stewardship Plan (FSP) amendment # 4 and extension. Your letter outline
sa
significant number of recommendations put forward by the Sunshine Coast
Regional District
(SCRD) and BC Timber Sales offers the following response.
Planning for harvesting opportunities and associated access can be a long and
complicated
process that is governed by various Acts, regulations and policies. BC Timber
Sales already
undertakes many of the SCRD recommendations as part of their legal and profess
ional
obligations. It is important to note that the FSP is a legal document that is require
d prior to
harvest of timber under section 3 of the Forest and Raiige Practices Act (FRPA)
and the
content of the FS1 is as specified in section 5in the FRPA. As such the FSP only
reflects
commitments with respect to the objectives set by government as defined in the
FRPA. It is
important to note that there is a complex myriad of legislation and policy that exists
outside
the FRPA that applies to BC Timber Sales operations.
SCRD recommendation 11(1):
SCRD requests that BC Timber Sales provide site plans to the SCRD is a timely
manner so
that the District may provide comments prior to harvesting. The prescribing foreste
r signing
the site plans must consider many legal and professional requirements and quite
often requires
various assessments prior to the site plan being completed. This can be a lengthy
process and
as such, BC Timber Sales can only commit to having site plans completed, and
therefore
available, at the time such Timber Sale Licences are advertised. When TSLs
are advertised,
block specific information is posted on the BC Timber Sales website which is
at the following
address
It is recommended that you review the
annual timber sales schedule on the BC Timber Sales website which provides
an estimate of
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r Sales Notices
when the TSLs will be advertised, but may beperiodicafly revised. The Timbe
that can be
plan
site
the
ing
tab on the website provides for site specific information, includ
downloaded for TSLs once advertising has commenced.
SCRD recommendation 11(2):
d, accommodate
The Province of British Columbia has a duty to consult and where require
treaty rights or
impact
First Nations whenever it proposes a decision or activity that could
is consistent with
aboriginal rights (including title). This duty stems from court decisions and
s, At the FSP
the Province’s commitment to building a new relationship with First Nation
of the Ministry of
level, this duty is primarily undertaken by the District Manager on behalf
ction and
Forests, Mines and Lands. At the operational level, where the road constru
er. Section
Manag
harvesting authority is issued, this duty is undertaken by the Timber Sales
ing First Nations.
1.3.2.6 outlines the commitments at the FSP level of consultation regard
-

SCRD recommendation 11(3) and (4):
be added to the FSP
SCRD recommendation 11(3) and (4) request that additional information
ments outlined in
maps. The FSP map for amendment 4 is consistent with the legal require
is to communicate
section 5(a) of the FRPA. The purpose of the FSP and associated maps
objectives that have been
the results and strategies for managing values associated with legal
only the beginning
established by government. The FSP is a broad scale coarse filter that is
use tenures, is
water
of
of the planning process. Detailed information, such as the location
d to the SCRD on an
located on BC Timber Sales operating plan maps which will be referre
lnterf’ace Areas and
unity
annual basis where there are proposed operations within the Comm
s.
as such block specific concerns can be addressed through this proces
SCRD recommendation 11(5):
cial Blue List in
BC Timber Sales recognizes that the Coastal Tailed Frog is on the provin
Canada. BC Timber
British Columbia and is designated as a species of Special Concern in
Frog consistent
Sales supports the establishment of a Wildlife Habitat Area for Coastal Tailed
e area. The
suitabl
a
with the applicable Wildlife Notice and is in the process of identifying
ied Wildlife
suitable location will be consistent with the attributes as described in the Identif
Management Strategies (IWMS) but is not restricted to the CDF.
SCRD recommendation 11(6):
Chart area are
The portions of land outside Biphinstone Park that is within BC Timber Sales
for harvesting
classified as provincial forest and are therefore available for consideration
within the Mt.
ed
opportunities. There are approximately 140 hectares of forest land protect
Growth
Fiphinstone Park. In addition to the park areas, there are 234 hectares of Old
retention areas
tree
e
Management Areas (OGMA’s) and approximately 140 hectares of wildlif
There are ever
that have been set aside in the BC Timber Sales chart in the Elphinstone area.
BC
such,
as
and
ting
increasing reductions on the amount of timber available for harves
forest
Timber Sales cannot currently support the removal of additional area fi’om the crown
ic
strateg
ing
regard
ions
ed
discuss
land base to buffer established parks but is open to continu
forest management options for harvesting in this area.
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SCRD recommendation 11(7):
On July 26, 2010, an Order was established to protect almost 40% of the Coastal Douglas Fir
(CDF) ecosystem on Provincial Crown land. BC Timber Sales will comply with this Order
and not propose harvest within areas set aside as part of the Order. BC Timber Sales does not
currently have any proposed operations within the CDF. In addition to this, BC Timber Sales
is working on an internal harvesting and conservation strategy that would apply to BC Timber
Sales operations proposed in the CDF.
SCRD recommendation 11(8):
A variety of silviculture systems are applied to areas where BC Timber Sales harvests timber.
The appropriate silviculture system is selected by the prescribing forester based on
consideration of the integration of various resource values. The Douglas fir forests prevalent
on the Sunshine Coast are among the most productive and commercially valuable in British
Columbia and it is our desire to retain this legacy through the use of appropriate silviculture
systems, prompt regeneration and ongoing stand tending. The silviculture systems utilized by
BC Timber Sales allow for effective regeneration of the cut blocks, maximize preferred
species stocking and encourage maximum timber productivity on harvested areas.
Douglas fir is a shade intolerant pioneer species on the coast. Adopting a partial cut regime in
culminated stands whereby 50 to 60% of the trees are retained will, over time, result in the
conversion of these stands to a more hemlock dominated profile; a species of much less value
than Douglas fir and would be contrary to good forest stewardship principles. If a partial cut
or commercial thinning regime were to be considered, it would be applied in younger stands
where less desirable trees in a stand are removed with several intermediate cuts and where a
final harvest of remaining crop trees would then be scheduled to coincide with their
culmination age.
SCRD recommendation 11 (9):
Wildlife tree retention targets and objectives associated with landscape and stand level
biodiversity were established under section 4 of the Forest Practices Code as part of the
provinces plans to sustain specified biodiversity values. Although there are differences in the
specifics for how the objectives are to be applied, the overarching objective to maintain stand
level structural diversity by retaining wildlife tree patches, or retention areas is the same for
each LU. BC Timber Sales does not anticipate significant ditTerences in the implementation
of the objectives; therefore the consequences are minimal and would not compromise the
overall objective of maintaining stand level biodiversity.
SCRD recommendation Brittain (a), Sechelt (b) (c) and Howe (a):
The FSP commits to maintaining visual quality objectives as established within scenic areas
by the District Manager. If approved. the amendment does provide for VQOs to be managed
from a broader grouping of polygons as opposed to a specific polygon. In this situation, the
polygons being grouped would all he visible from the viewpoint from which the analysis is
being undertaken and the VQO for the group of polygons would be met. The proposed
strategy would also provide tbr situations where specified adjacent alteration would not be
considered in the assessment (private land for example). In both of these cases proposed
cutblock configuration must exhibit aspects of good visual design.
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SCR]J recommendation Brittain (b) and Howe (c):
Marine water protection and shellfish water quality values and the impacts that BC Timber
Sales operations may have on them is given serious consideration and operations undertaken
or authorized by BC Timber Sales are conducted in accordance with applicable legislation and
regulations.
Prior to development, plans are prepared that meet the requirements of carious Acts and
Regulations were applicable such as the Fisheries Act, Navigable Waters Protection Act,
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, Oceans Act, Species at Risk Act, Migratory Birds
Act, Waste Management Act, FRPA and Corkers Compensation Act. Additional guidance
provided by DFO in the form of Operational Statements and Best Management Practices are
used to ensure DFO standards are complied with regarding industrial development and
maintenance activities. Where habitat impact is unavoidable, compensation is required at a
minimum level of 2:1 and undergoes a thorough review and approval process by DFO.
SCRD recommendation Sechelt (a) and Chapman (b):
The FRPA objective for established community watersheds areas is to prevent the cumulative
hydrological effects of primary forest activities within the community watershed from
resulting in a material adverse impact on the quantity of water or the timing of the flow of the
water to the waterworks, or the water having a material adverse impact on human health that
cannot be addressed by water treatment required under an enactment or the water licence.
Currently all of the designated community watersheds within the FSP Forest Development
Units (FDUs) have had a coastal watershed assessment conducted on them. Road
construction and timber harvesting undertaken or authorized by BC Timber Sales within
designated community watersheds will be consistent with results and recommendations of the
applicable watershed assessments.
Although there are currently not any operations planned within the Chapman and Gray Creek
watersheds, BC Timber Sales cannot rule out the possibility of future operations within these
community watersheds. These areas are within the crown forest land base and are considered
by the Chief Forester in the timber supply reviews that determining the allowable annual cut
for the area.
SCRD recommendation Sechelt (d) (e) and Chapman (g):
Recreation trails, both established and informal, are among the many recreation resource
values that are considered and managed for in our planning. These trails, and the possibility
of retaining buffers along them are considered at the operational level and consultation with
the appropriate group or agency is undertaken. The provincial forest is available for many
types of resource uses and as such integration of these different users is an important
consideration and the implications of activities are considered carefully by BC Timber Sales.
With respect to the ferry to ferry trail route, BC Timber Sales will provide a copy of the
annual operating plan to the SCRD for comments and any block specific comments with
regard to implications that proposed road construction and harvesting opportunities may have
on this trail should be dealt with through that process.
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SCRD recommendation Chapman (c) and Howe (b):
The protection of domestic water supply is important to BC Timber Sales and is managed at
the operational level. There is not a FRPA or Land Use objective for protecting domestic
water supply watersheds there and therefore management strategies and commitments are
outside of the scope of the FSP.
Division 4 of the Forest Planning Practices Regulation (FPPR) pertains to Watersheds;
Sections 59 to 62 includes practice requirements that apply to all timber harvesting and road
construction, providing protection to “licensed waterworks.” These sections of the FPPR
regulation stipulate that an authorized person who carries out a primary forest activity, which
includes road construction, must ensure that the activity does not cause material that is
harmful to human health to be deposited in. or transported to, water that is diverted for human
consumption by a licensed waterworks. ‘Licensed waterworks “is defined in the FPPR to
include a water supply intake or a water storage and delivery infrastructure that is licensed
under the Water Act.
The Drinking Water Protection Act applies to all persons, including those carrying out any
forestry—based industrial activity. This Act provides protection to all drinking water sources,
whether they are legally established or not.
In addition to the existing legislative and regulatory regime, all BCTS operations are subject
to Environmental Certification requirements (EMS), which contain commitments that pertain
to drinking water protection. Timber sale licensees are required by contract to comply with
the BCTS EMS program. The EMS is a framework that sets environmental objectives and
targets and identities ke\ environmental attributes (aspects) that must be considered and
specifically managed within the context of forestry activities, it is an important foundation
for due diligence requirements under FRPA and is a proven system to ensure plans are
effectively communicated and appropriately executed.
SCRD recommendation Chapman (a):
Activities undertaken or authorized by BC Timber Sales are conducted in accordance with the
Wildfire Act and Wildfire Regulation. These two pieces of legislation in British Columbia
outline the precautions that must be observed by industrial operations in a forest setting. Most
operations associated with timber harvesting and road construction are considered high risk
and as such are subject to Schedule 3 of the regulation which stipulates graduated restriction
commensurate with the Fire Danger Class. The restrictions ultimately require the complete
closure of all activity following three consecutive days of extreme fire hazard conditions. A
copy of the Act and regulation is located on the internet via the following address.
http ://www. for. gov. be .ca/tasb/legsregs/
SCRD recommendation Chapman (d):
BC Timber Sales is committed to maintaining wildlife habitat and biodiversity both at the
landscape and stand leel. This is managed partially through the establishment of Parks,
Protected Areas and Ecological Reserves, Old Growth Management Areas (OGMAs),
Wildlife Habitat Areas (WHAs). stand level retention reserves, riparian reserves and riparian
management areas.
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SCRD recommendation Chapman (e) and (f):
One of BC Timber Sales four mandated goals is to provide a reliable supply of timber to the
market, through open and competitive auctions. The provincial forest is available for many
types of resource uses and as such integration of these different users is an important
consideration and the implications of activities are considered carefully by BC Timber Sales.
The integration of overlapping resource values is managed by forest professionals who take
into account comments provided by the public, agencies, First Nations and interest groups
regarding forestry operations. The public is provided an opportunity to engage in the
planning process during the review and comment period for the FSP, consistent with section
20, 21 and 22 of the FPPR. Additional opportunities for input are provided when BC Timber
Sales engages the SCRD at the operational plan level.
In summary, a great deal of the recommendations made by the SCRD are requests for
activities and management that is already taking place either as a result of applicable
legislative requirements or professional considerations, I trust that your concerns have been
addressed and I look forward to further discussions regarding the proposed 2011 operating
plan.

Sincerely,

Nomi Kempe, R.P.F.
Planning Forester, BC Timber Sales
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Attachment C

SUNSHINE COAST
REGIONAL ISTRICT

1975 Field Road
Sechelt
British Columbia
Canada VON 3A1

Tel. 604.885,6800
Fax: 604.885.7909
Toll Free 1.800.687.5753
Web Site: www.scrd.ca

February 16, 2010
Mr. Norm Kemp
BC Timber Sales
Strait of Georgia Business Area
370 South Dogwood Street
Campbell River, BC V9W 6Y7

via email: Norm.Kempe@gov.bc.ca

Dear Mr. Kemp:
Re:

2011 BC Timber Sales Operating Plan

—

Mt. Elphinstone

The Regional District Board wishes to thank you for the opportunity to review and
provide comments on the 2011 Mt. Elphinstone Operating Plan. The following
comments are to inform you that the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) Board
adopted the following resolution at their February 10, 2011 meeting regarding the
BCTS Mt. Elphinstone Operating Plan:
065/11

Recommendation No. 5—2011 BC Timber Sales Operating Plan
Elphinstone

THAT the report titled “2011 BC Timber Sales Operating Plan
Elphinstone” dated February 2, 2011, be received;

—

—

Mt.

Mt.

AND THAT the following comments be forwarded to BC Timber Sales
(BCTS) regarding the 2011 BC Timber Sales Operating Plan for Mt.
Elphinstone:
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

THAT the SCRD thank BCTS for the opportunity to comment;
The Regional District expresses to BCTS that the community places
a high value on beauty, hiking, recreation, mushroom picking and
other aesthetic and other non-timber values of the unlogged forest
on the slopes of Mt. Elphinstone.
The Regional District recommends that BCTS consider requesting
their contractors to use low impact methods such as selective
logging and partial canopy retention logging methods or alternative
practices to harvest on Mt. Elphinstone.
The Regional District recommends that BCTS forest management
practices on Mt. Elphinstone are conducted so that they protect
water quantity and quality for all water licence holders.
The Regional District does not support logging of old growth trees
on Mt. Elphinstone.
The Regional District invites BCTS to enter into a discussion about
old growth forest values in all sub-zones.
The Regional District would like BCTS to consider substantial noharvest buffer zones around the protected areas on Mt. Elphinstone.
The Regional District would like BCTS to remove Block G042C1 6Y
from the current plan and request it be added to the BC Parks
Inventory, and advise BC Parks of this request.

ELECTORAL AREAS: A/Egmont, Pender Harbour B/Halfmoon Bay DI Roberts Creek E/ Elphinstone F! West Howe Sound
MUNICIPALITIES: District of Sechelt/Sechelt Indian Government District/ Town of Gibsons

68

•BCTS Mt. Elphinstone Operating Plan

.9.

10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
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The Regional District recommends that BCTS ensure connectivity
amongst the three provincial Mt. Elphinstone Provincial Parks either
through extending OGMA’s, creating wildlife corridors or agreeing to
have ano harvest buffer around them.
That the Regional District will forward the proposed route of the
Suncoaster Trail as it passes through the lower slopes of Mt.
Elphinstoné to. BCTS once it has been mapped and that BCTS
consider a no harvest buffer around the route.
The Regional District will provide BCTS with the location of the
gates.and warming hut for Dakota Ridge.
The Regional District recognizes potential trail
opportunities/connections for Dakota Ridge if Block A84612 and br
WC022 are re-scheduled for sale.
The Regional District requests that BCTS establish the Coastal
Tailed Frog conservation areas on Mt. Elphinstone.
The Regional District will forwarda map to BCTS depicting creek
names as they are locally known for the area on Mt. Elphinstone.
That the Regional District invites BCTS to a meeting to discuss the
Operating Plan for Mt. Elphinstone.
That the Regional District request BCTS to complete a CWAP on
the Wilson Creek Watershed.
That staff report back to the Board respecting the designated
Community Watersheds in the Regional District following which
there may be further comment to BCTS on the Dakota Creek
Community Watershed.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

.

Regards,

Teresa Fortin
Planner

..

.

.

.

.

H:\PLN\6660-O1 Forestry\BcTS\BCTS2O1 1 OpPInEIph\bcts_elphinstone_scrdcomments.docx
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Attachment D

SUNSHINE COAST
R EGIONAL ISTRICT

1975 Field Road
Sechelt
British Columbia
Canada VON 3A1

Tel. 604.885.6800
Fax: 604.885.7909
Toll Free 1.800.687.5753
Web Site: www.scrd.ca

April 7, 2011
Mr. Norm Kemp
BC Timber Sales
Strait of Georgia Business Area
370 South Dogwood Street
Campbell River, BC V9W 6Y7

via email: Norm.Kempe@gov.bc.ca

Dear Mr. Kemp:
Re:

2011 BC Timber Sales Operating Plan
Comment

—

Mt. Elphinstone

—

Additional

On February 16”, the Regional District sent a letter which provided comments on the
2011 Mt. Elphinstone Operating Plan. The last item stated:
17. That staff report back to the Board respecting the designated
Community Watersheds in the Regional District following which
there may be further comment to BCTS on the Dakota Creek
Community Watershed.
The Board has decided to comment on the proposed Block in the Dakota Creek
Community Watershed. The following Regional District resolution was adopted at the
th
March 24
Board meeting:
147/11

Recommendation No. 9

Community Watersheds

THAT the Regional District forward the following additional comment
to BC Timber Sales (BCTS) regarding the 2011 BCTS Operating Plan
for Mt. Elphinstone:
The Regional District does not support logging within the
Dakota Community Watershed, including Block A 79517 that lies
within this watershed;
AND THAT staff share with BCTS some of the history in the report
about the SCRD’s traditional position on logging in community
watersheds.
In 2000, the Regional District adopted resolution 27/00 which stated that they are not
in favour of logging in designated community watersheds or watershed reserves.
Since then, staff have endeavored to review resource referrals/issues with this
resolution in mind and included this recommendation to the Board where appropriate.
Resolution 147/11 continues the Regional District’s historic position of not supporting
logging in community watersheds.

ELECTORAL AREAS: A/Egmont, Pender Harbour B/Halfmoon Bay DI Roberts Creek El Elphinstone F! West Howe Sound
MUNICIPALITIES: District of Sechelt/Sechelt Indian Government District! Town of Gibsons
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Please contact me if you have any questions.
Regards,
-‘-1

// L tTeresa Fortin
Planner

H:\PLN\6660-O1 Forestry\BCTS\BCTS2O1 1 OpPInEIph\bcts_elphinstonescrd_commentsapril.doçx
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Attachment E

COLUMBIA

ECEIVED1

The Best Place on Earth

APR 1 12011

Ls.c.
File:

j

1 8046-30/SCOA FSP

March 31, 2011
Teresa Fortin, MCIP
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, B.C.
VON 3A1

Dear Teresa Fortin;
Thank you for your letter dated February 16, 2011 regarding the proposed BC Timber Sales
2011 Operating Plan. BC Timber Sales appreciates your input and offers the following
response.
SCRIJ recommendation 5(2):
The provincial forest is available for many types of resource uses including aesthetics, hiking,
recreation, mushroom picking and as such integration of these different uses is an important
consideration and the implications of activities are considered carefully by BC Timber Sales.
SCRD recommendation 5(3):
BC Timber Sales provides detailed plans and recommendations to the Timber Sales Licence
(TSL) holders through contract specific requirements and professional reports and
assessments, The current legislative regime (Forest and Range Practices Act [FRPA] is
structured around a results based model that identifies key forest and environmental values
that must be maintained. The regulations related to FRPA further define these values by
providing a goal statement for each one. How operations are carried out in order to meet
those objectives is at the discretion of the licence holder and person carrying out the activity.
The current structure of BC Timber Sales supports this results based model.
SCRD recommendation Chapman 5(4):
As noted in our letter dated February 10, 2011 the protection of domestic water supply is
important to BC Timber Sales. The Drinking Water Protection Act applies to all persons,
including those carrying out any forestry—based industrial activity. This Act provides
protection to all drinking water sources, whether they are legally established or not.
Page 1 of3
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Division 4 of the Forest Planning Practices Regulation (FPPR) pertains to Watersheds;
Sections 59 to 62 includes practice requirements that apply to all timber harvesting and road
construction, providing protection to “licensed waterworks.” These sections of the FPPR
regulation stipulate that an authorized person who carries out a primary forest activity, which
includes road construction, must ensure that the activity does not cause material that is
harmful to human health to be deposited in, or transported to, water that is diverted for human
consumption by a licensed waterworks. “Licensed waterworks “is defined in the FPPR to
include a water supply intake or a water storage and delivery infrastructure that is licensed
under the Water Act.
In addition to the existing legislative and regulatory regime, all BCTS operations are subject
to Environmental Certification requirements (EMS), which contain commitments that pertain
to drinicing water protection. Timber sale licensees are required by contract to comply with
the BCTS EMS program. The EMS is a framework that sets environmental objectives and
targets and identifies key environmental attributes (aspects) that must be considered and
specifically managed within the context of forestry activities. It is an important foundation
for due diligence requirements under FRPA and is a proven system to ensure plans are
effectively communicated and appropriately executed.
SCRD recommendation 5(5, 7, 8 and 9):
One of BC Timber Sales four mandated goals is to provide a reliable supply of timber to the
market, through open and competitive auctions. The provincial forest is available for many
types of resource uses and as such integration of these different users is an important
consideration and the implications of proposed harvesting operations are considered carefully
by BC Timber Sales.
BC Timber Sales is committed to maintaining biodiversity both at the landscape and stand
level. This is managed partially through the establishment of Parks, Protected Areas and
Ecological Reserves, Old Growth Management Areas (OGMA5), Wildlife Habitat Areas
(WHA5), stand level retention reserves, riparian reserves and riparian management areas.
As noted in our previous letter dated February 10, 2011, the portions of land outside
Elphinstone Park that is within BC Timber Sales Chart area are classified as provincial forest
and are therefore available for consideration for harvesting opportunities. There are
approximately 140 hectares of forest land protected within the Mt. Elphinstone Park. In
addition to the park areas, there are 234 hectares of Old Growth Management Areas
(OGMA’s) and approximately 140 hectares of wildlife tree retention areas that have been set
aside in the BC Timber Sales chart in the Elphinstone area. There are ever increasing
reductions on the amount of timber available for harvesting and as such, BC Timber Sales
cannot currently support the removal of additional area from the crown forest land base to
buffer established parks but is open to continued discussions regarding strategic forest
management options for harvesting in this area.
BC Timber Sales will maintain the current deferral status for Block G042C 1 6Y. Given the
amount of local interest in this block, BC Timber Sales will consider the applicability of
applying a partial cutting silviculture system to this block.
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SCRD recommendation 5(10,11, 12 and 14):
BC Timber Sales appreciates the offer of the SCRD to provide the location of the proposed
Suncoaster Trail route, location of the gates and warming hut for Dakota Ridge, and a map
depicting local creek names for Mt. Elphinstone. As noted in our letter dated February 10,
2011, the possibility of retaining buffers along established and informal recreation trails are
considered at the operational level. Once maps of the proposed Suncoaster trail is received by
BC Timber Sales, we will be able to consider if and to what extend buffers are required.

The Dakota Ridge timber sale A84612 is currently deferred from the sales plan pending a
detailed archaeological assessment.
SCRD recommendation 5 (13):
BC Timber Sales does not have the legislated authority to establish Wildlife Habitat Areas
(WHA) or conservation areas. The Ministry of Environment (MOE) is the Ministry
responsible for establishing WHAs for Species at Risk. As noted in our letter dated February
9, 2011, BC Timber Sales supports the establishment of a Wildlife Habitat Area for Coastal
Tailed Frog consistent with the applicable Wildlife Notice and is in the process of identifying
a suitable area.
SCRD recommendation 5 (6 and 15):
BC Timber Sales appreciates the offer to meet and discuss the portion of the Operating Plan
that is specific to Elphinstone as well as old growth values in all sub-zones. A BC Timber
Sales representative is available to meet in Sechelt on the morning of April 7, 2011. If that
date is not suitable, please select a few dates as options that would work for the SCRD and we
can assess if one of those dates works for BC Timber Sales as well.
SCRD recommendation 5(16)
A hydrologic assessment was completed for the Wilson creek watershed by Dobson
Engineering for the Sunshine Coast Community Forest. A copy of that assessment, dated
March 2010, is available on the Community Forest website located at http://www.sccf.caJ
In summary, a great deal of the recommendations made by the SCRD are requests for
activities and management that is already taking place either as a result of applicable
legislative requirements or professional considerations. I look forward to hearing back from
you regarding potential dates for our next meeting.
Sincerely,

.1

/

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

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE: May 11,2011
TO:

May 12, 2011 Planning and Development Committee

FROM: Mark McMullen, Manager of Planning and Development
RE:

Role and Continuation of the Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory
Committee

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT the Planning and Development Committee direct staff to pursue one the following
options:
1. Continue the Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee (OBESAC)
by removing the current clause within its current Terms of Reference (TOR)
concerning its being dissolved after its second two-year term; or
2. Not continue with the OBESAC as stipulated under the current OBESAC Terms of
Reference;
AND THAT, if the Board chooses to continue the OBESAC, that staff send letters to all
current OBESAC members thanking them for serving on the OBESAC and advising them
to re-apply for a another term if they are interested prior to the SCRD commencing public
advertising for new membership applications.

Background
The Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee (OBESAC) was first created in
March 2007 under a Terms of Reference for a two-year term. Leading up to OBESAC’s
appointment to a second term, the Committee Terms of Reference (TOR) were amended
slightly on April 9, 2009 to amend Clause 9 under Procedures to extend the Committee TOR
(Attachment A) for a second term for another two years:
Upon the expiry of a period of 2 years from the date of its first meeting, the SCRD Board will
consider whether to re-appoint the Committee or dissolve the Committee.

Having done this, the Board appointed the following 10 members to the Ocean Beach
Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee:
Bruce Armstrong, Ray Bailey, Rob Bone, Doreen Bartley, Larry Gilistrom, Susan Goodall,
Laurella Hay, Fran Heppell, Miguel Roberts and Kirsten Howes

This report has been brought forward given that the continuation of OBESAC is up for
consideration at this time with the understanding that its role would be reviewed at the end of its
second term.
7Lfr(c)

Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee
Report to the Planning and Development Committee Meeting of May 12, 2011
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Discussion
Since the time of creation of the OBESAC, the committee has addressed a number of issues at
six meetings since May 2009, including:

/ Promoting stewardship of the Esplanade by hosting Ocean Beach Esplanade Days
v”

Developing educational signage concerning the natural environment and stewardship of
the Esplanade

v

Proactively advising on drainage issues concerning private lands and the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure road allowances

v’

Advising on shoreline enhancements along Chaster Park as referred to it by SCRD Parks

v’

Commenting on permits for private works such undergrounding BC Hydro power lines by
private land owners

v’ Advising on proposed bike and walking path routes, both proactively and in response to

referrals from SCRD Planning and Parks
v

Proactively bringing to the attention of the SCRD, private encroachments into the
Esplanade and adjacent foreshore

Given the interest of OBESAC in furthering such work, OBSEAC made the following comments
supporting their continuation at their February 15, 2011 meeting:
Future of OBESAC
OBESAC comes up for re-appointment in March. Mark McMullen inquired if the Committee
wanted to ask the SCRD Board to continue OBESAC, discontinue, or do minor changes. Points
raised in discussion:
• Suggestion of having a rotating Chair
• Open membership to more people
There was general consensus that the committee should continue and perhaps meet twice per
year with the SCRD, as well as at other times with just members. Staff suggested that, should the
mandate be extended, current OBESAC members could be asked if they want to re-apply, after
which the SCRD could advertise for members.
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As discussed above, it can been seen that OBESAC has advised on a number issues referred
to it by the SCRD and proactively raised awareness of other local stewardship issues that the
membership has seen as important.
Summary

OBESAC has, over the past two years, advised on a number of issues of importance to the
Esplanade as well as participated and hosted public education and outreach events concerning
the Esplanade and adjacent shoreline. The question is not whether OBESAC provides useful
advice and insight, but instead whether it should be continued as an SCRD advisory committee
or continue as an independent community group in some form.

()

TERMS OF REFERENCE
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
OCEAN BEACH ESPLANADE
STEWARDSHIP
ADVISORY COMMI1TEE
(Including Amendments on April 16, 2007 April 9, 2009)

Purpose and Role:
The Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Committee (OBESAC) will generally promote
stewardship of the Esplanade, using the final report of the Ocean Beach Esplanade
Environmental Concerns Adviso,y Committee (OBEECAC), as endorsed by the SCRD Board,
as a guide.
The substantive goals of the Committee will be to:
1.
2.
3.

Review the findings of the OBEECAC upon its conclusion.
Identify any further environmental, access and recreational issues within the Esplanade
that are brought to its attention.
Make recommendations to SCRD staff, and other agencies through the SCRD, to help
these agencies’ planning, policy and management activities support the
recommendations of the OBEECAC report and other issues identified by this Committee.

The process goals of the Committee will be to:
1.

Provide public education regarding the protection and enhancement of the Esplanade

2.

Receive information from the public on environmental, land use (not including changes to
zoning), recreational and access issues.

Member Composition and Qualifications:
The Committee will consist of up to 10 (ten ) members of the general public. Membership will
be made up of a diversity of relevant interests, expertise and knowledge, and will include at
least 7 representatives from the Elphinstone community.

Recruitment:
The SCRD will recruit citizens to serve on the Committee by advertisements in the local paper
and SCRD website. The SCRD Board of Directors will appoint Committee members based on
the interested candidates that are presented for a term of 2 years.

Meeting Requirements:
The Committee will hold one scheduled meeting every 3 months, or more frequently as
determined by the Committee, for a term of 2 years, commencing not later than April 30, 2009.

Procedures:
1.
2.
3.

The Committee will elect a chairperson.
The Committee will operate on a consensus basis.
Five committee members will be considered a quorum.

(‘4)
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

The Committee may hear delegations on issues being considered.
Members of the Committee must declare any property interests at the on-set of the
process and must excuse themselves from discussions and recommendations related to
those particular property interests.
The SCRD will prepare agendas, record minutes and distribute those minutes to each
member after the meetings.
The minutes of the Committee will be forwarded to the Elphinstone Advisory Planning
Commission (APC) and SCRD Planning & Development, and other departments as
needed, for information and consideration of the Committee’s recommendations.
Other than as set out in the terms of reference, the Committee has no authority to call
public meetings, commit funds, enter into contracts or represent the SCRD.
Staff members from the Planning & Development, with the input from other departments
as needed, will serve as a resource to the Committee.
Upon the expiry of a period of 2 years from the date of its first meeting, the SCRD Board
will consider whether to re-appoint the Committee or dissolve the Committee.

Summary of SCRD Responsibilities:
SCRD staff:
Acts as an advisor to the committee.
1.
Provides technical support to committee.
2.
Organizes meeting logistics eg. location, room, supplies, equipment.
3.
Keeps records of committee activities.
4.
Liaises with the committee chair between meetings to assist in development of agendas
5.
and action plans.
Will prepare quarterly status reports to the Committee outlining what policy and
6.
management issues had been addressed, not undertaken, or were in the process being
commenced concerning the Esplanade within this Terms of Reference.
SCRD support for the Committee:
1.
2.

The SCRD will cover necessary meeting expenses (room rental, etc.) if applicable.
Secretarial services will be provided by SCRD.

Recommendations and Reports:
All formal recommendations will be included within the minutes of the Committee. Quarterly
reports of recommendations of the Committee on issues within this Terms of Reference
including those actions from the OBECAC Final Report that were endorsed by the Regional
Board will be provided to the SCRD Planning and Development Services Committee for
consideration. Staff comments on any Committee recommendations requiring new or amended
bylaws, official policies or operational issues will be provided before consideration by the SCRD
Planning and Development Committee and/or Community Services Committee and Board.

Remuneration:
Members of the Committee will serve without remuneration but the SCRD will pay appropriate
pre-approved and necessary expenses that arise directly out of the performance of their duties
as members of the Committee, in accordance with the Financial Administration Act and
Regulations. Expenses must be approved in advance by SCRD staff.

ANNEX G
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

May 4, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – May 12, 2011

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

Highway Frontage Requirement for Witherby Point subdivision District Lot 1637

RECOMMENDATION
THAT, with respect to subdivision application MoTI File #2009-03900, for District Lot 1637,
except part in Plan 9899, PID: 015-931-846, located on Witherby Point, West Howe Sound,
the requirement for 10% parcel frontage on a highway be waived under Section 944 of the
Local Government Act for proposed Strata Lots 1 – 14 and forwarded to the Board for
approval.

BACKGROUND
Application to subdivide Witherby Point was made in the June of 2009 with Preliminary Layout
Approval issued by the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure in December of that year.
At the time of subdivision application, the property was zoned RU2-I, which enabled properties
with a 4 hectare minimum parcel size and containing up to 3 dwellings and an auxiliary dwelling
on a parcel exceeding 4 hectares. After the subsequent implementation of the Twin Creeks
Area OCP, the zoning on the property was changed to RU4B-J. The RU4B land use zone is
currently in effect limits the number of dwellings to one dwelling and one auxiliary dwelling on
all future parcels. However the property owners have one year from the change in subdivision
district from I to J (December 9, 2010) to complete the subdivision with a 4 hectare parcel
density under the I district before the minimum parcel size of 25 hectares in the J subdivision
district applies.
Therefore, the subdivision based on the 4 hectare subdivision zoning, is progressing and is
approaching the final stages. The subdivision is a Bare Land Strata Subdivision, which enables a
4 hectare average parcel size instead of the standard 4 hectare minimum size. Many of the
properties along the point are in fact slightly larger than 2 hectares but are balanced with
several much larger parcels above the road network.
The subdivision includes both public roads (highways) and internal private strata access roads.
Section 944 of the Local Government Act requires that all newly created lots have a minimum
10 per cent parcel frontage onto a public highway unless otherwise waived by local government
or the Approving Officer. The properties along the point of Witherby Point are long and narrow
by virtue of their size and the geography of the land and consequently do not meet the 10 per
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cent road frontage requirement. The applicant has requested that the frontage requirement be
waived for the subject application in order for it to proceed.
DISCUSSION
A 10 per cent parcel frontage at subdivision stage is generally achievable on smaller residential
properties (2,000 square metres and smaller), however on larger properties (2 hectares and
larger) it becomes a greater challenge unless there are multiple road frontages. As the parent
parcel (District Lot 1637) is an irregular shape and not a square or rectangular district lot it
becomes even more difficult to create parcels with road frontages that are functional and that
do not further hinder the natural attributes of the property.
The subdivision layout was designed to provide parcel with views of the ocean and a functional
road network that provides access to lands beyond and to an internal strata access network
that leads to building and septic sites. As the internal private strata road is not a public road
network it does not contribute toward frontage.
The following diagram shows the configuration and topography of the parent parcel while the
detailed draft subdivision plan is included within Attachment A.

All parcels in the subdivision are greater than 2 hectares in size and thus the park dedication
requirement does not apply. However, throughout the course of the subdivision review,
Planning staff and the property owners have negotiated amenities on the property which will
preserve some of the forested and environmental attributes of the property and provide
the ability for future public access.
There are three areas featuring substantial portions of land that will be subject to no tree
cutting and land clearing under restrictive covenants. The first area is at the southwest corner
of District Lot 1637 below Witherby Beach Road on Lots 20 & 21 comprising of greater than 12
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hectares of land. This area will also include a statutory right of way, pedestrian trail to the
waterfront with land set aside adjacent to Witherby Beach Road for 4 - 6 parking spaces.
The second area is located in the central part of the district lot between Witherby Road and the
internal strata common road. For visual and environmental reasons this area is being
preserved as a ‘no cut’ area. There are pockets of land within this area that are reserved for
septic fields, which may be cleared in the future, however generally speaking this area will
forested. The preserved area equates to 9.5 hectares of land.
The third area is the coastal bluff area along the waterfront of Lot 1-14 this is a geotechnical
setback area unsuitable for construction. Extending along the foreshore areas of Lots 1-18 this
equates to approximately 15.6 hectares of land. It is also the primary view of Witherby Point
from the south and noted on the Provincial Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory as Woodland
Habitat.
Attachments B-D shows the three areas of proposed conservation, which equates to 37
hectares or at minimum 45% of the parent parcel. There are further geotechnical covenant
areas to be established in the future on the larger parcels Lots 19-21, which will lead to a
greater than 50% protection on the parent parcel.
It is felt that the attributes negotiated at during the subdivision review are sufficient in absence
of park dedication requirement and that the subdivision should proceed as planned.
SUMMARY
The zoning has changed in this area as part of the implementation of the Twin Creeks Official
Community Plan. The Local Government Act does provide a provision for protection of on-going
subdivision applications and thus this application may proceed in its current form if the parcel
frontage waiver is granted.
Due to the topography of the subject property creating a layout containing parcels with a 10%
parcel frontage would result in a difficult development pattern which would reduce the amount
preserved lands that Planning staff have achieved through negotiations with the property
owners.
Planning staff have no objections to the SCRD Board waiving the requirement for 10% parcel
frontage on a highway for proposed Strata Lots 1 – 14 in the subject subdivision application in
its current form.

______________________
Andrew Allen
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ANNEX H
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR APRIL 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.
Two applications were received:
Electoral Area B
Renewal of File 2404865 by Western Eagle Properties for a Moorage Facility in Secret
Cove, Area B.
Electoral Area F
Crown Land Re-Application File 2409971 b y BURNCO Rock Products Ltd for a Q uarry
Investigation Permit near Rainy River, Howe Sound, Area F
(Item to be forwarded to NRAC and Area F APC in May)

C.

Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust)
Town of Gibsons (ToG) - Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan – Staff report considered at
March CAS meeting; initial Board comments sent to Town on March 28; staff attended a
public information meeting held by ToG on April 6; referrals sent by staff to Area E APC,
AAC, Elphinstone Electors Association; staff will meet with ToG staff in May and report to
SCRD Board for final comments.

D.

Agricultural Land Commission Applications
One new application was received.
Electoral Area D
ALR Application D-56 by Mr. Moseley and Ms. Fox for Exclusion (partial) within the ALR
located at 1891 Pell Road. This application is to be forwarded to the AAC and APC in May
and will be on the PDC agenda in June.
On-Going Applications
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 May and will be on the June PDC.
ALR Application D-53 by Mr. Youngman for Exclusion from and Subdivision within the
ALR at 706 Leek Road. This application has been be considered by the AAC. Mr.
Youngman is still waiting regarding the new OCP to address Agriculture before he takes
the application to the APC.
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Electoral Area E
ALR Application E-37 for Subdivision with the ALR by Mr. McLaughlin for Lot J, DL 909,
Plan 3417, located at 331 Hough Road, Gibsons, BC. This application was forwarded to
the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for a decision. The ALC are currently reviewing
the application.
E.

Subdivision Activity
One new application was received in April:
Eugene Evanetz Lot 3 of Lot 1, Blk B, DL 1321, Plan 6501 & Amended Lot 4 of Lot 1, Blk
B, DL 1321, Plan 6501. A subdivision realignment request for two existing adjacent parcel
on Beach Avenue in Roberts Creek.

F.

Development Variance Permits
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. Applicant
has withdrawn the application.
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. Report considered at April 14th PDC, and was issued with
subject to’s by the Board April 28th.

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 to lawful non-conforming building. Board of Variance hearing
held April 19, proposal approved with conditions.
H.

Building Permits
Staff reviewed 28 building permit applications to confirm Zoning Bylaw and Official
Community Plan compliance.
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Development Permits
Five new applications were received.
Electoral Area B
B-47 (Pocock) located at 7861 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC for gully stabilization.
DP application requirement as per bylaw compliance action. Waiting for application to be
completed – Title Search, and report from QEP (or letter confirming that further land
alteration has not occurred) required in order to process application.
B-48 (Gill) located at 10163 Mercer Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC for the construction of a
deck along 7 Strata Lot properties. Waiting for covenants to be registered.
Electoral Area D
D-69-1 (Green) located at 3751 Beach Avenue, Roberts Creek, BC for the construction of
a sea wall.
D-99 (McNevin) located at 1180 Orange Road, Roberts Creek, BC for proposed 2-lot
subdivision.
D-100 (Mummenhoff) located at 3595 Beach Avenue, Roberts Creek, BC for a shoreline
revetment. A permit has been drafted.
Electoral Area E
E-92 (McLean) located on Ocean Beach Esplanade includes a siting variance. Review of
the file will commence in May.
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. This report was supported by the PDC and SCRD
Board in April. Prior to issuance, waiting for RAR report to be filed with the MOE.
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 was supported by the PDC and SCRD Board in April. A
permit has been drafted.
B-45 (Lefeaux) located at 8823 Redrooffs Road for a cottage and outbuilding. Staff still
awaits additional information and registration of a covenant.
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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.
This report was supported by the PDC and SCRD Board in April. Prior to issuance,
waiting for Squamish Nation comments or expiry of comment period and covenant to be
registered.
D-98 (Richardson) located at 1147 Flume Road for a pedestrian footbridge. In April,
applicant and staff met and reviewed the draft permit. Waiting for registration of a new
covenant to allow the small bridge needed before issuance.
J.

Bylaws
No new applications were received.
On-Going Applications
All Electoral Areas
Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Residence for a Relative) – public information meeting held
April 5. Additional amendments included in 2nd Reading on April 28. Public Hearing is
scheduled for May 31.
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. A public hearing was held on Thursday, April 14th. A report of the public
hearing will be forwarded to the Planning & Development Committee in May.

K. Tree Cutting Permits
No new applications were received.
L. Strata Conversion Applications
No new applications were received.
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 the draft
is largely complete.

(B)

Halfmoon Bay Community Plan – An Advisory Group meeting was held on April 27th
during which members followed up on a SWOT analysis of four main focus areas –
environment, economy, social and land use. Planning staff followed up on previous
discussion concerning the potential plan area boundary expansion. The Group discussed
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having the Regional District`s Community Energy Manager attend the next meeting to
follow up on the recent One Coast One Climate workshop. The Group began discussions
of developing a vision statement. Next meeting is to be held on May 18th beginning at
6:30 p.m. at Coopers Green Hall.

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 of final changes will take place at a Special Planning and
Development Committee Meeting to be held on May 6th from 9:30am to 12:30pm at the
Seaside Centre in Sechelt. Stakeholders were advised of the meeting via email.

(D)

Roberts Creek OCP – The committee met twice in April to review initial draft OCP that will
be subject of public meeting on May 14. Staff and the Committee will meet on May 10 to
work on preparing for public meeting. A draft vision statement and objectives presented
at Roberts Creek Earth Day event on April 17.

(E)

Geotechnical Review of Roberts Creek OCP Area – Staff met with geotechnical
consultants, Kerr, Wood, Leidal, reviewed first draft of report in April.

(F)

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
concept plan changes from mapping staff in order to revise a works permit application to
the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure. The works permit s necessary before
engaging a quantity estimator and an RFP being issued.

(B)

BC Hydro Integrated Resource Plan – staff reports prepared for April PDC and CAS,
Board comments sent to BC Hydro.

(C)

Crowe Road UREP – Planning staff have been assisting SCRD Parks Department with
researching information about the Crowe Road UREP.

(D)

Sunshine Coast Golf Club – Planning staff reviewed the required water analysis recently
submitted. No anomalies noted.

(E)

Staff Update – The vacant Planning Technician II position has been filled by Kyle Hillman.

________________________________
Mark McMullen,
Manager of Planning and Development
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Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
TOTAL
April
YTD
14
12
8
4
7
2
3
4
11
5
3
8
1
5
4
2
3
8
6
5
3
45
29
21
22
1

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed*
Year
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
Area
TOTAL
April
YTD
A
64
55
20
8
2
B
31
7
7
13
2
D
34
15
14
24
1
3
E
67
10
6
8
4
F
39
42
34
5
Totals
235
129
81
58
1
11

1
1
2
2
6

* 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
April
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

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
April
$865.00
11 YTD
$4,319.00

YTD

2

Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication
Year
2011
2007
2008
2009
2010
TOTAL
April
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
April
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
April
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
$4,900
$2,450
$34,300
$2,450
F
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
April
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

2
1

1

4

1
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1

1

1

2

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

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

Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity
BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED
Bylaw Amended

Year
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

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

6
8

5
3

12
6

6
1

7
2

2
2

1
1
1
1
3
1
0
22

0
0
0
0
2
0
0
10

0
2
2
2
5
0
0
29

0
0
0
0
0
0
1
8

1
1
1
2
0
0
0
14

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

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

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2010
YTD

0

0

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

2010
YTD
1
5
6

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

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
West Howe Sound
1
3
4
7
6
2
1
3
2
Elphinstone
3
6
4
6
5
4
1
1
Roberts Creek
8
3
8 12
5
10
1
2
3
Halfmoon Bay
0
4
7
3
8
10
1
1
Egmont/Pender Hrbr
n/a
3
4
5
2
5
2
2
Totals
12
16 23 33
26
31
4
3
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
10
Note: Bylaw 432.19 to implement the Riparian Areas Regulation was adopted on April 13, 2006, thus DPs in Area A from that date

2010
YTD
3
2
5
1
2
13

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
1
11
2
2
4
5
13
2
5
3
8
18
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2010
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17
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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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ANNEX I
Agricultural Advisory Committee
April 26, 2011
SCRD Offices, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC
Minutes of Regular Meeting
Present:
Also present:

Dale Peterson (Chair), Betty Hart, Gabriel Forbes, Dave Ryan, Martin Kiewitz, Ray Moscrip,
Margrett George, Frank Roosen, Chris Hergesheimer, Catherine Abbott, Lynda Chamberlin,
Jon Bell
Jack Phillips, Roberts Creek Resident
Lesley-Ann Staats, Planning Technician
Diane Corbett, Recording Secretary

Call to order at 3:31 pm

1.

Agenda
The agenda was adopted as amended:
7.3 Robin Wheeler resignation
7.4 BC Association of Farmers’ Markets’ recent funding coup

2.

Roundtable Introductions

3.

Delegations
3.1 Jack Phillips regarding subdivision in the ALR
Jack Phillips was in attendance to request feedback from the Agricultural Advisory
Committee (AAC) on his proposal to subdivide his 12.8-acre Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR) property in Roberts Creek. Mr. Phillips reviewed his correspondence with
attachments sent to Planning staff (agenda item 4.1) and described his experience,
proposal, and rationale as to why subdivision of the property would be a suitable option
to enhance the opportunity for farming on the property. He responded to questions and
comments of AAC members.
Staff noted that, while it was necessary to go through the Agricultural Land Commission
as the site is in the ALR, the Regional District’s zoning on the parcel would allow
subdivision with ALC approval.
Points raised by Committee members included:
 Inquiry about the possibility of leasing a portion of the property
 Concern that a smaller (subdivided) lot would become a rural residential lot where
people buy for a home, not to farm
 Need for AAC decisions to be based on a long-term view
 Concern that subdivision would double the number of dwellings on the ALR land
 Desire for an incentive that would help people to be able to lease land to people who
have ambition to use the land properly and can’t afford it
 The AAC could only make a recommendation if an ALR application were submitted.
Mr. Phillips left the meeting at 4:04 pm.
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4.

Correspondence
4.1 Jack Phillips regarding subdivision in the Agricultural Land Reserve
Discussed under item 3.1

5.

Reports and Minutes
5.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 1, 2011
The meeting minutes of March 1, 2011 were adopted.

6.

Business Arising From Minutes and Unfinished Business
6.1 Correspondence from Pierre Berdahl regarding Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
Application # D-55 for Non-Farm Use (second dwelling) in the ALR, located at Byng
Road Roberts Creek
The applicant had requested that the Committee re-consider its March 1st
recommendation on this application for a second dwelling in the ALR and increase the
allowable coverage for the second dwelling. The Agricultural Advisory Committee
requested that staff contact the applicant to ask for further details regarding a proposed
construction plan, including decks and carport and ground cover below these, and
rationale, and to advise that a restriction was put upon the size of proposed dwelling unit
at the last meeting as it would be a second dwelling.
6.2 Email from Ministry of Agriculture and Lands regarding AAC Workshop 2011 (follow-up
on item 6.7, March 1, 2011)
The email from the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands was received for information.
6.3 Food Security – Update regarding potential visit to Advisory Planning Commission
meetings by Food Action Network – Dale Peterson
Chair Dale Peterson had contacted Food Action Network Coordinator Nadi Fleschhut,
who was willing to attend APC meetings with an AAC member (to discuss food security
and the raising of poultry in residential areas), and had given her APC and AAC contact
information.

7.

New Business
7.1 Investment Agriculture Foundation Media Release – New Projects
7.1.1 The Investment Agriculture Foundation media release was received for
information.
7.1.2 Funding available from the Investment Agriculture Foundation was discussed in
the context of doing an agriculture survey for the Sunshine Coast. In order to increase
food security on the Sunshine Coast, it was proposed that there is a need for a baseline
measure of what exists, which would be a prerequisite for a broader agricultural plan.
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Recommendation: That the Agricultural Advisory Committee approach the
Investment Agriculture Foundation to carry out an agriculture survey for the
Sunshine Coast region; and that we utilize one of our members to lead the effort;
and that we ask the SCRD Board to be a proponent on this application.
Action:
Jon Bell, Chris Hergesheimer and Gabriel Forbes will do further
investigation of the IAF funding and consider the proposed survey project.
7.2 Draft Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan
It was noted the Committee previously had written a letter to the Town of Gibsons
regarding ALR land adjacent to the Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan area.
Recommendation:
That, if there is an ALR buffer, it should be on Rural Residential or non-ALR land
on the east side of the western boundary of the Gospel Rock development site;
and that a 15- to 30-metre buffer be created as per the standards of BC Ministry of
Agriculture on Lots 17 and 22 between Inglis and Charman; and that any new
roads or changes to road infrastructure not have any negative impact on ALR
land.
7.3 Resignation of Robin Wheeler
The resignation by Robin Wheeler of her seat on the Committee due to health reasons
was acknowledged.
7.4 BC Association of Farmers’ Markets’ Recent Funding Coup – Jon Bell
BC Association of Farmers’ Markets is a provincial association representing farmers’
markets across the province. Jon Bell, a Director on the BCAFM Board, announced the
Association had received $75,000 from the Ministry of Agriculture to enhance integrity in
the marketplace and for new farmers’ markets initiatives across the province. Jon
discussed the MarketSafe program, designed to increase awareness and knowledge of
food safety and safe food handling procedures for farmers’ market vendors and
managers, farm gate vendors, small scale food processors, and others who produce
food products for public consumption outside of regulated food service establishments.
7.5 Cancellation of July 26 AAC meeting date
The Committee agreed that the scheduled July 26 AAC meeting date would be
cancelled due to the demands of farmers’ work schedules at that time of the season.
8.

Next Meeting
8.1 Tuesday, May 24, 2011 at 3:30 at SCRD

Adjourned at 5:12 pm
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ANNEX J

AREA ‘A’ MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL
13639 SUNSHINE COAST HIGHWAY, PENDER HARBOUR
WEDNESDAY, April 27, 2011 AT 7:00 P.M.

Present: G. Craig (chair), E. Graham (Area Director), L. Falk, J. Dickin, J. McDonald,
J. Hall, J. McOuat, M. Ross and I. Boyd (Secretary)
Regrets: R. Metcalfe, A. Skelley, C. McEachern and R. Harmer (resigned)

CALL TO ORDER: 7:05 p.m.
MINUTES
1. Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of March 30, 2011
2. Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of March 23, 2011
3. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of April 14, 2011 (draft)
Motion: Moved by J. McOuat and seconded by J. McDonald
To adopt the Minutes of March 30, 2011 and accept the balance of the minutes
with thanks.
PASSED
BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
4.

Subdivision application MOT#2011-01306 by Larry Penonzek, Ruby Lake Resort,
D.L. 3988
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by J. McDonald
This APC supports Subdivision Application MOT#2011-01306 subject to
meeting the conditions as laid out by the SCRD. Specifically to the safety of
the property access, the setback request of 30 metres and approval by the
Health Department and Ministry of Transport.
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

NEW BUSINESS – Resignation of Rick Harmer noted.

/2
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DIRECTORS REPORT
• Irvine’s Landing Hall (Sara Wray Hall) has been taken over by The Living
Heritage Society. There was a hold up due to sewage outfall but that has
been resolved and the work should be starting soon. Volunteers will be
needed.
• National Emergency Preparedness Course is being offered by Bill Eisner.
May 6 at 8:30 p.m. at the Legion.
• The first week of June there will be a review of the Solid Waste Management
Plan and discussion on a Resource Centre in Area A. This will be the first
resource centre on the Sunshine Coast. The potential site is at the entrance
to the Landfill and will be a model for the entire Sunshine Coast.
NEXT MEETING – May 25, 2011at Pender Harbour Secondary School
ADJOURMENT: Moved to adjourn at 7:50 p.m.
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ANNEX K
Halfmoon Bay APC Meeting (Area B)
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC

MINUTES OF TUESDAY, April 26, 2011
Chair
Director
Recording Secretary
PRESENT
Elise Rudland
Leonard Pakulak
Eleanor Lenz
Ron Kernohan
Walter Powell
Alda Grames
Catherine Gage
Garry Nohr
Jay Corman
Joan Harvey

Elise Rudland
Garry Nohr
Katrina Walters
REGRETS
Brian Smith
Richard Grant
Brian Lucas

GUESTS
Val Cross

1. Call to Order
Elise Rudland, Chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:02 pm.
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 March 22, 2011.
3.2 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of March 23, 2011.
3.3 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of April 14, 2011 (draft).
Motion: That Area B minutes be accepted as amended and that all other minutes be
received for information only.
Carried Unanimously

4. Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business
None
5. New Business
5.1 Subdivision application for Peter Gordon for Shane/Marnie Gunther Lot 4, DL 2394,
Plan BCP31917 Brooks Road Halfmoon Bay, BC
APC comments:
APC members have no objection to subdividing the land in question into the two
proposed parcels. However, members and Truman area residents do have questions
and concerns which they pose to staff especially regarding ocean access. These
include:
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1) Concern that the requirement for access to the ocean every 200 meters is not
provided.
2) Those present recall a 1985 map that shows a dedicated trail/path to the water,
possibly along an old telegraph line and ask why it is not on the current map.
3) When was Crawford Road dedicated? Is it an existing dedication or proposed?
4) Is there a requirement that Crawford Road be paved off Brooks Road?
Motion: That the APC takes no exception to the proposed subdivision of the parcel with
a frontage waver requirement, but that the above concerns be addressed by staff.
Carried Unanimously
6. Directors Report
Garry Nohr, Director, gave his report on the following subjects:
-Taxes: mill rate increase to 7.26 due to high assessments in the area; new fire truck;
upgrades to rec. centre
-Dakota Ridge business plan underway
-Logging in Elphinstone
-Langdale Ferry final solution: the float will remain there
-The Whole Coast Economic Development Plan brought all officials together with other
meetings planned
- Solid Waste Management Working Plan
-Parks and Recreation Master Plan
-New Busses: two large busses for HWY route between Halfmoon Bay and Langdale
Ferry; smaller busses to accommodate secondary routes
-Expansion of the Sunshine Coast Trail
-The Transportation Study is in final phase
-Sergeant Bay Hill to be re-done
-OCP: West Howe Sound and Elphinstone are complete and Halfmoon Bay is in process
-Voice community group gave a presentation at the SCRD
-IPP’s still going ahead: possibility of 7 in Halfmoon Bay
-Earl’s Cove log dumping
-Turtle presentation at Trout Lake
-Coopers Green Lagoon Trail
-AVICC
-BC Hydro taxes for power lines
-Chinese delegation looking at tourism
-Burning Bylaw to stay at status quo
-Grants in Aid
7. Next Meeting
Tuesday, May 24th at 7:00 pm, Coopers Green Hall.
8. Adjournment
7:55 PM
________________________
Elise Rudland
Chair, Area B APC

____________________
Date
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ANNEX L
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
AREA D ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MNUTES
MONDAY, APRIL 25, 2011 at 7:00 PM
ROBERTS CREEK LIBRARY
1044 ROBERTS CREEK ROAD, ROBERTS CREEK
Present: Marion Jolicoeur, Sue Gordon, Tzaddi Gordon, Bill Page (Chair), Brock O’Byrne, and Barry
Morrow
Regrets: Heather Conn, Kye Goodwin, Dana Gregory, Gerald Rainville, Dave Ryan, (Alternate
Director) and Donna Shugar (Director)
Also Present: Dièdra Goodwin (Recording Secretary)
Absent: Eric Tiessen
Guests: Eugene Evanetz
1. Meeting called to order at 7:05 PM
Note: Correction to your package: Page 15, Memo Subject should read MOT#2011-01867
And the front page should indicate Planning Committee Minutes of April 14.
Note from Donna Shugar: The OCP Open House is May 14, details in her May newsletter and links on
SCRD homepage.
2. ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Bill Page was acclaimed as Chair, Diedra Goodwin acclaimed as Secretary. The Alternative Chair will
be elected at the next meeting, until then Kye Goodwin remains Alternate Chair.
3. MINUTES
3.1 The minutes of Roberts Creek APC meeting of March 28, 2011 were approved as circulated
(BO/BM) M/S/Carried
3.2 The following were received for information:
3.2.1 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of March 23, 2011
3.2.2 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of April 14, 2011
4. NEW BUSINESS
4.1 Application for Subdivision MOT# 2011-01867, for Lot 3 of Lot 1 Block B DL 1321 Plan 6501 &
Amended Lot 4 (Explanatory Plan 9628) of Lot 1 Block B DL 1321, located at 3731 Beach Avenue,
Roberts Creek.
MOTION: The APC supports the Subdivision Application subject to the conditions specified. (TG/BO)
M/S/Carried
COMMENT: Bill Page: The proposed new property line should be a straight line.
Sue Gordon: It is desirable to keep the tree on Lot 3 which is the reason for varying from a straight line.
General Comment: This is not a true subdivision, rather a lot line adjustment, as no additional lots are
being created.
ADJOURNMENT: Motion to adjournment (BO) 7:35 PM
NEXT MEETING: May 30, 2011, 7:00 PM, Roberts Creek Library

April APC minutes
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ANNEX M
Minutes of the Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Wednesday, April 27, 2011, Frank West Hall, Elphinstone
Present:

Director:
Secretary:

Call to Order

Lynda Chamberlin, Chair
Ron Kaiser
Graham Chapman
Jim Gurney
Patrick Fitzsimons
Rob Bone
Lorne Lewis
Diane Corbett

Regrets:
Absent:
Applicants:

Carl Snazell
Ralph Schilling
Alan Colleypriest
Fred Andrews
Carol Neilsen

Member of the Public - 1

7:00 PM

New Business
1. Subdivision Application MOTI #2011-00971 (Andrews for Lot 3, Block 6, DL 691m, Plan
BCP19776 PID: 007-037-074, 996 Reed Road, Elphinstone BC)
MOTION (JG/RN): “THAT the application proceed.”

Carried

2. Subdivision Application MOTI #2011-00342 (Neilsen for Lot 4, Block 6, W ½ DL 691 Plan
19776 PID: 002-487-110, 978 Reed Road, Elphinstone BC)
MOTION (RN/RB): “THAT the application proceed.”

Carried

Nominations for Chair and Secretary
3. Lynda Chamberlin was selected to serve as Elphinstone APC Chair. Diane Corbett was
selected to serve as Elphinstone APC Secretary.
Minutes
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of January 26, 2011
Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of February 1 and March 1, 2011
Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of January 26 and March 23, 2011
Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee Minutes of February 15, 2011
Planning and Development Committee Minutes of February 10, March 10, and April 14,
2011 (draft)
MOTION (RN/PF): “THAT all minutes be received for information.”
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New Business
9. Draft Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan
9.1 The APC reviewed the road network as designated in the Elphinstone Official
Community Plan for the area adjacent to the proposed Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan.
Aspects of the draft Integrated Transportation Study as it applies to Elphinstone were
discussed. It was noted that in the draft Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan up to 300 units
could be constructed that would utilize Chaster Road access without the Shaw/Inglis road
extension being developed.
9.2 Points from discussion on the road network included:
• Exactly what would happen to Chaster Road and the intersection at Pratt and Chaster?
We would like to get the whole picture before taking a position.
• Regarding traffic on Pratt and Chaster: there is a lot of concern from people in the
area. Have been told people don’t want traffic coming down Pratt to Chaster into
Gospel Rock.
• Gospel Rock is in the Town of Gibsons. There is not much we as an APC can do until
Gibsons decides what they are going to do.
• There is not much mention (in the Draft) of Mahon Road; it is a gazetted road.
• There are lots of questions.
MOTION (JG/GC): With respect to road access, the Commission has some concerns on
the impact of development, but, without full information on the upgrades that might
occur on Chaster or Pratt, the APC cannot make a final comment.
Carried
MOTION (JG/PF): That the APC seeks more information as to how Gospel Rock is to be
served water.
Carried
MOTION (JG/RB): That the APC defers comment until we see a storm water management
plan.
Carried
10. Director's Report
The Director’s report included discussion on the following topics:
• Gospel Rock development plan
• SCRD Budget
• Gibsons & Sechelt aquatic centres
• Ocean Beach Esplanade and Chaster Park shoreline stabilization
• Bylaw Enforcement Notice System (BENS)
Next Meeting

Wednesday, May 25, 2011

Adjournment

8:26 PM
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ANNEX N
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

May 3rd, 2011
Planning & Development Committee – May 12th, 2011
Gregory Gebka, Planner, Planning & Development Division
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 310.133 (COLLURA)

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT Bylaw No. 310.133, as modified, be forwarded to the Board for Third
Reading;
AND FURTHER THAT following its Third Reading, Bylaw No. 310.133 be
forwarded to the Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure for approval
under Section 52 of the Transportation Act, prior to Bylaw No. 310.133
being forwarded to the Board for Final Adoption.

BACKGROUND:
A public hearing was held concerning Bylaw No. 310.133. This report summarizes discussion
at the public hearing.
DISCUSSION:
Three members of the public attended the public hearing. Planning staff introduced
amendments to draft Bylaw No. 310.133, which would create a new “R1A” zone, which would
exclusively permit a floor space ratio of 0.306 on the subject property, slightly over the
maximum 0.30 permitted under the general provisions of Bylaw No. 310. The new R1A zone
would also require a minimum front yard setback of 1.76 metres and a minimum side yard
setback abutting YMCA Road of 4.07 metres, as recently measured by a Land Surveyor,
smaller than the current front yard setback of 5.0 metres and exterior side yard setback of 4.5
metres.
While there were no objections to the proposed rezoning, another property owner from the area
suggested that the proposed amendments extend to other properties in the area. Planning staff
consider the smaller setbacks proposed would resolve an existing building location issue that
relates in part to a corner-cut of the lot, in a similar manner as a development permit variance.
With this in mind, smaller setbacks are not recommended to extend universally to other
properties, as not all other properties have unusual corner-cuts like in this case. The proposed
floor area ratio (0.306) is only fractionally more than the existing floor area ratio (0.30) under the
general provisions of the zoning bylaw and, for this reason, Planning staff do not recommend
the floor area ratio be universally increased, except possibly as part of the second phase review
and re-write of the zoning bylaw.
One of the adjacent property owners questioned whether an auxiliary building located on the
subject property had been included in recent floor area calculations. At the public hearing, the
owner indicated that the auxiliary building is a 5-foot wide shed. Building staff recently
confirmed that the existing shed measures 3.1 metres x 2.6 metres (8 m² or 86.1 ft²) with a floor-
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to-ceiling clearance more than 1.8 metres. Although the shed does not contain any „living
area‟, it does qualify as “floor area” by definition. Counting this floor area increases the overall
floor area ratio of the site by 0.008 to 0.313. To accommodate the shed floor area, Staff
recommend the floor area ratio within the proposed R1A zone be modified from 0.37, as
included in draft Bylaw No. 310.133 given Second Reading, to 0.313 (see modified draft Bylaw
No. 310.133 attached). While this floor area ratio is not as small as suggested at the public
hearing, it is substantially smaller than the originally proposed ratio of 0.37. Modifying the bylaw
in this manner would decrease density and, therefore, is possible without requiring another
public hearing.
CONCLUSION:
A rezoning application has been made to permit the location of an existing dwelling on the
subject property, following a bylaw compliance matter. The proposed bylaw amendments would
permit a smaller than usual front yard and side yard setback in response to an unusual cornercut of the lot. The proposed bylaw amendment would also permit a floor area ratio that is
fractionally more than permitted under the general provisions of Zoning Bylaw No. 310.

___________________________
Gregory Gebka
Planner
Planning & Development Division
GG/
Attachment
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
April 14, 2011
REPORT OF A PUBLIC HEARING HELD AT 7:00 PM
IN THE BOARD ROOM OF THE SCRD OFFICES
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, B.C.
"Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.133, 2011"
PRESENT:

Chair, Area E Director
Alternate Chair, Area F Director

L. Lewis
L. Turnbull

ALSO PRESENT:

Planner
Chief Building Inspector
GM, Community Services
SCRD Chair
Recording Secretary
Members of the Public

G. Gebka
P. Longhi
P. Fenwick
G. Nohr
S. Williams
3

CALL TO ORDER
The public hearing for "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No.
310.133, 2011" was called to order at 7:02 pm.
Lorne Lewis, Chair
The Chair introduced Board members and staff in attendance and read prepared remarks with
respect to the procedures to be followed at the public hearing. The Chair then indicated that
following the conclusion of the public hearing the SCRD Board may, without further notice or
hearing, adopt or defeat the bylaws or alter and then adopt the bylaws providing the alteration
does not alter the use or increase the density. He then asked Gregory Gebka, Planner, to
introduce "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.133, 2011".
Subject Property
The Planner began by indicating that the zoning bylaw amendment involves a residential
property (the “property”) located at 81 Munro Road in Langdale. The property is legally
described as Lot 5, District Lot 1398, Plan 21531. The Planner displayed a map showing the
property‟s location at the corner of Munroe and YMCA Roads. The property measures 983 m².
Main access to the property is from Munroe Road. The property contains one single family
dwelling and no other uses. The property and most surrounding lands are zoned „R1‟
(Residential One). There are a few larger lots nearby that are zoned RU3 (Rural Three), and to
the north PA2 (Park & Assembly Two).
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Maximum Floor Space Ratio (FSR)
Given that the lot size is under 1500 m², under the zoning bylaw, a maximum floor space ratio of
0.3 also applies. This means that the total, combined floor area of the property must not exceed
30% of the lot area. This translates to a permitted maximum combined floor area of 294 m² (or
3,174.3 ft²) for this particular property.
The house on the property was constructed in 2002, originally consisting of 113.1 m² (or 1217
ft²) floor area on one level, plus a crawl space underneath. Given its original intended floor-toceiling height, the crawl space was excluded when calculating floor area. In 2005, the property
owner applied for a building permit for an addition to the house. Building permit drawings
provided at the time showed a 168.8 m² (1817 ft²) floor area addition over two storeys, plus a
crawl space that was deemed not to be floor area on account of its floor-to-ceiling height.
According to the building permit drawings, this would have brought the total floor area to 281.9
m² (3,034 ft²) and a floor space ratio of nearly 0.29, just under the maximum permitted under the
zoning bylaw.
Following issuance of a building permit, apparently the contractor over-excavated the site and
subsequently developed floor area within a basement, which was originally shown to be a crawl
space. The Planner noted that the Chief Building Inspector is in attendance to answer any
building permit-related questions. The Planner continued by indicating that in the process of
converting the crawl space into a basement, an extra 52 m² (560 ft²) was added to the house,
bringing the total floor area to over what is permitted under the maximum floor space ratio.
SCRD Building staff recently measured the actual floor area of the basement to confirm the total
floor area to be approximately 300 m² (3,230 ft²), which translates to a floor space ratio of
0.3052. Because floor space ratio is a measure of density, the Regional District has no authority
to vary the maximum permitted floor area. Therefore, either the house must be retrofitted to
meet the maximum permitted floor area ratio (0.3) or the zoning bylaw must be amended to
permit the actual floor area.
The Planner further explained that the zoning bylaw amendment, as currently drafted, would
increase the maximum floor space ratio to 0.37. This proposed maximum floor space ratio was
calculated on the assumption that the upper floor areas were developed as shown on the building
drawings, whereas they were actually developed slightly smaller than originally shown. In
addition there was some assumptions made concerning the actual basement floor area, which
Building staff have recently confirmed is also smaller. This means that the proposed floor space
ratio may be reduced from 0.37 to as little as 0.3052. Staff recommend that the proposed floor
space ratio be rounded up to .306. If the bylaw is modified to do so, a restrictive covenant,
which staff had originally negotiated with the property owner to avoid any further additions,
would not be necessary.
Minimum Front Yard and Side Yard Setbacks
In the process of reviewing the zoning bylaw amendment, staff discovered that the house was
sited closer within the front yard setback and side yard setback abutting YMCA Road than

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310 Areas B to F Zoning\310.133\PH-Report-310-133-April-14-2011.doc

102

Sunshine Coast Regional District
Report of Public Hearing held April 14, 2011 regarding Bylaw No. 310.133

Page 3 of 6

permitted. The zoning bylaw requires a minimum 5-metre front yard setback and a minimum
4.5-metre side yard setback abutting a road. The actual siting of the building corner is 1.76
metres to the front lot line and 4.07 metres to the side lot line abutting YMCA Road. The
originally approved site plan on file was hand-drawn showing ample front yard setback, but at
the time no follow-up procedure to ensure the actual setback was in compliance. In any case, to
resolve the issue, either the house must be relocated to meet the minimum setbacks, as described,
or a variance issued in order to permit these actual setbacks, or amend the zoning bylaw to
permit the actual setbacks. The Planner generally discussed the nature of the setback issue in
relation to the shape of the lot, particularly at its northeast corner. Staff have recommended the
latter option: to amend the zoning bylaw. However, the Planner noted that the originally drafted
setbacks were based on scaling a recent land survey. As drafted, the proposed setbacks would
include a 1.8-metre front yard setback and a 4.2-metre side yard setback abutting YMCA Road.
That site survey has been detailed more recently to confirm the actual front yard setback
(measured from house corner) to be 1.76 metres and the actual side yard setback abutting YMCA
Road to be 4.07 metres. Staff recommend that the draft zoning bylaw amendment be modified to
include these actual setbacks.
Intent of Bylaw
If the Board chooses to modify draft Bylaw No. 310.133, as recommended during this public
hearing, the specific intent would be to change the zoning of the property from „R1‟ to a new
zone named „R1A‟, which would be exactly the same as the R1 zone, except that it would permit
a floor space ratio of 0.306, slightly over the maximum permitted under the general provisions of
the bylaw. In addition, the proposed new R1A zone would require a minimum front yard setback
of 1.76 metres, as measured from the outer corner of the dwelling, and a minimum side yard
setback abutting a road of 4.07 metres.
Consultation
APC Referral
The zoning bylaw amendment application was referred to the Area F APC for its meeting in
October, 2010, at which time the APC expressed support for the application.
Agency Referral
As part of the Regional District‟s consultation program, the application was referred externally to
the Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MoTI) and Vancouver Coastal Health Authority
(VCHA). Both the MoTI and VCHA responded noting no concerns, though, the MoTI requested
the owner obtain a relief of setback permit from that Ministry.
The application was also referred for internal review. The Fire Protection Officer noted there
were some issues with building openings. Building staff are following up with the property
owner and the Fire Protection Officer and feel these can be resolved through the building permit
process.
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CONCLUSION:
The Planner concluded his remarks, indicating that a report of this public hearing will be
forwarded to the May Planning & Development Committee meeting.
The proposed bylaw will then go back to the Board for consideration of third reading, possibly
„as amended‟. If given third reading, the bylaw would be forwarded to the MoTI for approval
before being forwarded to the Board for final adoption.
The Chair called a first time for submissions.
Janice Attle
1747 Jensen Road
Langdale, BC
Q: When you are applying for an addition does the FSR include the sundecks and other
outbuildings on the site as well?
Planner: Sundecks that are not enclosed are not calculated into the FSR, outbuildings are
included in the FSR.
Charlie Collura
81 Munro Road
Langdale, BC
Q: What is the total square feet on record at the SCRD for the property?
Planner: The measurement provided is approximately 300 square metres. You should note that
Building staff measurements are taken from inside the building, the zoning bylaw requires
measurements be taken from the outer extents of the outer walls.
Vel Anderson
Pratt Road, Elphinstone
Q: If this bylaw is changed to suit this purpose, will this new zoning apply to other properties in
the area?
A: Director Turnbull noted that this is a spot zoning and will apply to this property only. The
Planner expanded on those comments to note that if similar circumstances exist elsewhere, one
could potential apply for a similar zoning bylaw amendment.
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Janice Attle
Q: I am not against the rezoning; rather I am opposed to one lot being permitted to have the
rezoning while others are subject to the old zoning. I would like to see a blanket zoning of the
entire area to permit this across the other properties.
Vel Anderson
Q. How did the Building Inspector miss all these changes? The basement would have been
there, how was it not seen at the time?
Peter Longhi: At the time the excavation and basement was inspected, it was noted by the
Building Inspector that there was a basement, rather than a crawl space. The Building Division
requested the contractor submit a new set of drawings to reflect the basement and nothing was
received. The owner dismissed the contractor partway through the construction and the SCRD‟s
request was not relayed to the replacement contractor.
Over the years a number of inspections were undertaken and with the change in general
contractors information was missed. Processes and procedures at the SCRD have been changed
to minimize the likelihood of this happening again.
Q: When did the Building Division become aware that there was a basement?
Peter Longhi: The basement became obvious when the Building Inspector looked at the
foundation for the addition in 2005.
Q: Has this basement been inspected since 2005 to ensure it is safe for a residential dwelling and
meeting the Building Code?
Peter Longhi: Yes, June 2, 2010.
Q: A previous speaker mentioned an outbuilding and a deck on the property. Was the building
department aware of that?
Peter Longhi: The property was surveyed this week. Part of that survey process would be to
identify any structures on the site. There were none noted.
Charlie Collura
The property owner, Charlie Collura, indicated there is a shed on the property approximately 5
feet wide with a steeply slanted roof. At approximately three feet into the structure you are
prevented from moving forward by the roof. It is a shed.
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Vel Anderson
Q: Would it not be reasonable for the corrections related to the outbuilding be made before other
steps are taken?
Planner: If the floor to ceiling clearance of the shed is less than 1.8 meters it does not meet the
definition of floor area. To confirm this matter, staff will conduct a site visit, determine the
measurements of the shed and include that in the report to the Planning and Development
Committee.
The Chair read comments received via email from Karl and Kelly Jung of 81 Munroe Road,
Langdale into the record.
CLOSURE
The Chair called a second and third time for submissions. There being no further submissions,
the Chair declared the public, the public hearing for proposed "Sunshine Coast Regional District
Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.133, 2011" closed at 7:45.
The Chair thanked everyone for attending the public hearing.
Certified fair and correct:

Prepared by:

_______________________________
Lorne Lewis, Chair

______________________________
S. Williams, Recording Secretary
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DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.133, 2011
A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987".
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting assembled,
enacts as follows:
PART A - CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment
Bylaw No. 310.133, 2011".

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is hereby amended as
follows:
a) Schedule A of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is
amended by rezoning the subject property, Lot 5, District Lot 1398, Plan 21531, from R1
(Residential One) to R1A (Residential One A) as shown on Appendix „A‟ to this Bylaw.
b) Amend Part III Section 301 (1) by adding R-1A following R-1, to Column I, and by
adding Residential One A following Residential One to Column II.
c) Amend Part V by:
1. re-wording Section 502 (9) by inserting a comma and R1A“, R1A” following
R1,.
2. re-wording Section 502 (10) by inserting a comma and R1A or “, R1A or”
following R1.
d) Amend Part VI by:
1. Inserting a new Section 602 R1A (Residential One A) zone by adding Sections 602 to
602.7 as follows:

602

R1A Zone (Residential One A)

602

On a parcel in an R1A Zone,
Permitted Uses

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

one single family dwelling;
home office;
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Floor Area
602.2 despite Section 504, the maximum total floor area of all buildings in any parcel in the
R1A zone shall be the parcel area multiplied by 0.313, to a maximum of 310 m²;
Siting of Structures
602.3 (a)

(b)

except as provided for in subsection (b), no structure shall be located within:
(1)
5 metres of a front parcel line;
(2)
2 metres of a rear parcel line; and
(3)
1.5 metres of a side parcel line, except where the side parcel line is
contiguous to a highway in which case the setback shall be 4.5 metres;
a single family dwelling that exists on October 1, 2010 shall not be located within:
(1)
1.76 metres of a front parcel line, as measured from its northeast
corner;
(2)
2 metres of a rear parcel line; and
(3)
1.5 metres of a side parcel line, except where the side parcel line is
contiguous to a highway in which case the setback shall be 4.07 metres;

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

a home office shall be subject to the following conditions:
(1)
(2)
(3)

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

Horticultural Sales
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602.7 horticultural sales shall be subject to the following conditions:
(1)
(2)

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

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

13th

DAY OF

JANUARY

2011

READ A SECOND TIME this

24th

DAY OF

MARCH

2011

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this 14th

DAY OF

APRIL

2011

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2011

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this

DAY OF

2011

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2011

__________________________
Corporate Officer
__________________________
Chair
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
LOT 5 DISTRICT LOT 1398
PLAN 21531
PID: 009-920-099
EXISTING ZONING: R1
PROPOSED ZONING: R1A
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