PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Thursday, September 15, 2011
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

9:30 a.m.

AGENDA
1.

Adoption of the Agenda

PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
Gordon Bell and Victoria Maxwell
2.
Regarding Keeping of Poultry at 8066 Redrooffs Road including
correspondence of September 1, 2011
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)
3.

A) Ron and Lynne Brown
B) Louise Bradford and Sylvia Fockler
Regarding OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw 325.20 & 310.137 (Brown)
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

BYLAWS
OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.20 & 310.137 (Brown)
4.
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)
REPORTS
Pender Harbour Golf Club Lease Renewal – Bruce Forbes, President of
5.
PHGC, will be in attendance
(Rural Planning Services)
PERMITS
Development Variance Permit Application 310.159 (Garcia)
6.
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)
BYLAWS
OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 375.9, & 310.127 (Groom)
7.
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)
8.

OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 375.11, 310.135 (Morrissey)
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

COMMUNICATIONS
Letter from E. Flutterman, RCOCPC Chair dated July 26, 2011
9.
regarding cutblocks A846124, A87106 & A84612
10.

Annex A
Pg 1 - 3

Letter from R.M. Sitter, President and Vice Chair Sechelt Community
Projects Inc. dated June 24, 2011

Annex B
Pg 4 - 17

Annex C
Pg 18 - 27

Annex D
Pg 28 - 34

Annex E
Pg 35 - 43
Annex F
Pg 44 - 51

Annex G
Pg 52
Annex H
Pg 53
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11.

Letter from E. Flutterman, RCOCPC Chair dated June 26, 2011 regarding
Coastal Invasive Species Control

REPORTS
12.
District of Sechelt Referral OCP Amendment 3360-20 2011-06 – Cowrie
Street between Trail Bay Estates & West Sechelt
(Rural Planning Services)
13.
Park and Ride, and Car Pool locations
(Regional Planning Services)
14.
Invasive Plants - Update
(Regional Planning Services)
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Annex I
Pg 54

Annex J
Pg 55 - 59
Annex K
Pg 60 - 64
Annex L
Pg 65 - 84

15.

Draft Canada-British Columbia Marine Protected Area Network Strategy
(Regional Planning Services)

16.

Draft Land Use Order relating to OGMA’s in the Brittain and Howe
Landscape Units
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex N
Pg 115 - 118

17.

Agricultural Advisory Committee Terms of Reference Update
(Regional Planning Services)
Ecosystem Based Offsets for Local Governments
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex O
Pg 119- 122
Annex P
Pg 123 - 125

19.

Highway Frontage Requirement – 1901 Hanbury Road, Roberts Creek
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

Annex Q
Pg 126 - 127

20.

Mobile Vendors, Retail and Restaurant use in Bylaw 337
(Rural Planning Services)

Annex R
Pg 128 - 148

21.

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

Annex S
Pg 149 -156

22.

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

Annex T
Pg 157 - 161

23.

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

Annex U
Pg 162 - 164

24.

Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of August 29, 2011
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

25.

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

Annex W
Pg 166 - 167

26.

Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of July 27, 2011
(Regional Planning Services)

Annex X
Pg 168 - 170

18.

ADJOURNMENT
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Annex M
Pg 85 - 114

Annex V
Pg 165

ANNEX A
September 1, 2011
To: Planning and Development Committee, and SCRD Board Members
Re: Potential changes to poultry regulations
As residents in Welcome Woods, we would like to present our lived experience regarding issues of
noise and odour associated with the keeping of poultry in residentially zoned neighbourhoods.
We moved into our home on Cooper Road four years ago. At the time our adjacent neighbours had a
limited number of hens (15 or less) and an old croaky rooster up to their lot line. This combination had
no adverse effects on our property.
In February of 2010 a new batch of 50 chicks was introduced and an electric fence was installed. As the
chicks grew it became obvious there were males (roosters) included with the hens. After a month of
four young roosters crowing and competing we decided to look into the noise by-laws.
At this point there were no serious odour issues on our property (that would come with the warmer
spring weather). Upon investigating the current by-laws we found that our neighbours were in
contravention of several by-law components. Not wanting to "stir the whole pot" as it were, we asked
the by-law enforcement officer if we could address only the roosters crowing. We were informed the
noise by-law was onerous to enforce and likely a losing court battle. This left looking into the zoning
issues including the personal consumption of eggs, selling of eggs and setbacks.
Looking for a solution, the enforcement officer suggested we try writing the farm operators a
letter asking them to remove the roosters before sending in a complaint. We did so but the neighbours
declined and explained the mental health of the hens was more important to them (this was written and
posted on their property along with our original request).
A very long process ensued in which the by-law officer tried to find a workable solution, including a
request that the property owners apply for a development variance permit. By this time it was apparent
that this number of poultry was responsible for a serious odour problem exacerbated by prevailing
summer winds in our direction. It was here in the season that our next door neighbours returned from
Arizona upon which they immediately noticed the influence of the poultry in both odour and noise and
lodged a formal complaint.
At this point in the process, poultry by-laws were to be reviewed, so further action on the setback and
zoning issues was suspended for a year. We currently have one rooster, 50 active hens 200 feet from
our bedroom window and a pervasive odour issue.
Here are our recommendations based on our experience:
-No roosters in R1 or R2 zoning by-laws
- Hen numbers based on property size and existing zoning codes ( i.e. a limit of 15 hens on nonALR or RU properties)
1

1

- A nuisance by-law addressing odours and the storage of manure
- Keep the sale of eggs to properties in the ALR or RU zoned areas (where egg sales are
involved, an increase in flock size is probable)
- An effective means to enforce noise, odour and poultry related by-laws.
A few more rooster facts:
-Roosters are not necessary for egg production
-At its peak, the rooster we live next to will crow every 30 minutes with 10 to 12 crows per
session starting at dawn
-If a rooster is in hearing range of another, they will crow back and forth to establish territory.
-Two or more roosters in the same yard may crow in unison, effectively doubling the volume
- Roosters have an alarm call similar to a peacock’s call, and this usually sets the whole flock
cackling and exhibiting distress
-You cannot control a roosters crowing in any way, short of removal.
In summary, the foremost thing we have learned is that it may have been an easier path for everyone if
roosters were not allowed in the present by-laws, and we may have worked out an equitable solution
had they been removed.
It is our hope that local farming prospers, but also that the farming community considers the impact on
residentially zoned areas regarding the adverse effect of poultry keeping.
Thank you. We will be happy to address this issue in any forum provided by the regional district.
Yours Truly,

Gordon and Victoria
Cooper Road, Halfmoon Bay
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(despite the fence there has been two bear break-ins resulting in birds at large).
Zoning setbacks stay not smaller since hens are noisy
300 ft odour cloud
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ANNEX B
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 7, 2011

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – September 15, 2011

FROM:

Gregory Gebka (Planner) and David Rafael (Senior Planner) Planning &
Development Division

RE:

OCP / ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NOS. 325.20 & 310.137 (BROWN)

RECOMMENDATIONS:
THAT this report be received;
AND THAT the Planning & Development Committee recommends that the
Board postpone considering Bylaw Nos. 325.20 and 310.137 in order to
allow the applicant an opportunity to address various land use concerns
expressed by nearby property owners and residents;
AND THAT that the applicant be requested to develop a more detailed
proposal to address the neighbours’ concerns and be requested to conduct
a second public information meeting.
BACKGROUND:
Ron and Lynne Brown (the “applicant”) have applied to amend the Halfmoon Bay Official
Community Plan (OCP) and rezone a portion of their waterfront property located at 5322
Backhouse Road in order to subdivide their 1.76-hectare lot into two. Specifically, the applicant
proposes to create a new vacant lot consisting just over 1 hectare, which would be offered for
sale, and to have their residence and existing bed & breakfast on the remaining lot consisting of
about 0.75 hectares.
A public information meeting was held on August 19th. This report outlines discussion at the
meeting, in addition to various submissions of public correspondence received before and after
the meeting. Referral agency comments are also summarized. The report also recommends
how to proceed with this application.
DISCUSSION:
The public information meeting was attended by about 23 people. A meeting summary, as
compiled by Halfmoon Bay resident Lori Pickering, is enclosed (Attachment A). A number of
letters and emails were received before and after the meeting. The letters were split with
several in favour of the application and several others indicated an opposition to the proposed
bylaw amendment. The stack of letters is too large to be conveniently placed on the agenda but
is available in the file for further review. A set were sent to the applicant for information and will
be provided upon request to other interested parties. A summary of comments is provided
(Attachment B). Questions were raised about the timing of notification of the public information
meeting and the applicant provided a timeline of the efforts made to contact local residents; this
was expanded by comments from Ms Lenz with respect to potential confusion about the APC
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meeting (which is not subject to neighbourhood notification) and the information meeting
(Attachment C).
Planning Staff have reviewed the letters for content and the authors of the letters will have an
further opportunity to express their views, either at a future public information meeting or a
public hearing.
It appears that two „camps‟ have formed – those opposed and those in favour of the OCP and
zoning bylaw amendment proposal. Staff have not considered the number of individuals „for‟ or
„against‟ the proposal, and have attempted to direct focus on the land use issues. Land use
concerns were expressed as follows:










potential impact on privacy and quality of life, particularly on adjoining lots
potential impact on ecology and habitat
potential impact on sight lines, views
potential number, size and appearance of dwellings, buildings
wastewater system may result in problems given topography and shallow soil conditions
costs of providing Regional District water must be recouped fairly
potential loss of quality of rural residential neighbourhood impacted in general (eg. less
seclusion, increased noise, traffic, lighting, pollution)
potential reduction in property values (especially adjoining properties)
potential precedent for other properties to further subdivide

While the applicant expressed willingness at the information meeting to consider ways of
addressing some of the above concerns, it is clear from the August 19th meeting that more
details are needed. For example:


possible additional restrictions on dwelling size and mass (e.g. floor area, lot coverage,
height, number of bathrooms, etc.)



possibly larger „no build‟ covenant area along the waterfront



possible re-configuration of proposed new lots in order to preserve trees and provide
more buffer to immediate neighbours



possible „no disturbance‟ covenant area(s) to protect existing trees and vegetation

The subject property currently contains two dwellings, one of which is combined with a garage
and used as a bed & breakfast. The applicable RU1 zone requires a minimum 8000 m² (or 0.8
hectares) for two dwellings. The applicant has alluded to the possibility of structurally
connecting the two buildings to form one dwelling. In this case, any second cooking facilities
would need to be completely removed and possibly retrofitted by other means under Building
Code in order to be considered „one dwelling‟. Also, in this case, the total lot coverage could not
exceed 15%.
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CONSULTATION
Referral Agency Comments
The application was referred to the Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MoTI),
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority (VCHA) and shíshálh Nation for comments. The VCHA
responded with no concerns. The Sechelt Nation responded by requesting a preliminary field
reconnaissance (PFR). At the time of writing this report, the MoTI had not responded.
Interdepartmental Review
Proposed Bylaw No. 325.20 and companion Bylaw No. 310.137 were forwarded to the
Corporate Services Department for consideration in relation to the Regional District‟s Financial
Plan and to the Infrastructure Services Department for consideration in relation to any solid
waste management plan. The Corporate Services Department responded by confirming that
the proposed rezoning for a two-lot subdivision would have little or no impact on the Regional
District‟s Financial Plan. At the time of writing this report, the Infrastructure Services
Department had not responded.
CONCLUSION:
The recent public information meeting was well-attended and, while it was clear that „two camps‟
have formed to express opposition and support for the proposal, a number of valid land use
concerns were expressed. The applicant has expressed willingness to address these concerns;
therefore, it is recommended the applicant be allowed the opportunity to provide additional
and/or revised information and details. It is recommended that the applicant hold a second
public information meeting to provide information on addressing concerns raised by neighbours.

____________________________
Gregory Gebka, Planner
David Rafael, Senior Planner
Planning & Development Division
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ATTACHMENT A
INFORMATION HEARING
Ron and Lynne Brown Subdivision Application
OCP/Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.20/310.137
Held at Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, August 19, 2011
Present:
Ron Brown, Mike Carson, Lynne Brown, Gregory Gebka, Eleanor Lenz, George Lenz, Grace Taylor, Lauren
Taylor, Barb Hately, Darren Patrick, Carole Pool, Scott Rowland , Rick McGowan, Pat Fockler, Louise
Fockler, Sylvia Fockler, Sandra Hughes , Peter Bogardus, Lynne Bogardus, Joan Harvey, Dale Harvey , Lori
Pickering
Notes prepared by Lori Pickering
Proceedings commenced at 7:05 p.m.
GREGORY GEBKA: Introduction, why we are here: proposal to subdivide the lot, Ron will provide
details. Purpose of tonight’s meeting is to share information and to provide some dialogue between
those who may be affected by the application and the applicant. Opportunity to provide information,
have some discussion, perhaps resolve some concerns. There will be other opportunities for more
input including public hearing. Greg Gebka represents staff, answer any technical questions, will be
taking notes. Staff will prepare a report which will be taken to the SCRD planning and development
committee, which meets monthly (except for August, back in September). Report will be available for
planning in September, one week ahead of the meeting. Will email copy of report, which will provide a
summary of tonight’s discussion and give Board information. Board has given initial reading (which
allows process to continue. ) Board will decide whether to give further process by going to second
reading, which will involve a public hearing (this is an information meeting).
RON BROWN: Thank you, everybody, for coming. Name tags are for reporter’s purposes to assist
recording of notes, a requirement of SCRD.
Impetus for subdivision, 4.3 acres of land. Residential B designation requires that minimum lot size is
2.5 acres. Lynne and I would like to subdivide. Cannot divide 4.3 to get equal halves. Will sell 2.5 acre
waterfront lot, we will retain balance, 1.8 acres. Application fee is $2,900 nonrefundable. Need to
prove septic, if you can’t prove septic no sense proceeding. Started working on septic 1.5 years ago,
interrupted by his illness. Septic has been certified enough septic area on the land. Proviso is that
depending on size of the structure that gets built currently the limitation is for a 3-bedroom house. No
conditions around the width, height or location, just 3 bedrooms. Went ahead with application process
when had septic approval. Then went to area planning committee (Eleanor is on committee) a group of
citizens representing the concerns of people in Halfmoon Bay, is that right, Eleanor?
ELEANOR LENZ: SCRD sends out applications and advisory planning commission meets and they walk on
the property and take all different things into consideration and make a recommendation. Don’t have
any authority to do any other thing than make recommendation.
RON BROWN: In July committee met on Brown property, showed them exactly what wanted to do and
then met here at Coopers. Eleanor suggested at that meeting – discussion around restriction – normally
this size property can have two houses - would be happy to put covenant on property to only put one
house on subdivided lot, never be able for second home to be built on that property
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Motion from area planning committee was that covenant run with the land, consider size and scale of
residence that would appear on new lot. Septic requirements will only allow 3-bedroom house, could
put height restriction on convent.
Went to SCRD planning committee. Ron met with them at their regular meeting. They referred the two
by-laws for first reading by SCRD Board. Board passed it and now we are at this meeting.
Sechelt Band is required to come walk property to see if there are any archeological artifacts. That will
likely happen next week.
APC has said they have no issues. Part of staff report that goes to the Board is the official community
plan policies (current). HB Community Plan is currently under review.
ELEANOR LENZ: It’s a two-year process.
GREGORY GEBKA: In process of developing community vision; draft has been prepared. Was provided
for display and dialogue at the recent country fair. There are a number of sub-groups. An advisory
group was struck last fall, late fall, and that advisory group meets on a regular basis to look at various
parts of the plan, looking at themes – social, economic, environment and ?? From there the community
plan will be drafted, there will be a public process. Will take two years, could take longer.
RON BROWN: Will walk you through the section, highlighted in yellow. Designation as it now sits:
Availability of appropriate land – anticipated population growth over next 10-15 years. OCP was passed
1990, 21 years ago. Intent was to protect land in sufficient quantities to come to anticipated population
growth, to provide residential densities, servicing restraints (which included septic and water, at that
time). Now there is municipal water right to the lot lines.
To provide variety of parcel sizes; densities appropriate to level of service that can be provided, speaking
to water and septic. To minimize conflicts with resource activities; to encourage subdivision layout
taking advantage of scenic views (see OCP policies) still in effect today.
Redesignation from residential B to residential C, C is 5000 minimum lot size. Brown lot is 7500 square
meters, right between B and C designation.
(Hands out drawings of proposed subdivision)
Drawing has been done by registered land surveyor with exception of septic covenants because they
have to be adjusted. Consulting engineer has drawn them but surveyor is in Vancouver.
New proposal, lot 12 is the lot that belongs to Focklers. Immediately adjacent to the proposed A, is 2.5
acre lot that has many sides because it needs to jog to pick up the septic dirt that they were able to find.
2.5 is required residential B size.
Second lot proposed B is 1.83 acres, Brown house, guest house/garage is on. Proposal is that proposed
lot A would be subdivided off and sold. There is proposed covenant at water to protect sight lines for
neighbours and Browns, 90 feet wide at water, substantially larger up above. Driveway will be shared.
Ministry of Transportation will have to approve that. There is already a parcel on Ole’s Cove Road with a
shared driveway.
Happy to answer your questions, hear your concerns.
SYLVIA FOCKLER: Wants to present ideas from letter she has submitted, sent to Lynne and Ron, sent by
email to Greg Gebka, and copies to Gary Nohr and Elise Rudland. Concerns are:
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Family most directly affected by new lot adjacent to southern boundary of their family property in lot
12. Strong preference that subdivision not proceed with or without covenants and that requested
changes in zoning bylaws not be approved:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

Location of building site would change privacy and change character… would detract from rural
seclusion of their property, is in direct view of their house. Could be increased noise, major
reduction in privacy for deck and cabin, and beach areas with the influx of more people using
this area;
Would require removal of trees and natural habitat for birds;
Potential increase in night-time lighting;
Value of zoning bylaws; long-term protection of quality of life. Limiting density is wise; protect
rural character of community
Would set precedent which threaten future character and integrity of entire community and
devalue the rationale for having bylaws. We realize OCP is a number of years old but we need
to be cognizant of changes in water but there are also septic issues.
Consequences on lots north of HB are designated as residential C or smaller.

RON BROWN: Are you not – no room for conversation? You will not be happy?
SYLVIA FOCKLER: No, nothing could make me happy.
RON BROWN: No properties north of HB designation residential C? What about Backhouse Road?
SYLVIA FOCKLER: That area was developed or divided before a land freeze was put on.
RON BROWN: There are no septic issues on the proposed sub-divided land.
LOUISE FOCKLER: Worried about septic – worried about environment in long term.
RON BROWN: SCRD has rigorous rules and would make sure capacity on land even though more
sophisticated system may be installed. It does meet requirements.
LOUISE FOCKLER: Issue is this really the direction we want to take for Coast, higher and higher density?
Do we want to recreate something closer to town?
SYLVIA FOCKLER: I also want to add in regard to Backhouse Road lots being smaller; Fockler originally
bought lots because it was wooded. Another house would affect wildlife population. We don’t want
comparisons to Backhouse Road.
RON BROWN: The only places not occupied in winter are your place and Bells – and Parminter? Is it
your view nothing we could do would persuade you that you could work with it?
PAT FOCKLER: I don’t understand a 3-bedroom house – could be 1000 square feet or 3000 square feet.
GREGORY GEBKA: Number of bedrooms is an indicator of how much wastewater is produced.
PAT FOCKLER: Could be meaningless as to how big house will be.
LOUISE FOCKLER: It also has to be addressed that you have your separate rental accommodation on the
existing property so it’s almost as if you have two dwellings there already. That has a full kitchen.
RON BROWN: What is the issue? The property allows for two buildings.
LOUISE FOCKLER: But the density is just going up, up, up.
RON BROWN: We do have a guest house situated above our garage. It is legal, has all septic and other
requirements. Currently they are considered to be the two dwellings but if we put a heated corridor
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between the garage and house it becomes one house and we could build a second house anywhere on
the property. Your concern is density, right?
LOUISE FOCKLER: Yes, and I don’t think things should just be able to be rezoned.
CAROL POOLE: One of the problems is the precedent it will set. The property next to her could become
8 lots. The whole density issue is a real problem.
RON BROWN: The SCRD deals with those one at a time, each decision would be made based on the
merit of the application.
CAROL POOLE: The property between you and me you were concerned about.
RON BROWN: That lot is 45 feet wide.
CAROL POOLE: What is SCRD criteria for allowing you to do this and no one else?
GREGORY GEBKA: Every application is considered on its own merits. Every application is slightly
different. Precedent is a subjective thing, tough for me as staff to answer. Precedent is something that
has an impact on future decisions. Will this impact the Board in its future decisions? That is their
decision. Not all applications for rezoning are supported, depending on what the Board feels are the
priorities. They do look at the land use issues.
CAROL POOLE: What about environmental? More density the more problems you can have with the
environment – eagles, bobcats, where are they going?
GREGORY GEBKA: In many cases some of these applications are postponed depending on the status of a
part community plan review. This has happened in Roberts Creek.
GRACE TAYLOR: Given the zoning that is in place, 4.3 acres is quite a bit short of 5. The lots in our area
are smaller than that. So, how was that ever considered to be a subdivision?
GREGORY GEBKA: I don't know. Some people here might know when that was subdivided.
GRACE TAYLOR: Because it’s so short of property why would they even consider it?
GREGORY GEBKA: My guess is that the subdivision plan was registered before the community plan was
adopted.
GRACE TAYLOR: Bylaws say you can subdivide a 5 acre lot if you have septic approval, but this lot is 4.3
acres, so why was it considered for subdivision? It would not be assessed as a possible subdivision.
GREGORY GEBKA: The current designation is 1 hectare, so the current parcel size is 1.76.
GRACE TAYLOR: So, it’s really short.
GREGORY GEBKA: But it meets, on its own it meets the designation, the requirement, as proposed.
Minimum lot size is one hectare (2.5 acres), so what we have here is a lot that is 1.75 hectares. So, at
the time that it was subdivided it does meet the designation requirement today. It meets the
requirement, the minimum lot size of 1.75.
RON BROWN: Eleanor, can you explain why – there were no issues at first.
ELEANOR LENZ: Septic and house size were the issues at planning meeting.
RON BROWN: The process was to sort out septic first. Next step is to go to area planning committee,
after you have made application for subdivision. At area planning commission there were no issues
except for one house only. So, your concern is you don’t think it should happen because there is not
enough land?
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LOUISE FOCKLER: And also you have already got two existing residences.
RON BROWN: And they meet all the requirements.
LOUISE FOCKLER: Then the density you are proposing to create will be higher once you subdivide.
SYLVIA FOCKLER: Are we allowed to have bed and breakfasts without it being zoned commercial?
RON BROWN: Yes.
LAUREN TAYLOR: Yes, it’s okay.
DARREN PATRICK: Why are you doing this? Monetary gain only.
RON BROWN: If we can’t do this we won’t be in a position to stay. I have had difficult times. If we
aren’t able to do this then we can’t stay.
DARREN PATRICK: So, you are asking the OCP to be adjusted so you can stay.
RON BROWN: I am asking them to approve a somewhat smaller lot. Yes, the answer is, that is what I
am asking for.
DARREN PATRICK: The biggest fear is the change in density. We don’t want the coast to change density
but there are certain areas that can have higher density, other areas, but OCP says density should
remain lower. I don’t know if your reason is valid.
RON BROWN: We’ve got great neighbours, we are very appreciative.
LAUREN TAYLOR: Read Jamie’s (son) letter. Concerned about wildlife, precedent, not supportive. I am
upset, I cannot support this.
RON BROWN: Is there anything I can do?
LAUREN TAYLOR: Live within your means.
The value to us is the natural environment and the density zoning of this area. I hope your value is
economic.
SYLVIA FOCKLER: Our personal needs are temporary. We have a long-term responsibility to look out for
the next generations after us. I came here first in 1973 and it’s changed. We don’t want to be like the
development just north of Sechelt. We don’t have control over it once this precedent is set.
RON BROWN: That’s what the SCRD is there for, the planning committee and the Board, resulting in
meetings like this.
GRACE TAYLOR: The planning committee is not an elected body.
GREGORY GEBKA: It is.
GRACE TAYLOR: That Eleanor is on, it’s people in the community giving their judgment. The SCRD
doesn’t put a lot of weight on it. I think they should put a lot of weight on a meeting like this. As for a
covenant, there is a development down in Gibsons where they are going to lift the covenant. So, a
covenant is not in stone.
RON BROWN: I’m not a lawyer. It was Eleanor that raised the issue of a run-with-the-land covenant,
which satisfied her.
ELEANOR LENZ: I had some concerns and I did bring them forward at the APC meeting and Greg has
that letter. He also did speak with me about things and said that the SCRD does look at every case
individually and if this did go through then it wouldn’t necessarily mean that other places would then be
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approved if this one was. But I’m not directly affected. The covenant was our selfish way of being
protected. Greg said the lawyers would look at that and see how iron-clad it was. I don’t like all of this
at all but it doesn’t – it might protect me but I’m not the only one affected. Pat, Louise and Sylvia are
much more affected. The covenant would not protect me if the new owner decides to put house on
upper part.
MIKE CARSON: Clarify that covenant is for only one house on property?
RON BROWN: Yes.
DARREN PATRICK: The possible precedent is that the people that buy lot could subdivide.
RON BROWN: They could not find septic.
DARREN PATRICK: That is the theoretical process and concern, it looks like it’s been planned in that
fashion.
RON BROWN: The only reason it’s drawn like that is to accommodate septic.
BARB HATELY: Septic treatment plants are getting cheaper all the time.
RON BROWN: But subdivision can only be approved if traditional septic is possible.
ELEANOR LENZ: On the back half, if this person, on upper part of new property, if could divide with that
covenant, would covenant apply to the entire property in perpetuity or will that change if it is
subdivided?
RON BROWN: Pass out snapshot of lot sizes in area; all are substantially smaller than proposed
subdivision. Property south has been subdivided into three.
SYLVIA FOCKLER: Some of those lots are too small but it was decided at the 1990 ACP. Would it be
appropriate to have this applications postponed at least until we have an approved community plan?
Otherwise it is a bit too convenient to slip it through before we have had a proper review.
GRACE TAYLOR: I recommend Focklers hire a lawyer.
PAT FOCKLER: My question re three-bedroom house has not been answered.
RON BROWN: If I put a covenant on size of the house would that make you happy?
SCOTT ROWLAND: A three- bedroom house means number of people in house.
ELEANOR LENZ: Greg, do you have any information that would tell us what size of home can be built on
2.7 acre lot?
GREGORY GEBKA: Only lot coverage, 15 percent of the lot can be covered by buildings and structures.
Then there is the setbacks, 1.5 metres of the side of a lot line, 2 meters at the rear, and 5 at the front.
That restricts the dwelling size in some way. Waterfront setback of 7.5 metres from natural boundary,
buildings and portions thereof.
CAROL POOLE: Does that include deck size?
GREGORY GEBKA: Yes, that is included. The other thing is maximums building height, 11 metre, around
45 feet.
LOUISE FOCKLER: So, there could be a three-story house built there?
GREGORY GEBKA: There could be. That is the zoning bylaw that – Ron is suggesting is there some
appetite to restrict it further, more than zoning?
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DARREN PATRICK: Size of septic system that does factor into the allowable square footage of the house.
RON BROWN: The waste water –
DARREN PATRICK: The new wastewater regulations factor in to the square footage of the house,
number of kitchens, it’s a range of things not just a 3 bedroom house. So the size of field that has been
provided for might give some clarity on what might happen, a gallons per day usage. That would help in
addressing the size of building.
RON BROWN: I have offered to do some changes to the covenant, do people have an appetite for that?
GREGORY GEBKA: There is opportunity for restricting the dwelling size. The APC originally suggested
ways of limiting the size of the potential dwelling, not only the number but the size. Is there some
willingness to –
Lauren: Who is building this house, the new owners?
RON BROWN: The new owners. Can that be done?
MIKE CARSON: Yes, you can limit it to whatever, that will run with the land. As far as setting a
precedent, when you look at some of the houses on Backhouse, the existing lot sizes are already a
precedent.
DARREN PATRICK: What we don’t want is to split that up and now have four houses.
BARB HATELY: What is the bylaw amendment, regarding setbacks? I was told -RON BROWN: The by law is to amend the zoning from B to C to reduce lot size.
BARB HATELY: So, you are not asking to change -MIKE CARSON: From F to E.
RON BROWN: Any other questions, concerns, comments?
LOUISE FOCKLER: I am completely opposed to this land being subdivided. I am not accepting that it’s
getting subdivided.
SYLVIA FOCKLER: I have photographs that shows the space between the two homes and ask whether
anybody would like to see a home built between there?
RON BROWN: (Distributes satellite photo of area) We are not living in a dense situation.
SYLVIA FOCKLER: That’s exactly why we like it.
GRACE TAYLOR: I guess I go back to when we did get the water and any property that was five acres
that could be subdivided legally under the zoning paid for that water. Like, we’re all paying on our taxes
the one-third that we had to pay to bring in the water from Secret Cove down the road. I believe Barb
had to pay double. We had to pay a third of the cost of bringing the water in and we pay it on our taxes.
RON BROWN: I paid up front.
GRACE TAYLOR: Did you pay for two lots?
RON BROWN: I will pay or the new owner will pay.
MIKE CARSON: There is a latecomer charge that would be paid.
GRACE TAYLOR: And your assessment isn’t assessed as sub dividable.
SYLVIA FOCKLER: We’ve all enjoyed being neighbours. Let’s keep it the way it is.
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SCOTT ROWLAND: Prior to you subdividing your lot is roughly 4.3 acres? How much larger is that than
your neighbours?
RON BROWN: On the Backhouse Road side, yes. Each of the neighboring properties is substantially
smaller than one hectare.
BARB HATELY: Mine is just under five.
RICK MCGOWAN: 4.3
RON BROWN: Along the water the largest is ours.
SCOTT ROWLAND: After you subdivide the proposed lot B is still larger than the existing lots on
Backhouse Road.
LYNNE BOGARDUS: I have been chair of the APC in the past. I do not live in your area. I was on the APC
when the adjacent lot was subdivided into 3. One of the issues the APC looked at then was that most of
the properties in the area were smaller and therefore we felt that was an appropriate subdivision. We
were faced where we live with a major development of 170 lots behind us, with the developer wishing
to put sewage into the bay. That's what piqued my interest in becoming active in the community and in
the planning area. We revised the liquid waste management plan so there can be no more outfalls into
Halfmoon Bay and we were comfortable with the developer developing 1 acre properties. Ours is one
acre, and we feel that is very rural.
I know I can’t persuade you to feel differently but it appears from looking at the diagram here that most
of you who are here today do live on properties much smaller than would be the subdivided property in
question. We don’t wish that development to go in behind our house but the area has changed a great
deal over time, it’s going to continue to change, and it’s kind of looking at the whole community in
making some of these decisions.
BARB HATELY: Lynne, when you were on the planning commission did you walk the property that was
subdivided? That was a crime that was allowed to go through.
DARREN PATRICK: That gets us back to the density issue. Bit by bit none of these things might be
drastic but they are continually eroding what was once a beautiful place. I am a builder and I make my
living from this but there has to be a sensible assessment of how we go about it all the time. The
community should agree. From our personal point of view -SYLVIA FOCKLER: We need to consider what places density is appropriate and what places need to be
protected. I would like to suggest for anybody who is doing planning that we make the waterfront lots
in this area have a special zoning that is far less dense than any other part of the community. Only for
future lots.
RON BROWN: Thank you all for attending tonight. The decision to meet tonight on a sunny Friday was
because Greg Gebka is going on holidays. The notes of the meeting will be sent to Greg Gebka.
--- Concluded at 8:40 p.m.
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ATTACHMENT B

Summary of Comments Received
Name

Comments

Oppose/Support?

Browns are excellent neighbours and involved citizens.

Support

Regard the other residents as friends.

Support

Mike
Carson

Further subdivision will help offset the installation of Mercer Rd.
waterline.

Support

Graham &
Sandra
Hughes

Proposed lot will only allow one new house and proposed covenant
will further restrict. Brown has been willing to make concessions
and take input from neighbours. Browns are contributing members
of the community.

Support

Lori S.
Pickering

No objections

Support

Linda Knox

No objections

Support

Keith
Anderson
David
Brown
(unrelated
to
applicant)

Mary
Possible positive impact on local economy. Benefit of slightly
Blockberger increased density.

Support

Daphne
Grace Hall

No objections

Support

Rosalie &
Raymond
Potter

No objections

Support

Barbara
Bolding

No objections

Support

Rob
Simpson

Applicant has offered limitations on building, tax benefit to creating
additional parcel, zoning already allows two houses

Support

Eleanor &
George
Lenz

Concerns: precedent of support for lot size reduction on future
subdivision applications. Suggest a covenant restricting lot to one
dwelling only.

Conditional
Support

Richard
McGowan;
Andrea-Lee
Smith

Support based on fact that one habitable dwelling will be
covenanted and that no additional driveways are proposed.

Conditional
Support

Sylvia &
Edwin
Fockler

Concerns: Reduced privacy; increased noise and light pollution;
increased traffic; precedent of reduced lot sizes on rural character
of HMB.

Opposed
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Patience
Fockler

Concerns: Reduced privacy; increased noise; removal of trees;
implications for density of entire area.

Opposed

Louise
Bradford

Concerns: Reduced privacy and subsequent reduction in property
value; precedent of reduced lot sizes on rural character of HMB.

Opposed

Kyle
Armstrong

Concerns: Environmental concerns of increased development; noise
pollution; increased traffic; precedent of reduced lot sizes on
environmental integrity and healthy social structure of community;
threats to ecotourism (diving, kayaking, bird watching, nature
viewing) and hospitality establishements; reduced opportunity for
nature experiences of youth.

Opposed

Son of Pat
Fockler

Concerns: Family purchased their property because of rural
character which will be reduced by subdivision. There is no plausible
reason why subdivision zone should be reduced. Proposed
covenant locates the residence near existing neighbours (Fockler)
cabin, and away from Brown's residence.

Opposed

Lauren
Taylor

Concerns: Fockler's property may have reduced economic value
while Brown will have economic gains. Economic gain cannot be
considered a merit for bylaw ammendment. Concern over impacts
to environment and increased density.

Opposed

Louise and
Mike
Bradford;
Sylvia and
Ed Fockler;
Trish Beaty;
Pat Fockler

Concerns: Proposal is contrarty to OCP vision statement for HMB:
environmental impacts; loss of privacy and rural character. Large
lot zoning is for rural character, not because of wastewater
restraints. Concern that undeveloped portion of lots could undergo
future subdivision.

Opposed

Grace
Taylor

Concerns: Precedent of higher density opening up further
subdivision in area; loss of rural character; negative impacts on
Fockler family lot. Neither financial need or poor health are
adequate reasons for subdivision approval.

Opposed

Anna
Bradford

Concerns: Impacts on environment; impacts of increased density on
rural character; impacts of noise.

Opposed

Sylvia
Fockler

Concerns: Density in area; increased traffic. Concern over whether
additional housing development would be permitted on the
property as is without any further subdivision.

Opposed

Barbara
Hately

Increased density is more appropriate for centres of service and
infrastructure, therefore rural integrity of area and inherent
community values should be maintained. Economic gain is not
relevant to subdivision approval.

Opposed

James
Taylor
Armstrong

Concerns: Impacts on environment; precedent of reduced lot size
for future development; impacts on rural character. Individual
economic interest is not grounds for subdivision.

Opposed
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ATTACHMENT C
Notification of the Public Information Meeting
Timeline provided by Mr Brown
Aug.9

Letters mailed to mandatory list provided by SCRD of those not resident on
coast.

Aug. 10

Called Pat Fockler and informed her and invited her to come up for a walk about

Aug. 9/10

Letters hand delivered to Hall, Lenz, L. Taylor, G. Taylor, Micklejohn, Potter,
Poole, Hately, Smith/McGowan

Aug. 12

Required meeting notice posted in Coast Reporter

Aug. 12

Met with Pat Fockler and Sylvia Fockler (Daughter-in-Law) and gave them a
walking tour of proposed sub-division; provided them with sub-division lot plan.

Aug. 12

Focklers met with Eleanor Lenz (APC and neighbour) who directed them to
SCRD web site for information provided at the APC

Aug. 11

Greg Gebka reports that B. Hately had called him and said she did not receive
her notice of meeting…. Called Barb Hately and confirmed with her that she had
received letter.

Aug. 19

Public Meeting held at Coopers Green

Aug. 22

Notes of Public Meeting forwarded to Greg Gebka by L. Pickering

Additional Information Provided by E Lenz
Hello David:
As per our telephone conversation this morning.
I think there may have been some confusion regarding receiving letters about Mr. Brown's
subdivision proposals.
I understand there are no letters required to be sent out to neighbours regarding APC
meetings.
Mr. Brown did hand deliver letters to the neighbourhood on the weekend before the
Public meeting on August 19th.
I hope this will clear up any misunderstandings.
Sincerely yours,
Eleanor Lenz

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310 Areas B to F Zoning\310.137 Brown\PDC Report Sept 15 11.doc

17

ANNEX C
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 1, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee Meeting – September 15, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Pender Harbour Golf Club Lease Renewal

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends that the Regional District
supports the renewal of the five-year lease for District Lot 7827 with the Pender Harbour Golf
Club Society.

BACKGROUND
The Pender Harbour Golf Club Society (PHGCS) has requested the Regional District to renew
its lease for use of DL 7827 for the Pender Harbour Golf Course. The golf course is located on
lands that were granted to the Regional District by the province in 1997 through a Crown Grant
process (see location map Attachment A). A copy of the lease agreement is in Attachment B.
DISCUSSION
The current lease expires on March 14, 2012. The PHGCS is seeking renewal of the lease this
fall because the PHGCS Board will not be available in the spring of 2012 to execute the lease.
The lease agreement in Attachment B will commence on March 14, 2012 and expire on March
14, 2017 – a five year term.
Conditions in Lease
The new lease has similar conditions and terms as its predecessor. A couple of conditions
worth highlighting include:
1. The Regional District has requested that third party liability be increased from $1M to
$5M (Section 7 (e))
2. Section 7 (h) of the agreement requires the PHGCS to remit 5% of the driving range fees
as rental. The SCRD Finance Department has confirmed that the club has complied
with this clause.
3. The lease includes a provision that allows the golf club to renew the lease for a further
five years under the same terms and conditions.
4. Section 10 of the agreement requests that an Environmental Management Plan (EMP)
be completed. The PHGCS most recent EMP was submitted in June 25, 2009. The
Regional District has also been in receipt of regular water testing reports from streams
on the golf course. This lease agreement requires that PHGCS submit another EMP
before March 2014.
The PHGCS has reviewed and supports the new lease.
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CONCLUSION
The golf club has been a good tenant and has adhered to the conditions and requirements of
the current lease agreement. The golf club has paid its fees on time and does not owe money
to the SCRD.
Planning and Development staff recommend that the Regional District support the renewal of
the lease agreement.
___________
Teresa Fortin
Planner
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Attachment B

Pender Harbour Golf Club Lease Agreement, 2011
THIS LEASE AGREEMENT dated the

day of September 2011.

BETWEEN:
PENDER HARBOUR GOLF CLUB SOCIETY
PO Box 154
Madeira Park, British Columbia
VON 2HO
(the "Golf Club")
AND:
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, B.C.
VON 3A1
(the "Regional District'')
WHEREAS the Regional District has received a Crown Grant for golf course purposes for the following
property:
All that land situated in District Lot 7827 within Group 1, New Westminster District as identified
in the Lease
(the "Lands")
AND WHEREAS the Golf Club desires to obtain the rights of the Regional District to enter on the Lands
from the Regional District for the purpose of establishing and maintaining a golf course;
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of $1.00 now paid by each party to the other, receipt of which is
hereby acknowledged by each party, the premises contained herein and other good and valuable
consideration, the parties hereto agree as follows:
INTERPRETATION
1.

In this Lease the following words shall have the following meanings:
"Driving Range" means the driving range to form part of the overall golf facilities to be
developed by the Golf Club;
"Driving Range Receipts" means the entire amount of receipts or receivables of the Golf Club or
any other person for the right of a Member or the Public to use the Driving Range, including,
without limitation, the amount paid by a Member or the Public for fees or passes for a fixed
period for use of the Driving Range;
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"Member" means a person who is enrolled as such on the records of the Golf Club, with such
membership not to grant any priority or privileges in tee time or times of access to the driving
range, or special fees for use of the driving range;
"Public" means any member of the general public other than a Member;
"Public Golf Course" means a golf course in which there is no special privileges or priorities
granted to a Member with respect to tee times, the time for use of the Driving Range, or fees
paid for use of the Driving Range.
AGREEMENT
2.
The Regional District agrees to grant to the Golf Club a Lease to enter on the Lands for the term,
defined herein, to establish, operate and maintain a golf club with public access and the Golf
Club agrees to accept this Lease from the Regional District to enter on the Lands on the terms
and conditions set out herein.
LIMITATION
3.
This Agreement is subject to and limited by the Regional District's rights under the terms of the
Crown Grant.
TERM
4.
The Term of this Agreement shall be:
(a) for a five year term commencing on the 14th day of March 2012; and
(b) expiring on the 14th day of March 2017, or until the expiry of the rights of the Regional
District under the Crown Grant;
whichever shall first occur.
REVIEW
5.
The Regional District and the Golf Club agree that the terms and conditions of the Lease may be
reviewed on the fifth anniversary of this Agreement, exercisable by delivery of notice in writing
from one party to the other, within sixty days of the fifth anniversary date of this Agreement.
RENEWAL
6.
The Regional District and the Golf Club agree that the Golf Club shall, subject to the Crown
Grant, have the option exercisable by delivery of notice in writing to the Regional District within
60 days of expiration of the Term, to renew this lease on the terms and conditions herein for a
further five years, as may be modified pursuant to Section 7 (i) of this Agreement.
GOLF CLUB'S COVENANTS
7.
The Golf Club covenants and agrees with the Regional District to:
(a) be in charge of operation and maintenance of the Public Golf Course, club house, Driving
Range and equipment; and further, the Golf Club agrees to use the Lands as a Public Golf
Course;
(b) set fees and dues for playing golf;
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(c) be responsible for the funding of the golf course in its entirety;
(d) be responsible for buying all equipment that will be required for the golf course and the
maintenance thereof;
(e) purchase insurance protecting against claims for personal injury, death, property damage,
or third party liability claims arising from any accident or occurrence on the Lands, and that
insurance policy will name the Regional District as a named insured on the policy, not allow
for cancellation or material change without notice to the Regional District, be in a minimum
third party amount of $5,000,000.00, and provide the Regional District with a copy of the
insurance policy;
(f) be responsible for all water leases and fees;
(g) pay and discharge when due all taxes, levies, charges and assessments now or hereafter
assessed, levied or charged which relate to the Lands or any improvement thereon;
(h) pay to the Regional District a rental fee of 5% of the Driving Range Receipts, with fees
charged to the Public and Members for use of the Driving Range to be separate from that
charged for play on the Golf Course or use of other facilities, with such payment to be made
annually within 30 days after the Golf Club's financial year end, and to include a written
record to the Regional District's reasonable satisfaction confirming Driving Range receipts;
(i) pay to the Regional District a rental fee of $1.00 per annum for a five year period,
commencing February 2012 and expiring February 2017, at which time the rental rate is to
be renegotiated for any renewal of the term of this agreement;
(j) pay all accounts and expenses for labour performed on, or material supplied to, the Lands,
in accordance with the Builders Lien Act, and on behalf of the Regional District, to place
written notices immediately after the commencement of any construction on the Lands, on
at least two conspicuous places, giving notice that the Regional District shall not be
responsible for the cost of labour, services or materials performed on or supplied to the
Lands;
(k) not assign this Agreement or Lease any part of the Lands without the prior written consent
of the Regional District;
(l) observe, abide by and comply with all laws, bylaws, orders, directions, ordinances and
regulations of any competent government authority in any way affecting the Lands and
improvements thereon, or their use and occupation;
(m) not commit or suffer any wilful or voluntary waste, spoil or destruction on the Lands or do
or suffer to be done thereon anything that may be or become a nuisance;
(n) indemnify and save the Regional District harmless against all loss, damage and costs,
including fees of a solicitor, on a solicitor and client basis, in any way arising out of any act
done, permitted to be done or any omission by or to the Golf Club, its employees, agents,
servants, licensees or invitee and to indemnify and save harmless the Regional District
against liability for or related to the operation of a golf course on the Lands;
(o) permit the Regional District and its servants, agents and those under its authority to enter
upon the Lands at any time to examine its conditions; and
(p) on the expiration of the term or the cancellation of this Agreement to:
(i)
peaceably quit and deliver possession of the Lands to the Regional District;
(ii)
remove all buildings, machinery improvements and any other structures from
the Lands if so requested by the Regional District;
(iii)
restore the Lands to the satisfaction of the Regional District; and to the extent
necessary, this covenant shall survive the expiration or cancellation of this
Agreement.

23

Page 4 of 7

Lease Agreement between SCRD& PHGCS
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
8.

The Golf Club agrees to ensure that the environmental implications of any fertilizers that may be
necessary for the operation of the Driving Range are addressed to the satisfaction of the
Regional District. The Golf Club further agrees to ensure that there is no use of pesticides or
herbicides on the Driving Range.

9.

Prior to re-location or significant expansion of existing tees, greens or fairways, or diversions of
watercourses, the Golf Club will ensure that:
(a) all necessary approvals are obtained from the applicable authorities; and
(b) if deemed necessary or advisable by the Regional District, environmental expertise in
hydrology, soils, water quality, landscape construction, geology, waste management and
any other relevant areas are employed to the satisfaction of the Regional District to ensure
that all activities undertaken by it with respect to the designing, construction, maintenance,
repair and operation of the Golf Course have no adverse effects on the natural, physical or
biological environment either on the Lands or elsewhere.

10.

As per Board Resolution 81/02 (February 14, 2002) regarding movement towards management
of the Pender Harbour Golf Course on an organic basis, the Golf Club agrees to file a copy of an
Environmental Management Plan (EMP) within two years from the date of this Agreement to
address the use of non-organic fertilizers and pesticides.

FALLEN TREES AND POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS TREES
11.

Cutting of trees suspected to pose a threat to the golf course, structures located on the golf
course and/or people who use the golf course shall not take place without the prior approval of
the Regional District’s Manager of Parks or a person so designated by him/her, who may require
a report from a professional with experience in this area, at the Golf Club's expense, prior to
granting approval. The Regional District may impose any terms and conditions in connection
with cutting and removal that it deems advisable.

12.

All costs associated with the cutting of potentially hazardous trees and moving them from areas
of play and/or pathways to other sites on the Lands, as approved by the Regional District, shall
be the responsibility of the Golf Club.

13.

Members of the Pender Harbour Golf Club or others using the golf course are not to remove
fallen or cut trees from the Lands without the prior approval of the Regional District's Manager
of Parks or a person so designated by him/her.

14.

In the event that a tree falls and is clearly preventing play on the golf course, the Golf Club may
move that tree to another site on the Lands without prior approval of the Regional District’s
Manager of Parks or a person so designated by him/her, but it shall provide notice to the
Regional District of such action as soon as is practical.

15.

All trees that fall or are cut down on the Lands shall remain the property of the Regional District
and their use as firewood or for other purposes shall be determined by the Regional District's
Manager of Parks or a person so designated by him/her. All reasonable expenses associated
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with removing fallen or cut trees from the Lands shall be the responsibility of the Regional
District, which removal may be completed by the Regional District in a manner and time it
deems appropriate.
16.

All monies collected from the sale of fallen or cut trees shall go to the Regional District.

REGIONAL DISTRICT'S COVENANTS
17.

The Regional District hereby agrees:
(a) subject to Section 7 (h) and (i) to allow the Golf Club to collect and retain all golf course and
club house fees received in the operation of the public golf course;
(b) to allow the Golf Club to have quiet possession of the Lands for the term of the Agreement;
and
(c) that all assets and equipment purchased by the Golf Club for the operation of the golf
course will remain the property of the Golf Club to the exclusion of any claim by the
Regional District.

GENERAL
18.

Time is of the essence in this Agreement.

19.

The terms and conditions of this Agreement shall extend to, be binding upon and inure to the
benefit of the parties hereto and their respective successors, heirs and permitted assigns.

20.

It is hereby agreed that if, after the termination by the passage of time of this Lease or any
extension thereof, the Regional District permits the Golf Club to remain in possession of the
Lands and accepts rent in respect thereof, a tenancy from year to year shall not be created by
implication of law and the Golf Club shall be deemed to be a monthly tenant only subject to all
of the terms and conditions of this lease, except as to duration in the absence of a written
agreement to the contrary;

21.

Where service of a notice or document is required under this Agreement, the document or
notice shall be in writing, and shall be deemed to have been served if delivered to, or if sent by
prepaid registered mail addressed to, the Golf Club and the Regional District at the addresses
specified for each on the first page of this Agreement and where service is by registered mail the
notice or documents shall be conclusively deemed to be served on the fifth day after its deposit
in a Canada Post Office at any place in Canada.

22.

If any section of this Agreement or any part of a section is found to be invalid or unenforceable
by an authority of competent jurisdiction, that part or section, as the case may be, shall be
considered separate and severable and the remaining parts or sections, as the case may be, shall
not be affected thereby and shall be deemed to have been entered into and agreed to apart
from the portion declared or held to be invalid or unenforceable.

23.

In this Agreement the singular includes the plural and the plural includes the singular.
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24.

This Agreement embodies the entire understanding between the parties relating to the subject
matter hereof and may not be amended, waived or discharged except by an instrument in
writing executed by the party against whom enforcement of such amendment, waiver or
discharge is sought and this Agreement supersedes all prior agreements, memoranda and
negotiations between the parties hereto.

25.

Where there is an unresolved dispute arising out of this Lease, then, within 7 days of written
notice from one party to the other, or such time as agreed to by both parties, representatives of
the parties will participate in good faith in order to resolve and settle the dispute. In the event
that such representatives are unable to resolve the dispute within 14 days of the first written
notice, or such other time period agreed to by both parties, each party will appoint a senior
representative that has not been previously appointed.
The parties may agree to refer and to participate in resolving all unresolved disputes arising out
of or in connection with this Agreement, or in respect of any legal relationship associated
therewith, or derived or entered into, by arbitration administered by Mediate BC services
pursuant to its rules, unless otherwise mutually agreed between the parties. Matters not settled
through the process within 45 days notice of the dispute may go to arbitration unless the parties
agree to extend the 45 day period. Each party will bear its own costs of the arbitration
regardless of the arbitrator’s decision. This does not preclude the option of litigation.

26.

The parties acknowledge and agree that this Agreement does not give the Golf Club a registrable
interest in the Lands and the Golf Club will not register or attempt to register this or any related
document or any notice or claim in respect therefore in any land title office.

27.

In the event that the Golf Club fails to observe or perform any of the covenants, agreements,
provisions or conditions contained herein, and such failure continues for the period of 30 days
next after the giving of written notice by the Regional District to the Golf Club of the nature of
the failure, the Regional District may cancel this Agreement and in such event the Golf Club
forfeits any and all rights under this Agreement or at law or in equity.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have hereunto executed these presents.
THE SEAL of the Pender Harbour Golf
Club Society was hereunto affixed in
the presence of:

______________________________
President

______________________________
Treasurer
THE CORPORATE SEAL of the
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Was hereunto affixed in the
presence of:
______________________________
Chair

______________________________
Corporate Officer
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ANNEX D
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

August 23rd, 2011

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – September 15th, 2011

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner

RE:

Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.159

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Planning & Development Committee recommend Development Variance
Permit No. 310.159 be issued conditionally upon receiving the shíshálh Nation’s
referral comments expressing no concerns or the conclusion of the referral
period on September 28, 2011.
BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary Section 611.5 (3) of Zoning
Bylaw No. 310, by relaxing the minimum required setback to a side lot line from 1.5
metres to 1.2 metres, in order to construct a single family dwelling.
OWNER/APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
ZONE:
PROPOSED VARIANCE:
PARCEL AREA:

Cecilia Garcia
Lot 11, District Lot 6844, Plan 18770, PID: 002-543-273 (“the
property”)
Halfmoon Bay
5600 Brooks Road
R2
to vary the minimum required setback from a side lot line from 1.5
metres to 1.2 metres
1.27 hectares +/-

DISCUSSION
Zoning Bylaw No. 310 establishes minimum building setbacks in the R2 zone as
follows:





5 metres from the front lot line (abutting Brooks Road);
1.5 m from a side lot line
4.5 metres of a side lot line abutting a road
2 metres of a rear lot line

The property is located on Brooks Road, and accessed via the lot‟s panhandle (see
Attachment A). Please note that the air photo and map base do not line up exactly thus
the impression that the dwelling is partially located on the adjacent property is not
accurate. This is confirmed by a site survey. The property is presently developed with a
single family dwelling, which is the subject of the variance application, and an auxiliary
building (workshop). The dwelling was recently constructed in place of a previous
mobile structure, although without a Building Permit. According to applicant, the
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previous mobile home was situated on the existing foundation and a relatively low
framed wall.
A site survey was prepared and forms part of the draft Development Variance Permit
(attached). According to the survey, the northeast corner of the dwelling is located 0.3
metres (approximately 1 foot) into the minimum required side yard setback abutting
adjoin Lot 10. All other building siting appears to conform to Zoning Bylaw No. 310.
The applicant submitted rationale in support of their development variance application,
which is enclosed as Attachment „B‟. According to the applicant, a building permit was
issued to the previous owner who situated the mobile home. Neither the Building
Division nor the Records Management Clerk, however, could find any records of a
building permit.
CONSULTATION

APC Comments
The Halfmoon Bay APC considered the Development Variance Permit application at its
meeting of July 26th. Considering information presented in the staff report, and support
of adjacent neighbour, the APC expressed no concerns with the application so long as it
only applies to the existing structure.
Referral Agency Comments
The variance application was referred to the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority
(VCHA), Sechelt Nation and SCRD Building Division for comments. The VCHA
responded with no concerns. The Building Division responded noting that all Building
Code issues will be dealt with under the Building Permit. To date comments from the
shíshálh Nation have not been received. However it is still within the referral period
which for the shíshálh Nation ends on September 28, 2011. Staff contacted their Rights
and Title Office and it is anticipated that comments will be sent prior to the Planning
Committee.
Public Notification
Adjacent property owners and residents located within 100 metres of the property were
also notified of the application by letter. No public correspondence was received at the
time of writing this report. Any comments received prior to the Committee will be
reported.
SUMMARY
The Regional District received a development variance application to permit the location
of an existing single family dwelling within the minimum required side yard setback. The
APC and VCH have expressed no concerns have any concerns with the minor
relaxation of side yard setback, as proposed. To date the SCRD has not received any
comments from the shíshálh Nation or local residents. Staff consider that the permit
could be issued subject to receiving comment from the shíshálh Nation that raise no
objections.
_____________________
Gregory Gebka, Planner
H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\310\310-159 Garcia\PDC Report Sept 15 11.doc
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Attachment B

DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
NO. 310.159

TO:

Cecilia Ximena Garcia

ADDRESS:

5600 Brooks Road
Halfmoon Bay, BC
V0N 1Y2

This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the bylaws of the
Sunshine Coast Regional District applicable thereto, except those specifically varied or
supplemented by this Permit.
This Development Variance Permit applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional
District described as follows:
Legal Description:
P.I.D.:
Civic Description:

Lot 11, District Lot 6844, Plan 18770
002-543-273
5600 Brooks Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed in accordance with the provisions, terms and
conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached hereto as a schedule and
which forms part of this Permit.
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local Government
Act for the purpose of permiting the location of an existing single family dwelling on those
lands described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District (Electoral Area B) Zoning Bylaw No.
310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows:
To relax the minimum required setback to a side parcel line from 1.5 metres to 1.2
metres, as required in Section 611.5 (3) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310.
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit. No construction shall commence
without prior written consent of the Building Inspector.
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2)
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse.

Page 1 of 3
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This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and
conditions:
General Conditions:
Substantially comply with the site survey prepared by Peter M. Gordon Land Survey Inc.
attached hereto as Appendix ‘A’.

Except as specifically provided above, this Development Variance Permit in no way relieves the
owner or occupier of the responsibility of adhering to all other legislation of responsible
authorities, which may apply to the land.

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. ________PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL
DISTRICT BOARD THE ___th DAY OF ____________, 2011.
ISSUED THIS __TH DAY OF ________, 2011.

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

September 2, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – September 15, 2011

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner, and David Rafael, Senior Planner - Planning &
Development Division

RE:

OCP / ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW APPLICATION NO. 375.9 / 310.127
(GROOM)

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT Bylaw 375.9 and 310.127 receive First Reading;
AND THAT referrals be sent to agencies and the applicant be requested to
arrange a public information meeting;
AND THAT staff work with the applicant to draft covenants to limit the
number of dwellings per lot and to establish a protection area up to 30
metres from Stephens Creek prior to considering a public hearing.
BACKGROUND:
In 2009, the Regional District received of an application submitted by Thomas Groom (the
“applicant”) for an official community plan and zoning bylaw amendment affecting a lot located
on Stephens Road (the “property”) in the Roberts Creek Electoral Area (see location map
enclosed as Appendix ‘A’ to Bylaw No. 310.127). As proposed, the related bylaw amendments
would permit subdividing the property into two lots. In 2009, the SCRD Board adopted a
resolution that the application be postponed until the new community plan process is largely
complete (Resolution 288/09).
OWNER/APPLICANT:

Thomas Groom

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Lot 12, Block G, District Lot 809, Plan 7877

ELECTORAL AREA:

D – Roberts Creek

LOCATION:

1019, 1031 Stephens Way, Roberts Creek, BC

EXISTING ZONING:

R1 (Residential One); ‘E’ Subdivision District

PROPOSED ZONING:

R1 (Residential One); ‘C’ Subdivision District

EXISTING OCP DESIGNATION:

Residential C

PROPOSED OCP DESIGNATION:

Residential A

LOT AREA:

4078 m² (1 acre)
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The property consists of a 1-acre lot located on Stephens Road. The lot extends west
approximately 58 metres (191 feet), and north about 72 metres (237 feet). The property and all
adjoining lands are zoned R1 and within the ‘E’ subdivision district (requiring a minimum 5000
m² average parcel size when subdividing).
The site has gentle topography with grade sloping down slightly from north to south. According
to a site plan prepared by Sunco Civil Engineering Ltd., Stephens Creek intersects the
northwest corner of the property (see Attachment ‘A’). A Development Permit area extends 30
metres from the top of bank of Stephens Creek into the property. The property contains two
dwellings, both of which are accessed from Stephens Road.
DISCUSSION
Official Community Plan Policies
The Roberts Creek OCP designates this and other properties in the Stephens Road area as
“Residential C”. The “Residential C” designation sets out a minimum parcel area of 5000 m²,
due to a lack of soil depth for adequate on-site waste water disposal along with the presence
near surface bedrock. This is based on soil and landscape mapping prepared through the work
of Thurber Engineering and H.A. Luttmerding in the 1994 OCP Technical Background Report.
Proposed OCP Designation
In order to allow rezoning the property to permit a two-lot subdivision, the applicant proposes to
change the OCP designation from “Residential C” to “Residential A”. The “Residential A”
designation applies to land with soil types and terrain characteristics for on-site sewage disposal
that may support a minimum parcel size of 2000 m² when subdividing.
The OCP and zoning bylaw amendment application was received in 2009, just as the Roberts
Creek community plan review was underway. Planning & Development staff originally
recommended that the application be deferred until the new community plan process is largely
complete, during which land use and lot density within the Stephens Road area (and other
areas) could be considered in detail.
The Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Review Committee did not consider this particular
property specifically; however, the initial draft new Roberts Creek Community Plan designates
the property and other lots surrounding the commercial core area within a new “Community
Amenity Bonusing” area (see Attachment B), as follows:
6.4

COMMUNITY AMENITY BONUSING
6.4.1
Within the area identified on (see Attachment ‘B’ showing waterfront to Highway,
Blackburn to Marlene) the Regional District may consider development proposals that
would provide higher density development.
6.4.2

Before the Regional District should consider approving increased density a Liquid Waste
Management Plan must be completed for this area.

6.4.3

In order to achieve community amenities, greater residential densities than would
otherwise be allowed may be permitted subject to a rezoning process that includes a public
hearing.

6.4.4

Any application to increase residential density will be considered against at least the
following criteria:
a)

Impact on adjacent properties;

b)

Impact on environmental values and proximity to environmentally sensitive areas;
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c)

Enhance the protection of biodiversity;

d)

Minimizing habitat fragmentation;

e)

Distance from hazardous areas;

Page 3 of 5

f)

Minimizing impact on road traffic safety and levels;

g)

Accessibility to services and public transit;

h)

Reduce dependency on cars by provision for bicycles, walking, and car share
facilities;

i)

Water conservation;

j)

Energy efficient design;

k)

Designed to conserve natural resources and minimize waste;

l)

Protection of heritage and landscape features;

m) Clustering of development to maintain larger portion of site to be undeveloped; and
n)

Maintain rural residential character.

The intention is to reduce possible negative impacts on the local area and encourage
development that has a small impact on resource use.
6.4.5

The following are the range of amenities that may be required and depending upon the
scale and location of the site several amenities may be required:
a)

Provision of affordable and rental housing;

b)

Heritage conservation;

c)

Public access and/or use;

d)

Natural habitat conservation/restoration;

e)

Protection of biodiversity;

f)

Park dedication;

g)

Community amenity provision;

h)

Bike lanes and trails;

i)

Energy efficient building design beyond that required by Provincial Building
Regulations;

j)

Land for community agriculture/community forest;

Other than the above, no change to minimum lot size is proposed in the draft plan.
The initial draft community plan was presented at a public meeting held in May, at which no
negative comments regarding this policy initiative were received. Formal public consultation of
the draft OCP will begin shortly. Staff considers, in light of the policy direction of the OCP
Advisory Committee and the initial consultation, that the recommendation that was met.
Considering that a policy direction has been set by the OCP Review Committee, currently with
no objections from the public, Planning staff believe the Board directive that “the application be
postponed until the new community plan process is largely complete” has been satisfied.
Based on the policy direction the new OCP is taking, there may be a potential to increase
density, however a Liquid Waste Management Plan is proposed as a precursor to any density
increase.
Proposed ‘C’ Subdivision District Zoning / Density
The existing ‘E’ subdivision district was applied to the property and surrounding lands shortly
after adoption of the existing community plan in 1994. The applicant is aware that smaller (2000
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m²) lots in their neighbourhood were permitted before the 1994 community plan was adopted,
and is not sure what the rationale was at the time to increase the minimum lot size.
As noted, the proposed ‘C’ subdivision district would permit subdividing the property into two
lots. Under the existing R1 zoning, if both new lots exceeded 2000 m² then each new lot could
be developed to include a single family dwelling plus an auxiliary dwelling. The applicant
emphasizes that they are not proposing to increase density by subdividing their lot into two, as
they have no plans to develop additional dwellings on any new lots. Their sole rationale is to
divide ownership interest amongst their family members. Provisions under the Local
Government Act allowing subdivision for a relative are not applicable given the relatively small
lot size.
To avoid potential increases in residential density, Planning staff have discussed with the
applicant the possibility of registering a covenant on title to restrict the number of dwellings on
any new lots. A restrictive covenant could limit residential development to a single dwelling per
lot, despite the R1 zoning, which permits a house plus an auxiliary dwelling a lot.
It is not uncommon for properties owned by families to eventually require some separation of
ownership, particularly for estate planning purposes. It is noted that the property could be
stratified under the Regional District’s strata conversion policy. Stratification would create
separate ownership of buildings with the land comprising Lot 12 held as common property. In
such case, land subdivision would not be required.
While each OCP and zoning bylaw amendment application should be considered on its own
merits, it is noted that this application could set a precedent for similar proposals. As indicated,
the existing R1 zoning permits up to two dwellings on residential lots greater than 2000 m² in
Electoral Areas B to F, and there are a substantial number of the R1 and R2 zoned lots.
Waste Water Disposal
An inspection report of existing waste water system, soil and perc tests results were submitted
suggesting that the existing on-site waste water systems are operating satisfactorily and there
are sufficient soil depths and land area that could be covenanted for waste water disposal at the
subdivision stage. The report along with other information will be forwarded to the Vancouver
Coastal Health Authority if the application proceeds further.
CONSULTATION:
Area D Advisory Planning and Development Committee
At their meeting of August 29, 2011, the APC passed the following motion:
The APC approves the subdivision as proposed, provided that a covenant be
applied to establish a 30 metre set back from the creek to be preserved as a natural
area, with existing structures being allowed, as “grandfathered”.
Agency Referral
The application will be referred to the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority, Sechelt Nation and
Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure for comments. The application will also be forwarded
to the Regional District’s Corporate Services Department and Infrastructure Services
Department for consideration with respect to the Regional District’s Financial Plan and
applicable solid waste management plan.
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Public Information Meeting
Pending initial consideration of the application and First Reading of the bylaws, the applicant
should arrange and conduct a public information meeting in order to give local residents an
opportunity to learn more and provide feedback concerning the proposal.
CONCLUSION:
The OCP and zoning bylaw amendment application is intended to permit a two-lot subdivision of
the property. Additional review and discussion is necessary, particularly concerning potential
density. The initial draft of the new Roberts Creek OCP identifies the site as within an area that
would allow for consideration of increased density under certain criteria, a key being completion
of a Liquid Waste Management Plan.
While the number of parcels would increase, the number of dwellings could be limited by a
covenant. There is an alternative to rezoning to allow for a subdivision; strata conversion would
create a separate title for each dwelling with the rest of the land to be held in common.
The Area D APC offers support for the proposal subject to the exiting strucutres being
‘grandfathered’ and a covenant to protect the 30 metre setback from Stephens Creek.
At this time Planning staff recommend that Bylaws 310.127 and 375.9 receive First Reading and
referrals be sent and public information be arranged by the applicant.
____________________________
Gregory Gebka, Planner
David Rafael, Senior Planner
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ATTACHMENT B

The above policies would expand the potential areas for commercial activity in and near the Village Core
as follows:
Village Amenity/Density Bonus Area – development proposals that increased density where a range of
community benefits are secured may be supported, this would be subject community consultation and a
rezoning application
Village Core Potential Commercial Growth Area – new commercial (such as retail, professional offices,
restaurants) may be supported, subject to community consultation and rezoning applications, enhanced
home occupation and enhanced B&B would be permitted
Enhanced Home Occupation Area – increase in number of non-family member employees, increase in
retail area over what is currently allowed in Zoning Bylaw would be permitted (such as 2 staff rather
than 1, more than 20% area can be used to retail products made on site, enhanced B&B would be
permitted
Enhanced Bed & Breakfast Area – increase in the number bedrooms than allowed in Zoning Bylaw such
as an increase from 2 to 3)
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DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.127, 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. 310.127, 2011".

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Schedule B of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is hereby
amended rezoning a portion of Lot 12, Block G, District Lot 809, Plan 7877 from the ‘E’
subdivision district to the ‘C’ subdivision district, as denoted on Appendix ‘A’ to this Bylaw.

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

DAY OF

2011

READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF

2011

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

DAY OF

2011

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2011

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this

DAY OF

2011

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2011

__________________________
Corporate Officer

__________________________
Chair

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310 Areas B to F Zoning\310.127\Bylaw 310.127 July 25 11.doc

42

Appendix 'A' to Bylaw No. 310.127

Blackburn Rd
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SUBJECT
PROPERTY

Straight of Georgia

Legal Description - Lot 12, Block G, District Lot 809, Plan 7877
Existing Subdivision District - E
Proposed Subdivision District - C

Corporate Officer
_______________________________________
Chair
_______________________________________
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 375.9, 2011
A bylaw to amend the "Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 375, 1994".
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 "Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Amendment
Bylaw No. 375.9, 2011".

PART B - AMENDMENT
2.

Schedule ‘A 3’ of Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 375, 1994 is amended
by re-designating Lot 12, Block G, District Lot 809, Plan 7877 ‘Residential C’ to
‘Residential A’, as denoted on Appendix ‘A’ to this bylaw.

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

DAY OF

2011

READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF

2011

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

DAY OF

2011

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2011

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2011

PURSUANT TO SECTION 882 OF THE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT ACT, CONSIDERED IN
CONJUNCTION WITH FINANCIAL PLAN AND
APPLICABLE WASTEMANAGEMENT PLAN

__________________________
Corporate Officer

__________________________
Chair

43 (a)
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FUTURE
FPR
PUBLIC RECREATION
USE (FPR)
Straight of Georgia

Legal Description - Lot 12, Block G, District Lot 809, Plan 7877
Existing Designation - Residential C (RC)
Proposed Designation - Residential A (RA)
Corporate Officer
_______________________________________
Chair
_______________________________________
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ANNEX F
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 7 2011

TO:

September 15, 2011 Planning and Development Committee

FROM:

David Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:

OCP Amendment Bylaw 375.11 and Rezoning Bylaw 310.135 to Amend
Subdivision Density on Lemon Road (Morrissey for Various Applicants)

RECOMMENDATIONS:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend that the SCRD Board give
Bylaws 375.11 and 310.135 amended second reading to add additional properties;
AND THAT the SCRD not require completion of an equalization agreement to be a
condition for moving the bylaws forward.
BACKGROUND
At the meeting of June 23, 2011, the SCRD Board adopted the following resolution (256/11):
Recommendation No. 3

Bylaw 375.11 and Bylaw 310.135

THAT the staff report titled “OCP Amendment Bylaw 375.11 and Rezoning Bylaw 310.135
to Amend Subdivision Density on Lemon Road (Morrissey for Various Applicants)” be
received;
AND THAT, for Bylaws 310.135 and 375.11, the applicants and other interested parties be
allowed to propose an amendment to add additional parcels to the draft bylaws;
AND FURTHER THAT staff conduct additional consultation as necessary and then
provide a report to the Board to consider scheduling a second public hearing.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Staff have worked with the applicants to identify those residents who live in the area and wish to
be included in the revised application. Three property owners, owning four parcels, have
applied to the SCRD to be included in a revised application as shown on the attached map
(Attachment A). In order to move the process forward, staff consider that the bylaws need to
receive amended second reading in order to provide comfort for the applicant to arrange for a
second public information meeting. Copies of the amended bylaws are attached for information.
Another issue to consider is the requirement for an equalization agreement to be a condition to
move the bylaws forward. The concept was to develop a mechanism whereby those
subdividing earlier could be compensated by others that benefited from any road upgrading.
This would be in effect a „late comers‟ agreement. This is an issue of contention between the
applicants and the SCRD. Staff have discussed this with the applicants and there is no interest
in establishing a covenant to ensure this. In addition it seems that the drafting of such an
agreement is problematic and would be difficult for the SCRD to enforce. As such staff consider
that this requirement should be removed from consideration.

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310 Areas B to F Zoning\310.135\Planning Reports\PDC REPORT Sep 15 11.docx
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DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW NO. 375.11
A bylaw of the Sunshine Coast Regional District to amend “Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No.
375, 1990”.
The Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional District in open meeting assembled enacts as follows:
PART A – CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the “Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No.
375.11, 2010”.

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

“Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 375, 1990” is hereby amended as follows:
a) Insert into Policy 5.2 the following:
“RESOURCE RURAL designated lands that are located north of but not immediately
adjacent to the Sunshine Coast Highway may be considered for COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL
uses and the minimum parcel size requirement for subdivision purposes shall be 1.75
hectares provided that
1. significant road access issues can be resolved by the parcels owners to the satisfaction of the
Regional District and the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;
2. parcels are to have no more than one dwelling;
3. the re-designation is the subject of a Plan and, if required a rezoning amendment application;
and
4. at least 20 percent of the parcel‟s area will be set aside as forested land such that:
a) this is in addition to and exclusive of any land that is identified as a streamside
protection and enhancement area as set out under Development Permit Area 15:
Riparian Assessment Areas;
b) areas set aside as forested land provide connectivity and environmental benefit; and
c) the set aside areas are agreed to by the Regional District and secured through
covenant.
Where road access issues were resolved as a result of re-designating the parcels then any
subsequent applications to re-designate parcels adjacent to that access will be requested to
provide a community benefit, to the satisfaction of the SCRD, equal to what would have
been their portion of access improvement costs.”
b) Amend Schedule A3 by designating those parcels denoted on Appendix „A‟ to this bylaw as
“COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL”.

H:\WP\BYLAWS\375 RC OCP\375.11\Draft Bylaw Sep 15 11.docx
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DRAFT
PART C – ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

24th

DAY OF JUNE

2010

READ A SECOND TIME

28th

DAY OF OCTOBER

2010

PURSUANT TO SECTION 882 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT,
CONSIDERED IN CONJUNCTION WITH CAPITAL EXPENDITURE
PROGRAM AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANS this
28th
DAY OF OCTOBER

2010

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

23

rd

DAY OF NOVEMBER 2010

READ A SECOND TIME As Amended this

DAY OF

2nd PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

DAY OF

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

__________________________________
Corporate Officer
___________________________________
Chair
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DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.135, 2010
A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987".
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting assembled,
enacts as follows:
PART A - CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment
Bylaw No. 310.135, 2010".

PART B - AMENDMENT
2.

Schedule A of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is amended
by rezoning from RU1 (Rural One) to CR2 (Country Residential Two), those parcels
denoted on Appendix A to this Bylaw.

3.

Schedule B of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is amended
by rezoning from the Z subdivision district to the G subdivision district, those parcels
denoted on Appendix B to this Bylaw.

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

24th DAY OF JUNE

2010

READ A SECOND TIME this

28th

2010

DAY OF OCTOBER

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this
23rd DAY OF NOVEMBER 2010
READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

READ A SECOND TIME as amended this DAY OF

2010
OCTOBER

2010

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this

DAY OF

2010

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2010

__________________________
Corporate Officer

__________________________

Chair
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ANNEX G
Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee (RCOCPC)
C/O 1738 Lockyer Rd.
Roberts Creek, B.C., V0N 2W1
Phone (604)885-2395
creekclayworks@dccnet.com
Dear Norm Kempe,

July 26, 2011

The Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee has reviewed the BCTS 2011/2012 Sales
Schedule for Mt. Elphinstone. The cut blocks proposed for sale and harvesting raise serious concerns that
need to be considered prior to advertising to prospective bidders.
Please refer to satellite images from Google Earth, September 21, 2010, for a view of the area
surrounding cut blocks A846124 and A87106. These blocks as well as A84612 will be part of the
Roberts Creek OCP area upon completion of our OCP review in 2011/2012.
1.
Cut Block A846124 is located directly adjacent to PMFL previously owned by CNI that has been
completely harvested. It is surrounded by previously logged Crown Land cut blocks A48268 and nearby
48269A. The additional proposal to harvest cut block A87106 for 2011/2012 will complete the
encirclement of A846124 by harvested blocks.
In addition to the severely degraded ecosystem caused by such extensive logging in this area, cut
block A846124 is in close proximity to one of Mt. Elphinstone’s small and isolated parks. As well, it
contains a well used and much loved hiking and biking trail, the Trailfest/Wagonroad, a wildlife corridor
and recreation route connecting the three separate park parcels on Mt. Elphinsotne. Logging in this block
may provide sunshine for some trail users but will destroy forest habitat that has already been degraded by
extensive harvesting in the area.
Cut Block A846124 should not be harvested.
2.
Cut Block A87106 is part of the Research Forest area and is also in close proximity to
PMFL previously harvested. Prior to harvesting this block a public report should be made available
which includes the findings from the silviculture methods employed. Harvesting of A87106 should be
discouraged due to the location of this block within such a heavily harvested area.
3.
Cut Block A84612 is Old Growth, is valued for its very existence and should not be harvested due
to the fact that few stands of Old Growth remain on Mt. Elphinstone.
In addition to the issue of whether or not culturally modified trees are within the stand, this cut
block is also valued for its location alongside the road approach to Dakota Ridge Recreation Site. Now
developed as a winter sports destination, Dakota Ridge also has excellent potential as a summer recreation
site. The resources which have been invested in road access and buildings just above cut block A84612
will be a better investment for the tax payer if the area is attractive and viable for summer sports as well.
The RCOCPC hope you will take these comments into consideration prior to auctioning these cut
blocks. We look forward to receiving your response.
Sincerely,
Elaine Futterman, RCOCPC Chair person
Cc: SCRD Board and Donna Shugar Area D Director
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ANNEX H
SECHELT COMMUNITY PROJECTS INC.
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June 24, 2011

!J

.j
—

———---—

%

Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1

,—-

Dear Directors:
Re

May 12, 2011 Meeting

On behalf of the Sunshine Coast Community Forest,
I wish to thank you for the
opportunity to address you and to respond to your questions
at the above meeting date. We
appreciated the time you took for this exchange and will look
forward to our next opportunity
to meet with you.
Further to our commitment to build bridges between our orga
nizations, we can assure
you that we are going to be active participants in the Chap
man Creek SARP. Also, we will
look for other ways to consult with the SCRD, including
our forthcoming Coastal Watershed
Assessment Process (or equivalent) on Wilson Creek.
One of your questions related to our policies on our geog
raphic allocation of benefits
derived from the SCCF. We herein re-confirm our respo
nse. Our Board has committed to
paying 15% return on the invested capital of our share
holder. This amounts to $25,890 per
year. Beyond this cash dividend and our cash needs for runn
ing our business, our shareholder
has directed (and our Board has approved), that our finds
be used to foster forest related
economic development (ie to create local jobs) on the
Lower Sunshine Coast from Port
Mellon to Egmont.
Yours truly,
SECHELT COMMUNITY PRODUCTS INC.

R.M. Sitter,
President & Vice Chair
RMS/lsh

Suite 201 —5606 Wharf Road, P.O. Box 215, Sechelt, BC VON

3A0
Phone 604-885-7809 Fax 604-885-7859 E-Mail:
scpi@telus.net
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ANNEX I
Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee (RCOCPC)
C/O 1738 Lockyer Rd.
Roberts Creek, B.C., VON 2W1
Phone (604)885-2395
creekclayworks@dccnet.com
-

Re: Coastal Invasive Species Control

PThpy

June 26, 2011

Dear SCRD Board of Directors,
The Roberts Creek OCPC would like to thank you for hosting the Special Meeting
regarding the Coastal Invasive Species management program. We appreciate your
recognition of the role education can play in dealing with the problem of invasive plants.
We believe that the key elements of an education program would be:
1. Education of the general public on Invasive Plant control and containment including
which plants should not be grown in gardens and how to deal with those invasive plants
already growing in our gardens.
2. Education of nursery and landscape business operators on invasive plants and the
problems posed by them.
3. Creating an awareness of methods for safe disposal of green waste from invasive
species.
The Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee, while not against invasive plant
species control, does not support the use of chemicals of any form for the eradication of
invasive species. Due to the proliferation of small streams on the Sunshine Coast (many
of
which are salmonid bearing) and the close proximity of many of the invasive species to
our waterways, rural population, and popular walking, hiking, biking or horse riding paths,
the application of any herbicide or other chemical must be avoided. Our Official
Community Plan states in Section 2.16 that Federal and Provincial agencies shall be
encouraged to adhere to the Regional District’s policy of “no application of pesticides and
herbicides” in the use and management of land in Roberts Creek.
Thank you again for your involvement with this issue.
Sincerely,
Elaine Futterman, RCOCPC Chairperson
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ANNEX J
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 8, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (September 15, 2011)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner
RE:

District of Sechelt Referral OCP Amendment 3360-20 2011-06 – Cowrie Street
between Trail Bay Estates & West Sechelt

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the report titled “District of Sechelt Referral OCP Amendment 3360-20 201106 – Cowrie Street between Trail Bay Estates & West Sechelt” and dated September
8, 2011. Be forwarded to the District of Sechelt as the SCRD Board’s formal
comments.
BACKGROUND
The SCRD received a referral from the District of Sechelt regarding a draft of the West Sechelt
Comprehensive Development Plan and a 30 lot residential subdivision within the plan area.
These are amendments to the recently adopted District Official Community Plan.
DISCUSSION
The District’s OCP includes out policies for the West Sechelt Area and identifies a ‘special infill
area’ that would accommodate 1000 to 2000 new homes. Before the sites can be developed,
comprehensive site planning is required. The draft Land Use Concept Plan (draft Plan)
prepared by Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd on behalf of the property owners includes more
detailed guidelines than that of the OCP. It is likely that the draft will evolve as it moves through
the consultation period. A copy of the draft Plan is available from SCRD staff for reference and
maps from it will be available at the Committee meeting.
The West Sechelt area consists of approximately 143 hectares of land bounded by Reeves
Road (north) / Page & Granite Rds (west) / unnamed right of way – possible extension of Reef
Rd (east) / Sunshine Coast Highway (south). The area contains a few large lots and several
smaller lots (Attachment A). The draft subdivision for 30 lots is Phase 1 and a potential for
Phase 2 is also indicated, although not the subject of this referral (Attachment A).
The draft provides additional analysis of the area and a commentary on existing OCP policies
for the area. The draft Plan estimates a potential build out of 2100 – 2300 units depending upon
type and form. This could provide for approximately 5000 additional residents. There would be
a mix of small single family lots to 4 storey apartment buildings. Amenities such as parks, trials,
affordable housing and childcare facilities would be included. It is anticipated that the land
would provide for housing to meet population growth in the District for at least 20 years.
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A small commercial centre is also proposed for the area in a central location. While floor space
figures are not proposed, the draft Plan suggests a maximum site area of 1.5 hectares. It would
be a community gathering area and provide for neighbourhood level commercial opportunities
and other facilities.
New roads and trails would be required to improve connectivity to the town centre via several
modes (walking, cycling, public transport and private vehicles). SCRD staff request that
planning for specific trails include liaison with the SCRD Parks and Recreation section
especially as the expansion of the Suncoaster Trail is likely to go through or near the area.
As the sites become developed there is likely to be a need to expand or alter existing public
transit services in and through the area. As such CRD staff request that there is liaison with the
SCRD Transit service at an early stage in order to make allowances for possible new public
transit facilities such as potential locations for new bus stops and shelters being identified and
protected or provided. This should also include provision for bicycle storage at or near the
potential new stops. The new commercial/community are should also include provision for such
facilities.
The draft Plan could add information regarding the potential for neighbourhood energy/heating
systems, such as that being provided within the Upper Gibsons neighbourhood. Greater detail
could also be provided on ‘green’ features such as provision of solar hot water heaters for new
buildings.
Water Provision
The SCRD’s Infrastructure Services Department reviewed the proposed 30 lot subdivision
(Phase 1) and note that Regional water is available to all lots. For Zone 1 a 200 mm watermain
extension is required from Cowrie Street. For Zone 2, a 200 mm watermain extension is
required from Compass Lane. In addition two hydrants will be required; siting should be
discussed with SCRD Infrastructure Services staff. Development Cost Charges are also
required to be paid in full to the District on behalf of the SCRD in the amount of $47,850 prior to
issuance of the final subdivision approval. With respect to the draft Plan as a whole,
Infrastructure Services staff request that an overall conceptual plan is provided to set out future
phasing and the number of properties in each phase. Staff understand that a concept plan will
be subject to change however it will assist in reviewing overall water supply requirements and in
planning SCRD waterworks. The full comments are provided in Attachment B.
CONCLUSION
The draft Land Use Concept Plan for West Sechelt is likely to undergo modification as it moves
through the consultation period. SCRD staff request that the District of Sechelt keep the SCRD
informed of any significant changes that could impact upon the SCRD, especially with respect to
provision of water, connectivity of trails with respect to the Suncoaster Trail and provision of
transit.
The comments above and the attached comments for the SCRD Infrastructure Services
Department set out initial comments regarding the draft Plan and the proposed 30 lot
subdivision within the West Sechelt area. The staff report could be forwarded to the District as
the formal comments from the SCRD.
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ATTACHMENT A
Draft Plan Area and Location of Proposed Subdivision
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ATTACHMENT B

Memo
To:

David Rafael

From:

Monte Staats

CC:

Dave Crosby

Date:

08/09/2011

Re:

Subdivision Application for DL 1384 – Phase 1

This memo provides comments on regional water services to Phase 1 of the subdivision on
DL 1384 for a proposed 30 lots.
Regional water is available to all of the proposed lots. Note that Phase 1 is situated within
two water pressure zones. A watermain extension to accommodate both water pressure
zones will be required as follows:
For zone 1, a 200mm watermain extension will be required from Cowrie Street to the edge of
the Phase 1 boundary at the end of the proposed road adjacent to Lot 1.
For zone 2, a 200mm watermain extension from Compass Lane will be required to extend
along the road fronting lots 16 – 30 and continue along Cowrie Street to the edge of the
phase 1 boundary.
Two Hydrants will be required for this development.
As per Bylaw 439, 29 Development Cost Charges (DCC) in the amount of $1650 each is
applicable. A total charge of $47,850.00 is required to be paid in full, by certified cheque, to
the District of Sechelt on behalf of the Sunshine Coast Regional District prior to issuance of
final subdivision approval, pursuant to the Local Government Act.
For all future phases we request an overall conceptual design plan for this property. This will
enable us to conduct a review of the overall water supply requirements for this subject
property and plan our waterworks development accordingly.

Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road, Sechelt BC V0N 3A1
Phone: 604-885-6800 / Fax: 604-885-7909
www.scrd.ca
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ANNEX K
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

September 2, 2011
Planning and Development Committee (September 8, 2011)
Regina Bozerocka – Planning Practicum Student
Potential Park & Ride and Carpool Locations in SCRD

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends implementing “test”
sites and Park & Ride promoting campaign;
AND THAT a community Transit Needs Assessments Survey be conducted as part
of the campaign;
AND THAT SCRD seek involvement of local community groups (focus on those with
an interest in transportation) and other stakeholders on the Coast, including MOTI,
BC Transit, District of Sechelt, Town of Gibsons and the Sechelt Indian Government
District

BACKGROUND
The Sunshine Coast Regional District is in the process of reviewing some of the Official
Community Plans (OCP) and adopted the Integrated Transportation Study (ITS). Community
Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP) was completed in 2010.
Development of alternative transportation networks and reducing the Green House Gases
(GHG) emissions are among the goals in all of the mentioned documents. Transportation is the
largest single source of GHG emissions on the Coast to date.
Lack of choice in transportation is identified as one of the main reasons why most of the SCRD
residents rely on private vehicle use. Park & Ride program can be one of the solutions to
achieve these goals.
DISCUSSION
The Integrated Transportation Plan recommends that a Community Transit Needs Assessment
Survey be undertaken before 2012; findings of 2006-07 Sunshine Coast Transportation Survey
and of ITS consultation process were used as part of the rationale for Park & Ride locations.
The Assessment Survey can be conducted within the frame of promoting Park & Ride before
implementation of the sites.
Communities on Sunshine Coast are spread out and residential densities may not support
public transit services outside of the Sunshine Coast Highway corridor between Sechelt and
Gibsons (bus provision is being piloted for Area A). Designated Park & Ride sites would help to
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encourage the use of buses, at least for the part of the trips for residents North-West of
Sunshine Coast Highway; if alternative transportation modes, such as bicycling and carpooling,
are included in this program, bus ridership would improve even more. Park & Ride is a relatively
low cost, easy to start program, which can evolve into functional solution and reduce the single
occupancy vehicle trips on the Coast, without initial major investments into infrastructure and
bus fleets.
To attract users, the Park & Ride sites must be free of charge, conveniently located, complete
with signage and lighting. The bus schedules have not been discussed, but it is understood that
improved transit service (frequency) will boost the demand for Park and Ride options.
According to Sunshine Coast residents’ survey conducted by Lighthouse Learning Network in
2007, the most desired improvements to transportation on the Coast are extended bus routes,
more frequent buses, small shuttles servicing remote communities. While BC Transit is not
planning to provide more services in the nearest future due to low residential densities, the Park
& Ride program could at least connect the communities that are located further away from
existing bus routes.
Additionally, every Park & Ride location should include bike rack (bike shelters in the future), as
regular buses are only able to pick up two bikes at a time and shuttles - none. Park & Ride sites
must be accessible to carpooling commuters (and safe to stop and pick up/ drop off
passengers).
To accommodate both local trips and commuting to Horseshoe Bay Ferry Terminal, the
proposed hours of operation for the sites are 5 am (approximate time of the first bus from
Sechelt to Langdale) to 8 pm; where this does not interfere with other parking functions.
Preliminary, there are 11 sites recommended in the ITS, but the Active Transportation Networks
Study identified up to 30 locations, from Egmont to Port Mellon. Included in this number are
some of the CoSpots, used by already operating carpooling service of Sandy Hook community.
The map in Appendix 1 illustrates potential sites with the priority locations highlighted.
PARAMETERS FOR CHOOSING LOCATIONS:
MAIN PREFERENCE: More sites accommodating fewer number of cars each, rather than
larger and less frequent sites
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Start/ End of the bus routes
Less than 25 m from the bus stop for Park & Ride
Major intersections on Highway 101 for Park & Carpool
Ferry landings (Langdale and Earls Cove)
Close to Elementary Schools, Preschools (Park Your Kid & Ride)
Level terrain, clear of vegetation
Suitable to accommodate multi-modal parking: for cars, bicycles and carpool meeting
spots (safe stopping for pick up/ drop off)
Visible, safe, “public” space

\\scrd.ad\files\Data\PLN\SUMMER practicum_Regina\_ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION\PDC Report Park and Ride Sep 15 11.doc
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Where possible, within urban nodes, utilize existing underused parking (at public
amenities, community halls, recreation centers, churches, commercial strips, etc)
Vacant land, preferably owned by SCRD or other local government
Sites within Right of Way of Sunshine Coast Highway

Based upon the above criteria, staff consider that the following locations should be given initial
priority (site number corresponds to map):
1.

Halfmoon Bay –

Redrooffs Road and Sunshine Coast Highway (Trout
Lake/Mintie Road area)
4.
District of Sechelt Trail Bay Mall area
11. Town of Gibsons Mahan Road and Gibsons Way area (Gibsons Swimming
Pool)
14. Port Mellon Pulp and Paper Mill (Carpool not Park and Ride)
This location is noted as the site is a significant trip generator.
APPENDICES
Appendix 1– Map: First priority “test” sites between Halfmoon Bay and Langdale Ferry Landing
CONCLUSION
The Sunshine Coast Regional District, with the involvement of local community groups, should
plan and implement the Park & Ride sites in stages - starting from the most obvious locations,
where there is likely to be the highest ridership demand and no major improvements needed,
except for the appropriate sign; proceeding in time with the other locations.
The first priority locations could serve as the “trial sites” and be improved or relocated after
initial period and gathered public input. Promotional campaign should precede the
implementation, involving community groups, schools/ Capilano University, employers on the
Coast. BC Transit company and the other local governments should be involved in the project
from the beginning.
__________________
Regina Bozerocka, Planning Practicum Student
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Park & Ride Locations
(Cars parking and bicycles’ sheds)
1.

Halfmoon Bay (1st step)

2.

Redroofs Road

3.

West Sechelt Elementary

4.

Trail Bay Mall (1st step)

5.

Ravens Cry Theatre

6.

Field Road

7.

Roberts Creek Road

8.

Oceanview Drive

9.

Harry Road (future extension of the road)

10. Chaster Road (Cedar Grove Elementary)
11. Mahan Road (Gibsons Swimming Pool) (1st step)
12. Gibsons Way (Gibsons Cinema, London Drugs)
13. Langdale Ferry Terminal
Port Mellon Carpool
14. Pulp & Paper – carpool site (1st step)

\\scrd.ad\files\Data\PLN\SUMMER practicum_Regina\_ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION\PDC Report Park and Ride Sep 15 11.doc
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ANNEX L
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

August 25, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, September 15, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Invasive Plants - Update

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Planning and Development Committee recommends that:
1) The Regional District receives correspondence from Virginia Lidstrom, MOT dated
August 8, 2011 and from the Coastal Invasive Plant Committee (CIPC) dated July
18, 2011.
2) The Regional District consider earmarking funds to the Coastal Invasive Plant
Council as part of the decision package for the 2012 Budget (see Board
Recommendation 285/11 # 6).
3) The Regional District reviews the need for an invasive plant bylaw in 2012, after a
year of participating in the CIPC.
4) At the upcoming September Union of BC Municipalities convention, the Regional
District supports proposed resolutions B44, B92 and B135.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District held a Special Planning and Development Committee in June and the
Board adopted several resolutions respecting invasive plants at their July 14, 2011 meeting.
This report will address those resolutions respecting joining the Coastal Invasive Plant Council
(Res. 285/11 Recommendation #3); comments received from agencies that manage rights-ofway (Res. 285/11 Recommendation #5) and researching existing bylaws of municipalities and
regional districts pertaining to invasive plants (Res. 285/11 Recommendation #4).
DISCUSSION
CIPC Membership Agreement
Planning staff received a Coastal Invasive Plant Council (CIPC) Membership Agreement form
and submitted it on Aug 11, 2011 (see Attachment A). This agreement formalizes the Regional
District’s membership in CIPC. At the moment, Teresa Fortin is the Regional District’s contact
with CIPC. The Regional District can assign any staff/elected official to represent it at CIPC’s
meetings and be a general liaison with the CIPC.
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On July 18th the Regional District received a letter from the CIPC (see Attachment B). The letter
requests that the Regional District consider providing funds to CIPC and that by pooling
resources, more can be accomplished regarding managing invasive plants:
That the Sunshine Coast Regional District…consider making a contribution towards our
coordinated invasive plant management program in 2011-2012. The proceeds would go
directly towards management activities on Regional District lands.
At the Special Planning and Development Committee meeting in June regarding invasive plants,
the Board adopted the following resolution:
285/11 THAT the issue of invasive plants in SCRD parks be reviewed by staff and
discussion on how this will be addressed be forward to the 20012 budget as a
decision package.
Earmarking funds for the Coastal Invasive Plant Council as part of the 2012 Budget should be
considered.
Invasive Plants and Rights-of-Way
In July, Planning staff sent out letters to FortisBC, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
(MOT) and BC Hydro reflecting the Regional District’s “concern about invasive plants within
their rights of way” as per Board Resolution 285/11 Recommendation #5. Attachments C and D
are the responses from MOT and FortisBC. To date, the Regional District hasn’t received any
correspondence from BC Hydro.
Legislation1
In general, all local governments can chose to adopt an invasive plant control function under the
Weed Control Act to manage species listed under the regulations of that Act. Alternatively, or in
addition, they can develop a program and regulations under the Local Government Act (regional
districts), or Community Charter (municipalities).
In the case of regional districts, the process first requires a service establishment bylaw to
formally initiate the function. This bylaw will define the objectives and geographic scope of the
program and identify who will pay for it. Once the service is established, the regional district
board enacts its regulatory bylaw which includes how it will be enforced, and what the
implications are for noncompliance.
Municipalities can choose to develop their own programs, or join a program operated by their
affiliated regional district. Similarly, adjoining municipalities or regional districts could establish a
joint program in order to achieve improved program effectiveness and operational efficiencies.
Regulatory bylaws can go by many names. Variations for the name of invasive plant bylaws
include Weed Control Extended Service bylaw, Noxious Weed Control Extended Service bylaw,
Noxious Weed Control Service Establishment bylaw, Weed Control (Regulation) bylaw or
Nuisance Control bylaw. As of December 2010, 31% of the regional districts and 33% of
municipalities have a regulatory component to invasive plant management. Bylaws are often
1

Information for this report section was taken from the “Local Government Toolkit for Invasive Plant
Management”, published by the Invasive Plant Council of BC Dec 2010.
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variable between and among local governments, and as such there is no set template for an
effective invasive plant bylaw. Attachment E is a sample from the Regional District of
Okanagan-Similkameen.
Weed Control Act
The Weed Control Act (WCA) places a duty on all land occupiers in British Columbia (including
both public and private lands) to control all noxious weed species listed in its accompanying
regulations that are growing on their properties. Although the WCA pertains to most lands in
BC, it can only be enforced by a Weed Inspector who is appointed by the Minister of Agriculture
and Lands or by a local government. A local government must notify the Minister after
implementing a weed control program under this Act, or appointing weed control officers for
their jurisdiction, and must provide the Minister with ongoing reports about the activities of its
program.
Because the Weed Control Act was designed to protect agriculture, the species listed as
“noxious” in the WCA regulations are those that affect agricultural production, and the Act is
focused on addressing those species. Schedule A of the Weed Control Act currently designates
66 plant species as noxious; 39 are listed for all regions 2 and the remaining 27 are regionally
listed (see Attachment F). Many other common invasive species, such as Scotch broom and
Himalayan blackberry, lack this designation but nevertheless pose serious threats to native
plant communities and ecosystem health, as well as to the economy and social interests. A
local government operating only under the Weed Control Act can choose which species
within the Act they will enforce, but they cannot include species beyond those that are
listed in the Schedule A. In accordance with the Weed Control Act Regulations an occupier
must control noxious weeds growing or located on land or premises, and on any other property
located on land or premises, occupied by that person. The Weed Control Act has provisions for:
• Appointing a weed control officer or weed inspector
• Issuing a notice
• Establishing a Weed Committee
• Recovering costs
To administer and enforce the Weed Control Act within their municipality or regional district,
local governments must advise the Minister of Agriculture and Lands, and council, on all matters
related to noxious weeds and noxious weed control which includes a list of weeds it considers
noxious and require control.
A regional district must pass a service establishment bylaw in order to operate a program under
the WCA. They do not need to pass a separate regulatory bylaw, since the regulations are
contained in the WCA. A municipality can initiate WCA administration and enforcement by
council resolution; no bylaw is required.
Local Government Act
Separate from their ability to operate a program under the Weed Control Act, a regional district
(but not a municipality) can manage weeds under the “nuisance” provisions of the Local
Government Act. This is a two-stage process. First, the regional district board must pass a
service establishment bylaw under the enabling authority of s. 797(1) (d). Basically, this bylaw
2

In July 2011, the Province amended Schedule A and added 18 additional species including knotweeds
and giant hogweed.

67

Invasive Plants - Update
PDC September 15, 2011

Page 4 of 6

establishes the objectives of the service, outlines the geographic area in which the service will
be provided, and identifies who will pay for the service through their property taxes.
Once the service has been established the regional district may include such activities as weed
removal, prevention, education and public relations. The regional district board may also pass
bylaws that “require the owners or occupiers of real property, or their agents, to clear the
property of brush, trees, noxious weeds or other growths”. In this Act, “noxious weeds” are not
defined. The regional district may refer to Schedule A of the Weed Control Act or it may define
other undesirable invasive plants as noxious. This ability to order the removal of noxious weeds
can be used in two ways. First, as with the Weed Control Act, the bylaw could identify species
that must be removed by property owners or occupiers whenever they appear. Alternatively, the
regional district could identify a particular property where a problem is beginning to appear and
make a targeted order that requires only that owner or occupier to remove the weeds.
The Local Government Act also provides provisions for regional districts, by bylaw, to regulate
or prohibit the removal and deposit of soil from any land in the regional district or in any area
of the regional district (Div 3, Section 723 (1)). This provision could potentially be used to
prohibit the movement or deposit of soil that is infested with invasive plant parts or seeds. The
SCRD repealed its Soil and Removal Bylaw several years ago.
Some of the powers in the Local Government Act are available to both municipalities and
regional districts. The Planning and Land Use Management powers in Part 26, Div 9 can be
used for invasive plant management on lands that are being developed or redeveloped. The
Protection of the Natural Environment development permit power [Section 919.1 (1) (a) and
Section 920(7) (b)] enables local governments to require natural areas to be restored or
enhanced. Local governments could, for example, set landscape restoration requirements for
areas that are potential habitat for endangered species, including requiring the removal of
invasive species, listing what species may not be planted, requiring reseeding of bare soil, and
restricting seed mixes that can be used. However, this power is only useful while a property is in
the process of being developed and cannot require continued removal of invasive plants once
the development project is complete. Some local governments are currently using these powers
in their development permits for natural features or riparian areas. For example, the District of
Maple Ridge requires consideration (inventory and/or removal) of invasive species on their
Natural Features and Watercourse Protection Development Permits.
Municipalities are enabled authority for invasive plant control through either the Weed Control
Act or the Community Charter. Municipalities can choose to develop their own programs, or join
an existing program with their affiliated Regional District. Interestingly, the community Charter
approaches invasive plants a bit differently.
Community Charter
Authority for invasive plant control is available under either weed control powers or broad
powers for the protection of the natural environment. This gives municipalities great flexibility in
the kind of regulations they might want to establish for invasive plant management. Similarly,
municipalities have flexibility under the Charter regarding the kind of non-regulatory programs
they can establish. The Community Charter’s Spheres of Concurrent Jurisdiction –
Environment and Wildlife Regulation provides a list of invasive plant and animal species,
defined by the Regulation as alien invasive species. The blanket permission for management
applies only to the species listed in this Regulation. Municipalities operating under the weed
control powers may add new species to their bylaw at their discretion, where as municipalities
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operating under broad powers must get approval from the Ministry of Environment to add
species to their bylaw.
A flow chart in Attachment G summarises the Regional District’s legislative options.
Legislation Summary
In summary, bylaws effectively allow the Regional District to enforce control of invasive plants
on private lands. Before the Regional District drafts a bylaw to regulate invasive plants we need
to consider the following questions:
- What is the primary concern with invasive plants: impacts to agriculture, nuisance to
neighbours, impacts to the environment or protecting gardens?
- What species are of concern?
- What is the primary source of spread: private properties, garden dumping, road edges or
local parks?
- Who needs to be addressed: private landowners, business owners, seller of wildflowers
or land developers?
- Can these issues be addressed without regulation: through education, incentives or
other initiatives?
There is no doubt that several invasive plants (e.g. giant hogweed, knotweeds and Scotch
broom) are present and pose health and environmental risks to our community. However,
planning staff believe it might be premature to enact a bylaw at this time for invasive plant
control. The Planning and Development Committee could first consider the following
management activities proposed by the Coastal Invasive Plant Committee in the July 18th letter
in Attachment B. Specifically:
• Delivery of education programs and materials for staff and residents, to raise awareness of
invasive plant issues.
• Parks staff training -invasive plant identification and management strategies. Training could
be delivered either through 2-3 1-hour tailgate sessions or as one half-day field tour of sites
located on SCRD lands.
• Mapped survey of the SCRD natural areas (parks and trails) for the presence of priority
invasive plants.
• Use of CIPC crews to respond to / treat the following invasive plants:
o Giant hogweed sites found on publically accessible lands within the SCRD
o Knotweed sites on publically accessible lands within the SCRD
Once a season of actively managing invasive plants has passed, the Regional District will have
a better gauge whether an invasive plant bylaw is necessary.
Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM)
At the September 2011 UBCM meeting, three resolutions are being proposed respecting
invasive plants (see Attachment H for the resolutions):
1) Requesting the prohibition of the sale of invasive plants (B44).
2) The Province to provide Regional Districts the same authority to control invasive plants
as municipalities (B92). The LGA limits the list to those plants defined as noxious weeds
as per Weed Control Act. The Community Charter refers to ‘alien invasive species’ and
thus more flexible with the species a municipality can target.
3) Requesting the Province/Federal government place an environmental levy on container
ships to fund provincial management of invasive plants (B135).
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The Regional District should consider supporting these resolutions at the September UBCM
convention.
CONCLUSION
Invasive plants are part of our community. There appears to be interest from our community to
address invasive plants: the Parks Department fields calls from citizens at least once a week
about invasive plants; there are local broom busting parties. The Regional District is at the
stage where it needs to decide which level of regulation and education about these plants is
appropriate for our community.
Staff consider that:
1) The Regional District receive the correspondence from Virginia Lidstrom and the Coastal
Invasive Plant Council (CIPC).
2) The Regional District consider earmarking funds to the CIPC.
3) The Regional District review the need for an invasive plant bylaw in 2012, after a year of
participating in CIPC.
4) The Regional District consider supporting proposed UBCM resolutions B44, B92 and
B135 at the September UBCM convention.
________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner

H:\PLN\6410-01 Planning_Projects\InvasivePlants\SeptPDCreport\invasiveplantssept2011pdcrpt.docx
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Attachment A

Coastal Invasive Plant Commiftee
A non-profit society dedicated to minimizing the environmental,
economic and social impacts of invaive p/ants on BC’s South Coast

Membership Agreement
The Coastal Invasive Plant Committee (CIPC) is a non-profit organization composed of local citizens,
representatives from First Nations, governments, utilities, natural resource industries, academia and
conservation groups, and others who share a common concern about the impacts of invasive alien plants in
Coastal BC. The CIPC serves the geographic area of Vancouver Island, the Gulf Islands and the regional districts
of Powell River, Strathcona and Mount Waddington, occurring on the Mainland coast.
The goal of the CIPC is to minimize the impacts of invasive alien plants in the region through:
• Effecting a well educated and aware population;
• Preventing further introduction and spread;
• Coordinating management between agencies and land occupiers;
• Promoting comprehensive baseline inventories and mapping;
• Encouraging containment, control and eradication of existing infestations.
Signatories of this Membership Agreement support the fundamental goal of the CIPC and agree to uphold
these objectives in the context of their daily role as coastal resident and/or land management organization.
Signatories agree to participate in the CIPC and help build leadership and a cooperative, regional invasive plant
management program. Signatories are likewise expected to encourage other individuals and organizations to
work towards successful implementation of these goals over time.
Nothing in this Membership Agreement obligates signatories to contribute financially to the CIPC or any aspect
of the goal’s implementation.
Teresa Fortin, Planner
Name
and/or
Sunshine Coast Regional District

Organization
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC VON 3A1
Address

Teresa. Fortin@scrd.ca
Email

7Z

/))

Sinature

bate

Please return your signed membership agreement to:
Coastal Invasive Plant Committee
P0 Box 48114, 3575 bouc!cs St., Victoria, BC, V8Z 7H5
Phone: (250) 857-2472
Email: info@cocsfoIinvasiveplcnts.com
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Attachment B

Coastal Invasive Plant Committee

p
Board of Directors
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1

,-.-

I VFI)
JUL 222011
‘‘IZ

P.O. Box 48114, 3575 Douglas Street
Victoria, BC V8Z 7H5
250-857-2472
info@coastalinvasiveplants.com
www.coasta1invasivep1ants.com

r

LS.R.D’

July 18, 2011
Re: Coordinated Invasive Plant Management in the Sunshine Coast
Dear Chair and Board Members:

J$-1-L
RECEIVED

JUL 2 1 2011
CHA,

copy

/

Thank you for providing the opportunity to have the Coastal Invasive Plant Committee (CIPC) present to the
Sunshine Coast Regional District on invasive plant issues, options for management and partnering in strategic
management initiatives. We hope that the information provided was helpful in learning about local invasive plants,
and understanding their impacts to both our natural areas and natural resource industries. The challenges being faced
by land managers around invasive plants are becoming increasingly apparent, as these plant populations continue to
expand. Left unmanaged, the costs associated with management will continue to increase, while opportunities for
success in eradicating or controlling these species, and protecting our natural areas, will become less likely. It is
believed by organizations working on invasive plant management that through cooperative commitments to
management efforts now, land managers can expect to see reduced impacts to their natural areas and resources, as
well as reductions in long term management costs.

This 2011 field season, the CIPC will be coordinating targeted inventories, treatments and removals on Vancouver
Island, the Gulf Islands and Sunshine Coast. Through a ‘pooled resources’ delivery approach, which has been proven
successful in other regions, management activities will be conducted on the lands of all participating agencies. Our
partners in this area currently include: the Ministries of Transportation and Infrastructure, Forest, Lands and Natural
Resource Operations, BC Hydro and Fortis BC, as well as local governments from other regions of the CIPC.
Additional seed funding has been provided by the Province for the delivery of coordinated management programs in
the CIPC operating area. We are currently seeking new partnerships with local governments and organizations in
these activities, in order to increase our program’s overall capacity and effectiveness.
The CLPC would like to ask the Sunshine Coast Regional District to consider making a contribution towards our
coordinated invasive plant management program in 2011-2012. The proceeds would go directly towards
management activities on Regional District lands. Listed below are some options for management activities for 20112012:
•
•
•
•

Delivery of education programs and materials for staff and residents, to raise awareness of invasive plant
issues
Parks staff training invasive plant identification and management strategies. Training could be delivered
either through 2-3 1-hour tailgate sessions or as one half-day field tour of sites located on SCRD lands
A Mapped survey of the SCRD natural areas (parks and trails) for the presence of priority invasive plants:
Use of CIPC crews to respond to / treat the following invasive plants:
o Giant hogweed sites found on publically accessible lands within the SCRD
o Knotweed sites on publically accessible lands within the SCRD
—
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These activities can be completed on a fee-for-service basis, depending on funding availability. Attached is a draft
copy the CIPC’s 2011 work plan, which lists partners, funding and on-the-ground management activities in the
Sunshine Coast region for reference.
A verbal or written report outlining the activities conducted and future management recommendations can be
provided to the Regional District at the end of the year. We thank you for your interest in this matter, and look
forward to discussing the possibility for future coordinated invasive plant management in the Sunshine Coast
Regional District. If you have questions about our program and additional services that can be provided, please do
not hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,

Melissa Noel, Coordinator

Cc. Teresa Fortin, Planner, Sunshine Coast Regional District
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Treatments and/or
nventones

Administration

Equipment, chipping and disposal fees.
Data into IAPP database and access to database if needed

Incidental expenses
-

IAPP data entry 1 week

Inventory, mechanical and
chemical treatments: 2-3
person crew, 1-2 months

Administration, CIPC Annual Report, Summarizing programs
and deliverables, results and recommendations. 10%
Preliminary inventory and/or monitoring (gravel pits & EDRR /
eradicate species), identificaiton of priority sites, project
orientation / training with contractor staff, ongoing
correspondance and contract supervision, and posttreatment monitoring. List of priority sites for treatment in
2012. 15%
Re-treat 2009-2010 sites, inventory / treat priority gravel pits
identified by project manager. EDRR species and high value
(agricultural & ecological) areas. Inventory priority IP’s where
gaps currently exist (transportation & utility corridors, newly
disturbed areas).

Expenses

Total

General Program
Implementation (10%)
Project Management (15%)

BC Hydra
Forlis BC

pending request for funding

pending

Sunshine Coast (Powell River & Sunshine Coasfl
Income

2011 C1PC inventory & Treatment Workplan / DRAFT Budget

Ministiy of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations
Local Gov’t Funding
PRRD, City of Powell River
Sunshine Coast Regional District, Town of Sechelt,
Town of Gibsons
Utility / Private Funding

Provincial Gov’t Funding
Minsitry of Forests and Range (Grant)
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
IAF I Ministry of Agriculture and Lands (Grant)
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$

$1,000
$27,346

Total

$2,000
June November
-

-

June September

-

July September

$17,510

$4,102
-

April September

5,000.00
3,000.00
27,346.00

4,000.00

4,000.00
10,000.00
1,346.00

$2,734
-

$
$

$

$

$
$
$

December

April

5,000.00
3,000.00
35,000.00

3,000.00

4,000.00

4,000.00

4,000.00
10,000.00
2,000.00
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Attachment D

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mingo, Jenny
Teresa Fortin; Mingo, Jenny
Coastal Invasive Plant Committee (Coordinator)
RE: Invasive Plants along FORTIS ROWs in SCRD
August-10-11 11:24:28 AM

Thanks. .. we have written agreement with them.   Talk to Mellisa.
Regards
Jenny
Teresa Fortin <Teresa.Fortin@scrd.ca> wrote:
Hi Jenny,
In July 2011, the SCRD made a resolution to join the CIPC. We technically haven’t as of yet -the SCRD
hasn’t signed the ‘Membership Agreement’ form – but plans to submit that by Sept.
Teresa Fortin, MCIP
Planner
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC V0N 3A0
Ph: 604 885-6804 ext 5 Fax: 604 885-7909
www.SCRD.ca
In office Wednesdays & Thursdays 8:30am - 4pm
From: Mingo, Jenny [mailto:Jenny.Mingo@fortisbc.com]
Sent: August-08-11 10:50 AM
To: Coastal Invasive Plant Committee (Coordinator) (info@coastalinvasiveplants.com)
Cc: Teresa Fortin
Subject: RE: Invasive Plants along FORTIS ROWs in SCRD
Morning Melissa,
I thought SCRD is under the CIPC?   Am I wrong? Would you please help me out.
Thanks very much for your help.
Jenny
Jenny Mingo, A.Sc.T.
Technologist - Environmental Support
FortisBC
(former Terasen Gas)
My e-mail address has changed to @fortisbc.com
16705 Fraser Highway
Surrey, B.C., V4N 0E8
Tel: 604-592-7627
Cell: 604-240-5804
Fax: 604-592-7658
Email:   jenny.mingo@fortisbc.com<mailto:jenny.mingo@terasengas.com>
http://www.fortisbc.com
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From: Teresa Fortin [mailto:Teresa.Fortin@scrd.ca]
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2011 3:19 PM
To: Schafer, Leona
Subject: Invasive Plants along FORTIS ROWs in SCRD
Ms. Schafer,
Please find attached a letter from the Sunshine Coast Regional District respecting invasive plants along
FORTIS ROWs in the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
Teresa Fortin, MCIP
Planner
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC V0N 3A0
Ph: 604 885-6804 ext 5 Fax: 604 885-7909
www.SCRD.ca<http://www.SCRD.ca>
In office Wednesdays & Thursdays 8:30am - 4pm
________________________________
This e-mail is the property of FortisBC Holdings Inc. and/or its affiliates in British Columbia and may
contain confidential material for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or
disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. FortisBC Holdings Inc. and its affiliates do not accept liability
for any errors or omissions which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of the message including removal
from your hard drive. Thank you.
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Attachment E

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF OKANAGAN-SIMILKAMEEN
BYLAW NO. 2065, 2001
A Bylaw to Establish a Service for the Control of Noxious Weeds

WHEREAS Section 796 of the Local Government Act authorizes the Regional
District Board to operate any service that the Board considers necessary or
desirable for all or part of the Regional District;
AND WHEREAS Sections 796.2, 518.1 and 800 of the Local Government Act
provide for the adoption of a bylaw to establish a new Regional District service;
AND WHEREAS the electors in each of the participating areas have been
provided with a counter petition opportunity in relation to this bylaw, pursuant to
Section 801 (3)(b) of the Local Government Act;
NOW THEREFORE the Board of Directors of the Regional District of Okanagan
Similkameen in open meeting assembled, ENACTS as follows:
CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the “Noxious Weed Control
Service Establishment Bylaw No. 2065, 2001”.

ESTABLISHMENT
2.

A service for the control of noxious weeds (the “Service”) is established by
the Regional District.

SCOPE OF SERVICE
3.

The Service established by this bylaw incorporates all matters related to
the eradication and management of weeds, including without limitation:
(1)

weed removal and weed prevention;

(2)

entry of contracts relating to the Service; and

(3)

education and public relations.
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SERVICE AREA
4.

The service area for the Service consists of all of the territorial area of the
Regional District.

PARTICIPATING AREAS
5.

The participating areas for the Service are the City of Penticton, Town of
Oliver, Town of Osoyoos, Town of Princeton, Village of Keremeos, District
of Summerland, Electoral Areas ‘A’, ‘B’, ‘C’, ‘D’, ‘E’, ‘F’, ‘G’ and ‘H’.

COST RECOVERY
6.

The annual cost of providing the Service shall be recovered by the
requisition of money under Sections 805 and 806 of the Local
Government Act, to be collected by a property value tax to be levied on
land and improvements for regional hospital district purposes within the
participating areas and to be collected in accordance with sections 805.1
and 806.1 of the Local Government Act.

APPORTIONMENT OF COSTS
7.

The annual cost of the Service shall be apportioned amongst the
participants on the basis of the converted value of land and improvements
for hospital purposes in the participating areas.

MAXIMUM REQUISTION
8.

The maximum amount that may be requisitioned annually for this Service
shall not exceed $15,000.00

READ A FIRST, SECOND AND THIRD TIME this 22’ day of March, 2001.
APPROVED BY THE INSPECTOR OF MUNICIPALITIES this 1
2001.
ADOPTED this

th
5

day of May,

day of July, 2001..

RDOS Board Chairman

Legislative Service Manager
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Schedule A
Part I — Provincial Weeds

Attachment F

Weeds classed as noxious within all regions of the province:
Annual Sow Thistle

(Sonchus oleraceus)

Bohemian Knotweed

(Fallopia x bohemica)

Bur Chervil

(Anthriscus caucalis)

Canada Thistle

(Cirsium arvense)

Common Crupina

(Crupina vulgaris)

Common Reed

(Phragmites australis subspecies australis)

Common Toadflax

(Linaria vulgaris)

Dalmatian Toadflax

(Linaria dalmatica)

Dense-flowered Cordgrass

(Spartina densiflora)

Diffuse Knapweed

(Centaurea diffusa)

Dodder

(Cuscuta spp.)

English Cordgrass

(Spartina anglica)

Flowering Rush

(Butomus umbellatus)

Garlic Mustard

(Alliaria petiolata)

Giant Hogweed

(Heracleum mantegazzianum)

Giant Knotweed

(Fallopia sachalinensis)

Giant Mannagrass/Reed Sweetgrass

(Glyceria maxima)

Gorse

(Ulex europaeus)

Himalayan Knotweed

(Polygonum polystachyum)

Hound’s-tongue

(Cynoglossum officinale)

Japanese Knotweed

(Fallopia japonica)

Jointed Goatgrass

(Aegilops cylindrica)

Leafy Spurge

(Euphorbia esula)

Milk Thistle

(Silybum marianum)

North Africa Grass

(Ventenata dubia)

Perennial Sow Thistle

(Sonchus arvensis)

Purple Loosestrife

(Lythrum salicaria)

Purple Nutsedge

(Cyperus rotundus)

Rush Skeletonweed

(Chondrilla juncea)

Saltmeadow Cordgrass

(Spartina patens)

Scentless Chamomile

(Matricaria maritima)

Smooth Cordgrass

(Spartina alterniflora)

Spotted Knapweed

(Centaurea maculosa)

Tansy Ragwort

(Senecio jacobaea)

Velvetleaf

(Abutilon theophrasti)

Wild Oats

(Avena fatua)

Yellow Flag Iris

(Iris pseudacorus)

Yellow Nutsedge

(Cyperus esculentus)

Yellow Starthistle

(Centaurea solstitialis)
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Attachment G

Figure 2 – extracted from the Local Government Toolkit for Invasive Plant Management 2010
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Proposed 2011 UBCM Resolutions

B44 REGULATION OF SALE OF PLANTS & SEEDS.
WHEREAS the continuing spread of invasive plant species across BC and Canada is
significantly impacting much of our agricultural and environmental resources;
AND WHEREAS local governments are allocating resources to the control and
eradication of invasive plant species at a substantial financial cost; however, invasive
plants and seeds continue to be sold in nurseries, catalogues and via the Internet:
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that UBCM lobby the provincial and federal
governments to develop a strategy to prohibit the sale of invasive plant species and their
seeds.
ENDORSED BY THE NORTH CENTRAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION
UBCM RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Endorse
UBCM RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE COMMENTS:
The Resolutions Committee notes that the UBCM membership endorsed resolution 2008-B71,
which called for federal and provincial government assistance in preventing the sales of invasive
plant species and their seeds.
The provincial government, in response to the resolution, highlighted a partnership initiative with
the Invasive Plant Council of BC to develop and implement a comprehensive approach to
prevent the sale and trade of invasive plants. The Province also noted that existing provincial
legislation enables the provincial government, communities and local governments to regulate
and enforce control of certain existing noxious weeds and other invasive plants.
The federal government in response to the resolution indicated that the CFIA was in the process
of developing a policy to address plant groups of concern to Canada -including invasive plants.
At the same time, the CFIA had begun development of a Canadian invasive plant framework,
including establishment of a national invasive plant program. The federal government said that it
would consult with local government on the development of the invasive plant framework.
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Proposed 2011 UBCM Resolutions

B92 AUTHORITY TO CONTROL WEEDS
WHEREAS the Local Government Act authorizes regional districts to “require the owners
or occupiers of real property, or their agents, to clear the property of brush, trees,
noxious weeds or other growths”; however, “noxious weeds” is not defined in this
legislative context;
AND WHEREAS the Community Charter authorizes municipal councils to exercise their
authority over “trees, weeds, or other growths that council considers should be removed,
cut down or trimmed”, which appears to give municipalities broader authority to control
weeds than regional districts are afforded under the Local Government Act:
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that UBCM lobby the provincial government to change
its legislation to ensure that regional districts have the same authority as municipalities to
control any plant species that the regional district board considers undesirable.
ENDORSED BY THE NORTH CENTRAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION
UBCM RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Endorse
UBCM RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE COMMENTS:
The Resolutions Committee advises that the UBCM membership has not previously considered
a resolution calling for a change in provincial legislation that would grant regional districts the
authority to control any plant species that the regional district board considered undesirable.
The Committee notes that the issue at hand is the definition of “noxious weeds.” While
municipalities can deal with both noxious and non-noxious weeds under the Community Charter,
the Local Government Act appears to grant regional districts the authority to deal only with
“noxious” weeds. The enactment clause calls for a change to legislation that would ensure that
regional districts and municipalities have the same ability to deal with both noxious and nonnoxious weeds
.
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Proposed 2011 UBCM Resolutions

B135 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION FEES
WHEREAS over the last thirty years, global trade has greatly increased between British
Columbia and the rest of the world, resulting in the increased introduction of invasive
species into British Columbia;
AND WHEREAS the invasion of these species seriously threatens both our ecosystems
and our economy;
AND WHEREAS the Province of British Columbia has recognized the real threats posed
by the importation of alien insects, plants, seeds and animals and has responded by
forming the Invasive Plant Council of BC; however, the funds required to address
invasive species are insufficient to deal with the escalating problem;
AND WHEREAS the costs to address this situation currently rest entirely on the British
Columbia taxpayer, and the revenue produced is insufficient to meet the need and would
require a substantial tax increase and/or allotment share of general revenue:
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that UBCM urge the Province of British Columbia to
develop a new revenue source through the implementation of environmental protection
fees on all incoming freight, and that those revenues be utilized throughout the province
by the Invasive Plant Council of BC and regional districts for the purpose of preventing,
mitigating and eradicating invasive species;
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that cargo certified as weed-free by the BC
Cattlemen’s Association, or other recognized agency, will be exempt from the levy.
NOT PRESENTED TO THE NORTH CENTRAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION UBCM
RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation
UBCM RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE COMMENTS:
The Resolutions Committee advises that the UBCM membership has not previously considered
a resolution calling on the Province to place environmental protection fees on all incoming
freight, with the revenues from these fees provided to the Invasive Plant Council of BC to fund
prevention, mitigation and eradication of invasive species.
However, members endorsed resolution 2005-B25, which called on the Province to commit the
necessary resources to fund education programs on invasive species as well as to take action
on new invasive plant species. The membership also endorsed resolution 2010-B29, which
called on the Province to dedicate resources to government agencies for control of invasive
species as well as to institute a grants program to assist local 117 organizations in invasive
species control.
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ANNEX M
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

August 25, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, Sept 15, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Draft Canada- British Columbia Marine Protected Area Network Strategy

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend the Regional District send
the following comments to the Canada – BC Marine Protected Area Implementation Team
regarding the Draft Canada- British Columbia Marine Protect Area Network Strategy :
1. The Sunshine Coast Regional District agrees that the phased approach to
assigning Marine Protected Areas as described in the “Moving Forward”
section (page 4) is logical and supports the phased approach as it will allow
for several opportunities for public consultation and information gathering.
2. The Regional District has many resources to contribute to a discussion on
assigning Marine Protected Areas and requests a trilateral meeting with the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the Ministry of Environment on this
subject.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District was sent a package of information from the Department of Fisheries and
Oceans and the BC Ministry of Environment regarding a proposal for a Canada-British
Columbia Marine Protected Area Network Strategy (see Attachment A). These agencies are
seeking comments from local government, industry, community and First Nations by August 31,
2011. The Board made an earlier resolution in July respecting this item:
319/11

Recommendation No. 7

Marine Protected Areas Network

THAT the letter from the Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada
(DFO) and BC Ministry of Environment (MoE) and attached draft report
entitled “Canada-British Columbia Marine Protected Areas Network
Strategy” be sent to the July 27, 2011 Natural Resources Advisory
Committee (NRAC) for comment;
AND THAT a letter be sent to DFO that the SCRD comments will be
available on the draft Strategy in September, 2011;
AND FURTHER THAT staff send DFO a copy of the SCRD Shoreline
bylaws and above letter, with a copy of the letter to the District of
Sechelt, Town of Gibsons and Sechelt Indian Band.

\\scrd.ad\files\Data\PLN\3020-01 Crown_Land\Crown Referral SCRD
Comments\DFO\MPANetworkStragegy\MarineProtectedAreaStrategySeptPDCrpt.docx
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Staff have already acted on the resolution. This report will make recommendations on the Draft
Canada-British Columbia Marine Protected Areas Network Strategy report for the Planning and
Development Committee to consider.
DISCUSSION
The document proposes a high level framework to guide the process of establishing a network
of marine protected areas (MPAs) in the Pacific waters of Canada. Apparently specific policies
or activities related to the planning, implementation and MPAs are to be addressed in future
documents.
The document defines an MPA as “a clearly defined geographical space recognized, dedicated,
and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long‐term conservation of
nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values”.
An MPA network is defined as “a collection of individual marine protected areas that operates
cooperatively and synergistically, at various spatial scales, and with a range of protection levels,
in order to fulfill ecological aims more effectively and comprehensively than individual sites
could alone.”
Marine protected areas do already exist in Pacific Canada. BC currently has a total of 187
MPAs covering 28% of BC’s coastline. These MPAs were designated using a variety of federal
and provincial legislative tools, however a network approach is thought to enhance their
capacity to achieve multiple goals and objectives that no one single MPA could achieve.
DFO/MOE have identified six objectives to meet the goals and contribute to the vision for a MPA
Pacific network:
Objective 1: Protect and maintain marine biodiversity,
representative ecosystems and special natural features.
Goal 1 ‐ Ecological Conservation
•Objective 2: Contribute to the conservation and protection
of fishery resources and their habitats.
•Objective 3: Contribute to social, community and
economic certainty and stability.
Goal 2 ‐Socio ‐ Economic
•Objective 4: Protect and maintain opportunities for tourism
and recreation.
•Objective 5: Conserve and protect traditional use,
cultural heritage and archaeological resources.
Goal 3 ‐ History & Culture
•Objective 6: Provide scientific research opportunities and
increase education and awareness.
To be considered for the national network, it must be demonstrated that a given MPA:
1. Meets Canada’s network definition of a marine protected area; and
2. Contributes to at least one national MPA network goal; and
3. Has a management plan, or protection guidance explicitly specified in supporting
legislation or regulations, and is being actively managed for achievement of the specified
MPA network goal(s).

\\scrd.ad\files\Data\PLN\3020-01 Crown_Land\Crown Referral SCRD
Comments\DFO\MPANetworkStragegy\MarineProtectedAreaStrategySeptPDCrpt.docx
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The draft Strategy proposes a phased approach for implementing a network of MPAs as
diagramed below:

Planning staff feel that this is a logical approach and support the phased approach as it will
allow several opportunities for public consultation and information gathering.
This document only discusses the rationale and vision for achieving an MPA network. The
Provincial/Federal governments haven’t completed an analysis of existing sites nor identified
any gaps in protection of marine areas. It would appear that at this stage they aren’t necessarily
looking for recommendations of specific places that could be part of the protected area network
either.
Regional District
The Regional District electoral areas have approximately 769 km of shoreline. Of that, 72 km of
shoreline lies within a Regional Park (2.8km), UREP (25.2 km), Provincial Park (41.2km) or an
Ecological Reserve (2.8km). Approximately 5% of the coastline is protected within a Provincial
system and a total 9% of the Coastline within the Regional District has some sort of protection
from development.
Although the strategy does not identify targets for protection it does quote a source that
suggested that “10% of coastal and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for
biodiversity and ecosystem services.” Planning staff have not done any analysis to determine if
the 72 km of already protected shoreline in the Regional District meets the objectives of the
MPA’s.
Natural Resources Advisory Committee (NRAC)
NRAC reviewed this document at the July 27th meeting, had a discussion and made the
following recommendation:
NRAC agrees that the initiative is good. We agree with its objectives and principles, and urge
the SCRD to put forward its archives of relevant information in order to inform the process.

\\scrd.ad\files\Data\PLN\3020-01 Crown_Land\Crown Referral SCRD
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Also NRAC suggested several sites for consideration and commented that the SCRD should
accept the offer to meet with DFO and MOE to discuss the strategic approach to MPA network
planning.
CONCLUSION
Developing a Marine Protected Area Network along BC’s coast is an important task, one that
the Regional District should participate in. Planning staff recommend that the Planning and
Development Committee send the following comments to the MPA Interagency Team:
1. The phased approach to assigning MPA’s as described in the “Moving Forward” section
(page 4) is a logical approach and support the phased approach as it will allow for
several opportunities for public consultation and information gathering.
2. The Regional District has many resources to contribute to a discussion on assigning
marine protected areas and would appreciate a trilateral meeting with DFO and MOE on
this subject.

________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner

\\scrd.ad\files\Data\PLN\3020-01 Crown_Land\Crown Referral SCRD
Comments\DFO\MPANetworkStragegy\MarineProtectedAreaStrategySeptPDCrpt.docx
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Attachment A

DRAFT
Canada – British Columbia
Marine Protected Area
Network Strategy

A Joint Initiative of the Governments of
Canada and British Columbia.

89

Preface
The governments of Canada and British Columbia are pleased to present this draft Canada – BC
Marine Protected Area Network Strategy. Pacific Canada is one of the most diverse and
productive marine environments in the world ‐ we rely on it in many ways, as a source of food,
employment, recreation and spiritual renewal. We want to build on and protect this richness
for present and future generations.
This draft strategy has been developed jointly by federal and provincial agencies and reflects
the need for governments to work together to achieve common marine protection and
conservation goals. This strategy is an initiative to coordinate all existing federal and provincial
marine protected areas programs under a single umbrella. This allows for better integration
with the national framework for a marine protected area network in Canada and provides an
overarching vision and guiding objectives for Pacific Canada’s marine protected areas.
To date however, this draft does not reflect feedback from First Nations, local governments,
community, stakeholder or industry perspectives. We now want to provide an opportunity to
review and comment on this draft strategy.
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Introduction
1
2
3
4

This strategy provides a high level framework for guiding the process of establishing a network
of MPAs in Pacific Canada. Specific policies or activities related to the planning,
implementation and management of marine protected areas (MPAs) will be addressed in future
documents such as implementation plans.

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

On September 18, 2004, the governments of British Columbia and Canada signed a
Memorandum of Understanding between Canada and British Columbia Respecting the
Implementation of Canada’s Oceans Strategy on the Pacific Coast of Canada. The purpose of
the MoU is to “provide for further collaboration among the parties to advance the
implementation of specific activities and objectives identified in Canada’s Oceans Strategy
aimed at Understanding and Protecting the Marine Environment and supporting Sustainable
Economic Opportunities on the Pacific Coast of Canada”. In addition, implementation of the
Federal Oceans Act1 directs multi‐agency collaboration and coordination on broad oceans
management, including MPAs.

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

The purpose of this strategy is to provide guidance for the design of a network of MPAs on the
Pacific Coast of Canada to help achieve the objectives outlined in the 2004 Memorandum of
Understanding. It provides background information and context, and outlines the vision, goals
and objectives of the Pacific MPA Network to help guide MPA establishment and regional
planning initiatives. This strategy is informed by the 1998 discussion paper on a network of
MPAs for Canada’s Pacific Coast2 and by a draft Framework for Canada’s National Network of
Marine Protected Areas, a national guidance document that presents the intended approach of
federal, provincial and territorial government to MPA network design.

22
23
24

The process set out in this strategy is meant to build collaboration and partnerships and is not
intended to fetter the statutory responsibility or authority, nor the interests and obligations of
any governments to establish or manage such areas.

25

This Strategy proposes two important elements:

26
27

1. A joint federal‐provincial approach: All relevant federal and provincial agencies will
work collaboratively to exercise their authorities to protect marine areas.

28
29
30

2. Collaborative decision‐making: Government agencies will employ a collaborative
decision‐making process with First Nations, marine stakeholders, coastal communities
and the public.
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32

Why Create a Canada – British Columbia Marine Protected Area
Network Strategy?

33
34
35
36

With approximately 36,000 km of shoreline3, 6,500 islands and over 450,000 sq. km of internal
and offshore marine waters, Pacific Canada is host to a multitude of ecological, social, cultural
and economic values. BC’s coastal and marine waters are among the most biologically
productive in the world and continue to generate tremendous wealth for British Columbians

37

and Canadians4,5.

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

A principal driver behind establishing a network of MPAs is to protect and conserve the natural
beauty, diversity of species and ecosystems and culture of our ocean and coastal areas, and to
help facilitate the sustainable use of our ocean resources. Sustainability of the world's oceans
is increasingly becoming a critical concern to coastal nations, and the need to mitigate the
impact of a multitude of stressors to our marine environments is becoming more urgent
(Appendix 1). Several countries, coastal states and provinces have recognized the importance
of MPAs and have established networks of MPAs6. Decades of scientific evidence documenting
ecological, social and/or economic benefits of MPAs demonstrates that MPAs and MPA

46

networks are effective management tools7,8,9,10.

47
48
49
50
51

Stressors on the marine environment are fueling the desire to establish a comprehensive
network of MPAs along the Pacific coast of Canada as one essential tool to address the needs of
our oceans. Globally, not only have MPAs demonstrated positive ecological gains11, but they
have also been shown to provide a venue for ocean users to have a voice in ocean
management12.

52
53
54
55
56
57
58

Marine protected areas are a well established type of management designation in Pacific
Canada. British Columbia’s first MPA was designated in 1911 (as part of Strathcona Provincial
Park) for the protection of marine values, and BC currently has a total of 187 MPAs covering
28% of BC’s coastline and 2.8 percent Pacific Canada’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ)13
(Appendix 2). These MPAs were designated using a variety of federal and provincial legislative
tools, however a network approach will enhance their capacity to achieve multiple goals and
objectives that no one single MPA could achieve9.

59

The general benefits of marine protected areas are many, and may include14,15,16 :

31

60
61
62
63
64
65

•
•
•
•

Contributing to the protection of the structure, function and integrity of ecosystems;
Encouraging expansion of our knowledge and understanding of marine systems;
Ensuring a suitable resource base for non‐consumptive and sustainable consumptive
activities including recreation and tourism;
Contributing to the coordination of ecosystem‐based management of marine
activities thereby ensuring long‐term economic opportunities for sustainable use.
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66
67
68
69
70
71

•

72

Definitions

73
74
75
76
77

Between Canada and British Columbia, there are several marine protected area (MPA)
designation types (Appendix 3) providing for a diversity of MPA network options. However,
definitions for a “marine protected area” and a “marine protected area network” have been
identified in the draft National Framework for Canada’s Network of Marine Protected Areas,
and will be adopted in British Columbia for consistency.

78

Marine Protected Area:

79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91

•
•
•

Providing researchers and policy makers with reference sites to serve as natural
benchmarks;
Providing an inclusive and place‐based approach to planning and managing marine
resources;
Increasing the quality of life in surrounding communities; and
Protecting culturally and spiritually significant sites

“A clearly defined geographical space recognized, dedicated, and managed, through
legal or other effective means, to achieve the long‐term conservation of nature with
associated ecosystem services and cultural values”. (Adopted from the definition
provided by the World Conservation Union’s World Commission on Protected Areas
(IUCN/WCPA) in 2008.)
Marine Protected Area Network:
“A collection of individual marine protected areas that operates cooperatively and
synergistically, at various spatial scales, and with a range of protection levels, in order to
fulfill ecological aims more effectively and comprehensively than individual sites could
alone.” (Adopted from: WCPA/IUCN. 2007. Establishing networks of marine protected
areas: A guide for developing national and regional capacity for building MPA networks.
Non‐technical summary report.)

93

Vision, Goals and Objectives for a Network of Marine Protected Areas
on the Pacific Coast of Canada

94
95
96

MPAs are an important conservation tool that, when used in conjunction with other
management applications, can result in benefits for coastal communities and regional and
national economies.

97
98
99

The vision, goals and objectives of this strategy will help British Columbia realize a future that
includes the establishment of a network of MPAs through cooperative and integrated
processes.
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100

Vision

101

The vision for British Columbia’s network of marine protected areas is:

102
103
104

An ecologically comprehensive, resilient, and representative national network of marine
protected areas that protects the biological diversity and health of the marine environment
for present and future generations.

105

Goals

106
107
108

Goals for Pacific, Arctic and Atlantic MPA networks have been set nationally through the draft
Framework for Canada’s National Network of Marine Protected Areas and provide national
consistency in network planning. They are:

109
110
111
112
113

1. To protect marine biodiversity, ecosystem function and special natural features.
2. To support the conservation and management of Canada’s living marine resources and
their habitats, and the socio‐economic values and ecosystem services they provide.
3. To enhance public awareness and appreciation of Canada’s marine environments and
rich maritime history and culture.

114

Objectives

115
116
117
118

Six overarching objectives have been identified to meet the goals and contribute to the vision
for a MPA network for Pacific Canada. Setting clear, measureable objectives is important for
gauging successful MPA network design. Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the
National Framework’s stated goals and the MPA network objectives for Pacific Canada.

Goal 1 ‐
Ecological
Conservation

Goal 2 ‐
Socio ‐ Economic

Goal 3 ‐
History & Culture

•Objective 1: Protect and maintain marine
biodiversity, representative ecosystems and special
natural features.
•Objective 2: Contribute to the conservation and
protection of fishery resources and their habitats.

•Objective 3: Contribute to social, community and
economic certainty and stability.
•Objective 4: Protect and maintain opportunities for
tourism and recreation.

•Objective 5: Conserve and protect traditional use,
cultural heritage and archaeological resources.
•Objective 6: Provide scientific research opportunities
and increase education and awareness.

Figure 1. Relationship between MPA network goals and objectives
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119
120

OBJECTIVE 1: PROTECT AND MAINTAIN MARINE BIODIVERSITY, REPRESENTATIVE

121
122
123
124
125

MPAs can contribute to the maintenance of biodiversity at all levels of the ecosystem, as well as
protect food web relationships and ecological processes. They give refuge to vulnerable species
thus helping to maintain species presence, age, size distribution and abundance; they protect
endangered or threatened species, preventing species loss; and they preserve the natural
composition and special natural features of the marine community.

126
127
128
129

Biodiversity is the variability among living organisms and the living complexes of which they
are a part. It is expressed in the genetic variability within a species (such as different stocks
of the same species), in the number of different species, and in the variety of ecosystems
and habitats along the coast.

130
131
132
133
134
135

Representative Ecosystems ‐ samples of all ecosystems within the protected area network,
at a sufficient scale to ensure their long term persistence17, is internationally recognized as
key to ensuring basic protection for biodiversity. Biogeographic regions have been
identified for Pacific Canada through the use of ecological classification systems18. These
will help guide the planning of the network of MPAs to ensure it is highly representative of
the diverse array of marine environments.

136
137
138
139
140
141
142

Special Natural Features are elements of the environment that are rare, outstanding or
unique. These areas may include stopover sites for certain migrating species, seabird
colonies and their surrounding waters, areas with rare and unique capabilities for
maintaining early‐life stages of important fish and shellfish species, habitats for marine
species at risk and habitats of high biodiversity, such as estuaries or upwelling areas. While
many of these elements may be captured within large, representative MPAs, it is also
necessary to specifically identify and protect special, and often site‐specific, features.

143
144

OBJECTIVE 2: TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE CONSERVATION AND PROTECTION OF FISHERY

145
146
147

Conserving and protecting fish stocks is critical for the sustainability and stability of BC’s
commercial fisheries and many coastal communities because economic, social and cultural
values flow from healthy and productive marine ecosystems.

148
149

MPAs can help maintain viable marine species populations and support the continuation of
sustainable fisheries by:

150
151
152
153
154

ECOSYSTEMS AND SPECIAL NATURAL FEATURES

RESOURCES AND THEIR HABITATS

•
•
•

providing harvest refugia;
protecting habitats, especially those critical to lifecycle stages such as spawning,
juvenile rearing and feeding;
protecting spawning stocks, spawning stock biomass and spawning aggregations to
enhance or maintain reproductive capacity;
Draft May 27, 2011
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155
156
157
158
159

•
•
•
•

contributing to the restoration and recovery of species, habitat, and ecosystems;
enhancing local and regional fish stocks through increased recruitment and spillover
of adults and juveniles into adjacent areas;
assisting in conservation‐based fisheries management regimes; and
providing opportunities for scientific research

160
161

OBJECTIVE 3: CONTRIBUTE TO SOCIAL, COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC CERTAINTY AND

162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169

This MPA network strategy clarifies our direction for marine conservation and the role MPAs
will have. The strategy and the subsequent implementation plans will guide recommendations
for levels of access and will provide a clearer vision of long term potential access and
restrictions to marine resources. Effective MPA network implementation plans will provide
certainty for access for a variety of human activities and values including renewable and non‐
renewable resource exploration/development. Resilient and healthy ecosystems also
contribute to certainty and stability by supporting sustainable industries, local economies and
coastal communities.

170
171

OBJECTIVE 4: PROTECT AND MAINTAIN OPPORTUNITIES FOR TOURISM AND

172
173
174
175
176

MPAs can support marine and coastal outdoor recreation and tourism, as well as the pursuit of
activities of a spiritual or aesthetic nature. The protection of representative ecosystems and
special recreation features will help to secure the wealth and range of recreational and tourism
opportunities. Protection of these features can provide significant new economic opportunities
for coastal communities.

177
178

OBJECTIVE 5: CONSERVE AND PROTECT TRADITIONAL USE, CULTURAL HERITAGE AND

179
180
181
182
183
184
185

Cultural resources are works of human origin, places that provide evidence of human activity or
occupation, or areas with spiritual or cultural value. MPAs can be developed to conserve and
protect marine areas with spiritual or cultural heritage value such as archaeological sites,
shipwrecks, and areas traditionally used by Aboriginal and non‐aboriginal communities.
Recreation, tourism and education activities that are consistent with the objectives of a
protected area may be permitted, improving public awareness, understanding and appreciation
of Canada’s marine heritage.

STABILITY

RECREATION

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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186
187

OBJECTIVE 6: PROVIDE SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES AND INCREASE

188
189
190
191
192

Scientific knowledge of the marine environment lags significantly behind that for the terrestrial
environment which can affect the ability of marine managers to identify the merits of
protection or management options. MPAs provide increased opportunities for scientific
research on topics such as species population dynamics, ecology and marine ecosystem
structure and function, as well as provide opportunities for sharing traditional knowledge.

193
194
195
196
197
198

There is general recognition that proactive measures are necessary to protect and conserve
marine areas to sustain their resources for present and future generations. However, there is
still a significant need for public education to instill greater awareness of the role everyone can
play in the conservation of marine environments. Many MPAs will afford unique opportunities
for public education because of their accessibility and potential to clearly demonstrate marine
ecological principles and values.

199

Developing a Network of Marine Protected Areas

200

GENERAL OPERATING PRINCIPLES19

201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208

The MPA network is intended to contribute to sustainability in our marine environments. Both
governments recognize that balancing environmental, socioeconomic, cultural and spiritual
implications of MPA establishment will be key to achieving a sustainable network. To that end,
the principles that will guide the development of the MPA network are ecological, economic,
social and cultural in nature. These principles are a selection of national and international best
practices, including principles that have been developed through a joint Canada – British
Columbia initiative and United Nations international conference on environment and
development.

209
210
211
212
213
214
215

WORKING WITH PEOPLE
A consultative process that is balanced, open, inclusive, transparent, and provides
opportunities for meaningful involvement will be used to develop Pacific Canada’s MPA
network. Federal and provincial government partners will work with First Nations, coastal
communities, marine stakeholders and the public on MPA identification, establishment and
management. Government agencies responsible for implementation will coordinate their
efforts and ensure that information and analysis is transparent and accessible.

216
217
218
219
220
221

RESPECTING FIRST NATIONS, THE TREATY PROCESS, TITLE, ASPIRATIONS AND WORLD‐VIEW
First Nations' support and participation in the MPA Strategy is important and an integral part of
its success. Both governments will respect the continued use of MPAs by First Nations for food,
social and ceremonial purposes and other traditional practices. The establishment of any MPA
will not preclude options for future negotiations or agreements, and will seek to address
opportunities for First Nations to benefit from MPAs.

EDUCATION AND AWARENESS
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222
223
224

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
Including adaptive strategies in the MPA network design allow for adjustments as science
evolves and the dynamics of the marine environment change.

225
226
227
228
229
230

Both governments recognize that the process for MPA planning should evolve and improve
over time, responding to variations between coastal regions, changing dynamics of the marine
environment and human activities, and improvements in scientific understanding. Flexibility
and adaptability will be required to effectively and efficiently consider the interests of all
marine resource users. MPA network management will routinely evaluate and report on the
design, management and effectiveness of the MPA network.

231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238

BUILD ON EXISTING MPAS, OTHER PROTECTED AREAS AND MARINE CONSERVATION PLANNING
INITIATIVES
The MPA network will integrate with and support broader conservation measures and
management objectives being applied in adjacent marine and terrestrial areas. Both
governments will seek opportunities to capitalize on existing federal and provincial MPAs and
other spatially defined conservation measures (e.g. fisheries closures) to achieve MPA network
objectives. A variety of protection measures will be applied within the network to ensure
protection is consistent with the objectives of each site.

239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247

TAKING A PRECAUTIONARY APPROACH
The RIO Declaration states that a “ lack of scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for
postponing cost effective preventative measures against potential serious damage to the
marine environment”20 The RIO Declaration supports the position that a lack of scientific
certainty should not preclude planning the MPA network. In the context of the Pacific Region,
MPAs will be one tool to help mitigate the effects of stressors on the marine environment. For
example, our scientific knowledge of Pacific Canada’s offshore environments is incomplete but
should not stall MPA network establishment; making adjustments and filling in gaps as more
information becomes available.

248

ECOLOGICAL NETWORK DESIGN PRINCIPLES21

249

INCLUDE THE FULL RANGE OF BIODIVERSITY PRESENT IN PACIFIC CANADA

250
251
252
253

Representation – Represent a minimum of each definable habitat types in the overall MPA
network. For example, this could mean a particular rocky reef habitat, eelgrass meadow,
intertidal mudflat or representation within a hierarchy of ecological scales (e.g, representation
of rocky reefs within a broader biogeographic classification).

254
255

Replication – Have sufficient replication of habitat types to safeguard against catastrophic
events or disturbances.

256
257

Representation of resilient and resistant characteristics – Choose sites that are more likely to
be resistant (i.e., sites that do not change after a disturbance) or resilient (i.e., sites that are
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258
259

able to return to their original state, and the rate to which they do so, following a disturbance)
to climate change.

260

ENSURE ECOLOGICALLY SIGNIFICANT AREAS ARE INCORPORATED

261
262

Protection of Unique or Vulnerable Habitats – Design network to include biophysically special
and unique places.

263
264

Protection of Foraging or Breeding Grounds – Design network to include important areas for
breeding, feeding or areas of high aggregation.

265
266

Protection of Source Populations – Design network to include important sources of
reproduction (e.g. nurseries, spawning areas, egg sources, etc).

267

ENSURE ECOLOGICAL LINKAGES

268
269
270

Connectivity – Ensure ecological pathways (i.e., dispersal and home ranges of marine
organisms) and the distribution of marine habitats, over space and time, are considered in the
development of network replication and the spacing of MPA sites.

271

MAINTAIN LONG‐TERM PROTECTION

272
273
274

Economic, ecological and social benefits of MPA networks may be realized in a few seasons – or
may take several decades. Therefore, effective management measures should be implemented
over long time scales for effective protection.

275
276
277
278

Effective long‐term protection may require the employment of several measures including
permanent prohibitions; restrictions adapted to seasons, lifecycles, human activities or changes
in information about the area as well as engagement of local users for compliance and
enforcement.

279

ENSURE MAXIMUM CONTRIBUTION OF INDIVIDUAL MPAS

280
281

Size –Design individual MPAs to include sufficient area to meet the related site objectives and
effectively contribute to network objectives over the long term.

282
283

Spacing – Design the network of MPAs to reflect the spacing of habitats, cover the geographic
range of habitats and facilitate ecological connectivity between sites.

284
285
286

Shape – Design the shape of individual MPAs to the degree possible to: 1) follow ecologically
boundaries; 2) avoid fragmenting cohesive habitats; and, 3) facilitate surveillance and
enforcement.
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287

SOCIAL, ECONOMIC & CULTURAL NETWORK DESIGN PRINCIPLES

288
289
290
291
292

Designing MPA networks is more than a conservation issue. A successful network design will
incorporate socioeconomic principles and recognize the fundamental relationship between the
environment and human activities, values and culture. Understanding the intensity and pattern
of human use and values can aid in designing strategies that will achieve network objectives
and maintain them in the long term.

293
294
295
296
297

RECOGNIZE AND CONSIDER THE SOCIOECONOMIC, CULTURAL AND SPIRITUAL IMPLICATIONS
OF MPA ESTABLISHMENT
The localized effects of MPA establishment can vary by across a variety of marine sectors, as
can cultural and spiritual values. The processes behind MPA site selection and network design
must reflect these differences and adapt as appropriate.

298
299
300
301
302
303
304

MAXIMIZE SOCIOECONOMIC, CULTURAL AND SPIRITUAL BENEFITS
Where appropriate, MPA network design should take advantage of opportunities to contribute
positively to sustainable socioeconomic activities, and cultural and spiritual values. For
example, network design may consider recreational and cultural features in site selection and
boundary design and strive to include patterns of recreation use (e.g., kayak routes and
pleasure boating) and cultural heritage (e.g., First Nations trade routes, exploration routes) in
network design.

305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315

MINIMIZE NEGATIVE SOCIO‐ECONOMIC IMPACTS ON STAKEHOLDERS AND LOCAL
COMMUNITIES
Where appropriate, development of the MPA network should strive to minimize stakeholder
conflict and balance conservation objectives with socioeconomic opportunities. Economic
analyses can identify or help design measures that maximize conservation success while
minimizing costs. For example, network design should take advantage of available bio‐
economic models22 and decision support tools (e.g. MARXAN23) to support MPA site selection
and network establishment in order to reduce potential conflicts / impacts with stakeholders
and local communities. The availability of various designation options provides additional
opportunity to customize the protection to the objectives and features of the area while
minimizing impact on human activities.

316
317
318
319

ENHANCE MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS AND COMPLIANCE TO MAXIMIZE BENEFITS AND
MINIMIZE COSTS
Work with the appropriate government bodies, First Nations and local authorities to solidify
partnerships and seek out cost effective measures to appropriately manage regional MPA sites.

320

Governance

321
322
323

Central to this strategy are existing governance structures that are in place to support the
establishment of a network of marine protected areas. Existing First Nations, local, provincial or
federal integrated ocean and/or coastal management processes or marine spatial planning
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324
325

initiatives can serve as a venue for discussions and/or recommendations related to the planning
and management of MPAs.

326
327
328
329
330
331

Governance in the context of MPA network planning is about effective ways of continuously
engaging various levels and branches of government with mandates that concern marine
issues, as well as sectors of society with an interest in marine management. Several federal and
provincial coordinating bodies already exist, and provide expertise and strategic input to MPA
establishment for Pacific Canada (Appendix 4). Collectively, these bodies serve as a governance
framework that supports MPA network establishment and implementation.

332

Moving Forward…

333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341

Following input into this strategy, implementation plans may be developed in collaboration
with the Federal‐Provincial Marine Protected Area Implementation Team Science Working
Group and Socio‐Economic Working Group. These plans would include the necessary tools and
methods required to undertake an implementation process that would occur through four
proposed phases. Figure 2 outlines some of the important sub‐steps in each phase; however it
is not an exhaustive list. These phases do not strictly occur in stepwise fashion either; in many
cases, there will be progress in many sub‐steps at the same time. Working groups have already
begun on aspects of phase one and two in order to form an information base for further
discussion.

342
343
344

The National MPA framework will be used as guidance, where appropriate, throughout the
phased approach. For example, an implementation plan could include the development of
these potential phases:
Phase 1
•Information
gathering (i.e.,
data, values, etc)
•Methods
development
•MPA inventory
•Identification of
analysis &
communication
tools
•External
consultation
•Public education
& awareness

Phase 2

Phase 3

•Assessment of
existing sites
•Gap MPA network
analysis
•Prioritization of
existing candidate
sites
•Assessing
conservation
measures for
existing sites
•Consideration of
socioeconomic
characteristics for
existing areas
•External
consultation
•Public education
& awareness

•Identification of
new sites
•Assign level of
conservation (i.e.,
MPA type)
•Consideration of
socioeconomic
trade offs
•Determine
internal MPA
zoning &
management
planning
•Designation of
site(s)
•External
consultation
•Public education
& awareness

Phase 4
•Monitor &
evaluate MPA
Network
•External
consultation
•Scheduled
reporting
•Public education
& awareness

Figure 2. Potential phases, and key components of an MPA strategy implementation process.
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346

Appendix 1 ‐ Marine Ecosystem Stressors in the
North East Pacific

347
348
349
350

Marine ecosystems of Pacific Canada face several challenges including habitat alteration,
resource use pressure, land and sea‐based pollutants, invasive species, and larger scale impacts
related to global climate change. Cumulative effects of multiple stressors further compound the
need to take conservation action. Examples of marine ecosystem stressors include:

351
352
353
354
355
356

HABITAT ALTERATION

357
358
359
360
361

MARINE SPECIES HARVEST

362
363
364
365
366
367

POLLUTION

345

368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381

The alteration, deterioration, or degradation of habitat has a significant impact on marine
ecosystems. Habitats may be damaged through activities such as dredging and filling, ocean
dumping, log storage, resource extraction, bottom fishing, anchoring, cable laying,
developments, agriculture or aquaculture introductions, siltation from land based activities,
and altered freshwater inputs20.

Impacts of aquatic species harvest may include: 1) removal of a species or group of species
either through targeted fishing pressure or as by‐catch, impacting multiple trophic levels; 2)
physical impacts to habitat associated with harvest techniques or gear, or anchoring of
vessels24, 25; and 3) impacts of lost ‘ghost’ gear26.

Sources of thermal, chemical and sound pollution include sedimentation, sewage, dredging,
non‐degradable litter (e.g. plastics), resource extraction, vessel emissions and organic
deposition (e.g. freshwater, agriculture or aquaculture introductions). Impacts of pollution in
the marine environment include habitat damage and loss27 , increased mortality and health
risks to aquatic species and bioaccumulation of toxicity in the food chain28.

AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES
The introduction of foreign or exotic marine species may alter the composition of biological
communities on the Pacific coast. Intertidal and coastal areas of Pacific Canada include invasive
species such as tunicates and harmful marine algae. Some species were introduced at the turn
of the century while others are a more recent invasion, such as the northward expansion of the
green crab into BC's waters.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND OCEAN ACIDIFICATION
In the Strait of Georgia, sea surface temperatures have been increasing at a rate of 1°C over 90
years, based on lighthouse records gathered throughout southern British Columbia29. Ocean
warming in the Pacific region may be a stressor for aquatic ecosystems through changes
including altered oxygen concentrations, oceanographic conditions and primary productivity.
Species assemblage changes may occur at multiple trophic levels, and cold water species may
have reduced survival or overall condition, as well as changes to habitat range or depth strata
that provide optimal conditions for survival.
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382
383
384
385

In addition, a major reduction in the pH at the entrance to the Juan de Fuca Strait has recently
been documented30. Such changes reduce the availability of carbonate for organisms to build
hard shells (e.g. mussels, corals and some phytoplankton)31. In extreme cases increases in
acidity may even corrode organisms’ shells and skeletons32.
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Appendix 2 – State of Pacific Canada MPAs
Table 1. MPA Types, Number and Percent Area
MPA Designation
Conservancy
Ecological Reserve
Ocean Act MPA
National Marine Conservation
Area Reserve
National Park
Provincial Protected Area
Provincial Park
Wildlife Management Area
Total:

Number
of MPAs
58
20
2
1
2
3
95
6
187

Adjacent terrestrial
area protected (ha)
922,015.86
10,473.62
0

Marine area
protected (ha)
141,209.36
51,080.00
618,930.10

Contribution to MPA
network
11.11%
4.02%
48.68%

Total marine area
contribution
0.31%
0.11%
1.36%

147,532.56
31,924.19
303.66
531,836.15
1,520.79
1,645,606.83

346,754.69
25,541.42
24.9
66,314.82
21,580.74
1,271,436.04

27.27%
2.01%
< 0.01%
5.22%
1.70%
100.00%

0.76%
0.06%
< 0.01%
0.15%
0.05%
2.80%

Note: Data are current as of the date of this draft; data do not include designations such as: Migratory Bird Sanctuaries, National Wildlife Areas,
Notations of Interest, Land Reserves, Private Conservation Lands or Municipal Parks at this time.

106

Table 2. Length and Percent of Intertidal Shoreline Inside MPAs
Intertidal / shoreline types
Channel
Estuary, Marsh or Lagoon
Gravel Beach
Gravel Flat
Man Made
Mud Flat
Rock Cliff
Rock Platform
Rock with Gravel Beach
Rock with Sand Beach
Rock, Sand and Gravel Beach
Sand Beach
Sand Flat
Sand and Gravel Beach
Sand and Gravel Flat
Total

Length (km) of intertidal type in
MPAs

Length (Km) of intertidal type in
Province

% of intertidal types in MPAs

15.64
554.64
222.82
60.95
23.86
21.27
2,930.41
357.03
2,177.94
208.22
1,788.92
276.52
619.55
251.09
493
10,001.86

57.94
1,836.39
1,321.73
239.81
444.55
179.54
11,424.93
731.18
7,704.82
522.81
4,978.39
529.3
1,700.43
1,570.18
2,479.75
35,721.74

26.99%
30.20%
16.86%
25.41%
5.37%
11.85%
25.65%
48.83%
28.27%
39.83%
35.93%
52.24%
36.43%
15.99%
19.88%
28.00%

Note: Data are current as of the date of this draft; data do not include designations such as: Migratory Bird Sanctuaries, National Wildlife Areas,
Notations of Interest, Land Reserves, Private Conservation Lands or Municipal Parks at this time.

Draft May 27, 2011
Page 19

107

Figure 3. Map of existing Federal and Provincial protected areas in the marine environment.
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Appendix 3 – Protected Area Legislation in Pacific Canada33
FEDERAL LEGISLATION
Fisheries and Oceans Canada
a. a “marine protected area” established under the Oceans Act S.C.1996, c. 31;
Parks Canada
b. a “national marine conservation area” or “NMCA” established under the Canada National
Marine Conservation Areas Act S.C. 2002, c. 18, and includes an NMCA reserve where there
are unresolved Aboriginal rights claims that have been accepted for negotiation by the
Government of Canada;
c. a “national park” with marine components established under the Canada National Parks
Act S.C. 2000, c. 32, and includes a national park reserve where there are unresolved
Aboriginal rights claims that have been accepted for negotiation by the Government of
Canada;
Environment Canada
d. a protected marine area (known as a marine wildlife area) or “wildlife area” (known as a
National Wildlife Area) established under the Canada Wildlife Act R.S.C. 1985, c.W‐9;
e. a “migratory bird sanctuary” established in the marine environment under the Migratory
Birds Convention Act,1994 S.C. 1994, c.22.

GOVERNMENT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA LEGISLATION
Ministry of Environment
a. a “provincial park”, “recreation area”, or “conservancy” established in a marine
environment under the Park Act [RSBC 1996] c. 344 or the Protected Areas of British
Columbia Act [SBC 2000] c. 17;
b. an “ecological reserve” established in a marine environment under the Ecological Reserve
Act [RSBC 1996] c. 103 or the Protected Areas of British Columbia Act [SBC 2000] c. 17;
c. a “protected area” or “conservation study area” established in a marine environment under
the Environment and Land Use Act [RSBC 1996] c. 117;
d. a “wildlife management area” established in the marine environment under the Wildlife Act
[RSBC 1996] c. 488.
Ministry of Agriculture and Lands
e. a “land reserve” or “notation of interest” established over Crown land and water in a

marine environment under the Land Act [RSBC 1996] c. 245;

109
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Appendix 4 – Pacific Region Federal‐Provincial MPA Governance
Structures

124
125
126
127

Extensive legislative authorities exist among the federal and provincial agencies to implement a
comprehensive system of MPAs. These governance structures complement each other and
represent the various sources of constitutional and legislative powers necessary to enable us to
work together to achieve the objectives of the MPA Strategy.

128
129
130

Canada‐BC governance structures in the Pacific region have been established at three levels
amongst federal family departments, between federal and provincial departments and
ministries, and amongst Provincial ministries (Figure 4).

131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140

This federal‐provincial partnership is essential since jurisdictional responsibilities in the marine
environment are shared. For example, in all internal waters and the area between the “jaws of
the land”, the seabed is under provincial jurisdiction, whereas in offshore areas it is under
federal care. Throughout the marine environment, the organisms (i.e., marine fishes) in the
water column are under federal jurisdiction. However, the management of certain resources,
commercial harvest of oysters and kelp, is under the purview of the provincial government.
Keeping this in mind, in some circumstances dual designation of an MPA using both federal and
provincial legislative authorities may be required. For instance, some provincial parks and
ecological reserves may need the added protection provided by an MPA under the Oceans Act
to achieve their management objectives.

122
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Reporting line

Pacific region-wide

Communication

Governance Body
(Executive Level)

Federal Family

Federal/Provincial

Pacific Interdepartmental
Oceans Committee
(PIOC)

Pacific Region Committee
on Oceans Management
(RCOM)*

Oceans Coordinating
Committee
(OCC)*

Coordinating Body
(Manager/Director Level)

Working Group
(Program Level)

PIOC Working Group

Marine Protected Areas
Implementation Team
(MPAIT)*

Ocean Information
Management System
(OIMS) Working Group*

Provincial
Integrated Land Management
Bureau (ILMB) Board of Directors
Assistant Deputy Ministers
Committee on Integrated Land
Management (ADMCILM)

Inter-Agency
Directors Committee (IADC)
Sub-Regional
Managers Committee (SRMC)

Inter Ministry
Working Groups**

* RCOM and associated committees, teams and working groups support implementation of 2004 Canada/BC MOU Respecting Implementation
of Canada’s Ocean Strategy.
** Examples include working groups on Conservancy Planning, First Nations Strategic Agreements, Land Resource Management Plans, Land
Use Agreements, Protected Areas Planning, etc.

Figure 4. Pacific region federal‐provincial governance structures with an ocean management mandate.
These governance structures have representatives from a variety of federal and/or provincial agencies depending on their scope and
purpose (Table 3). Note: Table is current as of October 24, 2010. Provincial Order in Council on October 25, 2010 may require
changes to provincial participants.
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Table 3. Summary of Pacific Federal‐Provincial governance structures with an ocean management mandate.

Note: Acronyms are as follows: Federal – PIOC = Pacific Interdepartmental Oceans Committee; DFO = Department of Fisheries and Oceans; TC = Transport Canada; EC =
Environment Canada; WED = Western Economic Diversification; INAC = Indian & Northern Affairs Canada; PCA = Parks Canada Agency; IC = Industry Canada; NRCan = Natural
Resources Canada; RDGs = Regional Director Generals. Federal – Province of BC – RCOM = Regional Committee on Ocean Management; OCC = Ocean Coordinating Committee;
MPAIT = Marine Protected Area Implementation Team; OIMS = Ocean Information Management System. Province of British Columbia – ILMB = Integrated Land Management
Bureau; MoE = Ministry of Environment; MEMPR = Ministry of Energy, Mines & Petroleum Resources; MoFR = Ministry of Forests & Range; MARR = Ministry of Aboriginal
Relations & Reconciliation; MoTCA = Ministry of Tourism, Culture & Arts; MAL = Ministry of Agriculture and Lands; ADMCILM = Assistant Deputy Ministers Committee on
Integrated Land Management; IDAC = Inter‐Agency Directors Committee; SRMC= Sub‐Regional Managers Committee. *Table is current as of October 24, 2010. Provincial Order
in Council on October 25, 2010 may require changes to provincial participants.
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Anthropogenic ocean acidification over the twenty‐first century and its impact on calcifying organisms. Nature, 43,
681‐686.
33
Currently not all of the legislative tools are being used in our assessment of Pacific Canada’s marine protected
areas; specifically Migratory Bird Sanctuaries, National Wildlife Areas, Land Reserves and Notations of Interest.
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ANNEX N
SCRD STAFF MEMO – For Information
DATE:

August 10, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, September 15, 2011

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Draft Land Use Order relating to OGMA’s in the Brittain and Howe
Landscape Units.

The Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations was seeking public comment
on a draft Land Use Order (LUO) establishing objectives for Old Growth Management Areas
(OGMAs) within landscape units on the Sunshine Coast. See public notice in Attachment A.
The deadline for comments was September 5, 2011.
Due to the Crown’s limited timeline, the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) Board could
not make a resolution regarding the draft LUO. Therefore Planning staff sent comments (see
Attachment B) respecting the Brittain and Howe Landscape Units.
________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner

H:\PLN\6660-01 Forestry\Landscape_Unit_OGMA\BrittainHoweOGMAsSeptPDCrpt.docx
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Attachment A

Printer-friendly version

INFORMATION BULLETIN
2011FOR0104-000830
July 6, 2011

Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations

Comments sought on old growth areas on Sunshine Coast
VICTORIA – The public is invited to review and comment on the draft land use order to establish Old
Growth Management Areas in five landscape units in the Sunshine Coast District.
The draft order outlines land use objectives for protecting biological diversity of old growth forests
within the Bute West (2,245.1 hectares), Bute East (2,728.2 hectares), Cortes (4,002 hectares), Brittain
(2,512.8 hectares) and Howe (2,805.6 hectares) landscape units on Cortes Island and the Sunshine Coast
from the Sechelt Peninsula to north of Powell River. The total area covers more than 14,200 hectares.
Maps are available at the South Coast Region Office (10428 153 St.), the Campbell River District Office
(370 S. Dogwood St.), the Powell River District Office (7077 Duncan St.) or online at:
http://www.ilmb.gov.bc.ca/slrp/legalobjectives/advertisedLUORs.html
Written comments can be sent to:
Frank DeGagne
South Coast Region Office
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations
Suite 200, 10428 - 153 St.
Surrey, B.C. V3R 1E1
Email: Frank.degagne@gov.bc.ca
The establishment of land use objectives that protect key resource values such as old growth is a
component of the provincial government’s approach to managing land use and resource development
responsibly.

Media Contact:

Cheekwan Ho
Public Affairs Officer
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations
250 356-5261

Connect with the Province of B.C. at: www.gov.bc.ca/connect
Facebook

Delicious

Twitter

E-mail
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Attachment B

SUNSHINE COAST
REGIONAL ISTRICT

1976 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

August 10, 2011
Frank DeGagne
via email: Frank. DeGagne@gov.bc.ca
South Coast Region Office
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations
rd
Suite 200, 10428 153
Street
Surrey, BC V3R 1E1
Dear Mr. DeGagne:
Re:

Draft Land Use Order relating to ÔGMA’s in the Brittain and Howe Landscape Units

The Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations was seeking public comment
on a draft Land Use Order (LUO) establishing objectives for Old Growth Management Areas
(OGMA5) within landscape units on the Sunshine Coast. Due to the Crown’s limited timeline,
the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) Board will not be able to make a resolution
regarding the above draft LUO. Therefore the following comments are from Regional District
Planning and Development staff respecting the Brittain and Howe Landscape Units:
1.

Brittan Landscape Unit
Section 4.2 and 4.7 of the 2011 Brittain Landscape Unit (LU) Sustainable Resource
Management Plan, fails to mention three significant recreation attributes on the
Hotham Sound Peninsula: the Harmony Islands Marine Park, Freil (Harmony) Falls and
Freil Lake (large fresh water lakes are rare within this LU).
It is disappointing that most of the proposed OGMAs near Freil Lake have been removed
(218_129, 218_130 and 218_hg as shown on the attached map “Proposed OGMAs
Hotham Peninsula”). Could you explain the rationale behind that decision?
—

Section 4.6 discusses the “Clean Energy” projects of the region but didn’t mention the
existing local power produced on McCannel Creek by Camp Malibu.
2.

Howe Landscape Unit
The Howe Landscape Unit Sustainable Resource Management Plan does not address any
Independent Power Projects (IPP), specifically how the Box Canyon project succeeded in
eliminating several proposed OGMAs and changing the boundaries of others. On the
attached map titled “Proposed OGMAs-McNabb-Valley”, OGMA 227_52, 227_89 and
227_135 have been eliminated; OGMA 227_99, 227_59 and 227_61 have been reduced
to accommodate the infrastructure of the Box Canyon IPP. Granted three new OGMAs
have been added in the region (227_287,227_282, and 227_279); however it is not clear
if they equal to the same size that has been lost.
There seems to be a missed opportunity at the boundary of the Chapman and Howe
LU’s. OGMA 227-283 appears to terminate at the boundary between the Chapman and
Howe LU’s. Was that because the ‘natural’ OGMA boundary was there or because the
Chapman OGMA5 have already been determined?

ELECTORAL AREAS: A/Egmont, Pender Harbour B/Halfrnoon Bay Di Roberts Creek El Elphinstone F/ West Howe Sound
MUNICIPALITIES: District of Secheit/Sechelt Indian Government District/ Town of Gtbsons
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Further, the Regional District requests a GIS shapefile of the OGMA’s once they’ve been approved.
Please contact me if you have any questions. Thanks.
Regards,

Teresa Fortin
Planner
Attachments: 2 maps (Proposed OGMAs

—

Hotham Peninsula, Proposed OGMAs

H :\PLN\6660-O1 Forestry\Landscape_U nit_OGMA\MFLNRO_OGMA_LUOBrittaInHowe2Oll.docx
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McNabb Valley)

ANNEX O

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 2, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – September 15, 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats, Planning Technician

RE:

Agricultural Advisory Committee Terms of Reference Update

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report entitled “Agricultural Advisory Committee Terms of Reference Update”
dated September 2, 2011 be received;
AND THAT the Board adopts the proposed changes to the Agricultural Advisory
Committee Terms of Reference by including the following conditions under Purpose and
Role:
The Food Policy Council Working Group shall be a subcommittee of the
Agricultural Advisory Committee:
1.
The Food Policy Council Working Group will advise the Agricultural
Advisory Committee on food policy considerations.
2.
The Food Policy Council Working Group will include the support of at least
one of the Agricultural Advisory Committee members.

BACKGROUND
On July 28, 2011 the SCRD Board adopted resolution No. 319/11 regarding updates to the
Agricultural Advisory Committee’s (AAC) Terms of Reference, which states:
319/11

Recommendation No. 15

Agricultural Advisory Committee

THAT in regard to Recommendation No. 2.1.5. of the minutes, that the
terms of reference for the AAC be changed to include the Food Policy
Council working group as a subcommittee of the Agricultural Advisory
Committee with the support of at least one of the AAC members;
AND THAT in regard to Recommendation No. 2.2.5 of the minutes, that
the Chair write a letter of support to School District No. 46 to encourage
the Sunshine Coast Farm to School program.
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Recommendation 2.1.5 of the AAC minutes from June 28, 2011 states the following:
It was recommended that the Agricultural Advisory Committee adopt the Food Policy
Council working group as a subcommittee of the Agricultural Advisory Committee, and
that the AAC offer the support of one of its members.
The letter of support to School District 46 to encourage the Sunshine Coast Farm to School
program was sent on August 9th, 2011.

DISCUSSION
As the Board may recall from the minutes of the June 28, 2011 AAC meeting, Nadi Fleschhut, of
the Sunshine Coast Food Action Network, presented on behalf of the Food Policy Council
Working Group to the AAC. She noted that the Food Policy Council Working Group started in
January 2010 to look at addressing progressive food policy for residents. The working group
included farmers, food producers, a market coordinator, community food activists, and
representatives from the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority (VCH). The group originally met
1-2 times per month and had developed a draft vision and goals.
The primary goals of most Food Policy Councils are to examine the operation of the local food
systems and provide ideas and policy recommendations on how they can be improved. Policy
recommendations can be adopted by local businesses, organizations, institutions, and
homeowners, and can be integrated into schools.
Reasons for having a Food Policy Council is to broaden the discussion of food issues beyond
agricultural production to a more comprehensive examination of the food system, and to have
a multi stakeholder group that looks at a wide range of ideas and brings a range of expertise.
This could include involvement of officials from government agencies, school board trustees,
Park Board Commissioners, and municipal staff members.
The ultimate goal is to have local food policies adopted by local government, businesses,
homeowners, and school programs.

SUMMARY
As requested by the Board, Planning staff have changed the AAC Terms of Reference (TOR) to
include the Food Policy Council Working Group as a subcommittee of the AAC, with the support
of at least one of the AAC members (see Attachment A). Planning staff are requesting that the
Board adopts the changes to the AAC TOR.

H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\AAC\AAC TOR Update_PDC_15Sept2011.docx
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Attachment A

TERMS OF REFERENCE
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Purpose and Role:

(Amended: Motions #494/09, #517/09, #088/11 & #319/11)

The Agricultural Advisory Committee shall make recommendations on the following planning issues
referred to it by the Regional District, Town of Gibsons, or District of Sechelt:
1. Applications initiated under the Agricultural Land Commission Act (ALCA);
2. Applications to amend official community plans and zoning bylaws affecting ALR lands;
3. Transportation plans within or adjacent to the ALR;
4. Major development proposals with potential impact on the ALR.
In the review of ALCA applications, the Agricultural Advisory Committee should comment on the
following:
1. The effect of the proposal on the agricultural potential of the subject property;
2. The effect of the proposal on adjacent ALR properties and surrounding agricultural production;
3. The impact of the application on the maintenance of the ALR;
4. Where appropriate, possible alternatives to the proposal;
5. The identification of issues relating to the protection of the ALR lands specific to the application,
including the use of appropriate buffering techniques aimed at enhancing land use compatibility;
6. Irrigation, drainage and other water management issues affecting the ALR.
The Agricultural Advisory Committee may also make recommendations on:
1. Raising awareness of agriculture;
2. Enhancing an understanding of agriculture's role in the local and /or regional economy;
3. Addressing competition for the agricultural land base;
4. Examining bylaws and legislation to identify improvements to support agriculture throughout the
Sunshine Coast.
The Food Policy Council Working Group may act as a subcommittee of the Agricultural Advisory
Committee:
1.
The Food Policy Council Working Group will advise the Agricultural Advisory Committee on food
policy considerations.
2.
The Food Policy Council Working Group will include the support of at least one of the Agricultural
Advisory Committee members.
Member Composition and Qualifications:
The Committee will consist of up to 14 members. Where possible, regional representation is strived for
in membership.
Unless sufficient appointees can not be found, there shall be at least one member from each of the Town
of Gibsons and District of Sechelt, and least five members from the Electoral Areas.
Recruitment:
The Regional District will recruit members to serve on the Committee by advertisements in the local
paper and Regional District website as well as contacting the District of Sechelt and Town of Gibsons
and other individuals and organizations. The Regional District Board of Directors will appoint Committee
members from the interested candidates for a maximum term of 2 years commencing in February 2009.

H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\AAC\AgriculturalAdvisoryCommitteeTOR_Sept 9 11.doc
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Meeting Requirements:
The Committee will hold meetings every not more than once per month and not less than once per every
two months.
Procedures:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

The Committee will elect a chairperson and vice chair.
At least half of the appointed members will be considered a quorum.
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.
The Regional District 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 District of Sechelt, Town of Gibsons and
the Regional District for information.
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 District of Sechelt, Town of Gibsons
and the Regional District.
Staff members from the Planning & Development Department, with the input from other
departments as needed, may serve as a resource to the Committee.

Summary of Regional District Responsibilities:
Regional District staff:
1.
Provides technical support to committee.
2.
Organizes meeting logistics e.g. location, room, supplies, equipment.
3.
Prepares committee minutes.
4.
Liaises with the committee chair between meetings to assist in development of agendas and
reports.
Regional District support for the Committee:
1.
The Regional District will cover necessary meeting expenses (room rental, etc.) if applicable.
2.
Secretarial services will be provided by the Regional District.
Recommendations and Reports:
All formal recommendations will be included within the minutes of the Committee that are provided to the
Regional District. The committee will review ALR applications prior to consideration of the applications by
the SCRD Board or Municipal Councils. Staff comments on any Committee recommendation may be
provided before consideration of a Committee recommendation by the Regional District Planning and
Development Committee and Board.
Expenses / No Remuneration:
Members of the Committee will serve without remuneration but the Regional District 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. Any
expenses must be approved in advance by Regional District staff.

H:\PLN\0360-20 Committees\AAC\AgriculturalAdvisoryCommitteeTOR_Sept 9 11.doc
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ANNEX P
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 1, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, September 15, 2011

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

ECOSYSTEM BASED OFFSETS FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Sunshine Coast Regional District supports the Regional District of Nanaimo’s
resolution regarding ecosystem based offsets for Local Governments.

Background
In June of this year The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) Board passed a resolution
pertaining to corporate GHG offsets which it intends to debate at the UBCM convention this
month. The full resolution is attached to this report as Appendix A.
The RDN is advocating for the ability to account for any parkland or other conservation lands
given over to the local government (provided they are classified as forest lands) over and above
minimum area for parkland dedication as valid GHG offsets (for avoided land conversion)
towards that local government’s corporate carbon commitments.
Further if a Regional District has raised money to use for the purchase of GHG offsets that
these moneys can be used to maintain any such lands (and accrue the associated GHG offsets)
rather than relying of moneys raised through parks maintenance tax requisitions or other
common funding mechanisms.
If this resolution is supported by the Province it could do two things:
1) Open up a source of local GHG offset investment opportunities and;
2) Add another potential source of funding for parks maintenance in park dedications that
meet certain criteria.
It appears as though this is a valuable source of corporate GHG offsets and parks funding for
the future on the Sunshine Coast. The SCRD could develop an inventory of land to be
acquired, preferably in sensitive areas such as watersheds and in settlement/forest interface
areas.
According to the resolution such land must be defined as forest land under the BC Forest Offset
Protocol. The BC Forest Offset Protocol defines forests as:
An area that is greater than or equal to one hectare in size measured tree-base to treebase (stump to stump); and

H:\PLN\5280-01 Air Quality & GHG\Ecosystem Based Offsets for Local Governments.docx
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2
Ecosystem Based Offsets
•
•
•

where trees on the area are capable of achieving:
a minimum height of 5 metres at maturity; and
a minimum crown cover of 25% at maturity.

This definition of forest land provides ample opportunity for land on the Sunshine Coast to be
included in the offset program.

Summary
The proposal put forth by the RDN would enable regional districts to find local means to acquire
corporate GHG offsets, acquire important and sensitive lands, protect forest cover and raise
funds for park maintenance.
It is recommended that the SCRD Board support this resolution for its consideration at the
upcoming UBCM convention.

______________
Andrew Allen

H:\PLN\5280-01 Air Quality & GHG\Ecosystem Based Offsets for Local Governments.docx
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ANNEX Q

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

August 3, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – September 15, 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning Technician

RE:

Highway Frontage Requirement – 1901 Hanbury Road, Roberts Creek

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT with respect to subdivision application MOTI File #2010-02002 (Libra Management
Corporation), for Lot 5, Block 2, District Lot 1819, Plan LMP46671, located at 1901 Hanbury
Road, Roberts Creek, BC, the requirement for 10% parcel frontage on a highway under
Section 944 of the Local Government Act be waived and forwarded to the Board for approval.

BACKGROUND
Section 944 of the Local Government Act requires that all newly created lots have a minimum
10% parcel frontage onto a highway unless otherwise waived by local government. This
requirement must be waived for the subdivision to proceed due to the irregular shape of the
lots and limited frontage to adjacent Roads.
The subdivision application was made in April 2010 and the Preliminary Layout Approval (PLA)
was issued in August 2010. One of the remaining conditions of the PLA is to receive the 10%
parcel frontage waiver.
DISCUSSION
This application is for a two lot subdivision (see Figure 1) to divide a property into two parcels,
just over 1.5 hectares each. There is one dwelling located on Lot 21. Lot 20 requires access
from Crystal Road due to a stream running along the proposed lot line which prevents access
from Hanbudry Road; thus, the 72 metre frontage and lack of road network at the rear requires
a parcel frontage waiver. The proposed layout makes more sense than the alternate layout,
which would require a driveway across the creek and an amendment to the existing covenant.
The PLA has been issued by the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure and therefore the
Ministry has accepted the access points to Crystal Road. Given that the access has been
approved, the Planning and Development Division supports the frontage waiver request.
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ANNEX R

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 2, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – September 15, 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats, Planning Technician

RE:

Mobile Vendors, Retail and Restaurant use in Bylaw 337

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report entitled “Mobile Vendors, Retail and Restaurant use in Bylaw 337”
dated September 2, 2011 be received;
AND THAT the Board directs planning staff to commence the process of introducing the
following amendments to Zoning Bylaw 337:
•
•

•

•
•

Addition of definitions of “mobile vendors”, “retail sales” and “restaurant”;
Replacing ‘retail outlet’ with “retail sales” and addition of “restaurant
auxiliary to the museum or interpretive centre retail sales” and “mobile
vendors auxiliary to the museum or interpretive centre retail sales” to the
PA1A zone;
Replacing ‘retail and office space auxiliary to the permitted assembly’ with
“retail sales and office space auxiliary to the permitted assembly” and
addition of “mobile vendors auxiliary to the permitted assembly” to the
PA1B zone;
Addition of “mobile vendors” to the CD3, C2, C2A, C3, C3A, and I1 zones;
and
Replacing ‘retail store’ with “retail sales” to the CD3 zone;

AND THAT the recommended definitions and limitations be referred to the Area A APC
for additional consideration;

BACKGROUND
On June 23, 2011 the SCRD Board adopted resolution No. 253/11 regarding mobile and auxiliary
food sales in Pender Harbour, which states:
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Recommendation No. 9
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Mobile and Auxiliary Food Sales

THAT the staff report entitled “Mobile and Auxiliary Food Sales in Zoning
Bylaw 337” dated June 1, 2011 be received for information;
AND THAT staff prepare a report on mobile food sales under Zoning
Bylaw 337 in Electoral Area A for an upcoming Planning and
Development Committee meeting with consideration to:
•
•
•
•

Provide definitions of “retail” and “restaurant” uses;
Specifically allow or prohibit mobile food retail within the “retail”
and “restaurant” definitions;
Add or remove “retail” and “restaurant” from any of the zones
where they are currently permitted; and
Include provisions on regulating certain aspects of mobile food
sales such as waste disposal, access, parking and outdoor seating.

On July 28, 2011 the SCRD Board adopted resolution No. 319/11, which states:
319/11

Recommendation No. 13

Accessory and Mobile Food Retail Zones

THAT staff move forward with seeking input on the following proposed
additions and changes:
•
•
•

Addition of definitions of “mobile vendors”, “retail sales” and
“restaurant”;
Addition of “restaurant” and replacing ‘retail outlet’ with “retail
sales” to the PA1A zone;
Additions of “retail sales” and “restaurant” to the PA1B zone;

AND THAT recommended definitions and limitations discussed in the
staff report, along with any other changes recommended by the
Planning and Development Committee including discussion on including
minimum required distances of mobile vendors from existing permitted
restaurant and retail businesses, potential setbacks for mobile vendors
and parking areas from property lines, and seating limitations, be
referred to the Areas A, B, and E Advisory Planning Commission for
comments while confirming the proposed Bylaw 337 amendment
applies to Area A only;
AND FURTHER THAT a staff report be brought back to the September 15,
2011 Planning and Development Committee Meeting.
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DISCUSSION
In June 2011, Planning staff received a letter of complaint about the interpretation of
allowing mobile food vending at the Egmont Heritage Centre. Mobile vending has been
interpreted by planning staff with legal advice as a permitted ancillary use to the
museum and interpretative centre retail outlet under the PA1A zoning.
In July 2011, this topic was referred to the Area A, B and E (Egmont/Pender Harbour, Halfmoon
Bay and Elphinstone) Advisory Planning Commissions (APC’s) for comments. Below are the
comments received.
Area A (Egmont/Pender Harbour) APC Comments
The Egmont/Pender Harbour APC provided comments at their meeting on July 27, 2011. Below
is a summary of their comments (see Attachment A for comments in entirety):
•
•
•
•

Is it fair to operate a mobile vendor in close proximity to established commercial
business?
Should the definition of restaurant or retail sales be expanded to include mobile
vendors?
Mobile vendor interpretation must be made very clear
The issue was not seen as huge and should only be changed together with a basket of
proposed changes to Bylaw 337.

Summary of Recommendations:
1. Remove “mobile vendor” from definition of “restaurant” and “retail sales”
2. Create definition of mobile vendor and add into uses, rather than definitions (i.e., in
the PA1A zone, permitted uses are “park, assembly, ground level parking, one dwelling
unit auxiliary to the principal use, museum or interpretive centre retail sales, mobile
vendors auxiliary to museum or interpretive centre retail sales, and fish and wildlife
habitat protection areas”).
3. Provide a provision in Bylaw 337 that requires approval from Vancouver Coastal Health
Authority regarding food preparation, handling and waste facilities.
4. Provide a provision in Bylaw 337 that requires approval from the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure regarding access and parking.
The committee decided to consult within their community before commenting any further.
(SCRD staff note that the results of this could be included in the consultation for any bylaw
amendment if the SCRD Board directs staff to commence the process of amending Bylaw 337.)
Area B (Halfmoon Bay) APC Comments
The Halfmoon Bay APC provided the following comments at their meeting on July 26, 2011:
• Mobile food structures are a fire hazard and should be treated like a restaurant.
• The biggest issue concerns the Health Department.

H:\PLN\6410-01 Planning_Projects\Mobile Food Vendors\Accessory Food Retail_PDC_15Sept2011.docx
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Area E (Elphinstone) APC Comments
The Elphinstone APC provided the following comments at their meeting on July 27, 2011:
• Concern about competition of mobile vendors with permanent vendors
• Mobile vendors may bring variety or enhancement to the usual culinary options
• Mobile vending on Ocean Beach Esplanade
• Small population; hard to make a living in food retail whether permanent or mobile
• Cost of administration for SCRD to issue business licenses
Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH) Comments
The main concern from VCH is that the vendor possesses a signed mobile permit with a
decal issued by VCH to serve food from their mobile vehicle. The Mobile Food Premise (see
Attachment B) outlines the approval process mobile vendors are required to complete before a
mobile permit is issued. Concerns of food safety, sinks, refrigerators, water supply, and waste
disposal are dealt with through this process.
Uses and Definitions in Bylaw 337
Table 1: Zones that permit uses pertaining to food in Bylaw 337 (at the end of this report)
outlines a list of zones in Bylaw 337, which possibly currently permit accessory and mobile food
retail, such as mobile vendors, under the currently undefined terms “retail sales” and
“restaurant”. As suggested by the Board, planning staff have outlined (in bold) which zones
could be considered to include “retail”, “restaurant” and “mobile vendors” in zones where it is
currently not clear. Attached maps (Attachment C and D) show where these zones are located
in Egmont and Pender Harbour.
Given that definitions of “mobile vendor”, “restaurant” and “retail sales” are not included in the
existing zoning bylaw, proposed definitions are included as follows:
“mobile vendors” means the sale of goods (excluding alcoholic beverages) or
services from a mobile apparatus (for example a vehicle, trailer, or
cart).
“restaurant” means the use of a building where food is prepared and offered
for sale or sold to the public for immediate consumption. This
includes such uses as a café, cafeteria, ‘take-out’ counter, ice-cream
shop, tea or lunch room, dairy bar, coffee shop, snack bar.
“retail sales” means the use of land, building or structure for the sale and/or
display of goods and services to the public.
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Park and Assembly Zones
The PA1A zone (the site of the Egmont Museum) currently permits park, assembly, parking, one
dwelling, museum or interpretive centre retail outlet, and fish and wildlife protection areas. In
this case, “museum or interpretive centre retail outlet” is not defined. In many museums,
restaurants and retail sales are part of museum and interpretive centre establishments. With
new proposed definitions to provide clarity, there should be consideration if “restaurant” use
should be included in addition to newly defined “retail sales” use in the zone, replacing the
current undefined term “retail outlet.” Planning staff recommend “restaurant auxiliary to
museum or interpretive centre retail sales” and “mobile vendors auxiliary to museum or
interpretive centre retail sales” should be included in the uses with the proposed definitions
above.
The PA1B zone (the site of the Iris Griffith Interpretive Centre) currently permits fish and
wildlife habitat protection areas, assembly in the form of an ecological interpretive and field
studies centre, auxiliary retail and office space, and ground level parking. It does not permit
“retail sales” or “restaurant” as a use. Planning staff recommend that this zone permit “retail
sales auxiliary to the assembly”, “restaurant auxiliary to the assembly” and “mobile vendors
auxiliary to the assembly” and that the current undefined term “retail space” be removed.
Restaurants and mobile vendors auxiliary to the assembly use may be an opportunity to
provide income for the ecological and interpretive centre in the future.
The other Park and Assembly zones, such as PA1 (the site of many SCRD Parks), PA1C (the site
of a church), PA2 (the site of the Malibu resort and schools) and PA3 (the site of the fire halls)
zones do not permit any restaurant or retail uses; except for PA2, which permits a health resort
or hospital. Zoning Bylaw 337 permits “public uses” in any zone, so if a public special event is
put on with approval from the Board, planning staff would interpret that mobile vending would
be permitted for the approved public special event.
Commercial Zones:
The CD3 (the site of the Grasshopper pub), C2, C2A, C3, C3A, and I1 zones all currently
permit “restaurant” as a use (refer to Table 1). The C2 and C2A zones also permit
motels, lodges and campgrounds. The CD3 and C3 zones permit motel, neighbourhood
pub and retail sales in addition to restaurant use, and the C3A and I1 zones also permit
retail or wholesale sales. Therefore, because all these zones currently permit
“restaurant” use, planning staff recommend that these zones also permit the newly
defined “mobile vendors” as a use subject to the limitations outlined below. With the
currently permitted restaurant and retail sales use in all commercial zones except the C2
and C2A zones, planning staff would currently interpret mobile vendors to be permitted
in these areas, should a citizen inquire.
Planning staff also recommend that the undefined “retail store” use be replaced with
the newly defined “retail sales” use in the CD3 zone, to ensure consistency throughout
the bylaw.
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Limitations to Mobile Vendors
If the Board supports the proposed additions to the zones and definitions in Bylaw 337
of “mobile vendors”, “restaurant” and “retail sales”, and a citizen wishes to open a
mobile food vendor in a zone which permits the use, a provision in Bylaw 337 should
state the following:
Mobile Vendors
a) A mobile vendor shall be permitted to offer the sale of goods and food products
from private property, with the written permission of the owner, at a location
where such use is permitted under SCRD Zoning Bylaw 337, as amended from time
to time and for no longer than four (4) consecutive days per week on any one
parcel.
b) A mobile vendor shall meet the requirements and receive approval of the
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority.
c) A mobile vendor shall receive approval from the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure for access.
d) A mobile vendor shall provide parking that complies with the SCRD Zoning Bylaw
337, as amended from time to time (such as 0.4 parking spaces per seat, if seats
are provided).
e) Signage displayed must comply with SCRD Zoning Bylaw 337, as amended from
time to time.
The time limitation should reduce the chance that a mobile vendor becomes a
permanent fixture on the site.
What do other Regional Districts do?
The Regional District of Central Okanagan (RDCO) wanted the authority to establish an
extended service for licensing and regulating businesses in the Regional District. In 1996 RDCO
was granted additional power, by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, as an extended service,
to make bylaws respecting licensing and regulating businesses. This grant of power has
therefore permitted RDCO to issue business licenses, and mobile vendors are regulated through
business licenses.
Other regional districts that do not have this grant of power regulate businesses through their
Zoning Bylaws. For example, the Strathcona Regional District and Comox Valley Regional
District (for electoral areas A, B, and C – the Comox Valley) have the following regulations on
mobile vending:
Mobile vendors may operate in all zones subject to the following conditions:
1. The vending of any goods by a mobile vendor shall not be carried out from any
highway or foreshore area.
2. The vending of any goods by a mobile vendor shall not be carried out for more
than 2 hours in any zone which does not permit retail sales as a permitted
principal use.
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3. No structure shall be placed or erected in association with the vending operation.
4. Only one free standing sign no larger than 1.0 square metre (10.8 square feet) on
each side may be displayed in association with the vending operation.
5. Vending of any goods within Regional District park boundaries requires the
issuance of a Park Use Permit from the Regional District.
6. Where food is offered for sale, approval from the local Health Authority is
required.
How does the District of Sechelt & Town of Gibsons regulate mobile vendors?
For mobile vending on private lands, the District of Sechelt adopted the Parks Lands and Roads
Temporary Rental Bylaw. For public lands, the District of Sechelt (DOS) adopted mobile vending
regulations in June this year. The DOS incorporated the following regulations in their Zoning
Bylaw:
1. Mobile Vending use is permitted as an accessory use on public land in
commercial zones where seasonal outdoor market and/or retail are permitted
uses subject to the conditions outlined in this section:
a) in zones where seasonal outdoor market is a permitted use;
b) in zones where retail is a permitted use, provided the lot area is no less
than 2,000 m² (approx. ½ acre);
c) on any municipally owned lands subject to the applicable municipal
requirements.
2. Mobile Vending shall not impede access nor replace any parking spaces that are
required under Part Eleven of this bylaw for the use on a lot.
3. Mobile Vending equipment shall not remain overnight on the lot where the
Mobile Vending sales take place.
4. Any Mobile Vending operator shall have a valid District of Sechelt Business
License.
5. Mobile Vending operators shall provide sufficient garbage receptacles and daily
garbage removal.
6. Mobile Vending use is only allowed on a lot where a washroom facility is
available for mobile vending customers.
7. Mobile Vending location shall have safe access and egress.
In the Town of Gibsons, mobile vending use is permitted as an auxiliary use to parks and public
lands. Although this is not clearly defined in the Bylaw, this is how the Town of Gibsons has
interpreted and permitted mobile vending over the years. The Town of Gibsons issues
Temporary Use Permits for mobile vending on private lands and Public Place Usage Permits for
mobile vending on public lands. All mobile vendors must receive a business licence in addition
to the required permit. Regulations such as garbage disposal, food safety, and access to toilets
are regulated through business licences.
SCRD Parks & Special Events Permits
For enquiries regarding special events (that include mobile vendors) in the SCRD Parks, the
Parks Division requests the applicant to send a detailed letter to the Board requesting approval.
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Each application is approved on a case-by-case basis. Once the Board approves the proposed
event, the Parks Division requires a Special Event Request Form to be completed, which outlines
the event contact person, location, proposal, duration, alcohol servicing information, food, and
so forth. If alcohol is served, Special Occasion Licenses are required and if food is served, VCH
must issue the appropriate permit.

SUMMARY
As requested by the Board, this report outlines APC comments, proposed definitions for
“mobile vendor”, “retail sales” and “restaurant” which planning staff recommend adding to
Bylaw 337 zones to clarify the uses permitted. Table 1 below outlines the proposed changes to
the existing zones, where “mobile vendor”, “retail sales” or “restaurant” use is added for
clarity.
Planning staff are requesting that the Board directs staff to commence the process of
introducing these amendments to Zoning Bylaw 337. This process will include drafting an
amendment bylaw, preparing for first reading, referring to agencies, and preparing for a public
hearing.
Planning staff also recommend that the proposed definitions and limitations be forwarded back
to the Area A APC for consideration.
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Table 1: Zones that permit uses pertaining to food in Zoning Bylaw 337
Existing permitted uses pertaining to food
Retail or wholesale sales, bakery, private club
Agriculture (auxiliary sales of unmanufactured
produce)
Auxiliary retail sale of goods for residents of the
mobile home park
Resort hotel, restaurant, marina
Motel, lodge, campground, restaurant, marina,
ADD → mobile vendors
Motel, restaurant, neighbourhood pub, retail
store sales,
ADD → mobile vendors
Restaurant, retail or wholesale sales,
ADD → mobile vendors
Retail store, bakery, restaurant (excluding
drive-in and drive through), private club
Park, Assembly
Park, assembly, museum or interpretive centre
retail outlet sales,
ADD → restaurant auxiliary to museum or
interpretive centre,
ADD → mobile vendors auxiliary to museum
or interpretive centre
Assembly in the form of an ecological
interpretive and field studies, retail sales and
office space auxiliary to the permitted assembly
ADD → restaurant auxiliary to the permitted
assembly,
ADD → mobile vendors auxiliary to the
permitted assembly

Zones which may
permit food
venders
R3, R3A, R3B,
R3C, RU1D
CR1, RU1, RU1A,
RU1C,RU1D, RU2,
RU3
RM3

CD2, CD5
C2, C2A
CD3, C3, C3A
I1

Limitations
(Subject to zoning siting &
coverage)
Only permitted on parcels
exceeding 3500 m² on which a
single family dwelling is located
CR1 – only permitted on parcels
exceeding 1.75 ha.
Only permitted if parcel exceeds
1.75ha and the maximum
commercial floor area permitted is
30 m²

C3A permits restaurant but does
not permit neighbourhood pub.
*neighbourhood pub is not defined

C1
PA1, PA1C, PA2
PA1A

Neither retail sales nor restaurant
uses permitted.

PA1B

*Additions in bold
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AREA ‘A’ MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
SCRD SATELLITE OFFICE
12828 LAGOON ROAD
MADEIRA PARK, B.C.
WEDNESDAY, JULY 27, 2011 AT 7:00 P.M.

Present:

G. Craig (chair), M. Ross, J. Hall, A. Skelley, J. Dickin, C. McEachern,
E. Graham (Area A Director and I. Boyd (Secretary)

Regrets:

R. Metcalfe, J. McDonald, J. McOuat and L. Falk

Delegates: D. Rafael – SCRD
P. Gill, F. Guise, J. Guise, R. Knill (Architect) – DVP Variance App. A-21
1. Delegations as noted above.
CALL TO ORDER: 7:10 p.m.
MINUTES
2 Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of June 29, 2011
3. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of June 28, 2011
4. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of July 14, 2011 (Draft)
Motion: Moved by M. Ross and seconded by C. McEachern
To adopt the Minutes of June 29, 2011 for Area ‘A’ and to accept the
balance of the minutes with thanks.
PASSED

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
5. Development Permit with a Variance Application a-21 (Gill for 3252 Holdings Ltd. Inc.
#239056)
Lengthy discussion with major concern of how this application related to OCP Policy 4.17 (a
variance within a restricted area). There was also concern if a corporation would allow
restrictions of the 39 lots encompassed in this corporation being affected by a covenant being
signed.
The proponents said the Board of Directors would have to be made aware of such covenants.
They said they were in contact with the SCRD and had a letter stating they were amenable to
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demolishing the existing cabin and rebuilding within the same building envelope instead of
repairing and maintaining the existing cabin. (see attached)
Mr. Rafael referred to a different application that met the 20 metre sensitive area but did
build behind. It is the footprint, not the floor area that is considered when referring to square
area. This was approved as a one time only application with a covenant in place.
A director present has consulted with the Sakinaw Community Association and they support
this application A-21 and the community supports the proper septic system as opposed to the
outhouse.
Catherine McEachern listed the situations on Ruby Lake where the setback requirements and
the requirements of policy 4.17 had been strictly enforced and asked how such a policy could
be enforced in the future if an 1800 sq. ft. building set back 8.5 metres from the lake is
allowed.
The architect stated the current cabin was in very bad shape. To bring it up to code was a
hardship and that is their rational to justify rebuilding
They want to rebuild with a different shape, mostly within the old footprint with an
expansion out back. It is not the intent to build a monster house and he feels they are not
being greedy and pushing the envelope. On that basis, he asked this board to support this
variance. A third opinion will be called for on this application as the environment specialist
report is in question. Once this is complete, the new report will be available on the SCRD
website.
There was great discussion on whether repairing homes in existence as compared to homes
being built further back from the lake with more trees cut for view, etc. Maybe the 20 metre
setback should be reviewed. The area is seeing much larger homes being built on the lakes
and it is a concern.
The proponent then asked to speak and said, we want to build a 3 bedroom home with one
playroom … built to code and we have been following all guidelines presented to us. We are
being transparent. We have lived in the area for over 40 years, love the area, appreciate the
lake and just want something suitable for our family. The delegate thanked the board for
their time and the board apologized to the proponents for making them come back to another
meeting.
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by A. Skelley
This APC support this application for the variance subject to all the SCRD conditions
being met.
PASSED with 1 opposed
OPPOSED by C. McEachern
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Ms. McEachern wanted it noted she was not opposed to the personal specifics of this
application but opposes approval because there must be a fairness and consistency to
application of the by-law 337 set back requirements and the policy (4.17) developed to
guide variances.
Following this motion it was recommended to Mr. Rafael that in future the SCRD not accept
last minute applications being forwarded to APC groups for comments, the SCRD reports
provide more adequate information to review applications. It is better to wait until adequate
information can accompany applications.
6. Accessory & Mobile Food Retail
Mr. Rafael advised the SCRD was looking for clarification in definitions. The SCRD wants
to establish limitations that are clear and not leave Bylaw 337 open to ambiguous
interpretation. There was considerable discussion and some concerns noted by the Area A
committee is:
• Is it fair to operate a mobile vendor in close proximity to established commercial
business?
• Should the definition of restaurant or retail sales be expanded to include mobile
vendors?
• Mobile vendor interpretation must be made very clear
• The issue was not seen as huge and should only be changed together with a basket
of proposed changes to By-law 337.
Following great debate, this committee reached tentative consensus (see below) but would
like to consult within the community before commenting any further.
Recommendations (based on draft changes proposed in SCRD report)
1. Remove “mobile vendor” from definition of “restaurant” and “retail sales”
2. Create definition of mobile vendor
Add into “Uses”: Park, Assembly, Museum or Interpretive Centre, and Assembly in the form
of an ecological interpretive and field studies “and mobile vendors if ancillary to such use.
The term “ancillary” could be defined as being open only in conjunction with the primary
use, or similar limiting wording. The matter will be further discussed at the next APC
meeting.
Further Limitations
If a citizen wishes to open a mobile food vendor in a zone which permits the use, a
provision in Bylaw 337 should state that food preparation, handling and waste facilities must
meet the requirements of the Vancouver coastal Health Authority, that the location will only
be supported with access approved by MOTI and that there are be a limitation on outdoor
seating. Currently Bylaw 337 requires 0.4 parking spaces per seat for ‘fast food with drive
through’ restaurants which could be used a starting point for considering parking
requirements mobile vendors. MAKE SURE the requirements of Vancouver Coastal
Health Authority are met.
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DIRECTORS REPORT:
• Brief update on bus and referendum
• Solid Waste Management Plan meeting scheduled soon and will report back
• Economic Development Program update
• Strategic Plan update for a budget that is sufficient and sustainable
• Area Director, Eric on holidays from Aug. 1 to Sept. 7
NEXT MEETING: September 28, 2011 at Pender Harbour Secondary School
ADJOURMENT: 9:10 p.m.

4
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Attachment B
REGIONAL HEALTH PROTECTION GUIDELINE

Mobile Food Premises
1.

Purpose
To describe minimum requirements for the construction and operation of mobile food premises
based on the BC Food Premises Regulation 210/99.

2.

Statement
To uphold regulatory requirements and allow operators to prepare foods in a non traditional food
premises setting.

3.

Scope
Applies to the food program.

4.

Principles
Efficient, uniform, consistent and transparent administration of regulatory requirements.

5.

Procedures
Application
The following must be submitted for approval to the local health office where the base of operation
of the mobile food premises is located:


A scale drawing of the vehicle along with the proposed menu and the food safety plan. It is
recommended that the applicant purchase the vehicle only after the approval of the vehicle
design has occurred.



A completed food service permit application including annual fee payment.



A copy of FoodSafe Level I or equivalent training certificate.



Approval by the Health Officer for the base of operation. The applicant shall also seek approval
of this premises from the local municipal government. The municipality may require that the
applicant apply for a business licence.

This material has been prepared solely for use at Vancouver Coastal Health Authority (VCH). VCH accepts no responsibility for use of this material by
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Mobile Food Premises

Design and Construction


Driver and passenger areas of the vehicle shall be physically separated from the food
preparation and storage areas.



All equipment shall be built in to the mobile unit and designed in a manner to minimize the risks
of food handling. The customer service area shall be clearly defined.



The food preparation and storage areas shall be sufficient in size to meet operational
requirements.



Food contact surfaces shall be smooth, non absorbent and easily cleanable. (e.g. stainless steel
or rigid plastic).



The food service and preparation area shall be protected overhead and from bystanders. (e.g.
canopy, sneeze guard).



Enclosed units shall have adequate natural or mechanical ventilation to prevent the
accumulation of steam, condensation, vapours, odours, smoke and fumes.



Hot and cold water under pressure shall be supplied at all times during operation. Hot water
shall be at a minimum of 45 degrees Celsius.



The potable water tank, filling hoses and connections must be constructed of food grade
materials and designed for easy filling, cleaning and sanitizing. See Table 1 for tank capacity.



Sinks shall be provided for hand washing and utensil washing. The sinks shall be located level
with and adjacent to the food preparation area and designed for the intended purpose. See
Table I for number of sinks required.



A waste water tank large enough to accommodate 125% of the volume of the potable water
supply shall be provided and designed for easy dumping, cleaning and sanitizing.



Hot holding equipment shall maintain potentially hazardous foods (PHF – see definition) at a
minimum of 60 degrees Celsius.



Refrigeration shall be provided for all potentially hazardous foods. Refrigeration units must
maintain PHFs at 4 degrees Celsius or below and be provided with a thermometer. Secondary
refrigeration units shall be provided for frequently used PHFs, e.g. cooler wells for toppings.



All systems shall be constructed in accordance with applicable codes; plumbing to BC Plumbing
Code, electrical to BC Electrical Code and compressed gas appliances to BC Safety Standards
Act. Commercial vehicles and trailers licensed under the Motor Vehicle Act shall have a Vehicle
Identification Number. Contact ICBC Vehicle Registration Support, 604-661-6638, for more
information or website http://www.icbc.com/registration-licensing/VIN.
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NOTE: Health approval does not imply compliance with other by-laws, regulations or codes. It is the
applicants responsibility to obtain all necessary approvals.
Table I : Types of Mobile Food Premises

Examples of
Menu Items

Minimum
Number of
Sinks
Required

Minimum
Potable
Water Tank
Capacity

Permit to
Operate
Required

Food
Handler
must
possess
Food Safe

pretzels,
kettlecorn, ice
cream
novelties, prepackaged
sandwiches

2
compartment
sink only if
dispensing
unpackaged
non-PHFs

36 litres

No

No

Hot dogs,
hamburgers,
samosas,
burritos

2
compartment
sink

36 litres

Yes

Yes

Preparation
and assembly
of raw and
fresh
ingredients
possible.

2
compartment
utensil sink
plus one
hand wash
sink

113.5 litres

Yes

Yes

Type I
Non-potentially
hazardous
foods or prepackaged
PHFs

8 imp.
gallons
9.5 US
gallons

Type II
Pre-cooked
PHFs using
one
preparation
method,
beverage carts
Type III
Preparation of
Potentially
Hazardous
Foods

25 imp.
gallons
30 US
gallons
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Operational Requirements


For mobile food premises requiring a Permit to Operate, a food handler possessing Food Safe
certification or its equivalent must be present at all times that the mobile is in operation.



All foods must originate from approved suppliers. All receipts/invoices shall be retained. Home
preparation of foods is not permitted. All food must meet the 2% and 5% trans fat restrictions
(see www.restricttransfat.ca).



All mobile units must have on board a copy of the Food Safety Plan and the Sanitation Plan.
The Permit to Operate shall be posted conspicously.



All foods must be stored within storage units on the mobile vehicle.



Thermometers shall be provided to measure internal food temperatures.



Menu items shall be served using single service, disposable dishware.



Hand wash sinks shall be supplied with liquid soap and single use towels in dispensers.



An approved sanitizer shall be supplied for sanitizing food contact surfaces.



A covered garbage container shall be provided.



The potable water tank must be flushed and sanitized by an approved process prior to use, after
repairs, maintenance, modifications and/or not being in service for a week. Details shall be
provided in the sanitation plan.



An air gap must be maintained during the filling/re-filling of the potable water tank or an
approved cross-connection control device shall be installed on the potable water supply hose
bib.



The waste water tank must be emptied to a sanitary sewer and regularly flushed and sanitized.
Details shall be provided in the sanitation plan.

Base of Operation
The base of operation, or commissary, is an approved food premises where the mobile food vehicle
is stored, cleaned, maintained and supplied before and after daily use.


It shall be entirely separate from any living quarters or other activities or conditions incompatible
with food handling operations.
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Floors, walls, ceilings shall be constructed of durable materials and designed with smooth, nonabsorbent surfaces for easy cleaning.



A two compartment sink, large enough to fully immerse the largest piece of equipment requiring
washing and sanitizing, supplied with hot and cold running water under pressure shall be
provided.



Mechanical refrigeration shall be provided for storage of potentially hazardous foods. A
thermometer shall be provided to monitor temperature.

Note: Food processing is not permitted at the base of operation unless approval has been sought
from the Municipal Zoning/Business Licensing and Health Authorities.

6.

Tools and Forms


7.

Food Service Permit Application Form

Definitions
Potentially Hazardous Food (PHF): Any food that consists in whole or in part of milk or milk
products, eggs, meat, poultry, fish, shellfish (edible mollusca and crustacean), or any other
ingredients, in a form capable of supporting the growth of infectious and/or toxigenic
microorganisms. This does not include foods which have a pH level of 4.6 or below and foods which
have a water activity of 0.85 or less.

8.

References
BC Food Premises Regulation 210/99
Public Health Impediments Regulation
Food Retail and Food Services Code

Issued by:
Name:

Richard Taki

Title:

Regional Director, Health Protection

Date:

January 28, 2011
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Possible Mobile Vendor Zones in Madeira Park/Pender Harbour (Bylaw 337)
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Possible Mobile Vendor Zones in Egmont/Pender Harbour (Bylaw 337)
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ANNEX S
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR JULY AND AUGUST 2011
1.

Development Control
A.

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

B.

Crown Land/Foreshore, Water Licence Application Referrals, Pesticide Use
Application Referrals, UREP referrals.
One new application was received:
Bear Hydro Power – amendment to Crown License. Point of diversion has changed and
intake channel has moved.

C.

Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust)
Town of Gibsons - Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan – Staff report on fringe-area
agreements considered at July 14th PDC.

D.

Agricultural Land Commission Applications
No new applications were received.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area D
ALR Application D-53 by Mr. Youngman for Exclusion from and Subdivision within the
ALR at 706 Leek Road. This application has been re-considered by the AAC. Mr.
Youngman is still awaiting further work on the new OCP to address Agriculture before the
application is taken to the APC.
ALR Application D-55 by Mr. Berdahl for Non-Farm Use (2nd dwelling) at 2338 Sunshine
Coast Highway. This application was forwarded to the ALC for consideration in July.
ALR Application D-56 by Mr. Moseley and Ms. Fox for Subdivision within the ALR located
at 1891 Pell Road. Mr. Moseley has requested to place his application on hold until
further work on the new OCP addresses Agriculture.
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 still reviewing the
application.

E.

Subdivision Activity
Five new applications were received in July & August and one referral from the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure:
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Larry Penonzek for Jaye Thomas for Lot 14 District Lot 903 Plan BCP798, for a
Section 946 subdivision located at 1563 West Reed Road, Elphinstone.
Comments were forwarded to MOTI in August.



John Hammond for 0857669 BC Ltd. Lot 4 District Lot 3675 Plan 17478, located at
Lot #4 Irvines Landing Road, Pender Harbour. MoTI file number: pending.



John Theed for Garnett, Gish, Pearce, Pearce, Symes & Warren District Lot 2693
Group 1 New West Minster District, located at West Lake, Nelson Island. MoTI file
number: pending.



MoTI file # 2011-04146 - Edmund Butler Block 9 District Lot 1622 Plan 2929
located at 2359 Grant Road, Roberts Creek.



Lynne Munro Block 5 Except Part In Plan 10839 District 1390 Plan 4276 located at
Pollock Road (East) and Francis Peninsula (West). MoTI file number: pending



MoTI file # 2011-04182 - Dean Johnston Lot 3 Block H District Lot 903 Plan 10281
located at 1552 Burton Road, Elphinstone.

Development Variance Permits
Two new applications were received in July:
Electoral Area A
337.137 (Walker) located at 4966 Johnstone Road
Electoral Area B
DVP 310.159 (Garcia) located at 5600 Brooks Road, to relax the minimum setback to a
side parcel line from 1.5 to 1.2 metres. Referrals sent to Area B APC, VCHA, and SIB.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
337.124 (Sanders) located at 4820 Francis Peninsula Road, to vary setback to the ocean
to allow a deck extension. This application was supported by PDC and Board in July with
conditions that have not yet been satisfied.

G. Board of Variance Applications
Two new applications were received.
Electoral Area E
BOV#135 (Nielsen) located at 978 Reed Road, Gibsons, to enable existing dwelling to be
located within 0.96 meters of the road allowance.
Meeting scheduled for October 4, 2011 to consider application.
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Building Permits
Staff reviewed 21 building permit applications in July and 46 building permit applications in
August to confirm Zoning Bylaw and Official Community Plan compliance.

I.

Development Permits
Five new applications were received.
Electoral Area A
A-22 (Aplas), located at 15280 Hallowell Road, Pender Harbour, for a single family
dwelling. This permit was received and issued in July.
Electoral Area B
B-49 (Scragg) located at 8223 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, for an addition to an
existing single family dwelling. This application was received in July and issued in August.
B-50 (McLeod) located at 5460 Secret Cove Road, Halfmoon Bay, for a retaining wall.
This application was received in July and issued in August.
Electoral Area D
D-101 (Frame) located at 3327 Beach Avenue, Roberts Creek, for a single family
dwelling. This application was received and issued in July.
D-103 (Bradley) located at 1025 Byng Road, Roberts Creek, for a horse barn. This
application was received in August and issued in August.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
A-11 (Goodman) with a variance located at Sakinaw Lake, Pender Harbour (DL 3251) to
permit the location of an existing dwelling relative to the boundary of Sakinaw Lake. The
applicant recently submitted a copy of the wastewater system registration. The
application was referred to external agencies and the APC.
A-21 (Gill) with a variance, located at 15200 Hallowell Road, Pender Harbour (DL 3252),
for a new single family dwelling in the same location as the existing dwelling and a 28m²
addition within the setback. This application is to vary the lake setback from 20m to 8.5m.
This application went to the APC in June and July. The APC supported this application
and the SIB opposed it.
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. This report was supported by
the PDC and SCRD Board in April. A permit was issued in July.
B-45 (Lefeaux) located at 8823 Redrooffs Road for a cottage and outbuilding. Staff still
awaits additional information.
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B-47 (Pocock) located at 7861 Redrooffs Road for gully stabilization. DP application
requirement as per bylaw compliance action. Still 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. Staff still awaits additional information.
Electoral Area D
D-98 (Richardson) located at 1147 Flume Road for a pedestrian footbridge. In April,
applicant and staff met and reviewed the draft permit. This permit was issued in July.
D-99 (McNevin) located at 1180 Orange Road, Roberts Creek, for proposed 2-lot
subdivision. Waiting on applicant for Covenant to be registered.
Electoral Area F
F-72 (Devereux) located at 1555 Smith Road, Langdale, for a retaining wall. A permit was
issued in August.
J.

Bylaws
One new application was received:
Electoral Area E
Penonzek / Johnson 600.2 / 310.138
An OCP/rezoning application has been received for D.L. 909, Grandview Road. The
intent of the rezoning is a proposed residential subdivision including extension of
Sunnyside Road and 20% park dedication which requires amendment to the OCP policies
on clustered development. It is scheduled to be considered at the September APC and
October PDC meetings.
On-Going Applications
Area A – A rezoning application for D.L. 5415, Copper Island adjacent to Hardy Island,
within Electoral Area A outside of the OCP boundary. This bylaw has been referred to the
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, Sechelt
Indian Band and property owners within 200 metres of the subject property. It is expected
that a report will be forwarded to the October Planning and Development Committee
meeting.
Area B – OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.20 and 310.137 (Brown) for 5322
Backhouse Road to permit a two-lot subdivision. The APC considered the application in
June. Public Information meeting held on Aug 19 and referrals were sent to agencies. A
staff report will be forwarded to the Planning & Development Committee in September.
All Electoral Areas
Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Residence for a Relative) – Bylaws received 3rd reading
June 23, 2011 Board and have been forwarded to the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure for Section 52 approval prior to adoption.
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Electoral Area F
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 310.133 (Collura) to permit the location of an existing dwelling
located at 81 Munro Road, Langdale, which was constructed beyond the maximum
permitted floor space ratio. Referred to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
(MoTI) for Section 52 approval prior to adoption.
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. Staff held a series of staff meetings during July and
August.

(B)

Halfmoon Bay Community Plan –the OCP review committee members attended the
Halfmoon Bay Community Fair in July. A number of sub-group meetings will be held to
identify issues within the four main focus areas: environment, economy, social/culture
and land use. Two full committee meetings were also held; one in July and another in
August. Preparation is under way to begin drafting a new version of the OCP.

(C)

Roberts Creek OCP – SCRD staff met with SIB staff to review the draft, the review
committee met once in July.

(D)

West Howe Sound OCP –Bylaw 640: West Howe Sound OCP was given first and second
readings in July and advertising for a public hearing to be held on September 14th at Eric
Cardinall Hall has commenced.

(E)

Integrated Transportation Study (ITS) – The Community Services Committee meeting of
July 21st recommended the Integrated Transportation Study as amended be received and
referred to Corporate and Administrative Services Committee to confirm changes and
then be forwarded to the SCRD Board on July 28, 2011 where additional amendments
were made.

(F)

The summer student has been preparing a report for a future Planning and Development
Committee meeting on strategies for developing Park and Rides along the Sunshine
Coast as well as bike path possibilities.

(G)

Bill 27 Greenhouse Gas Emission Policies for OCPs - Work on finalizing different GHG
reduction policies for all OCPs, yet with a consistent theme, are being prepared by staff
for review by the APCs.

(H)

Affordable Housing – Report to July PDC regarding funding sources.

(I)

Box Canyon Energy Project – staff reviewed a revised development plan for the project
and submitted comments on August 10th.
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(J)

Pender Harbour Golf Club Lease – staff have been working with the club to renew its
lease.

(K)

Notice of Work and Reclamation Agreement: Sechelt Carbonate Group - Amended Permit
MX-7-21 (Approval #05-0700525-0310) – In August, Planning staff talked with Ed Taje of
the Chief Inspector of Mines office. The Ministry of Energy and Mines is holding sufficient
funds to deal with the reclamation that needs to happen on the exploration sites. Mr. Taje
believes there is minimal reclamation to do: MEM staff will be visiting in the fall to do an
inventory of reclamation sites. The roads will be left as they were present before the
permit was issued. There was ‘line cutting’ between the Mason Road site and the barge
site (tree branches were cut, no trees felled, to facilitate a survey), but he believes that
area has grown over. The applicant still can hold his mine claim as long as there is some
activity on it – which could be non disturbance, non permitting activity – eg. they can walk
on the site. The Mason Road quarry site is still under permit. The site is shut down until
the permit holder deals with the Sechelt Band. Mr. Taje was not sure if this will go ahead.

Other
(A)

Roberts Creek Pathway and Streetscape Improvements – A MoTI works permit was
issued for the project, allowing for finalization of the RFP for the project. SCRD received
proposals from contractors (to be considered at September Infrastructure Services
Committee). Draft Rights of Way produced for three properties.

______________________________
David Rafael,
Acting Manager of Planning and Development
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Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity
BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED
Bylaw Amended

Year
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

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

6
8

5
3

12
6

6
1

7
2

2
2

1
1
1
1
3
1
0
22

0
0
0
0
2
0
0
10

0
2
2
2
5
0
0
29

0
0
0
0
0
0
1
8

1
1
1
2
0
0
0
14

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
0
1
1
1
1

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2010
YTD

2

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
2
5
2
Elphinstone
3
6
4
6
5
4
1
1
Roberts Creek
8
3
8 12
5
10
1
2
1
2
1
1
8
Halfmoon Bay
0
4
7
3
8
10
1
1
2
1
6
1
Egmont/Pender Hrbr
n/a
3
4
5
2
5
2
1
1
1
5
Totals
12
16 23 33
26
31
4
3
3
2
4
5
3
1
0
0
0
0
25
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
2
2
5
4
2
15

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
2
5
3
4
25
2
2
4
5
3
1
5
11
33
2
5
3
8
2
8
5
10
43
6
3
7
7
8
1
3
13
48
4
3
12
7
7
5
4
8
50
17
15
31
28
22
20
20
46
0
0
0
0 199

2010
YTD
8
17
19
27
28
99

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

38
52
75
58
107
330

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

45
45
54
62
117
323

37
49
71
70
105
332
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SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
TOTAL
July/Aug
YTD
14
12
8
4
3
4
7
2
3
4
1
11
5
3
8
1
3
5
4
2
3
2
5
8
6
5
3
45
29
21
22
6
13

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed*
Year
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
Area
TOTAL July/Aug
YTD
A
64
55
20
8
9
11
B
31
7
7
13
2
D
34
15
14
24
2
9
E
67
10
6
8
4
12
F
39
42
34
5
Totals
235
129
81
58
15
34

* 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
July/Aug
Area
TOTAL
Subdivisions Parcels
A
67
15
26
4
B
10
7
2
1
D
7
0
12
11
E
11
5
23
2
0
0
F
20
30
18
20
Totals
115
57
81
38
0
0

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivision Application Fees Collected
Year
Amount Collected
$51,770.00
2007
$31,489.00
2008
2009
$15,455.00
2010
$22,165.00
$4,820.00
2011
11 YTD
$5,184.00

YTD

2
2
Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year
2011
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
Area
TOTAL July/Aug
YTD
A
3.88
B
D
E
0.985
F
Totals
3.88
0
0.985
0
0
0

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

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

$16,875

$0

$0

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision*
Year
2011
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
Area
TOTAL
July/Aug
YTD
A
$2,000
B
$12,000
$6,000
D
$12,250
$4,900 $12,250
$2,450
$12,250
$24,500
$24,900
$7,350
E
F
$4,900
$2,450
$34,300
$2,450
Totals
$48,750
$9,800 $39,600
$42,750
$0
$24,050

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits*
Year
2011
Electoral
2007
2008
2009
2010
Area
TOTAL July/Aug
YTD
A
$66,500
B
D
E
$4,900
$2,450
F
$2,450
$2,450
Totals
$7,350 $66,500
$0 $2,450
$2,450
$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
July/Aug
$0
$0
$0
2011

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

2008

ALR Applications Reviewed
2010
July
YTD

2009

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
2
1
3
6

2
1
0

3

0

1

2
1

1
1

4

2

1

0
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2

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

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

ANNEX T
Area ‘A’ Minutes July 27, 2011

AREA ‘A’ MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
SCRD SATELLITE OFFICE
12828 LAGOON ROAD
MADEIRA PARK, B.C.
WEDNESDAY, JULY 27, 2011 AT 7:00 P.M.

Present:

G. Craig (chair), M. Ross, J. Hall, A. Skelley, J. Dickin, C. McEachern,
E. Graham (Area A Director and I. Boyd (Secretary)

Regrets:

R. Metcalfe, J. McDonald, J. McOuat and L. Falk

Delegates: D. Rafael – SCRD
P. Gill, F. Guise, J. Guise, R. Knill (Architect) – DVP Variance App. A-21
1. Delegations as noted above.
CALL TO ORDER: 7:10 p.m.
MINUTES
2 Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of June 29, 2011
3. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of June 28, 2011
4. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of July 14, 2011 (Draft)
Motion: Moved by M. Ross and seconded by C. McEachern
To adopt the Minutes of June 29, 2011 for Area ‘A’ and to accept the
balance of the minutes with thanks.
PASSED

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
5. Development Permit with a Variance Application a-21 (Gill for 3252 Holdings Ltd. Inc.
#239056)
Lengthy discussion with major concern of how this application related to OCP Policy 4.17 (a
variance within a restricted area). There was also concern if a corporation would allow
restrictions of the 39 lots encompassed in this corporation being affected by a covenant being
signed.
The proponents said the Board of Directors would have to be made aware of such covenants.
They said they were in contact with the SCRD and had a letter stating they were amenable to

1
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demolishing the existing cabin and rebuilding within the same building envelope instead of
repairing and maintaining the existing cabin. (see attached)
Mr. Rafael referred to a different application that met the 20 metre sensitive area but did
build behind. It is the footprint, not the floor area that is considered when referring to square
area. This was approved as a one time only application with a covenant in place.
A director present has consulted with the Sakinaw Community Association and they support
this application A-21 and the community supports the proper septic system as opposed to the
outhouse.
Catherine McEachern listed the situations on Ruby Lake where the setback requirements and
the requirements of policy 4.17 had been strictly enforced and asked how such a policy could
be enforced in the future if an 1800 sq. ft. building set back 8.5 metres from the lake is
allowed.
The architect stated the current cabin was in very bad shape. To bring it up to code was a
hardship and that is their rational to justify rebuilding
They want to rebuild with a different shape, mostly within the old footprint with an
expansion out back. It is not the intent to build a monster house and he feels they are not
being greedy and pushing the envelope. On that basis, he asked this board to support this
variance. A third opinion will be called for on this application as the environment specialist
report is in question. Once this is complete, the new report will be available on the SCRD
website.
There was great discussion on whether repairing homes in existence as compared to homes
being built further back from the lake with more trees cut for view, etc. Maybe the 20 metre
setback should be reviewed. The area is seeing much larger homes being built on the lakes
and it is a concern.
The proponent then asked to speak and said, we want to build a 3 bedroom home with one
playroom … built to code and we have been following all guidelines presented to us. We are
being transparent. We have lived in the area for over 40 years, love the area, appreciate the
lake and just want something suitable for our family. The delegate thanked the board for
their time and the board apologized to the proponents for making them come back to another
meeting.
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by R. Allen
This APC support this application for the variance subject to all the SCRD conditions
being met.
PASSED with 1 opposed
OPPOSED by C. McEachern

2
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Ms. McEachern wanted it noted she was not opposed to the personal specifics of this
application but opposes approval because there must be a fairness and consistency to
application of the by-law 337 set back requirements and the policy (4.17) developed to
guide variances.
Following this motion it was recommended to Mr. Rafael that in future the SCRD not accept
last minute applications being forwarded to APC groups for comments, the SCRD reports
provide more adequate information to review applications. It is better to wait until adequate
information can accompany applications.
6. Accessory & Mobile Food Retail
Mr. Rafael advised the SCRD was looking for clarification in definitions. The SCRD wants
to establish limitations that are clear and not leave Bylaw 337 open to ambiguous
interpretation. There was considerable discussion and some concerns noted by the Area A
committee is:
• Is it fair to operate a mobile vendor in close proximity to established commercial
business?
• Should the definition of restaurant or retail sales be expanded to include mobile
vendors?
• Mobile vendor interpretation must be made very clear
• The issue was not seen as huge and should only be changed together with a basket
of proposed changes to By-law 337.
Following great debate, this committee reached tentative consensus (see below) but would
like to consult within the community before commenting any further.
Recommendations (based on draft changes proposed in SCRD report)
1. Remove “mobile vendor” from definition of “restaurant” and “retail sales”
2. Create definition of mobile vendor
Add into “Uses”: Park, Assembly, Museum or Interpretive Centre, and Assembly in the form
of an ecological interpretive and field studies “and mobile vendors if ancillary to such use.
The term “ancillary” could be defined as being open only in conjunction with the primary
use, or similar limiting wording. The matter will be further discussed at the next APC
meeting.
Further Limitations
If a citizen wishes to open a mobile food vendor in a zone which permits the use, a
provision in Bylaw 337 should state that food preparation, handling and waste facilities must
meet the requirements of the Vancouver coastal Health Authority, that the location will only
be supported with access approved by MOTI and that there are be a limitation on outdoor
seating. Currently Bylaw 2337 requires 0.4 parking spaces per seat for ‘fast food with drive
through’ restaurants which could be used a starting point for considering parking
requirements mobile vendors. MAKE SURE the requirements of Vancouver Coastal
Health Authority are met.

3
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DIRECTORS REPORT:
• Brief update on bus and referendum
• Solid Waste Management Plan meeting scheduled soon and will report back
• Economic Development Program update
• Strategic Plan update for a budget that is sufficient and sustainable
• Area Director, Eric on holidays from Aug. 1 to Sept. 7
NEXT MEETING: September 28, 2011 at Pender Harbour Secondary School
ADJOURMENT: 9:10 p.m.

4
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Application referred to in Minutes:
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ANNEX U

Halfmoon Bay APC Meeting (Area B)
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC

MINUTES OF TUESDAY, July 26, 2011
Chair
Director
Recording Secretary
PRESENT
Eleanor Lenz
Alda Grames
Richard Grant
Leonard Pakulak
Brian Lucas
Walter Powell
Ron Kernohan
Garry Nohr
Jay Corman

Elise Rudland
Garry Nohr
Katrina Walters
REGRETS
Brian Smith
Joan Harvey
Elise Rudland
Catherine Gage

GUESTS
Peter Longhi

1. Call to Order
Len Pakulak, in the absence of the Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm. A
welcome is given to Peter Longhi, SCRD Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager.
2. Agenda
Motion: That the agenda be accepted as presented.
Carried Unanimously
3. Minutes
Minutes from the following meetings were received for information:
3.1 Area B- Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes of June 28, 2011.
3.2 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of June 28, 2011.
3.3 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of July 14, 2011 (draft).

Motion: That Area B minutes be accepted as presented 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 Proposed New Fire Protection Bylaw 631
Peter Longhi, SCRD Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager, gave a PowerPoint
presentation of SCRD Bylaw No. 631 “A bylaw to provide for the prevention and
suppression of fires and to regulate the conduct of persons at or near or in relation to
fires.”
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APC comments/concerns:
-Members believe that the right to ceremonial fires should be extended to all cultural
heritage of the Halfmoon Bay community and to resolve that, the SCRD representative
suggested that the word “aboriginal” be removed from the bylaw.
-After significant concern and discussion regarding the permissible size of campfires and
authorization for ceremonial fires, the group agreed to Section 5.3.b. It was suggested
that areas for outdoor fires might be pre-approved by the fire chief, facilitating the process
of approval for competent/responsible people.
5.2 Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.159 (Garcia)
APC comments/concerns:
-Members expressed concern that the new owners were not properly advised of the
property in question encroaching on the 1.5 meter setback by 0.3 meters. They question
the responsibility of the professional real estate agents for not informing the buyers of this
condition.
-Members also question the issuance of a building permit.
-A member suggested that rather than solving the problem by granting a variance, that
the existing structure could be made legal by the purchase of the necessary strip of land
from the neighbouring property to increase the setback to the necessary 1.5 meter
setback.
Motion: Based on the information provided as a late submission, and the support of the
neighbour in question, the APC takes no exception to the DVP Application No. 310.159
for the issuance of a variance that applies to the existing structure only.
Carried by Majority
5.3 Accessory and Mobile Food Retail
APC comments/concerns:
-Mobile food structures are a fire hazard and should be treated like a restaurant.
-The biggest issue concerns the Health Department.
6. Directors Report
Garry Nohr, Director, gave his report on the following subjects:
-Waste Management: by survey a slight majority request Blue Boxes…there is the
possibility of obtaining a grant to fund a test year with Blue Boxes
-Economic Development: Federal Government funding is available
-BC Ferries Meeting: major changes coming this fall…and upcoming meeting in Victoria
will address the effects on the economies of different communities
-Animal Traps: 2 recent traps in Sechelt and Gibsons…the SCRD has no control over
animal traps (Prov. Gov.)
-The OCP held a successful public engagement event at the HMB Community Fair.
Another public engagement is expected in October.
-Welcome Beach Hall: The Welcome Beach Society plans to put money from the sale
into a Trust
-The Sechelt Indian Band will be presenting its Strategic Land Use Plan to the OCP at
Coopers Green Hall
-Park and Rec. Master Plan includes a $400,000 grant to upgrade the pump system for
the Sechelt Aquatic Centre
-The Business Plan for Dakota Ridge will apply to the ICET (Island Coast Economic
Trust) for a grant to improve the road.
-The Auxiliary Coast Guard has a new boat in the inlet.
-The Transportation Study was passed last week.
-Housing Affordability is being address with the help of the Builders Association.
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-The Transportation Study finds that the community requests a bus from Secret Cove to
Langdale Ferry and small busses off the main route.

7. Next Meeting
Tuesday, August 23th at 7:00 pm, Coopers Green Hall.
8. Adjournment
9:06 PM
________________________
Len Pakulak
Interim Chair, Area B APC

____________________
Date
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ANNEX V
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
AREA D ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
Monday, August 29, 2011, 7:00 PM
Roberts Creek Library Reading Room, 1044 Roberts Creek Road, Roberts Creek
Present: Heather Conn, Tzaddi Gordon, Dana Gregory, Marion Jolicoeur, Barry Morrow, Bill Page (Chair), and
Eric Tiessen
Regrets: Kye Goodwin, Sue Gordon, and Gerald Rainville
Also Present: Donna Shugar (Director) and Diedra Goodwin (Recording Secretary)
Absent: Brock O’Byrne
Guests: Tom and Kelly Groom, Angie McCauley and David Groom
1. The meeting was called to order at 7:03 PM.
2. MINUTES
2.1 Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of June 27 were approved as circulated (BM/DG) M/S/Carried
2.2 The following were received for information
2.2.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of June 28, 2011
2.2.2 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of July 14, 2011
2.2.3 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of July 27, 2011.
3. NEW BUSINESS
3.1 OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw Application N. 375.9 / 310.127 for Lot 12, Block G, DL 809, Plan 7877,
located at 1019, 1031 Stephens Way, Roberts Creek (Groom)
MOTION: The APC approves the subdivision as proposed, provided that a covenant be applied to establish a
30 metre set back from the creek to be preserved as a natural area, with existing structures being allowed, as
“grandfathered”. (BM/DG) M/S/Carried
3.2 Pre-Sale Notification of BC Timber Sales Block A87106, A87124, A84612 on Mt. Elphinstone
COMMENTS:
• As a basic principle, we do not support clear-cut logging in these areas.
• Hundreds of mountain bikers, both tourists and local residents, use the trails in Block A87106 and
A87124. Ecotourists, hikers and bike enthusiasts are ‘blown away’ by the natural beauty of these oldgrowth forests. The long-term value of this area for recreation far outweighs the short-term value of
timber harvest.
• Mountain bikers much prefer trails through timbered areas, in contrast to trails through logged areas.
Trails in the forest provide shade, reduce dust, and better withstand heavy use.
• It is imperative, and of enduring value to the community, now and for future generations, that existing and
proposed recreational trails be buffered with natural woodland.
• If logging must occur, it should be selective, to retain as many old-growth trees as possible and to
preserve or even increase tree diversity by selective harvesting.
• Logging practices that isolate remaining trees, leaving them vulnerable to blow-down without
surrounding “buffer” trees, should not be used.
• In Block 84612, there is perhaps the last stand of old-growth ‘millennial’ trees on the Sunshine Coast –
this need to be preserved!
• We endorse the Elphinstone Logging Focus’s (ELF’s) recommendations regarding the desirability of
preserving of these areas.
4. The Director’s Report was received. The new gate at Roberts Creek jetty is admired and appreciated.
5. NEXT MEETING: Monday, October 31, 2011, 7:00 PM, Roberts Creek Library, 1044 Roberts Creek Road.
6. Motion to adjourn (D/G) The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 PM

APC/August 2011 Minutes
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ANNEX W
Minutes of the Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission
Wednesday, July 27, 2011 meeting at Frank West Hall, Elphinstone, BC
Present:

Director:
Secretary:

Lynda Chamberlin, Chair
Carl Snazell
Graham Chapman
Rob Bone
Lorne Lewis
Diane Corbett

Call to Order

7:00 PM

Agenda

The agenda was adopted.

Regrets:

Jim Gurney
Ron Kaiser

Absent:

Patrick Fitzsimons
Alan Colleypriest

Minutes
1. Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of June 22, 2011
MOTION (CS/RB): “THAT the minutes of June 22 be adopted.”

Carried

2. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of June 28, 2011
3. Planning and Development Committee Minutes (draft) of July 14, 2011
MOTION (GC/RB): “THAT all minutes be received for information.” Carried
Business Arising From the Minutes – None
New Business
4. Accessory and Mobile Food Retail
Director Lewis provided background information and discussed issues pertaining to
accessory and mobile food retail in the Regional District. Points from APC discussion
included:
• Concern about competition of mobile vendors with permanent vendors
• Mobile vendors may bring variety or enhancement to the usual culinary options
• Mobile vending on Ocean Beach Esplanade
• Small population; hard to make a living in food retail whether permanent or mobile
• Cost of administration for SCRD to issue business licenses
Director's Report
5.

The Director’s report included discussion on the following topics:
• Water metering on new construction and subdivision
• Waste management on the Coast
• Recycling survey results
• Coast-wide economic development initiative
• Affordable housing task force

Next Meeting:

Wednesday, September 28, 2011
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Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – July 27, 2011

Adjournment

7:57 PM
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ANNEX X
NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF WEDNESDAY, JULY 27, 2011
7:00 PM, Rockwood Lodge, Sechelt, BC
Present: Dan Bouman, Bill Henderson (Chair), Sophie Hsia, Brett McGillivray, Marina
Stjepovic, Nicol Warn, and Jan Williams
Also Present: Diedra Goodwin (Recording Secretary)
Regrets: Dane Charboneau, Mike Latimer, Dianne Sanford, and Paul van Poppelen
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm.
1. AGENDA
1.1 Adoption of the Agenda.
2. REPORTS AND MINUTES
2.1 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes, May 25, 2011:
MOTION: The minutes of May 25 were accepted as circulated (BMcG/NW) M/S/Carried
2.2 Chapman Watershed Drinking Water Source Protection Technical Working Group (TWG)
SARP Minutes April 13, 2011 No. 1
2.3 Chapman Watershed Drinking Water Source Protection Technical Working Group (TWG)
SARP Minutes June 29, 2011 No. 2
DISCUSSION: Whatever the TWG proposes will be referred to NRAC so it is important to
keep abreast of developments and if possible to ensure that appropriate field work takes place
during the tenure of the TWG. The deadline for TWG is November 2011. The TWG requires
the participation of the Sechelt Indian Band. The requirements for using the “red card” during
the collective decision-making process may be overly onerous insofar as it requires TWG
members to propose an alternative. This may act as a disincentive to expressing a validly-held
dissenting opinion.
3. There was no business arising from minutes or unfinished business.
4. NEW BUSINESS
4.1 Environmental Protection Notice Application 204340 by D. Lewis, Contracting for Open
Burning of Waste near DL 2965, near Nine Mile Point, Salmon Inlet, Area B:
MOTION: We agree with Staff’s decision to remain consistent with its long term Zero Waste
Goal and consequently its recommendation that the Regional District not support the open
burning application. (SH/NW) M/S/Carried.
4.2 Letter from Bruce Reid, Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada and Brian
Bawtinheimer, BC Ministry of Environment regarding draft Canada-British Columbia
Marine Protected Area Network Strategy:
DISCUSSION: The Regional District has a wealth of information in the form of past reports,
notably the Barris report. The reports held in-house should be reviewed. Is the water in the
Skookumchuk protected? It should be. Trawlers should be banned from our waters. The SIB
has the potential, through its land claims, as seen in Haida Gwai, to exercise control of some
coastal waters.
Some federal designations are misleading. Rockfish Conservation Areas, for example, prohibit
fishing but do not prohibit industrial development.
3
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NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF WEDNESDAY, JULY 27, 2011
7:00 PM, Rockwood Lodge, Sechelt, BC
Much of this draft ‘strategy’ concerns the process of consultation, rather than establishing or
enforcing protection.
A report by Neil McDaniels, BSc., mentions tourist/diving values as well as the abundance of
fish and other marine life in Sechelt Inlet and the Skookumchuk. He mentions how increased
commercial marine traffic and industrial activity could change the marine habitat.
We recommend that the SCRD accept the offer of a trilateral meeting with representatives of
Fisheries and Oceans Canada and BC Ministry of Environment, and present the SCRD’s wealth
of past reports for inclusion into this process.
Once the RD is invited to have input into this process, the protection of coral reefs off Sechelt
should be an item of particular concern.
Sustainability of the fisheries is essential and would be enhanced by means of protection areas.
NRAC encourages the SCRD to become involved in this initiative as much as possible.
Is there an opportunity to liaise with adjacent Regional Districts about this?
RECOMMENDATION: NRAC agrees that the initiative is good. We agree with its objectives
and principles, and urge the SCRD to put forward its archives of relevant information in order
to inform the process.
4.3 Stl’ixwim Narrows Inlet Power Proposal:
RECOMMENDATION: NRAC welcomes the opportunity to meet with Dan Soprovich to
discuss the Narrows Inlet Power Project. Bill will convey this to David Rafael. Prior to
meeting with Dan Soprovich, we would like to have a copy of the paperwork from the EAO
meeting that David Rafael was unable to attend earlier this year, in which the range of studies
and information relating to fisheries was considered.
DISCUSSION: We do not have any comments on the Wildlife Baseline Studies, except that, in
the material received, there is no protection of the environment suggested, nor ongoing
monitoring proposed. And what is the context, or baseline, for each population studied? As
one example, what is the base line on the mountain goat winter range?
Federal and BC Provincial environmental assessments (EA) differ in a number of important
ways. The mandate of the federal act is to serve the public interest in sustainability while the
mandate of the provincial act is to facilitate provincial policy. In the federal EA, cumulative
impacts include historical human impacts within the study area. In the provincial EA,
cumulative impacts are only those that may accrue in the future. Using fish as an example, all
human impacts past, present and future, would be considered in the federal assessment but only
future impacts would be considered in the provincial process.
In BC’s process, an issue may be resolved by a requirement for monitoring over time, meaning
that the potential extent of an impact is not determined at the time an approval is granted.
There are three levels of Federal Environmental Assessment. In the lowest, or ‘Scoping Level’,
federal authorities participate under the terms of reference set by the province under the BC
Environmental Assessment Act. In a federal “Comprehensive Study” or “Panel Review” the
terms of reference are set by federal authorities under the Canadian Environmental Assessment
3
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NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF WEDNESDAY, JULY 27, 2011
7:00 PM, Rockwood Lodge, Sechelt, BC
Act. For hydro-power projects smaller than 50 megawatts, a provincial environmental
assessment is not required at all.
4.4 Box Canyon Power Project 310.109
DISCUSSION: This project looks as though it will have a significant impact on McNab Creek.
The construction and operation of roads, penstocks and even tailraces can be a source of
sedimentation. The penstock is in fish habitat. How much water is required to sustain these
fish?
The proposed change in the Bylaw gives the IPP a larger area than may be required.
MOTION: We support the Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw
310.109, 2011. However without seeing Appendix B to the Bylaw (only Appendix A was
provided to NRAC) we cannot fully comment on Part B - Amendment, Paragraph 4. (SH/MS)
M/S/Carried.
4.5 Pre-Sale Notification of BC Timber Sales Block A87106, A87124, A84612 on Mount
Elphinstone:
DISCUSSION: There is some doubt as to whether this situation has changed since we last
commented. Our previous comments stand.
Re: A87126 This block appears to be in the Gough Creek watershed, not the Dakota, and is
listed as not “scheduled for harvest” at this time. Just to note; any activity in the Dakota Creek
Community Watershed bears watching as Dakota Creek is one the Georgia Strait’s larger
producers of sea-run Cutthroat Trout. Also worth noting; the Gough/Clack watershed has a
large well-documented population of Coastal Tailed Frogs. A Wildlife Habitat Area designation
for this population has been under consideration since 2004.
5. NEXT MEETING: Wednesday, September 28, 2011, 7:00 pm at Rockwood Lodge
ADJOURNMENT: Meeting adjourned at 9:00 PM.
2011 MEETING SCHEDULE: November 23
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