PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Thursday, November 10, 2011
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

1:30 p.m.

AGENDA
1.
Adoption of the Agenda
PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
Bob Harris, Sue Milligan regarding Bylaw Amendment 337.102
2.
Frank Guise, Paula Gill, Randy Knill, Nancy Guise regarding DPV A-21
3.
BYLAWS
Bylaw Amendment No. 337.102 (Harris/Milligan)
4.
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)
PERMITS
5.
Development Permit with a Variance Application No. A-21 (Gill for 3252
Holdings)
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex A
Pg 1 - 7

Annex B
Pg 8 - 55

6.

Development Permit with a Variance Application No. A-23 (Harvey)
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex C
Pg 56 - 87

7.

Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.160 (Hamilton for
Reston/Kitsoul)
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

Annex D
Pg 88 - 97

COMMUNICATIONS
8.
Letter from the Association of Vancouver Island and Coastal Communities
(AVICC) regarding invitation to Consultation meeting with Department of
Fisheries and Oceans on Aquaculture Regulation
9.

Letter from the Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) Seniors
Housing & Support Initiative 2012 Age-friendly Community Planning &
Project Grants Program & Application Guide.

REPORTS
10. Planning and Development Monthly Report for October 2011
(Regional/Rural Planning Services)

Annex E
Pg 98 - 102
Annex F
Pg 103 - 109

Annex G
Pg 110 - 118

11.

Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application No. D-56 (Moseley/Fox)
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

Annex H
Pg 119 – 131

12.

Bylaw Options with respect to the Keeping of Poultry in Residential zones
Electoral Areas B,D,E,F (Rural Planning Services)

Annex I
Pg 132 - 134
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13.

Farm-Gate Sales of Meat, Egg and Dairy Products in Bylaw 310
Electoral Areas B,D,E,F (Rural Planning Services)

Annex J
Pg 135 - 138

14.

Floor Area Ratio Requirements
Electoral Areas B,D,E,F (Rural Planning Services)

Annex K
Pg 139 - 146

15.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of October 26, 2011
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

Annex L
Pg 147 - 149

16.

Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of October 25, 2011
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

Annex M
Pg 150 - 151

17.

Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of October 31, 2011
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

Annex N
Pg 152

BYLAWS
18. OCP Amendment Bylaw 375.11\Rezoning Bylaw No. 310.135 (Morrissey
for various applicants)
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)
ADJOURNMENT
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Pg 153 - 167

ANNEX A
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

October 27, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, November 10, 2011

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 337.102

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Planner’s report regarding Zoning Bylaw Amendment 337.102, dated October 27, 2011
complete with the summary of the agency referrals be received;
AND THAT in advance of scheduling a public hearing for Bylaw 337.102, the Board request that the
applicants revise the proposed subdivision layout plan to include a 5,000 square metre park
dedication at the north east point of the island.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application, submitted by the four property owners of Copper
Island; Sue Milligan, Bob Harris, Sy Ornstein, and Jan Walker to rezone the island to enable subdivision.
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
EXISTING ZONING:
PROPOSED ZONING:
PARCEL AREA:

District Lot 5415 Group 1 New Westminster District,
A – Egmont/Pender Harbour
Copper Island – adjacent to Hardy Island
RU2 – I
RU2 – J
7 hectares

The subject property, Copper Island, is located within Electoral Area A. However, it is outside of the
Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan boundary. It is adjacent to the east side of Hardy
Island and approximately 3 kilometres south of the Saltery Bay Ferry Terminal (see attached Location
Map enclosed as Attachment A). The Island is approximately 7 hectares in size and contains two
dwellings and jointly owned by two families on a single property title.
In 1992, when Zoning Bylaw 337 was adopted, the property along with many other islands in the area
was given the ‘I’ subdivision district. The ‘I’ subdivision district has a 4 hectare minimum parcel size and
thus the property is not zoned for subdivision and accordingly remains on one title. The RU2 land use
zoning does permit multiple dwellings on the parcel. The applicants are requesting a change to the J
subdivision district, which would enable a 2.75 hectare minimum parcel size.
There is a history of similar zoning amendment applications in the area; for example, in 1996, the
eastern portion of Hardy Island was rezoned to the ‘H’ subdivision district to enable a multi-parcel
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subdivision. More recently Fox Island off the south east end of Hardy Island has been rezoned from the
‘I’ subdivision district from to the ‘F’ subdivision district to facilitate a future subdivision development.

DISCUSSION
The owners are proposing to rezone the island from the ‘I’ subdivision district (4 hectare minimum) to
the ‘J’ subdivision district (2.75 hectare minimum) in order to facilitate a subdivision of the property into
two parcels. The property has been owned by the two families for more than thirty years and at this
time, the applicants propose to rezone the property to enable a subdivision that would divide ownership
of the island.
The property currently contains two dwellings, a shop and a number of other outbuildings such as
generator buildings and sheds. The current uses on the property conform to the provisions of Zoning
Bylaw 337. The property, at its current size of 7 hectares, is permitted to have 3 dwellings and one
auxiliary dwelling (limited to 55 square metres). Should the rezoning be adopted and subdivision is
achieved the two new parcels, proposed Lots 1 & 2, would each be zoned for two dwellings unless
otherwise restricted through this rezoning application or future subdivision condition.
The subject property is an island with water access only, parking will be secured off site in Saltery Bay,
where the property owners current have spaces and manage the Saltery Bay Harbour Authority.
Through this rezoning process it should be considered whether the provision of additional parking
spaces is required to accommodate the potential construction of additional dwellings.

ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION
At its June meeting, the Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning Commission considered the
rezoning application. At the June 29, 2011, meeting the APC passed the following motion:
“This APC supports Rezoning Amendment Bylaw No. 337.102 subject to the notification area
being extended to 200 metres and that the owners show evidence of having secured parking
prior to the rezoning being finalized.”
The property owners have submitted an easement agreement for parking with Hummingbird Cove
Marina near Saltery Bay within the Powell River Regional District. This agreement is similar to the
agreement for the recent Fox Island rezoning application #337.99.
First Reading
In July of this year the Board granted first reading to the zoning amendment with recommendations to
refer the bylaw to neighbours within 200 metre, external agencies and the applicants confirming parking
availability in the Saltery Bay area.
Adjacent Property Owner Notification
A notice was sent to the property owners within 200 metres of Copper Island, in all this included seven
parcels. In the two months since the property owners were notified no responses from adjacent owners
have been received. It is therefore implied that there is no significant opposition. Property owners will
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be further notified in advance of the public hearing pursuant to the requirements within the Local
Government Act.
Agency Referrals
Referrals of this proposed bylaw amendment were sent to the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure, Vancouver Coastal Health Authority, and Sechelt Indian Band.
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure indicated that a no-build covenant, in the name of the
Province, shall be placed over the proposed access route from the dock through proposed Lot 1 to Lot 2
and that the property owners enter into a reciprocal easement over this access area.
The Vancouver Coastal Health Authority commented in their referral response that interests regarding
on-site sewage disposal and domestic water supply will be addressed through the subsequent
subdivision review.
The Sechelt Indian Band Chief and Council responded with a letter reminding the SCRD that this area is
located with the cultural emphasis area of their Strategic Land Use Plan, and that the recording of
several identified archaeological sites in the area indicates the high concentration of spiritual use sites.
The sites represent the long term use and occupation of the area as a whole and must be protected.
The Sechelt Indian Band requests that as a condition of approval a 0.5 hectare (1.23 acres) park be
dedicated for public use and that a restrictive covenant be placed on title restricting further dwellings.
The comments from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure and Vancouver Coastal Health
Authority are basic comments which can easily be accommodated during the subdivision review process
if this bylaw proceeds to adoption.
The comments from the Sechelt Indian Band require a little more consideration. A two lot subdivision
would not ordinarily require park dedication; however under the consideration of a rezoning application
to enable subdivision the dedication of park becomes discretionary. A park dedication in this area may
be a beneficial feature for boaters and kayakers wishing to access a beach area. However it is not
favoured by the property owners and may be a source of concern from other property owners in the
area.
There is a small bay at the north east end of the island that could serve as a suitable area of park
dedication it is located approximately 300 metres from the existing building sites on the island. The
Parks department has indicated that it would support acquisition of the land as a green space park but
would not be in a position to develop or provided maintenance to the park. It is recommended that the
park dedication as suggested by the Sechelt Indian Band be pursued.
The second condition that the Sechelt Indian Band suggested was to limit the amount of dwellings to
one per parcel. The applicants have expressed a desire to have care taker suites on site to enable an
additional dwelling for care takers when the owners spend time away from the island. The Planning
department staff would be willing to support maintaining the provision for a second dwelling if the
owners consent to a 5,000 square park dedication as a condition of the rezoning request.
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Parking
The applicants have secured a deal in principle with Hummingbird Cove Marina for parking and staging.
If this bylaw is considered for third reading staff will request authorization from the Board to enter into
the agreement for the parking with the applicants and Hummingbird Cove Marina.

Summary & NEXT STEPS
The SCRD has received an application to rezone a portion of Copper Island to permit a two lot
subdivision for the purpose of facilitating a subdivision which would create separate titles for each
dwelling on the island. First reading was granted in July of this year with conditions; including
neighbour notification, agency notification and the securing of a parking & staging area in Saltery Bay.
No comments were received from neighbours, parking has been addressed and two of the three
referrals garnered standard responses. At this time a decision must be made regarding the referral
comments received from the Sechelt Indian Band. Planning staff recommend supporting the request for
park dedication. If the applicants consent and wish to move forward with the bylaw, they should revise
their site plan to include park dedication as discussed. A public hearing can then be scheduled.

__________________
Andrew Allen, Planner
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ANNEX B

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

October 31, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – November 10, 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats, Planning Technician

RE:

Development Permit with a Variance Application A-21 (Gill for 3252 Holdings)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report, “Development
Permit with a Variance Application A-21 (Gill for 3252 Holdings)” dated October 31,
2011;
2. AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee support in principle
Development Permit with a Variance Application A-21 to vary Section 516 (1) (c) by
relaxing the minimum required setback to Sakinaw Lake from 20 metres to 17 metres
to permit a 28 square metre addition to an existing non-conforming single family
dwelling within the Sakinaw Lake setback, subject to:
a. the conditions within Draft Development Permit A-21;
b. the applicant submitting revised building plans based on the existing
foundation, building envelope, and site plan dated December 3, 2009 attached
as Attachment J; and
c. prior to issuance of the Development Permit, the owners register a Section 219
Restrictive Covenant to the satisfaction of the SCRD to:
i. save harmless the SCRD;
ii. retain all native vegetation within 15 meters of the high water mark of
Sakinaw Lake and permit no new buildings or structures within 15
meters of the high water mark of Sakinaw Lake; and
iii. permit the 28 m² addition within the 20 metre setback of Sakinaw Lake
as a one-time-only basis and permit no further additions within the
lakefront setback.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District received a Development Permit application with a Variance, to permit a 28
m² addition to an existing dwelling within the 20 m Sakinaw Lake setback. The Planning and
Development Committee (PDC) is requested to determine whether or not it supports this
application.
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OWNER/APPLICANT: 3252 Holdings Ltd. / Paula Gill for Frank & Nancy Guise
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: “Lot 30” District Lot 3252 Group 1 New Westminster District, PID: 015-886-182
ELECTORAL AREA:
A
LOCATION:
Lot 30, 15200 Hallowell Road, Sakinaw Lake, Pender Harbour
ZONE:
RU1-A
PROPOSED VARIANCE: to permit a 28 m² footprint addition within the 20 m Sakinaw Lake setback.
PARCEL AREA:

12.26 ha, “Lot” Area = 1670 m²

3252 Holdings Ltd.
District Lot 3252 is owned by 3252 Holdings Ltd., which was the subject of a Court case with the
SCRD that was completed in 2004. Although the property is owned by 3252 Holdings Ltd,
various families have shares in this company, including Mr. & Mrs. Guise, who have submitted
this application. In the early 1980s, the District Lot was divided into 39 unregistered “lots” (see
Figure 1) with the intention to build 39 recreational cabins. The 2004 Court decision
‘grandparents’ the use of District Lot 3252 for 39 recreational dwellings where each “lot”
corresponds with one share, and with each share (or “lot”), one dwelling is permitted; however,
all new development must meet current SCRD policies and regulations.

Subject property

Figure 1: District Lot 3252 Plan

This ‘commitment to a use’ permits the use of the property for 39 recreational dwellings, which
establishes a development potential greater than that allowed under current zoning regulations
– RU1A permits a maximum of two (2) dwellings per parcel. In effect, the Court created a
specific zone for this parcel such that 39 dwellings can be built, providing all other policies and
regulations are met (including setbacks and parcel coverage per “lot”). The SCRD is obliged to
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consider applications for variances, development permits, and building permits for existing and
new cottages providing that no more than 39 dwellings are built.
There are ‘grand-parented’ buildings and structures that are in place all over the SCRD that do
not meet current zoning; however these are protected under Section 911 of the Local
Government Act and can be repaired, but not destroyed and replaced (unless a variance or
rezoning is approved). In this case, the applicants have an existing ‘grand-parented’ cabin, and
repair and maintenance is permitted, but because they would like to add a 28 m² addition
within the lakefront setback, as per OCP Policy 4.17 (see Attachment A), a variance is required.
SCRD Zoning Bylaw 337 requires various building setbacks to all watercourses, including 20 m
from the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake, on which the subject property fronts to the east.
Because the location of the existing cabin is within the minimum required lake setback, a
variance is required to permit a 28 m² addition within the setback, but outside the SPEA.
Options & Proposal
The applicants originally proposed to demolish the existing cabin and re-build within a similar
footprint, with a 28 m² footprint extension within the setback and the rest outside the setback
(see Figure 3). After referring this application to the Sechelt Indian Band (SIB) and the Ministry
of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations (MFLNRO), Planning staff received
opposition due to the location of the dwelling, as it is located partially within the 15 m
Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA). SIB and MFLNRO do not support building
a new dwelling in the SPEA. The following options are the possible alternative options for the
applicants to consider:
Option 1: Repair and maintain existing cabin and add a 28 m² addition within the 20 m
setback (and outside the SPEA) and then the rest outside the setback.
Option 1 suggests that the applicants repair and maintain their existing cabin and
keep at least 25% of the value of the cabin above its foundation, as determined by
an SCRD Building Inspector, and complete a substantial repair (renovation) of the
existing cabin rather than demolition and re-build. Repair and maintenance of the
existing cabin will require no further contravention of the bylaw, which means that
there will be no increase in existing footprint or building envelope. Maintaining at
least 25% of the existing cabin value above its foundation ensures that demolition
and rebuilding is not permitted, which meets the Riparian Areas Regulation, and
therefore MFLNRO’s requirements. The 28 m² addition to the non-conforming
dwelling would be within the 20 m setback, as per OCP Policy 4.17, but outside the
SPEA, and the rest would be outside the setback.
Option 2: Demolish existing cabin and rebuild new dwelling beyond 15m SPEA.

H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-21 (DL 3252 Guise)\PDC Report_DPV_A-21_10Nov2011.doc

10

3 of 48

Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee – November 10, 2011
Regarding DPV Application No. A-21 (Gill for 3252 Holdings)

Page 4 of 10

Option 2 suggests that the applicants demolish the existing dwelling and build a
new one completely outside the 15 m SPEA. This will require a variance to relax
the 20 m lake setback to 15m for a new dwelling.
Option 3: Proceed with consideration of application as originally submitted.
Option 3 suggests that the applicants maintain their proposal of demolishing the
existing cabin and building a new dwelling in a similar footprint, with a 28 m²
footprint addition within the 20m setback and the rest beyond the setback. This
will require a variance to relax the 20 m lake setback to 8.5m for a new dwelling.
This proposal received opposition from MFLNRO and SIB, and therefore planning
staff recommend against it.
Option 4: Demolish existing cabin and rebuild outside 20 m setback (refer to Figure 3).
Option 4 suggests that the applicants demolish the existing cabin and build beyond
the 20 m setback to the Lake (this would not require a variance). If this is the case,
there is no limit on proposed floor area, just coverage, and the applicants could
maximize their coverage to 35%. If demolition creates land alteration, a
Development Permit is still required to ensure no HADD of fish habitat occurs. This
option is difficult and may not be feasible for the applicants as the property is
steep and a new building area may require substantial blasting and clearing.
The applicants decided to amend their application using Option 1 to ensure support from
MFLNRO and planning staff. The proposal is to substantially repair an existing cabin (to bring it
up to BC Building Code) and add a 28 m² (300 ft²) addition within the 20 m lake setback (as per
OCP policy 4.17) with the rest outside of the 20 m setback. The existing 845 ft² cabin will be
repaired, with approximately a 543 ft² footprint addition (see Figure 2 & 3).

H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-21 (DL 3252 Guise)\PDC Report_DPV_A-21_10Nov2011.doc

11

4 of 48

Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee – November 10, 2011
Regarding DPV Application No. A-21 (Gill for 3252 Holdings)

Page 5 of 10

Figure 2: Existing Cabin Survey to be repaired (see Attachment J for details)

Figure 3: Site plan of original proposal (demolish and re-build)

DISCUSSION
OCP Policies
The subject property is located on the north side of Sakinaw Lake and is accessed by Hallowell
Road (see Attachment B – Location Map). The Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community
Plan (OCP) identifies an assessment area within 30 m around Sakinaw Lake, which falls under
Development Permit Area (DPA) #1: Stream Riparian Assessment Areas. The OCP provides
guidelines for development occurring within these areas, including establishing Streamside
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Protection and Enhancement Areas (SPEA) where new development must not occur to reduce
impacts on the natural environment. In addition, OCP Policy 4.14, “Lakeshore Vegetation
Retention Area”, recommends a 15 m leave strip (no disturbance zone) as a buffer to protect
this sensitive area so property owners should retain as much lakeshore vegetation as possible.
OCP Policy 4.16 also states that setbacks for new structures from the natural boundary of all
lakes in the plan area shall be a minimum of 20 m for reasons of habitat protection, vegetation
retention and water quality protection.
In addition to the policies above, OCP Policy 4.17 considers 28 m² footprint additions to nonconforming dwellings within the lakefront setback under a development variance application,
provided that the addition does not encroach any closer to the lake; the parcel complies with
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority standards for septic and grey water disposal systems; and
an assessment report by a qualified environmental professional in accordance with the Riparian
Areas Regulation provides the required certification in support of the application. In addition,
the applicant is to volunteer a covenant confirming that future additions in the setback are not
to occur, that the non-conforming structure will be removed or relocated in compliance with
setbacks before issuance of a building permit for a second dwelling, and that native vegetation
shall also be protected.
Site Description
The property is presently heavily treed, with the exception of a small area close to the lake,
where there is an existing cabin. The existing cabin has not been maintained over the years
and requires substantial repairs to live safely in it. As the applicants are proposing to complete
a substantial renovation to bring the existing dwelling up to BC Building Code, they have applied
for a development permit with a variance permit a 28 m² addition to the building footprint
within the 20 m lakefront setback.
On July 27, 2011, Planning staff visited the site. The property is constrained by the 20 m
Sakinaw Lake building setback and the steep slope to the Lake (see Attachment C – Contour
Map). The only part of the parcel that is relatively flat that could best fit a house and minimize
the number of trees to be cut is in the same location of the existing cabin (see Attachment D –
survey).
The applicant has provided a detailed response to the SCRD’s variance criteria including reasons
why this application should be granted (see Attachment E – Variance Criteria). They have also
received final certification for their septic system.
Qualified Professional Comments
An environmental assessment in accordance with the requirements of the OCP was completed
(see Attachment F – Environmental Assessment). The assessment identified the SPEA at 15 m
from the high water mark of Sakinaw Lake. As the existing cabin is located within the SPEA, the
Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) notes that structures, pathways, and uses are
grand-parented and can be repaired, but building footprint cannot be expanded within the
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SPEA. As a result, the QEP concluded that “it is not feasible [to relocate the new dwelling] due
to the rather severely steep and bedrock terrain” and that “the proposed extension is located
entirely outside the SPEA”. The QEP requested that specific recommendations are followed,
such as tree protection, sediment and erosion control, and storm water management
requirements, and that no additional building in the SPEA is permitted. These
recommendations will be incorporated into the development permit, should it be approved by
the Board. All elevations for the building must meet Zoning Bylaw 337 requirements of 1.5 m
above the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake for flood protection purposes.
A geotechnical assessment was also completed on the site. The geotechnical assessment (see
Attachment G - Geotechnical Assessment) concluded that there are no geotechnical hazards
that would preclude re-development of the property, so long as a minimum setback of 7.5 m
and 1.5 m elevation from the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake is maintained.
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations (MFLNRO)
Originally, MFLNRO did not support the proposal for demolition and rebuilding within the SPEA.
However, as mentioned above, the applicants amended their proposal to repairing the nonconforming dwelling and adding the addition outside the SPEA. MFLRNO has confirmed that
this meets the requirements of the RAR.
Neighbour Comments
This application has been referred to neighbours within 100 m for their comment. Comments
from neighbours thus far have all been in support (see Attachment H – support letters).
Sechelt Indian Band Comments
The Sechelt Indian Band opposed the original application (demolition and re-build) due to the
proximity of registered archaeological sites in the area (specifically DkRx-4, a pictograph located
200 yards from the lower end of the lake or approximately 1 km from the proposed building
site), the possible disturbance of the riparian area, and the proponents request to build within
the setback. Comments from the SIB included the following:
• The proposed development falls within the Cultural Emphasis Area (identified in the
Strategic Land Use Plan for the shíshálh Nation)
• The QEP report discusses the existing building footprint being grand-parented. This
assumes the original building remains. If the building is removed, the footprint must be
comprised of a ‘permanent’ foundation to qualify, or the grand-parented term does not
apply.
• Because the new building is located within the SPEA, this is not acceptable. This area
cannot be further disturbed without prior approval from DFO and the shíshálh Nation.
With the amended proposal to renovate the existing dwelling and add the addition outside the
SPEA but within the setback, SIB maintains its original position of opposing this application. In
order for the shíshálh Nation to support this application the proponent would have to agree to
build outside of the setback only.
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APC Comments
The application for demolition and re-building was forwarded to the Egmont / Pender Harbour
Advisory Planning Commission (APC) for comment. At their meeting held on June 29, 2011, the
APC deferred the application to the next meeting due to the confusion around the proposal and
the 2004 Court Case, and requested that a Planner attend the next meeting (see Attachment I –
APC Minutes). At the APC meeting held on July 27, 2011, the Senior Planner attended to
answer questions and the APC made the following motion:
This APC supports this application for the variance subject to all the SCRD
conditions being met.
PASSED with 1 opposed
OPPOSED by C. McEachern
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 Bylaw 337 setback requirements and the policy
(4.17) developed to guide variances.
Analysis
In reviewing the proposal, SCRD staff considered the following:
1. OCP Policy 4.17 allows consideration of a 28m² (300 ft²) addition within the 20 m lake
setback, but does not indicate if this is floor area or footprint. Applicants are proposing
an 18 m² (196 ft²) footprint addition to the existing cabin within the 20 m lakefront
setback, with the rest outside the setback.
2. Existing cabin has a total floor area of 845 ft², with a total footprint of approximately
988 ft², including decks, all within the 20 m setback.
3. Proposed renovated cabin has a total floor area of approximately 1861 ft² with a total
footprint of approximately 1531 ft², including decks (this footprint includes the 196 ft²
addition within the 20m setback and the rest outside the setback). This is subject to
revised building plans.
4. The proposed renovated cabin would have a footprint of about 543 ft² larger than that
of the existing cabin. Zoning permits 35% coverage, while the proposed renovated
cabin with additions will require only 10% coverage. This is derived from information
provided in by the applicant in the Variance Criteria.
5. Riparian assessment identified a 15 m SPEA setback for the purposes of protecting fish
habitat; this runs through the existing cabin.
6. Riparian assessment identifies no HADD will occur if certain measures are met.
7. Geotechnical Assessment identifies proposal as safe for the use intended is certain
measures are met.
8. Septic facility has been brought up to current Health requirements.
9. The Sechelt Indian Band opposes this application.
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10. Neighbours support this application.
11. The APC supports this application but has concerns about setting precedence.
12. MFLNRO supports this application.
In addition, the SCRD, on a different site, allowed a development permit with a variance for a
replacement house within the 20 m setback of a lake. The replacement house was the same as
that of the existing house plus a 28 m² extension. One difference with the other site was that it
previously received permission (which lapsed) for a 28 m² extension to the existing house. In
addition, there was a severe site constraint that prevented additional floor area much beyond
that permitted due to a very steep rise immediately behind the development site.
In light of the Riparian Assessment, Geotechnical Assessment, MFLNRO comments, APC support
and neighbour support, Planning staff support this application to repair the existing nonconforming cabin, permit a 28m² addition within the 20m lakefront setback but outside the
15m SPEA, and permit the other addition outside the 20m setback.
Although the SIB opposes this application, the alternative option to build a similar dwelling
outside the setback (i.e., Option 4,) would likely require substantial blasting, as the property is
steep. Although the blasting would be outside the SPEA, it could still potentially lead to a
greater environmental impact to the existing riparian area and the natural physical
environment.
Planning staff have drafted a Development Permit (see Attachment J) which contains measures
to protect the SPEA, as per the QEPs recommendations, and requests archaeological screening.
SUMMARY
This application for a variance to the setback of Sakinaw Lake is made to permit a 28 m²
addition to an existing non-conforming cabin within the 20 m lakefront setback. Staff are
requesting that the Planning and Development Committee choose one of the following options
to forward to the Board:
A. THAT the Planning and Development Committee support in principle Development
Permit with a Variance Application A-21 to vary Section 516 (1) (c) by relaxing the
minimum required setback to Sakinaw Lake from 20 metres to 17 metres to permit a 28
square metre addition to an existing non-conforming single family dwelling within the
Sakinaw Lake setback, subject to:
d. the conditions within Draft Development Permit A-21;
e. the applicant submitting revised building plans based on the existing foundation,
building envelope, and site plan dated December 3, 2009 attached as
Attachment J; and
f. prior to issuance of the Development Permit, the owners register a Section 219
Restrictive Covenant to the satisfaction of the SCRD to:
H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-21 (DL 3252 Guise)\PDC Report_DPV_A-21_10Nov2011.doc
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i. save harmless the SCRD;
ii. retain all native vegetation within 15 meters of the high water mark of
Sakinaw Lake and permit no new buildings or structures within 15 meters
of the high water mark of Sakinaw Lake; and
iii. permit the 28 m² addition within the 20 metre setback of Sakinaw Lake as
a one-time-only basis and permit no further additions within the lakefront
setback;
OR
B. THAT the Planning and Development Committee does not support Development Permit
with a Variance Application A-21 to vary Section 516(1)(c) by relaxing the minimum
required setback to Sakinaw Lake from 20 metres to 17 metres to permit a 28 square
metre addition to an existing non-conforming single family dwelling within the Sakinaw
Lake setback;
Based on the Riparian Assessment, Geotechnical Assessment, MFLNRO comments and
neighbour support, planning staff support Option A, subject to the conditions contained in the
draft Development Permit (see Attachment J – Appendix A, B, C and D to this Draft
Development Permit is attached to this report as Attachment F, G, D and pending). Should this
application receive approval from the Planning and Development Committee of the Board,
Planning staff recommend that prior to issuance, a covenant be registered on title to the
satisfaction of the SCRD: to save harmless the SCRD; no building within 15 meters of the high
water mark of Sakinaw Lake; retain all native vegetation within 15 meters of the high water
mark of Sakinaw Lake; and no further additions within the lakefront setback is permitted.

H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-21 (DL 3252 Guise)\PDC Report_DPV_A-21_10Nov2011.doc
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OCP Policy 4.17
4.15

Attachment A

To protect domestic water quality and maintain aquatic habitat the Regional
District strongly discourages the use of fertilizer, including the spreading of
manure, within 15 metres of any lake or stream measured from the natural
boundary or the top of a ravine slope whichever is the greater distance. To avoid
direct runoff into a lake or stream, property owners are strongly discouraged from
applying fertilizer during hot dry periods when irrigation requirements are highest
and to avoid large volume applications. In addition, the planting of large grassy
areas at the lake foreshore should be strongly discouraged in new and existing
developments due to the demands for fertilization, attracting geese, and associated
negative impact on water quality.
Implementation:

4.16

Liaison with Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks;
Liaison with Department of Fisheries and Oceans;
Liaison with Sechelt Indian Band;
Public education.

Setbacks for new structures from the natural boundary of all lakes in the Plan
Area shall be a minimum of 20 metres for reasons of habitat protection,
vegetation retention, and water quality protection. However the setback from all
lakes should be reviewed and adjusted in light of information from future water
quality monitoring in the area. (Note that geotechnical setbacks also apply for
certain geotechnical constraint areas around lake and ocean foreshore areas).
Implementation:

Bylaw 337 amendment.

4. 17 The Regional District may give consideration to additions to existing lakefront
dwellings that do not conform to the established lakefront setbacks under
development variance permit application to a maximum of 28 square metres (300
square feet), which includes deck space, provided that the addition does not
encroach any closer to the lake; the parcel complies with Ministry of Health
Services current standards and requirements for a septic disposal system for
sewage and grey water disposal system; and an assessment report by a qualified
environmental professional in accordance with the Riparian Areas Regulation
provides the required certification in support of the application. Such an addition
could be considered when the applicant volunteers a covenant confirming that the
addition is on a one-time-only basis and that the non-conforming structure will be
removed or relocated in compliance with setbacks before issuance of a building
permit for a second dwelling. Measures to preserve native vegetation shall also
be covenanted.
Implementation:

Registration of a restrictive covenant;
Liaison with Ministry of Health;
Development Variance Permit process;
Report from a qualified environmental professional..

Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan, Bylaw 432
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:
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Variance application to reduce the required
lake setback from 20 m to 8.5 m to build a new
dwelling on the same footprint as the existing
dwelling and to permit a 28 m² addition to the
dwelling.
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Applicant's Variance Criteria

Attachment E

Sakinaw Lake Residence
Zoning – Rural Residential C
OCP Page 43. Paragraph 4.17 indicated 300 s.f. addition may be considered.
Variance Criteria:
1. Bylaw intent and objective. Our objective is to rebuild an existing cabin which does not meet
current Building Codes or engineering standards with a new code compliant structure. The
existing cabin is located entirely within the 20m setback from Sakinaw Lake. The existing
building area is:
Existing Cabin Area Main Floor
586.13 s.f.
Existing Cabin Area Top Floor
259.0 s.f.
Total Existing Cabin Area
845.13 s.f.
Existing Deck Area
401.8 s.f.
We understand that the existing by‐laws permit the reconstruction / repair of an existing non‐
conforming building within the setback, and that the OCP indicates that consideration may be
given to adding an additional 300 s.f. within the setback area. The existing cabin is deficient in
many respects to the current Building Code and / or current engineering standards. It also has
not been maintained well (until the current Owners recently purchased the property) and many
components have reached the end of their useful life cycle. In summary:
• There are no perimeter drains.
• The Main Floor framing barely meets code.
• The loft structure is deficient. Floor beams and joists are undersized / over‐
spanned.
• The roof structure is deficient. Roof beams are undersized / over‐spanned and
there is no insulation.
• The exterior wall construction does not meet code. The walls are 2 x 4 studs
with no insulation or vapour / air barriers. In some cases the wall cladding is
translucent fibreglass.
It is our intent to keep 25% of the existing cabin value above it’s foundation as directed by the
building inspector and to add a 28m2 addition within the 20m setback and then the rest outside
the setback (Total building s.f. 1140.1 s.f.)
The existing cabin is 845.13 s.f. The OCP suggests (4.17) that an additional 300 s.f. may be
considered. This provides an “allowance” of 1045.13 s.f. for a new building.
This proposal is to repair, maintain and renovate the existing cabin with a slightly smaller (than
the “allowance”) cabin that is code compliant and meets the family’s requirements and
responds to the site characteristics better than the existing building. It will be constructed on
the same site area as the existing cabin. The following table summarizes the area (between the
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lake and the 20m setback – there is additional area behind the 20m setback which is not subject
to this variance).

Main Floor area on existing footprint
Main Floor between existing and 20m setback
Total Main Floor
Top Floor area on existing footprint
Top Floor area between existing and 20m setback
Total Top Floor area
Total Building Area
Proposed Deck area

600 s.f.
193.7 s.f.
793.7 s.f.
221.0 s.f.
125.4 s.f.
346.4 s.f.
1140.1 s.f.
390.65 s.f.

We hope the SCRD agrees that this is consistent with the planning objectives and principles
intended in the by‐law. It certainly provides a structurally sound, safe, and more energy
efficient family cabin which seems consistent with sound planning objectives and philosophy.
2. Affect on Neighbours. The variance will positively affect nearby properties and is not near to
Public Lands. By replacing the aging and deteriorating structure with an attractively designed
new structure the character of the community will improve. The immediate neighbours. nearby
residents and the Sakinaw lake residents association have indicated support for the proposal.
3. Unique solution. The unique opportunity to renovate the well loved but tired existing structure
is that the existing building is located on the most easily buildable parts of the site, and the
additional area is located outside the SPEA, on the remainder of the buildable area. The existing
cabin enjoys a wonderful location, and if not detailed according to modern building codes, is at
least sited in a way that maximises the site usage potential.
4. Best planning solution.
a. Siting. We have tested various alternate locations for the new cabin structure but keep
running into severe difficulties. There is a design need to fit the septic tanks and drain
fields in acceptable locations. The tertiary treatment system does not take up as much
room as a primary treatment drain field, but it needs to be located in a well drained
area that is not within the lake setback. With this constraint, and the need for an access
road to cross the site in a location where the steep grade is manageable and avoids
large rock features, most of the site area has been used up. There are steeply sloping
rocky areas of the site that provide aesthetically beautiful scenic interest elements.
These are difficult to build on and therefore less desirable building sites than the
existing cabin location. The flat location of the existing cabin and the level area behind
it is the logical location for the addition. It has good soils conditions and according to the
Environmental Report does not affect the riparian edge of the lake. It also provides an
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opportunity to remove some larger damaged trees that are dangerous, and replace
them with new trees that can be well maintained. The proposal will provide a scheme
that is well suited to the site, and consistent with the other homes / cabins in the
community nearby.
b. Architectural design. We have tried several schemes that attempt the “identical
building replacement scenario” and find the design of the original cabin does not lend
itself to an elegant solution for creating additional space. The roofline and general
angular footprint provide a less‐than‐useful starting point and it is clear that from an
architectural perspective the proposed solution is a much better and well coordinated
design aesthetic. We also have the advantage of designing a floor plan that is suited to
the unique requirements af a multi‐generational family who have space requirements
that are not satisfied by the existing cabin.
5. Natural Site Character and Environmental Quality. There are many benefits that the proposed
scheme provides:
a. The actual built area is smaller than the allowable area, and is further back from the lake
(approx 1.5’).
b. The proposed deck is further back from the lake and smaller than the existing deck.
c. The proposed cabin will be more energy efficient than the existing cabin, and built with
largely natural materials, thereby increasing the environmentally sensibility of the
community.
d. New septic system (tertiary treatment) means we can abandon the existing outdoor
toilet.
e. New Road works well with grade crossfall and provides good access to the new cabin
without parking on the road or neighbours property.
f. Environmental audit has indicated that there is minimal environmental impact to
riparian edge of lake.
g. Remove damaged unsafe trees, replaced with new healthy specimens
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FORM 1

Riparian Areas Regulation - Qualified Environmental Professional - Assessment Report

Riparian Areas Regulation: Assessment Report

Please refer to submission instructions and assessment report guidelines when completing this report.

Date

2011/05/18

I. Primary QEP Information
First Name
Last Name
Designation
Registration #
Address
City
Prov/state

Paul
Van Poppelen
RPBio

Middle Name

1334
160-14480 River Rd
Richmond
Postal/Zip
BC
Country

Company IRC Integrated Resource
Consultants Inc
Email paul@ircintegratedresource.com
V6V 1L4
Canada

Phone #

604 740 4907

II. Secondary QEP Information (use Form 2 for other QEPs)
First Name
Last Name
Designation
Registration #
Address
City
Prov/state

Middle Name
Company
Email
Postal/Zip
Country

Phone #

III. Developer Information
First Name
Last Name
Company
Phone #
Address
City
Prov/state

Frank
Guise
n/a
604 9259493
4342 Erwin Drive
West Vancouver
BC

Middle Name

Charles

Email guises@shaw.ca
Postal/Zip
Country

V7V 1H6
Canada

IV. Development Information
Development Type Other (renovation of residential unit)
Area of Development (ha) 0.002
Riparian Length (m) 35
Lot Area (ha) 0.8
Nature of Development redevelopment
Proposed Start Date 2011/09/01
Proposed End Date 2012/06/30
V. Location of Proposed Development
Street Address (or nearest town)
15200 Hallowell Rd
Local Government SCRD
Stream Name Sakinaw Lake
Legal Description (PID) 015-886-182 (part of)
Stream/River Type Lake
Watershed Code 900-147300
Latitude 49
42
09
Longitude

City

Pender Harbour

Region
DFO Area
123

58

Lower Mainland
Lower Fraser
36

Completion of Database Information includes the Form 2 for the Additional QEPs, if needed.
Insert that form immediately after this page.

Form 1
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FORM 1

Riparian Areas Regulation - Qualified Environmental Professional - Assessment Report

Table of Contents for Assessment Report
Number

Page

1. Description of Fisheries Resources Values ……………………………….3
2. Results of Riparian Assessment (SPEA width) …………………………..4
3. Site Plan ………………………………………………………………………6
4. Measures to Protect and Maintain the SPEA
(detailed methodology only).
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

Danger Trees…………………………………………………………..
7
Windthrow……………………………………………………………...
7
Slope Stability…………………………………………………………
7
Protection of Trees…………………………………………………….
7
Encroachment …………………………………………………………
7
Sediment and Erosion Control…………………………………………
7
Floodplain……………………………………………………………...
8
Stormwater Management………………………………………………8

5. Environmental Monitoring …………………………………………………….9
6. Photos …………………………………………………………………………10
7. Assessment Report Professional Opinion ……………………………………12
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Section 1. Description of Fisheries Resources Values and a Description of
the Development proposal
(Provide as a minimum: Species present, type of fish habitat present, description of current
riparian vegetation condition, connectivity to downstream habitats, nature of development,
specific activities proposed, timelines)
Sakinaw Lake is one of the two largest lakes on the lower Sunshine Coast and an important
fisheries resource and fish habitat.It has direct connection with the Georgia Strait at its western
end where in earlier times a dam and fish passage was built by Sechelt FN. Sakinaw Lake
contains the severly threatened Sakinaw Lake Sockeye salmon species. In addition to the latter,
FISS also lists Chum, Pink and Coho salmon as well as Steelhead, Coastal Cutthroat, Prickly
sculpin and Peamouth chub.
A substantial part of in particular the south eastern shore line of Sakinaw Lake has been
developed; the opposing north western shore is still substantially undeveloped and likely to
remain so. The Guise’s property is located towards the connection of Sakinaw with Ruby Lake in
an area which some decades ago was developed as a strata and internally subdivided into much
small lots The subject Lot, Lot 30, does therefore not possess an individual PID; the PID for the
entire strata is quoted on Form 1.
The Lot lies in a lightly treed area with substantial salal understorey in locations as is typical for
this area. Soils are bedrock overlain by a thin layer of richer organic matter in places or duff and
boulder or bedrock outcrops elsewhere.
The development proposal is the substantial renovation of an existing older cabin and a small
extension towards the rear. Part of the cabin is located within the SPEA but it is not feasible due
to the rather severely steep and bedrock terrain to relocate the entire structure. The proposal
stays within the existing footprint of the cabin within and outside the SPEA; the proposed
extension is located entirely outside the SPEA. Access to the lake and other use areas remains
as is and the existing pathways are grand parented for use; maintenance and repair is allowed
but may not exceed the current footprint.
It is proposed to start construction late 2011 and complete it by the summer of 2012.

Form 1
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FORM 1

Riparian Areas Regulation - Qualified Environmental Professional - Assessment Report

Section 2. Results of Riparian Assessment (SPEA width)
Refer to Chapter 3 of Assessment Methodology

Description of Water bodies involved (number, type)
Stream
Wetland
La e
X
Ditch
Number of reaches
1

Lake

Date:

2011/05/18

Reach #

Channel width and slope and Channel Type (use only if water body is a stream or a ditch, and
only provide widths if a ditch)
Channel Width(m)
starting point
upstream

Gradient (%)

I, p van Poppelen RPBio (name of qualified environmental
professional) , hereby certify that:
a) I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the
Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish Protection Act;
b) I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the
development proposal made by the developer
(name
of developer) ;
c) I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal
and my assessment is set out in this Assessment Report; and
d) In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I
have followed the assessment methods set out in the Schedule
to the Riparian Areas Regulation.

downstream

Total: minus high /low
mean
Channel Type

R/P

C/P

S/P

Site Potential Vegetation Type (SPVT)
SPVT Polygons

Polygon No:
SPVT Type
Polygon No:
SPVT Type

Form 1

Yes

No
X

Tick yes only if multiple polygons, if No then fill in one set of SPVT data box s
I, P van Poppelen RPBio (name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify
that:
a) I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas
Regulation made under the Fish Protection Act;
b) I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal
made by the developer F Guise (name of developer) ;
c) I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is
set out in this Assessment Report; and
d) In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the
assessment methods set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation.

LC

LC

SH

SH

TR
X

TR

Method employed if other than TR

Method employed if other than TR
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Pol gon No:
SPVT Type

Metho

employed if other than TR

Zone of Sensitivity (ZOS) and resultant SPEA
Segment 1
If two sides of a stream involved, each side is a separate segment. For all water
No:
bodies multiple seg ents occur where there are multiple SPVT polygons
LWD, Bank and Channel 15
Stability ZOS (m)
Litter fall and insect drop 15
ZOS (m)
Shade ZOS (m) max
n/a
South bank Yes
No
X
Ditch
Justification desc iption for classifying as a ditc
(manmade, no significant headwaters or springs, seasonal
flow)
Ditch Fish Yes
No
If non-fish bearing insert no fish
Bearing
bearing status report
SPEA maximum
15
(For ditch use table3-7)
Segment
If two sides of a stream involved, each side is a separate segment. For all water
No:
bodies multiple segments occur where there are multiple SPVT polygons
LWD, Bank and Channel
Stability ZOS (m)
Litter fall and insect drop
ZOS (m)
Shade ZOS (m) max
South bank Yes
No
SPEA maximum
(For ditch use table3-7)
Segment
If two sides of a stream involved, each side is a separate segment. For all water
No:
bodies multiple segments occur where there are multiple SPVT polygons
LWD, Bank and Channel
Stability ZOS (m)
Litter fall and insect drop
ZOS (m)
Shade ZOS (m) max
South bank Yes
No
SPEA maximum
(For ditch use table3-7)
I, P van Poppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
a) I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish Protection Act;
b) I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F Guise) ;
c) I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment Report; and
d) In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods set out in the Schedule to
the Riparian Areas Regulation.

Comments
Existing structures is located partially within the SPEA as well as the SCRD 20m setback are for
Sakinaw Lake. Structures pathways and use areas are grandparented and can be repaired but
footprint cannot be expanded within the SPEA. Renovation proposal is located within the existing
cabin footprint in that part which is located inside the SPEA

Form 1
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FORM 1
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Section 3. Site Plan
Insert jpg file below

Site Plan

Form 1
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FORM 1

Riparian Areas Regulation - Qualified Environmental Professional - Assessment Report

Section 4. Measures to Protect and Maintain the SPEA
This section is required for detailed assessments. Attach text or document files, as need, for each element
discussed in chapter 1.1.3 of Assessment Methodology. It is suggested that documents be converted to
PDF before inserting into the assessment report. Use your “return” button on your keyboard after each line.
You must address and sign off each measure. If a specific measure is not being recommended a justification
must be provided.

1. Danger Trees

No evidence of danger trees remaining on site; n/a

2. Windthrow

No trees scheduled to be removed; n/a

3. Slope Stability

There are no issues of slope stability (bed rock); n/a

4. Protection of Trees

No trees within the work area; any trees within or adjacent
to the SPEA lining the work area are to be protected using
high-vis fencing or similar at the drip line

I, P van Poppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
e) I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish
Protection Act;
f)
I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F. Guise
g) I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment
Report; and In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods
set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation
I, P van Popppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
a. I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish
Protection Act;
b. I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F Guise
c. I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment
Report; and In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods
set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation
I, P van Poppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
a. I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish
Protection Act;
b. I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F Guise
c. I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment
Report; and In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods
set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation

I, P van POppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
a. I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish
Protection Act;
b. I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F Guise
c. I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment
Report; and In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods
set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation

5. Encroachment

SPEA cannot be fenced off as it bisects the existing
building and use areas including paths. During the works
path areas to be fenced off temporarily preventing
encroachment into existing vegetation outside the project
area

I, P van Poppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
a. I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish
Protection Act;
b. I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F Guise
c. I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment
Report; and In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods
set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation

6. Sediment and Erosion Control

No stockpiling of sand or aggregate closer than 10 m to the
waterfront; any stockpiles to be sheeted and the lake-ward
side to be protected by silt fencing

I, P van Poppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
a. I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish
Protection Act;
b. I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F Guise
I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment

Form 1
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Report; and In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods
set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation

7. Stormwater Management

All roof water shall be infiltrated into the ground at a
suitable location to be determined once ground works have
commenced. No piping towards and discharge into
Sakinaw Lake

I, P van Poppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
a. I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish
Protection Act;
b. I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F Guise
c. I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment
Report; and In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods
set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation

8. Floodplain Concerns (highly
mobile channel)

There are no floodplain issues associated with the
development or SPEA

I, P van Poppelen RPBio
(name of qualified environmental professional) , hereby certify that:
a. I am a qualified environmental professional, as defined in the Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish
Protection Act;
b. I am qualified to carry out this part of the assessment of the development proposal made by the developer F Guise
c. I have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and my assessment is set out in this Assessment
Report; and In carrying out my assessment of the development proposal, I have followed the assessment methods
set out in the Schedule to the Riparian Areas Regulation
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Section 5. Environmental Monitoring
Attach text or document files explaining the monitoring regimen Use your “return” button on your keyboard after each line.
It is suggested that all document be converted to PDF before inserting into the PDF version of the assessment report.
Include actions required, monitoring schedule, communications plan, and requirement for a post development report.

Environmental monitoring will be required throughout all stages of the project for any
physical activities on site associated with the construction process or otherwise.
Monitoring visits will take place both unannounced and scheduled. Unannounced, ad
hoc visits are for the purpose of monitoring compliance. Scheduled visits are for the
purpose of discussing progress and identification of critical stages during which
planned monitoring is expedient.
No concrete pour, whether part of the construction process or not, is to take place
without pre-notification of, and arrangement with the QEP who will, in most cases, be
on site while this takes place.
The developer will be given access to an emergency telephone number for the QEP
for unforeseen circumstances and events, and is required to inform the QEP at the
time of an event occurring, rather than retrospectively. Where necessary, the QEP will
attend site and discuss appropriate course of action to be taken with the contractor.
The QEP has power to “stop work” if it is clear that an unacceptable degree of risk is
being taken and will liaise with the developer should such occur. In the event of
inability to agree between QEP and contractor or developer, DFO will be informed by
the QEP and advice sought.
Should the contractor be found to not have informed the QEP of events leading to a
(potential) HADD, the QEP will issue a “stop work” order until the matter in hand, as
well as provisions for future events have been resolved to his satisfaction. DFO and
the Sunshine Coast Regional District will be kept appraised should this occur
Should “stop work” orders be disobeyed, the QEP will inform DFO and/or the
Sunshine Coast Regional District.
A post development completion report is a requirement under the RAR. The
QEP shall issue a final report, signing off or commenting on how his
recommendations and restrictions have been dealt with and whether he considers
this having fulfilled his criteria. This report will be filed at the end of the construction
process and signifies the completion of such, following which any remaining permits
can be issued if there are no other outstanding issues such as building regulations or
specific SCRD requirements.
.
The QEP reserves the right not to sign off post-completion, should his instructions
have been found not to have been complied with. This may result in the developer’s
inability to obtain other permits and have further legal implications, including potential
prosecution under the federal Fisheries Act (section 35) or Provincial legislation
should the Authorities decide the matter of reported non-compliance is serious
enough to warrant this.
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FORM 1

Riparian Areas Regulation - Qualified Environmental Professional - Assessment Report

Section 6. Photos
Label

Front of existing cabin (south-north direction)

Label

View towards the lake from front of cabin
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Label

View towards neighbouring property (south)

Label

View towards pump shed (south eastern corner of Lot)
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FORM 1

Riparian Areas Regulation - Qualified Environmental Professional - Assessment Report

Section 7. Professional Opinion
Assessment Report Professional Opinion on the Development Proposal’s riparian area.
Date

2011/05/18

1. I/We Paul van Poppelen RPBio___________________________
Please list name(s) of qualified environmental professional(s) and their professional designation that are involved in
assessment.)

hereby certify that:
a) I am/We are qualified environmental professional(s), as defined in the
Riparian Areas Regulation made under the Fish Protection Act;
b) I am/We are qualified to carry out the assessment of the proposal made by
the developer Frank Guise
(name of developer)
, which
proposal is described in section 3 of this Assessment Report (the
“development proposal”),
c) I have/We have carried out an assessment of the development proposal and
my/our assessment is set out in this Assessment Report; and
d) In carrying out my/our assessment of the development proposal, I have/We
have followed the assessment methods set out in the Schedule to the
Riparian Areas Regulation; AND
2. As qualified environmental professional(s), I/we hereby provide my/our professional opinion
that:
a)
if the development is implemented as proposed by the development
proposal there will be no harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of
natural features, functions and conditions that support fish life processes in
the riparian assessment area in which the development is proposed, OR
(Note: include local government flex letter, DFO Letter of Advice, or description of
how DFO local variance protocol is being addressed)

b) X if the streamside protection and enhancement areas identified in this
Assessment Report are protected from the development proposed by the
development proposal and the measures identified in this Assessment
Report as necessary to protect the integrity of those areas from the effects of
the development are implemented by the developer, there will be no harmful
alteration, disruption or destruction of natural features, functions and
conditions that support fish life processes in the riparian assessment area in
which the development is proposed.



[NOTE:
"qualified environmental professional" means an applied scientist or technologist, acting alone or
together with another qualified environmental professional, if
(a) the individual is registered and in good standing in British Columbia with an appropriate professional
organization constituted under an Act, acting under that association's code of ethics and subject to
disciplinary action by that association,
(b) the individual's area of expertise is recognized in the assessment methods as one that is acceptable for
the purpose of providing all or part of an assessment report in respect of that development proposal, and
(c) the individual is acting within that individual's area of expertise.]
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Attachment G
gth
2011
May 1
SC-0789
No.:
Project

GEOTACTICS MEDIA1
ENGINEERING (2007) LTD.
IN ASSOCIATION WiTH:

METRO TESTING LABORATORIES LTD.
MAILING ADDRESS:

I

Frank & Nancy Guise
4342 Erwin Drive
West Vancouver, B.C.
V7V 1 H6
Dear Mr. & Mrs. Guise,

RE:

GEOTECHNICAL ASSESSMENT
30-15200 HalIowell Road, Sakinaw Lake B.C.

P.O. Box 624

Sechelt, B.C.
VON 3A0
LABORATORY:

#4-1 877 Field Road

Wilson Creek, B.C.
0.604.740.0920
F. 604.740.0932
E. myip(ämetrotestinci.ca
CONSULTING ENGINEERING
GEOTECHNICAL ENVIRONMENTAL MATERIALS

INSPECTION

& TESTING

MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY
OFFICES:

•

Abbotsford

•

Burnaby

•

Fort St. John

•

Kelowna

•

Salmon Arm

•

Squamish (Sea to Sky)

•

Sechelt (Sunshine Coast)

•

Surrey

•

Williams Lake

•

Red Deer (Alberta)

INTRODUCTION
GeoTacTics Media Engineering (2007) Ltd. (GME) has been retained to
complete a geotechnical assessment of the above-referenced property
located on Sakinaw Lake, B.C. The purposes of this assessment were
to identify any geotechnical hazards associated with development of the
property and to provide recommendations to mitigate any identified
Recommendations for site preparation and
geotechnical hazards.
foundation design are also included in this assessment. This letter,
which summarizes the results of the assessment, has been prepared in
accordance with generally accepted geotechnical engineering principles
and practices.

In summary, there are no geotechnical hazards that would
preclude re-development of the property as described in this letter.
From a geotechnical point-of-view, a minimum setback of at least
7.5m from the Natural Boundary would provide an adequately safe
A 1.5m Flood
buffer zone against erosion and flooding.
Construction Level above the Natural Boundary should also be
followed. No part of the building should encroach into the 7.5m
shoreline setback and the underside of the finished floor system
should be no lower than 1.5m above the Natural Boundary. The
subgrade at this site is competent to support the loads associated
with typical single family residential buildings on conventional
shallow footings.
th
15
A member of GME’s technical staff visited the property on April
Site conditions and features of engineering geological
2011.
significance were recorded.

Servicing British Columbia’s Construction Industry Since 1987

—
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No subsurface investigation was completed at the time of the site reconnaissance. The review
and/or design of any existing or new septic systems are beyond the scope of this assessment.
This letter report does not address or identify any environmental or riparian areas associated
with the development of the property.
As part of this Geotechnical Assessment, a Preliminary Legislated Landslide Assessment has
been completed in accordance with the 2010 APEGBC guideline for Legislated Landslide
Assessments for Proposed Residential Developments in B.C.
GME understands that it is planned to re-develop the property by renovating the existing
cottage and adding a small addition to the eastern side of the existing cottage beyond the 20m
2
shoreline setback. The renovated cottage will cover a similar sized footprint of about 112 m
newly
with
(1200 sq.ft.). The existing footings supporting the cottage will be replaced
constructed concrete strip and pad footings. The new addition will be built into the slope west
of the existing cottage.
GME has reviewed drawings provided by Randy Knill Architect Ltd. of the proposed renovation
and addition.
SITE DESCRIPTION
The property is located on the eastern facing slopes above the north end of Sakinaw Lake.
The property is irregular in shape and bounded by developed rural residential properties to the
north and south. To the west, the property is bounded by a gravel-surfaced access road that
switchbacks down the slope to the existing cottage. The eastern end of the property is
bounded by Sakinaw Lake with a frontage of about 30m along the shoreline.
Surface Conditions
From the gravel-surfaced access road, the property drops down towards the east at an
average inclination of about 15 to 20° over a series of slopes, bedrock steps and benches, to a
gently inclined slope above the Natural Boundary where the existing cottage has been built.
Southwards from the building site, the lot more steeply rises up to the south to the neighboring
property over a bedrock slope that is sloped at an average inclination of about 30 to
350

The bedrock steps and benches that comprise the sloping terrain range in height from 0.6 to
2m in height and are separated by narrow benches or gently inclined slopes.
A stacked rock wall that is about 3 to 3.6m in height has been constructed to support the
eastern (lower) end of the gravel-surfaced access road and is located about 2.5 to 3m from the
northwest corner of the proposed cottage addition. Interlocking of rock fragments is adequate

Copyright 2011 Geo TacTics Media Engineering (2007) Ltd.
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and rock fragments range from about 0.9 to 1 .2m in size. No formal drainage or transition zone
was observed.
To the south of the stacked rock wall, some excavation into the slope has been completed to
create a leveled building pad for the addition to the cottage. The excavated slope is about 2.5
to 3.6m in height and is sloped at an inclination of about Y4(H):1(V). Bedrock is exposed at the
base of the excavated sloped and the upper 1 to 1 .2m is comprised of a dense glacio-marine
silty sand and gravel.
The building site has been cleared of most vegetation and the bluff supports a scatter of
second growth coniferous and deciduous trees. Bedrock exposed along the bluff is generally
moss-covered.
At the base of the bedrock steps on the benches below the top of bluff, accumulations of
broken rock were observed. Generally, broken rock fragments range from about 0.3 t o 2m in
size and are primarily derived from toppling and rolling of rock from the bedrock slopes and
steps above. Some plucking and dislodgement of rock fragments has occurred along the faces
of the exposed bedrock on this property and is expected to continue on an irregular basis.
There were no signs of any significant seepage and/or surface runoff at the time of the site
visit; however, it is anticipated that during periods of intense rains and/or snowmelt, surface
runoff may significantly increase and may result in short-lived seeps lower on the slope.
Subsurface Conditions
Interpretations of subsurface conditions were limited to exposures along the surface of the
property and GeoTacTics’ knowledge of the area. In general, the property is underlain by
bedrock, or bedrock covered with a mantle of rocky soil. A natural soil profile is generally
absent; however, in depressions in the bedrock surface, pockets of dense to very dense glacio
marine sediments are encountered. The bedrock is granitic in composition and is massive, but
moderately to highly fractured.
Seismic Considerations
According to the 2006 BC Building Code, the Site Classification for this property would be B
Rock, Seismic hazard values have been calculated from the 2005 National Building Code of
Canada interpolation for Pender Harbour, B.C. Accordingly, the Peak Ground Acceleration can
be taken as 0.37g, and the Spectral Response Factors can be taken as:
—

)
2
SA(O.

=

0.79

)
5
SA(O.

=

0.56

SA(l.O)

=

0.31

SA(2.O)

=

0.17
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There is a negligible probability of liquefaction of the subgrade at this site during the design
earthquake. Damage to non-structural components of buildings due to ground motion could be
significant, while damage to structural elements could be moderate.
PRELIMINARY LANDSLIDE ASSESSMENT
As described above, accumulations of broken rock were observed at the bases of the bedrock
bluffs and steps along the southern end of the property and on the gently to moderately
inclined slopes. Sloughing and/or significant erosion of the rocky soil overlying the bedrock
surface were not observed.
Slide Potential
Despite evidence of dislodgment and toppling of rock, it is concluded that there is no general
instability or deep-seated mass wasting in the area that would prevent the development of the
property provided the recommendations in this letter are followed. Bedrock exposed along the
face of the slopes is generally massive, but moderately to highly fractured.
Elements at Risk
The elements at risk include the proposed cottage, deck, and/or infrastructure serving the
cottage that will be constructed at or near the top of the bluff as part of this development.
Landslide Risk Analyses
In this letter and as defined by the APEGBC Guideline for Legislated Landsilde Assessments
for Proposed Residential Developments in B.C (May 2010), the term ‘Landslide Risk’ is defined
as the combination of probability of occurrence of a landslide and the consequence of landslide
damage. As defined by the guideline, term Landslide is defined as a movement of rock, debris
or earth down a slope.
Qualitatively, this assessment considers a probability of occurrence of greater than I in 50
years to be designated as ‘High’. Between I in 50 and 1 in 200 years, the probability of
occurrence is designated as ‘Moderate’. For probabilities less than 1 in 200 years, a ‘Low’
designation is assigned. Similarly, for consequence of damage, an event resulting in injury or
death, or total loss of a habitable building is considered ‘High’. Major structural damage, total
loss of access or damage to infrastructure that could contribute to on-going sliding, such as a
broken water line, is assigned a ‘Moderate’ consequence rating. Minor structural damage,
obstruction of access or loss of power would have a ‘Low’ consequence rating. Table 1.0
illustrates the development of the risk classification used in this letter.
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According to the risk matrix, the dislodgment, rolling, and/or toppling of loose rock along the
slopes of the property would have a have a Moderate probability of occurrence and a Moderate
to High consequence, therefore, the Landslide Risk for this event is Moderate to High.
Deep-seated sliding and/or block slippages along the bluff would have a Low probability of
occurrence but a High consequence value, therefore, the Landslide Risk for this event is
Mode rate.
Table 1.0 Risk Rating Matrix
-

Probability of
Occurrence
High
>lin5Oyrs.
Moderate
I in 50 to I in 200 yrs.

Low
<

I in 200 yrs.

Consequence
High
Moderate
Low
High
Moderate
Low
High
Moderate
Low

Risk Rating
High
High
Moderate
High
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low
Low

Landslide Risk Assessment
Based on the assessment presented above, the level of landslide safety required by the
Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) that the probability of occurrence of a geotechnical
hazard (landslide) should be less than 2% in 50 years is not achieved along the steep slopes,
steps, or bluffs under natural conditions.
However, the existing building site and proposed building site of the cottage addition can be
safely re-developed to meet the level of landslide safety required by the SCRD provided all of
the recommendations in this letter are implemented.
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the observations made during the site reconnaissance and the engineering analyses
completed as part of this assessment, the following conclusions and recommendations are
made.
Setbacks & Building Sites
From a geotechnical point-of-view, a minimum setback of 7.5m is required from the Natural
Boundary for flood and erosion protection. A 1 .5m Flood Construction Level above the Natural
Boundary to the underside of the finished floors system should also be followed.

Page 5 of 9
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No part of the foundation for any building should be placed within the above-described
geotechnical setbacks unless additional measures have been implemented under the direction
of a Qualified Geotechnical Engineer.
Building setbacks from the top and bottom of stacked rock retaining walls should also be
implemented. The horizontal setback from the top and bottom of the stacked rock wall should
be equal to its height.
Where this setback cannot be achieved, the foundation wall should be heightened. Backfill
should be placed between the foundation wall and base of the stacked rock wall to reduce the
stacked rock walls overall height above ground and to effectively buttress the toe of the wall.
The foundation wall should be properly designed as described below.

Site Preparation & Foundation Design
The bedrock and pockets of dense glacio-marine sediments underlying the 5roperty would
provide a suitable subgrade to support the building foundation.
Where excavation is required and exceeds a depth of 1.2 m, WorkSafe BC guidelines for
stable excavations should be followed to ensure a safe working area
General site preparation for areas where bedrock would be the foundation subgrade would be
limited to removal of vegetation and loose rock from the footprint of the house. All loose or
broken rock should be removed from beneath footings, and footings should be placed only on
intact rock. Where bedrock steps occur within the building footprint, detached rock along the
leading edge of the step should be scaled. After exposure by stripping, scaling and
excavation, rock surfaces on which concrete will be poured should be thoroughly cleaned of all
loose fragments and deleterious material. Any loose slabs in the excavated faces should either
be removed by scaling or pinned to the underlying rock mass with suitably designed rock
dowels or anchors.
If blasting is required to shape the foundations, care is required to avoid over-blasting. There
are no restrictions on the steepness of an excavated face in rock. Blasted rock may be used
elsewhere on site as site grading fill or, if the sizes are suitable, as material for stacked rock
retaining walls.
Foundation walls and column pads placed on bedrock should be anchored and pinned to the
For overturning resistance,
bedrock for shear resistance and overturning resistance.
appropriately designed rock anchors would be required. The length and type of rock anchors
would be dependent on the Structural Engineer’s loading requirements.
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For the Serviceability Limits State Design of footings placed on bedrock, the unfactored
maximum allowable bearing pressure may be taken as 600 kPa (12,500 psf). For Ultimate
Limit State Design and factored loads, the ultimate bearing capacity may be taken as twice the
maximum allowable bearing capacity. The minimum dimension of concrete pads constructed
on bedrock should not be less than 600mm (2 feet). Foundation walls may be placed directly
on rock without footings.
Provisions should be made for weep holes through foundation walls to prevent accumulation of
water behind grade beams. Roof drainage should be discharged to splash pads and allowed
to dissipate as general runoff onto the rock surface.
Where blasted rock is used to grade the building site, a minimum 450mm layer of rock fill is
required. Blasted rock fragments larger than 300mm should be removed from structural fill
areas. A transition or capping zone at least 150mm thick of 19mm clear crushed gravel, fine
rock fill, or an approved equivalent, should be placed on top of the blasted rock fill zone. All
structural fill should be properly compacted to at least 95% of the materials Modified Proctor
Maximum Dry Density value
If structural fill is used to grade any part of the building footprint and/or footings are placed on
dense native glacio-marine sediments or properly compacted site grading fill, a maximum
allowable soil bearing pressure of 150 kPa (3,000 psf) may be used for design of footings of
unfactored Serviceability Limits State Design loads. For Ultimate Limit State Design and
factored loads, the ultimate soil bearing capacity may be taken as twice the maximum
allowable bearing capacity. The minimum width of footings placed on the structural fill should
not be less than 400mm (16 inches) and minimum dimensions of pad footings should not be
less than 900mm (3 feet). Footings should be placed at least 450mm (18 inches) below final
grade for frost protection.
A 100 to 150mm thick bedding of 19mm clear crushed gravel should be placed between
dense, undisturbed, native soil and footings.
For slab-on-grade, a 150mm (6 inch) layer of compacted 20mm (3/4 inch) minus clear crushed
gravel should be placed as bedding. A vapor barrier consisting of 0.15mm polyethylene
sheeting should be placed between the bedding and the underside of the slab.
Foundation and Retaining Walls
Where the new addition to the existing cottage is built into the slope, foundation walls should
be designed as retaining walls.
Foundation walls and retaining walls should be designed to resist lateral earth pressure due to
the backfill behind the walls. The lateral earth pressure should be calculated based on a
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3
triangular pressure distribution due to a material with an equivalent fluid pressure of 720 kg/rn
(45 pcf) acting over the face of the wall. The backfill should be compacted, with attention not to
damage the concrete walls. Drainage should be provided at the base of the walls and should
consist of 100mm (4-inch) diameter perforated drain pipe laid in a surround of 20mm (3/4-inch)
drain rock.
Where retaining walls are required to support the perimeter of site grading fill, either structural
concrete, stacked rock, and/or modular-block retaining walls would be satisfactory. Retaining
walls over a height of 1 .2m should be properly designed, engineered, and constructed, and will
require a separate Building Permit for the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
CLOSURE
Buildings constructed on this property, following the recommendations in this letter, are
expected to be safe against all reasonably conceivable geotechnical hazards. For this
property, the probability of occurrence of geotechnical hazards that could damage the building
on this lot, other than landslide, is estimated to be less than about 10 percent in 50 years. For
landslide hazard, the probability of occurrence of an event that could damage the building site
is estimated to be less than 2 percent in 50 years.
According to an amendment to the 2010 BC Building Code, the required analyses of seismic
geotechnical conditions will be applied to all applications for residential development made
after February 1, 2010. Accordingly, the application for development on this property must
now be accompanies by Landslide Assessment Assurance Statement (Appendix D).
For this property, the initial stability assessment has indicated that the risk of a naturallyoccurring landslide affecting the property or development on the property is Low. Based on our
understanding of the proposed elements for development of this lot in accordance with the
recommendations made in this letter, the Landslide Assessment Assurance Statement
(Appendix D) is attached to this letter.
If there are any other structures which have not been considered in this letter, of which GME
has not been informed or which may be added later by a third party, the attached Appendix D
will need to be reviewed on a ‘structure-by-structure’ basis when application is made for
Building Permit. The purpose of this review is to ensure that the attached Appendix D
adequately reflects the newly proposed development.
GME has also issued Schedule B for geotechnical aspects of the Building Permit application.
In order to sign off the work, GME must inspect foundation preparation. GME should be
notified when the work is ready for inspection.
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This geotechnical letter report was completed for the exclusive use of Mr. & Mrs. Guise and
their agents for the purposes described in this letter report. Any use of the materials contained
in this letter for other than the intended purpose must first be verified in writing by GME.
We trust that this information meets your present requirements. If you should require additional
information, or if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,
GeoTacTics Media Engineering (2007) Ltd.
Prepared by:

Reviewed By:
hi. hi. EIVEMPRK

‘-7
M. M. Elvemark, M.Sc., P.Eng.
Principal Geotechnical Engineer

Matthew G.J. Yip, B.A.Sc., E.I.T.
Geotechnical Engineer
Attachments:

Cc:

‘‘‘‘(

Legislated Landslide Assurance Statement, Appendix D
Schedule B

Ms. Paula Gill
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Attachment H

Annemarie Locher
3965 St. Mary’s Avenue
North Vancouver, BC
V7N 1Y4
August 12, 2011
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1

Attn: Lesley-Arm Staats, Planning Technician
Re: File No. DPV A-21
Notice of Consideration of Development Permit with a Variance Application A-21
Legal Description: “Lot 30” District Lot 3252 Group I New Westminster District
P113: 0175-886-182
Civic Description: 15200 Hallowell Road
Dear Ms. Staats,
I am in receipt of notice regarding an application by a property owner to vary Zoning
Bylaw 337 in order to undertake development on their property, and also notice of the
Planning and Development Committee Meeting on Thursday, September 15, 2011.
I have NO OBJECTION to approving the allowance to vary the minimum setback to
Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 8.5 m to construct a new single family dwelling.
I will therefore not attend the scheduled Planning and Development Committee Meeting,
th,
Thursday, September 15
2011.
Respectfully
‘Annemarie Locher
(Trustee of the property at 15270 Hallowell Road)
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August 15, 2011

,,/
20
AUUI.8

l__Q.aL

Leslie-Ann Staats, Planning Technician
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1

/

Re: Variance Application A-21 “lot 30” District Lot 3252 Group 1 New Westminster District PID: 0175886-182. 15200 Hallowell Road. Your letter attached attached.
Dear Ms. Staats:
Please accept this letter as our support for approving the application for the variance of setback for the
above noted property.
We are long time neighbours of the property and are very familiar with the layout. The proposed
setback of 8.5 meters would allow the current property owners to replace the existing, faltering
structure in a manner that would enhance the neighbourhood. We can see no negative consequence of
setback variance.
If you have any questions or if we can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call.
Yours truly,
AJDZ
Zoltan J. Keresztes
Jane A. Keresztes
15236 Hallowell Road
Madeira Park, BC
VON 2H0
604-883-2629
zkeresztes@shaw.ca
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Attachment I
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
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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

49

2
42 of 48

Area ‘A’ Minutes July 27, 2011
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.
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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.
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Attachment J

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
No. A-21

DRAFT
TO:

3252 Holdings Ltd. (Inc. No. 239056) c/o Frank Guise

ADDRESS:

15200 Hallowell Road,
Pender Harbour, BC

This Development Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the Bylaws of the Sunshine Coast
Regional District applicable thereto, except those specifically varied or supplemented by this Permit.
This Development Permit Area#1 (Riparian Assessment Areas) applies to those lands within the Sunshine
Coast Regional District described below:
Legal Description:
P.I.D.:
Civic Description:

District Lot 3252 Group 1 New Westminster District
015-886-182
“Lot 30” 15200 Hallowell Road, Pender Harbour, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions and
provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this Permit which shall form a part
thereof.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337 is varied or supplemented, and conditions and
requirements pursuant to Section 920 of the Local Government Act are imposed in accordance with the
guidelines specified in the Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is specifically varied as follows:
To vary Section 516 (1) (c) by relaxing the minimum required setback to Sakinaw Lake from
20 metres to 17 metres to permit a 28 square metre addition to an existing non-conforming
single family dwelling.
This Development Permit with a Variance for the repair and renovation of an existing non-conforming cabin
with a 28 m² (300 ft²) addition within the 20 m lake setback and then the other addition outside of the 20 m
setback is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and conditions:
Prior to Issuance:
(1)

Registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to the satisfaction of the SCRD: to save harmless
the SCRD; to retain all native vegetation within 15 meters of the high water mark of Sakinaw Lake; to
permit no building within 15 meters of the high water mark of Sakinaw Lake; addition within the 20
metre setback of Sakinaw Lake is on a one-time-only basis and no further additions within the
lakefront setback is permitted; and the nonconforming structure will be removed or relocated in
compliance with setbacks before issuance of a building permit for a second dwelling.

(2)

Receipt of Sechelt Indian Band Comments.
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General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the report prepared by Integrated Resources
Consultants Inc., entitled, “Riparian Area Regulation: Assessment Report” and dated May 18th
2011, attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix A, with particular attention given
to:
i. No further land alteration within the Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area
(SPEA) – 15 meter setback from Sakinaw Lake;
ii. During the works, path areas to be fenced off temporarily preventing
encroachment into existing vegetation outside project area;
iii. No stockpiling of sand or aggregate closer than 10 meters to the waterfront – any
stockpiles to be sheeted and the lake-ward side to be protected by silt fencing;
iv. All roof water to be infiltrated into the ground at a suitable location to be
determined once ground works have commenced;
v. No piping towards and discharge into Sakinaw Lake;
vi. A post-development completion report is required;

(2)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the report prepared by GeoTacTics Media
Engineering (2007) Ltd., entitled, “Geotechnical Assessment, 30-15200 Hallowell Road, Sakinaw
Lake B.C.” and dated May 19th 2011, attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix B,
with particular attention given to:
i. Maintain a minimum 1.5 meter elevation above the natural boundary of Sakinaw
Lake for all construction;

(3)

Maintain at least 25% of the value of the existing building above its foundations, as determined
by the SCRD Building Department, and conform with the existing building envelope and the
foundation and site plan prepared by Richard J. Martin, BCLS, and dated December 3, 2009,
attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix C;

(4)

The total floor area of the dwelling (existing and proposed addition) shall not exceed 173 m²
and shall substantially conform with building and site plans prepared by Randy Knill Architect
Ltd, and dated
, 2011, attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix D;

(5)

Arrange for an archaeological screening by a Qualified Professional.

(6)

The owner is responsible for remediating any vegetation damage caused during construction.

(7)

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

(8)

Arrange for a site inspection by a qualified geotechnical engineer and qualified
environmental professional during foundation preparation, the results of which are to be
submitted to the SCRD at that time;

(9)

The Qualified Environmental Professional provides a final letter to confirm that all
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construction is consistent with standard practice and with the RAR report and this letter
must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD prior to SCRD approval of the final
inspection for the repair, renovation and addition, which is the subject of this Development
Permit;
(10)

The Geotechnical Engineer provides a final letter to confirm that all construction is
consistent with standard engineering practice and with the attached geotechnical report and
this letter must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD prior to SCRD approval of the
final inspection for the repair, renovation and addition, which is the subject of this
Development Permit;

(11)

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

(12)

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

(13)

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

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.
This Permit is not a building permit.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. xxx/11 PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT BOARD THIS
DAY OF
, 2011.
ISSUED THIS
DAY OF , 2011
_____________________________________
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
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ANNEX C

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

October 31, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – November 10, 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning Technician

RE:

Development Permit with a Variance Application A-23 (Harvey)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report, “Development
Permit with a Variance A-23 (Harvey)” dated October 31, 2011;
2. AND THAT a Notice on Title to be registered with respect to building without required
Permits;
3. AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends to the Board removal
or relocation of the bunkie and attached deck, in compliance with Bylaw 337 and the
Riparian Areas Regulation, as shown on Attachment J, on or before May 31, 2012;
4. AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee supports a variance for decks and
stairs built to access the dwelling, as shown on Attachment J, written as follows:
Vary Section 516 (1) (c) of SCRD Bylaw No. 337 to relax the minimum required setback
to the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 0.4 m for already constructed
decks and stairs built to access the existing dwelling;
5. AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee does not support a variance for the
dwelling, dwelling addition nor decks and stairs built to access the generator shed;
6. AND FURTHER THAT the applicants apply to the Province to receive a Licence of
Occupation for their docks and floating structures on Sakinaw Lake.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District received an application to vary the minimum required setback to Sakinaw
Lake. The Planning and Development Committee (PDC) is requested to comment whether or
not it supports this application.
OWNER/APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:

0858468 BC Ltd. / Jim Harvey
Lot 17 District Lot 3248 Plan 11997 PID 008-975-361
A

H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-23 (Harvey)\DPV_A-23_PDC_10Nov2011.doc
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LOCATION:
Sakinaw Lake, Pender Harbour, BC
ZONE:
RU1
PROPOSED VARIANCE: To relax the required 20 m lake setback to the following which are already
constructed:
0.3 m for a bunkie with deck
0.4 m for a lower stairs and deck
9.2 m for a single family dwelling with deck
To relax the required 1.5 m side setback to 0.0 m for an already constructed
bunkie and deck.
PARCEL AREA:
± 2249 m²

In July 2010, the Building Department completed an inspection of Sakinaw Lake and identified
approximately 10 lots with non-conforming buildings/structures, and issued bylaw notices. The
Bylaw Enforcement Officer went to the site of this application and discovered that all buildings
and structures on this lot were built without the required building and development permits.
According to the applicant, the owners purchased the property in 2007; the existing dwelling
was built in about 1981 and the “bunkie” (bunk house) was built in 1991. All the decks, stairs
and buildings, except for the generator shed, existed when the property was purchased. These
buildings and structures fell under the jurisdiction of Bylaw 96, which required a 7.5 m setback
from Sakinaw Lake and a 1.5 m setback from the side property line. The existing dwelling is
located 9.2 m from the lake, which would have met the setback under Bylaw 96 if a building
permit was taken out, but there is a new addition to it which would not have been permitted
without a variance. The bunkie is located 0.3 m from the lake and encroaches over the side
property line (see Attachment A – Survey), which would have required a variance at the time of
building.
The applicant has indicated that upon purchasing the property in 2007, the owners were
unaware that everything was built without the required permits. Because the buildings and
structures existed, the owners started renovating, unaware that Building Permits were
required. The applicant noted that during renovations, the owners increased floor area of the
existing dwelling by enclosing an area under the deck, but this did not increase the footprint of
any of the buildings/structures.
Therefore, within the past four years, the owners have built an addition to the existing dwelling,
replaced all decks and stairs, substantially renovated the bunkie, and built a new generator
shed; all without the required building permits and development permits. Planning staff have
not been on or scheduled a site visit, as the property is boat access only. Permitted on the
property is one single family dwelling only; overnight accommodation is not permitted in the
bunkie.
Proposal
This application is made to legalize all the existing buildings and structures on the property.
Current Zoning Bylaw 337 requires a 20 m setback from Sakinaw Lake for all new buildings and
structures. The Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan (OCP) recommends a 15 m
H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-23 (Harvey)\DPV_A-23_PDC_10Nov2011.doc
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Lakeshore Vegetation Retention Area around Sakinaw Lake as well. However, all the new
structures and additions are within the 20 m lake front setback and within the 15 m Lakeshore
Vegetation Retention Area, except for the generator shed located 25 m from the lake. Because
the location of all the new development is within the minimum required lake setback, the
applicants are requesting a variance to relax the 20 m setback from Sakinaw Lake to 0.3 m, 0.4
m, and 9.2 m for the already constructed deck, bunkie and single family dwelling, and to relax
the 1.5 m side yard setback to 0.0 m, as the bunkie encroaches on the neighbouring property.
DISCUSSION
The subject property is located on the northern side of Sakinaw Lake on a peninsula that drops
down toward the middle of the Lake, and is accessed by boat only (see Attachment B – Location
Map). The property fronts Sakinaw Lake to the east.
OCP Policies
The Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan (OCP) identifies an assessment area
within 30 m around Sakinaw Lake, which falls under Development Permit Area (DPA) #1:
Stream Riparian Assessment Areas. The OCP provides guidelines for development occurring
within these areas, including establishing streamside protection and enhancement areas (SPEA)
where new development must not occur to reduce impacts on the natural environment. In
addition, OCP Policy 4.14, “Lakeshore Vegetation Retention Area”, recommends a 15 m leave
strip (no vegetation disturbance zone) as a buffer to protect this sensitive area so property
owners should retain as much lakeshore vegetation as possible (see Attachment C –
Environmentally Sensitive Area Map). OCP Policy 4.16 also states that setbacks for new
structures from the natural boundary of all lakes in the plan area shall be a minimum of 20 m
for reasons of habitat protection, vegetation retention and water quality protection.
In addition to the policies above, OCP Policy 4.17 considers 28 m² footprint additions to nonconforming dwellings within the lakefront setback under a development variance application,
provided that the addition does not encroach any closer to the lake; the parcel complies with
Vancouver Coastal Health standards for septic and grey water disposal systems; and an
assessment report by a qualified environmental professional in accordance with the Riparian
Areas Regulation provides the required certification in support of the application. In addition,
the applicant is to volunteer a covenant confirming that future additions in the setback are not
to occur, that the non-conforming structure will be removed or relocated in compliance with
setbacks before issuance of a building permit for a second dwelling, and that native vegetation
shall also be protected.
Site Description
The property is heavily treed, with the exception of the small area close to the lake, where
there is a cabin, bunkie, and network of decks and stairs that lead down to the Lake (see
Attachment D – Ortho Map).

H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-23 (Harvey)\DPV_A-23_PDC_10Nov2011.doc
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The property is constrained by the steep slope to the Lake (see Attachment E – Contour Map).
The only part of the parcel that is relatively flat that could best fit a house, according to the
contours, is in the middle of the property or on the west side, farthest from the lake. However,
these locations may not provide a view of the lake. The applicant has provided a detailed
response to the SCRD’s variance criteria including reasons why this application should be
granted (see Attachment F – Variance Criteria).
Qualified Professional Comments
An environmental assessment in accordance with the requirements of the OCP was completed
(see Attachment G – Environmental Assessment). The assessment identified the SPEA at 15 m
from the high water mark of Sakinaw Lake. The Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP)
noted that the dwelling is located within the SPEA and the new addition to the dwelling would
likely not have been supported through the Riparian Areas Regulation process if the application
was made prior to development. However, the QEP noted that the existing uses and structures
are grand-parented and may be continued to be used, maintained, repaired and improved,
provided the footprint is not extended. The inspection also concluded that no new access
(including staircases and pathways) was created as part of the renovations and alterations, just
maintenance and improvement. The QEP considers it highly unlikely that Harmful Alteration,
Disruption or Destruction (HADD) of fish habitat occurred. The QEP recommended
environmental monitoring during the remaining part of the construction phase to ensure no
deposition of deleterious substances info fish habitat. This recommendation will be
incorporated into the Development Permit, should it be approved. All elevations for buildings
meet Zoning Bylaw 337 requirements of 1.5 m above the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake for
flood protection purposes.
A geotechnical assessment was completed for the lot as well (see Attachment H – Hazard
Assessment). The geotechnical engineer noted that the foundations for the residence,
boathouse (or bunkie) and stairs have been placed with adequate setback from the 6 m rock
face located between the residence and the lake, and that the site is safe for the intended use.
Additional Comments
This application has been referred to the Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning
Commission (APC), the Sechelt Indian Band, and neighbours within 100 m for their comment.
At their meeting on September 28, 2011, the APC carried a lengthy discussion and unanimously
disapproved of the process the developers took (i.e., not receiving the required permits). The
APC also requested that the bunkie be moved within the 1.5 m side setback line. In the end,
the APC recommended that the application be tabled to the next meeting. The APC wanted
more details on the implications of supporting/rejecting the application (see Attachment I - APC
Minutes). At their second meeting on October 26, 2011, the APC made the following
recommendation:
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The Area 'A' APC refers this Variance back to SCRD Planning Staff for review of
the additional ten cases on Sakinaw Lake to develop common policy guidelines
which would provide consistency for all such decisions. An explanation by
Planning Staff in person at our next meeting would be appreciated so that this
committee would have a clear understanding of the guidelines.
The Area 'A' APC further recommends the SCRD takes steps to insure
the bunkhouse is moved back onto proponents property independent of how the
variance is decided.
The Sechelt Indian Band opposes this application due to their belief that a HADD should have
taken place as development occurred within the SPEA; the claim that these structures were
grandfathered prior to the RAR is questionable; the development is within proximity to
important cultural and archaeological sites.
Neighbours have not yet commented.
Penalties
The Planning Department penalty for construction without a permit is a double application fee
and a Notice on Title. In this case, the development is in a Development Permit Area and the
applicants are requesting a Variance, so the normally $650 application fee is doubled to $1300.
The applicants have paid the double fee and are continuing the process to try to receive a
variance.
If the Variance is approved, the Building Department will require an additional 50% of the
original Building Permit fee (which is based on the value of construction), and the development
must be upgraded to meet the current Building Code, which includes septic requirements. The
applicant has noted that the Septic system can be upgraded. As part of the process, prior to
issuance of a Building Permit, the Building Department will request that the applicant provide
certification of the septic system. Before finalization of the Building Permit, the owners must
provide a Permit to ensure potable water is on site. The owner has recently applied for a
domestic water licence from the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations.
If the appropriate permits were approved prior to construction, the above steps would have
been completed prior to receiving Final Occupancy.
The bunkie that trespasses on the neighbours property line will be the most complex, as the
neighbours must be directly involved. The easiest option would be to remove the bunkie.
However, should the Board approve the variance and the owners choose to keep it, then there
are two possible outcomes, of which the owners may choose to complete:
1. a subdivision (lot-line adjustment) is required to ensure the bunkie meets the side yard
setback; or
H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-23 (Harvey)\DPV_A-23_PDC_10Nov2011.doc
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2. an easement must be registered on both Titles with a variance on both lots and a no
building restrictive covenant registered to ensure safe fire separation distances between
buildings.
The applicant has indicated that the owners are willing to move the bunkie to meet the 1.5 m
side setback requirement.
Should this application be denied by the Board and the Board choose full enforcement, the
applicants will be requested to remove all buildings and structures within the lakefront and side
yard setbacks. If the applicants do not comply with the request, the SCRD may need to seek
legal authority for the removal of buildings and structures. In addition, the owners may be
ticketed, subject to the Board’s direction.
Analysis
In reviewing the proposal, planning staff considered the following:
1. All buildings/structures/additions have been built without required permits.
2. Riparian assessment identifies a 15m SPEA, of which most development is built within.
3. Riparian assessment notes that the addition to the dwelling may not have been
approved if applied for prior to development.
4. Riparian assessment notes that existing structures and pathways are grand-parented
according to the Riparian Area Regulation, however, according to SCRD Zoning Bylaws,
these structures are unlawfully non-conforming and not grand-parented because
building permits were never issued. The original dwelling is grand-parented, however
the addition is not.
5. Sechelt Indian Band opposes this application.
6. The APC recommends the SCRD develop a Policy to deal with these applications to
maintain consistency. The APC also recommends that the bunkie be moved onto the
owners property.
7. Sakinaw Lake Community Association supports this application.
8. Save Harmless covenant has been registered.
9. Bunkie trespasses on the neighbour’s property: legalizing this will require a lot-line
adjustment (subdivision), or an easement between property owners with a no building
covenant to ensure a safe fire separation distance between buildings and a variance on
both properties. Applicant has indicated that the owners are willing to move the bunkie
to meet the 1.5 m side setback requirement.
10. Permitted on the property is one single family dwelling only. Overnight accommodation
is not permitted in the bunkie.
11. The applicant has noted that the septic system can be upgraded if required.
12. The applicant has applied to MFLNRO for a domestic water licence.
If a Development Permit is not issued, a Building Permit may not be issued. If the Board
decides to support this application, planning staff recommend that the Bunkie is moved to
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meet side setback requirements, and that the owners register a Section 219 Restrictive
Covenant to the satisfaction of the SCRD: to save harmless the SCRD; retain all native
vegetation within 15 meters of the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake; and that no further
development within the lakefront setback is permitted. The Planning and Development
Committee is requested to consider the following Options:
Option 1: Approve application DPV A-21 as presented, to legalize all existing buildings and
structures by issuing a variance to relax the lakefront setback and register a Notice
on Title with respect to building without Permits.
Option 1 suggests registering a Notice on Title and relaxing the setbacks in Bylaw
337 as follows:
• To vary Section 516 (1) (c) of SCRD Bylaw No. 337 to relax the minimum
required setback to the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 0.3 m
for an already constructed auxiliary building (‘bunkie’) and deck;
• To vary Section 516 (1) (c) of SCRD Bylaw No. 337 to relax the minimum
required setback to the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 0.4 m
for an already constructed deck and stairs;
• To vary Section 516 (1) (c) of SCRD Bylaw No. 337 to relax the minimum
required setback to the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 9.2 m
for an already constructed single family dwelling;
• To vary Section 1011.5 (a) of SCRD Bylaw No. 337 to relax the minimum
required setback to the front parcel line from 5.0 m to 0.3 m for an already
constructed auxiliary building (‘bunkie’) with deck;
• To vary Section 1011.5 (b) of SCRD Bylaw No. 337 to relax the minimum
required setback to the side parcel line from 1.5 m to 0.0 m for an already
constructed auxiliary building (‘bunkie’) and deck;
Should the PDC choose Option 1, there will be conditions contained in a draft
Development Permit, and the following conditions should be met prior to issuance
of the Development Permit with a Variance:
• A lot line adjustment (subdivision) or easement with variances on both
properties and registered restrictive covenants to legalize the trespassing
Bunkie or the bunkie be moved to meet side yard setback requirements or the
Bunkie be removed;
• Building Department requirements are met; and
• A Section 219 Restrictive Covenant be registered on title to the satisfaction of
the SCRD: to save harmless the SCRD; retain all native vegetation within 15 m
of the natural boundary of the lake; safe fire separation distances are
determined; and that no further development is permitted within the 20m
lakefront setback.
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Option 2: Do not support application DPV A-21 and register a Notice on Title with respect to
building without Permits.
Option 2 does not support this application and involves a Notice on Title, which may
affect the owner in the property re-sale value or insurance request; but allows the
structures to remain in place.
Option 3: Do not support Application DPV A-21, register a Notice on Title with respect to
building without Permits, issue a variance for decks and stairs to access the dwelling
only and require that the bunkie and the associated deck, as per Figure 1, be:
a) removed, or
b) moved onto the owner’s property
in compliance with Bylaw 337 and the Riparian Areas Regulation on or before May
31, 2012.
Option 3 does not support this full application, but partially supports it. This option
suggests issuing a variance for the stairs and decks built to access the dwelling only,
as the property has a very steep slope. However, this does not support the addition
and renovations to the dwelling, nor does it support the stairs and deck built to
access the generator shed.
This option also requires moving the bunkie and the associated deck, as per Figure
1, onto the owners property and leaves the rest of the buildings and structures as is
with a Notice on Title, which may affect the owner in the property re-sale value or
insurance request. Should the bunkie and associated deck be moved, the new
location must meet zoning setbacks and the Riparian Areas Regulation. If the
bunkie and deck are moved without a Qualified Environmental Professional
monitoring, it may create a HADD, which will require Fisheries and Oceans Canada
involvement for compensation measures.

Sakinaw
Lake

Figure 1: Proposed Option 3
H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-23 (Harvey)\DPV_A-23_PDC_10Nov2011.doc
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee – November 10, 2011
Regarding DPV Application No. A-23 (Harvey)

Page 9 of 9

Option 4: Do not support application DPV A-21, register a Notice on Title with respect to
building without Permits and request removal of all unauthorized construction that
is not protected under Section 911 of the Local Government Act.
Option 4 suggests full enforcement – to remove all illegal building and structures.
This may require a legal authority to enforce the removal of all unauthorized
buildings and structures.
SUMMARY
The PDC is requested to choose one of the above options to determine whether or not it
supports this application for a variance, to permit the applicants to keep their already built
buildings and structures.
Based on SIB opposition, that the majority of the development is within the lakefront setback
and within the 15m SPEA and vegetation retention area, that the QEP comments above note
that the addition to the dwelling may not have been approved if applied for prior to
development, and that the bunkie trespasses on the neighbor’s property line, Planning staff
recommend:
Option 3: Do not support Application DPV A-21, register a Notice on Title with respect to
building without Permits, issue a variance for decks and stairs to access the dwelling
only and require that the bunkie and the associated deck (as per Attachment J) be:
a) removed, or
b) moved onto the owner’s property
in compliance with Bylaw 337 and the Riparian Areas Regulation on or before May
31, 2012.

H:\PLN\3060-01 Development_Permits\Area A\A-23 (Harvey)\DPV_A-23_PDC_10Nov2011.doc

64

9 of 32

Attachment A

+

+

Site Map

SckThoW

Scale 1:

1000

SokinaW

denotes traverse hub set ,elth tog ji (t>plcai)
denotes rock boulder
denotes spot eievaiion

NOThS elevations derived from SCRD mop sheet 615.
Distances and eleuotio(7s are In meters and decimals thereat

Property lines spprsoimste subject

to

legal survey

Topographic P’an
004161

pTEpM,GDRDDN

LANPL
pg gag

+

65

Lot 17, DL 3248, Plan 11997

V-YiN_ LN

E39 £ECHI1T C.

VOh 345 554—8863206 rAX 654—885—2505

I

rn’S FRNT DATrO

14iHG

St 103602

10 of 32

+

Attachment B

:

Location Map

Subject Property

Sakinaw Lake

UREP
SCRD Regional Park
Water

July 20, 2011
0

100 200

400 m

66

DPV A-23
Development Permwith with a Variance
Lot 17, DL 3248, Plan 11997
PID 008-975-361

11 of 32

Development Permit Area (DPA) & Sensitive Ecosystem Map

Attachment C
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Orthophoto Map
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Attachment F

Lot 17, Sakinaw Lake
Development Permit with Variance Application
Criteria for Variance
Reason for Variance: location of buildings within 20 m setback of lake
1. The addition to the main residence (seasonal use cottage) was done to the side of
the home at the main floor and new living space was created below the main
floor. Neither of these changes increased the level of variance of the existing
building (mm. 30 years old). The lower floor addition is below the existing deck.
The existing cottage was in need of upgrading and repair. The renovation brought
the entire structure up to a much better standard. The ‘bunkie’ is an existing
structure (mm. 20 years old) that was also renovated. No increase in the variance
was made in doing this renovation. Both these buildings could be considered
‘grandfathered’.
2. Neither structure impacts their immediate neighbours (see note* below) and the
changes made can only be seen as positive. They were run down structures
without consistency of finish. The renovations have brought architectural
consistency to the property. All of the surrounding properties have a similar ad
hoc mixture of structures, most built well within the setback. * Note: The
recently completed survey has shown that the Bunkie encroaches on the
neighbours property (0.8 m) neither the owner or the neighbour were aware of
this. No survey information (property pins) was available on site and the surveyor
had to survey 6 lots to the south to find any useable survey evidence. The owner
is currently in the process of obtaining a letter from the affected neighbour.
-

3. In addition to the circumstances mentioned in #1 above, this property is very steep
(34 degreee incline) with very little, if any useable flat ground. The existing
cottage is 62 steps up from the shoreline (12.7 m from lake level to main floor)
and the ‘bunkie’ (a kid’s bunk house) was built as a place to store sporting items,
chairs & the like for activities at the lake side.
4.

Given the only new construction was the addition (on the main & lower floors) to
the existing cottage and that neither of these additions increased the level of
variance we believe that these changes represented the best & only option.

5. No changes were made to the site to accommodate the above noted additions
other than the upgrading of foundation directly below the existing structures. It
should also be noted that in re-building the access stairs & deck much effort was
made to maintain the mature trees alongside the home.
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Attachment G
Suite 160, 14480 River Road

ic

Richmond, BC, Canada V6V 1L4

Integrated Resource Consultants Inc.

POST-DEVELOPMENT HABITAT REPORT FOR MARINOUSKY, LOT 17, SAKINAW LAKE
PID 008-975-368

—

th
15

June 2011
0

INTRODUCTION
The owners of Lot 17 have recently undertaken renovations and improvements of pre-existing
development on this Lot without the benefit of the required Building and Development permits The
subject Lot is located on a west shore of Sakinaw Lake and any development in this area is subject to
Geotechnical and Environmental (Riparian) Development Permit requirements. In addition there exists a
general setback provision for Sakinaw Lake based on the area OCP and SCRD bylaws. Encroachment of
and development within this setback area requires a Variance from this Bylaw provision.
Under normal circumstances, an Environmental Development Permit for riparian areas requires a formal
Assessment under the Riparian Areas Regulation (RAR), which determines the applicable setback area,
(termed SPEA under the RAR) and identifies certain conditions that may have to be applied with for the
development to proceed. The formal Assessment is filed on the electronic filing system at the Ministry of
Environment and Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) and the SCRD are notified following which the SCRD
may issue a Development Permit if it so wishes.
A RAR Assessment defines the minimum setbacks using the Official Methodology beyond which no
development may occur and no Development Permit may be issued without obtaining a variance under
the RAR procedure. However existing use and structures are grand-parented and may (with one exception
which is not relevant in this particular case) be continued to be used, maintained, repaired and improved,
provided the original foot print is not extended. Thus existing buildings, paths, storage areas and gardens
at the time of the Assessment are effectively exempt from use restrictions in the setback areas. So the
RAR Assessment as filed provides a snapshot in time, beyond which point existing facilities are recorded
and effectively “frozen” with respect to future extension without a new and specific variance under the
RAR.
The corollary to this though is that an Assessment cannot be undertaken and least filed retrospectively on
the MoE filing system as the RAR is forward looking and accepts development as exists at the time.
However it is possible to derive what would have been the setback distance from High Water Mark and
use this to derive what would and would not have been allowable as well as assist in determining whether
any Harmful Alteration, Disruption or Destruction (HADD) of fish habitat has occurred for a post
development report such as this.
SITE DESCRIPTION
The site is located on the west shore of one of the relatively highly developed bays in the northern half
sector of Sakinaw Lake and has developed lots to the north and south of it. The subject Lot contains a
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number of buildings and facilities including a residence, storage areas, docks, septic facilities and path and
stairways. The main residence is located on a higher lying, presumably natural ridge at considerable
elevation above lake and adjacent (to the east) land level. All or most of the buildings have recently been
renovated and/or at the stage of completion of renovations. A new generator shed/pump house was
constructed to the east of the existing buildings. The septic filed area is located well upslope and
substantially west of the residence and other structures on the site, septage being pumped up to this
location from a pumping station below the residence. Photographic documentation of the state at the
time of the site inspection is appended.
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SITE ASSESSMENT BASED ON RAR CRITERIA
An Assessment using the prescribed Official Methodology for Detailed Assessment under the Riparian
Areas Regulation applying the relevant and applicable criteria (defaultTR; LWD 15, Litterfall and Insect
drop 15; ZOS shade n/a) results in a setback (SPEA) of 15m for this specific location, resulting in no
structures allowed (other than those existing at the time of Assessment) within the SPEA. It is important
to note that the RAR only concerns itself with riparian habitat in terms of setbacks and restrictions; onthe-water structures such as docks, mooring platforms and boat houses are not considered and subject to
separate Regulations and Best Management Practices.
The RAR in its Methodology and outcome does not consider access to and from the water under the
standard results and any NEW access required, especially in the case of water-access-only properties
requires a different discussion and procedure, usually involving DFO if it has some jurisdiction in that
location. At present DFO is still determining what its policy in that matter is or should be and applications
are currently treated on a case-by-case basis.
Our inspection concluded that, based on close inspection and all available evidence, no new access was
created as part of the renovations and alterations, but maintained or improved. More or less the entire
water front line being previously used as access and thus the shoreline as “footprint” is grand-parented
under the RAR for this purpose. This includes the obviously pre-existing staircases and pathways leading
to and beyond the main residence of the Lot at a very much higher location.
The 15m SPEA in this case, had it been determined prior to the upgrading activities in the immediate
water front area, would not have acted as a restriction on staircase, platforms and deck areas other than
that no new structures in the form of buildings may be erected.
The pre-existing “Bunkie” as a structure and its footprint are grand-parented under the RAR with respect
to the SPEA, and maintaining and improvement permitted. Extending of the physical footprint of the
Bunkie however is not. Based on our observations, the extension of the elevated footprint in the form of a
deck area does not appear to have resulted in a physically larger footprint at ground level although it has
in elevation, albeit above a bare surface rock substratum with little to no potential of significant
vegetation development other than mosses and lichen. There was no visible evidence of significant
vegetation having been removed in order to facilitate extension of the deck. Indeed the one tree present
on the rock ledge at the water’s edge slightly to the side has been carefully avoided and preserved.
Based on plans we were supplied with prior to our inspection, the old, pre-existing residence was located
at approximately 40 ft from the shoreline at the addition area (north). That being the case it is clear then
that the existing residence at least in part is located within any SPEA that would have been calculated at
15m in this location (40 ft = 12.2 m). The deck and lower room eastwards extension have decreased this
by a further 8 linear feet. Based on the prohibitions to extend the footprint of any pre-existing grand
parented structure under the RAR post Assessment, this would not have been allowed without a separate
(non-SCRD) variance being obtained for extension of those parts of the renovation located within the 15m
SPEA. “Prima fade” based on the criteria for a variance under the RAR procedure this variance would not
have been granted. However we have previously in a location at the Sakinaw Ridge development
circumvented such a variance prior to development, taking into account the topography of the terrain
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which is very similar in this case, by adopting not the linear distance from the waterfront but the actual,
down-slope distance from the water’s edge, for which we obtained permission and support from the
highest DFO level.
We conclude therefore, based on topography and vegetation characteristics, as well as that any other
solution would have inevitably resulted in significant blasting in the westward direction creating greater
environmental damage than the current solution, that, although this would have been an extremely
lengthy process with no guarantees of success, ultimately and exceptionally again an RAR variance would
probably have been granted or circumvented using the same criteria as at our previous project, had it
been applied for prior to the redevelopment.
HAS A HADD (HARMFUL ALTERATION, DISRUPTION OR DESTRUCTION OF FISH
HABITAT) OCCURRED?
It is a common misconception that where intrusion in a prescribed RAR setback (SPEA) occurs, this
automatically constitutes a HADD.
In fact the RAR was constructed to provide some Guidelines and results under which a HADD would
PROBABLY NOT occur and, if nevertheless one did or does occur, allow a “due diligence defense”. It is
critical to understand that the RAR deals with actual as well as potential fish habitat and that a HADD can
only occur in actual, not potential fish habitat. Thus it does not follow that a breach of the RAR guidelines
and conditions automatically constitute a HADD
Having established that probably the majority of the redevelopment and renovations having occurred on
this site would have been permissible under the RAR, if a HADD had occurred the “due diligence defense”
would have applied. Based on all available and observed evidence however, we consider it highly unlikely
that a HADD has occurred and that the due diligence defense would have had to be invoked.
Where activities were carried out within a SPEA which were not automatically permissible, retrospectively
and without experience, visual and detailed photographic records of the site prior to and during the
activities, determining whether a HADD is likely to have occurred is usually much more difficult.
The steep slope where activities not normally and automatically authorized by the RAR Assessment took
place on the subject Lot however contains very sparse vegetation, dominated by lichen, mosses, ferns,
some salal and an occasional small, spindly tree, there being very little available soil cover. This is
consistent with conditions elsewhere on the lot as well as the slopes on adjacent lots. It is highly likely
that some lichen and moss have been removed for part of the works and pillar supports, but at distance
these species contribute very little to nothing to fish habitat (in the absence of trees and shrubs, the SPEA
would have been 5m; maybe lOm if significant high-density and standing salal is present, instead of the
15m currently determined).
There is extremely little to no evidence of significant vegetation having been removed from within what
would have been the setback area as a result or prerequisite of the renovation and extension activities.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
A retrospective RAR Assessment cannot be filed on the Ministry of Environment filing system. However it
is possible to determine what the probable outcome of an Assessment would have been by following the
Official Methodology in combination with site evidence. Contravention of a clause or stipulation in the
RAR does not mean that automatically a HADD has occurred, merely that IF one occurs, the due diligence
defense is not available. A HADD has to be proven and presence of absence of a HADD is based on
Professional judgment by Qualified Professionals based on all available evidence at the time.
Based on our detailed site inspection of June 1, 2011, and all available evidence at that time, we
conclude that in our Professional opinion, it is considered highly unlikely that a HADD has occurred as a
result of the renovation and extension activities, notwithstanding that some of the activities have
occurred in an area where they would have not been automatically permissible under the RAR.
With respect to the increase in” aerial” footprint of the “bunkie” we consider that this has not affected
fish habitat nor hinder the development of “potential habitat” given the substantially bare bedrock nature
of the area it covers at some elevation.
With respect to pathways, platforms and staircases, and utility sheds and structures, activities to maintain
or improve (e.g. replacement of a rough path by a staircase), these are permissible providing their
footprint is not extended. We have found no evidence of a HADD having occurred
With respect to the extensions of/to the main residence, we consider that no new HADD has occurred,
the original change to riparian vegetation (abundance and composition) having occurred many years ago
at the original development of the site. Given their type, design, location and nature, from an
environmental and fish habitat perspective, we can see no reason why a RAR variance should not
ultimately have been granted for the current project if it had been applied for at the time, given our
experience with one highly similar and one broadly similar project elsewhere on Sakinaw Lake.
We recommend that some environmental monitoring during the remaining part of the construction phase
takes place as there remains a potential for deposition of a deleterious substance into fish habitat (section
36 Fisheries Act)

Paul van Poppelen RPBio CBiol
Environmental/Aquatic Biologist
QEP for purposes of the Riparian Areas Regulation (BC)
IRC Glbsons Field Office
Tel: 604 886 8741
Cell 604 7404907
paul@ircintegratedresource.com
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Site approach

“Bunkie” from the water (older original

(?) timber footings
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“Bunkie” from landing area

View from landing level up towards main residence. Front vertical timbers footings for lower level and
deck new
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View south and across slope from “Bunkie” level

Deck and lower level new supports of main residence
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View from main residence down slope towards water

New generator shed (outside setback (SPEA) area)
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RH: I lazard Assessment - Lot 17. DL 3248. PL 1 l997 Salna Lake. BC
requested
the aboe noted building site v. as re iewed on June 1 2011 The purpose ol the
As
review was to identify natural hazards that could affect the new residence.
.

The building site is located on Sakinaw Lake. BC. The lot is characterized by outcropping graflitic
rock sloping up\ard from the vater line. Foundations [or the residence had aircad been placed.
A rock bluff about 6 metres high at about I \1 : I H exists hetecn the residence and the lake. It is
the opinion ofG\1ll Consulting Ltd. that the frmndations for the residence, boathouse and stairs have
been placed with adequate setback from the rock lhce. It was noted that t o or three rocks
immediatel behind the residence are oriented such that the slope do\ n towards the residence and
so could potentially shift and cause damage to the residence. Since the rocks are ery near to the
house it is un1iLel that. they \\ould gain enough momentum in cause significant damage and are not
considered to be a hazard as pertaining to the safe usage of the site. Slopes above the house are
shalio at about IV : 25i I are in competent bedrock and so are considered safe as regarding iandshp
and rock thu.
\o stream courses ira\ erse the pwpen and water levels in the lake are limited b outiall to the west.
The hill is covered v ith mature conilèr threst and lo\\ (rns. hushes and grass. [here are no
indications of instability on the slope.

V1I (‘onsulting Ltd. that the site is safe for the intended
1
Based on the above it is the opinion oi (
usage as pertaining to natural hazards with a 1 : 2475 probability of occurrence.
Yours truly:
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Attachment I

AREA ‘A’ MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
ROOM 107 PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL
13639 SUNSHINE COAST HWY, MADEIRA PARK
WEDNESDAY, September 28, 2011 at 7:00 p.m.

Present:

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

Regrets:

L. Falk

Delegates: Jim Harvey – Variance A-23
Eric McDermott – DVP 337.137
CALL TO ORDER: 7:04 p.m.
MINUTES
1. Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of July 27, 2011
2. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of September 15, 2011 (draft)
3. Natural Resources Advisory committee Minutes of July 27, 2011
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by M. Ross
To adopt the Minutes of July 27, 2011 for Area ‘A’ and to accept the
balance of the minutes with thanks.
PASSED
This APC wishes to express concern over certain communication from SCRD staff to
applicants indicating support or approval to applications prior to being seen by the APC
Commission or the SCRD Board as reflected in page 5 of the September package.
It is felt this particular e-mail could give a proponent reading same; could take it as
support even though it states dependent on RAR assessment, etc. the proponent may think
it is okay to go ahead.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
4. Development Permit with a Variance A-23 (Harvey for 0858468 B.C. Ltd.)
Lengthy discussion with Mr. Harvey stating the following:
• building is to code other than insulation (acceptable for seasonal use)
• rebuilding was done to improve standard of home
• the buildings have maintained the same foot print
• an environmental assessment has been completed
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Area ‘A’ Minutes September 28, 2011
•
•
•
•
•

a geotechnical assessment has been done
survey was done and the Bunkie is over 2’ on neighbour’s property and the
proponents are willing to move the Bunkie
septic system is yet to be addressed but will be
realtor did not make proponent aware of stream riparian rules, geotechnical hazards
and new owners did not know they were not in compliance
proper disclosure was not made at time of sale

Concerns noted by the Advisory Planning Commission:
• The Bunkie location is absolutely not acceptable and must be moved or torn down
• Side line setback of 1.5 metres must be adhered to
• Lack of building permits not acceptable
• Septic system must be assured of being brought up to standard; this is paramount
• Should a covenant be placed stating no further additional buildings, no second
dwelling, and no one time 300 sq ft addition?
• Should the 180 Square foot addition that was built be removed?
Additional Concern:
• What will happen to this situation if the application is not approved?
• General agreement that 2x permit fees or notice on title may not be sufficient
deterrent to some property owners, given the costs of land and building, and the
desirability and salability of having a dwelling close to the water
Support for this application came from the Sakinaw Lake Properties Association
• Association understands it is a very difficult site
• They will support this application on the condition that the septic system is brought
up to standard
Lengthy discussion followed regarding the above noted concerns and what the outcome of
this application may be. This APC is severely divided over the appropriateness of supporting
a variance in this case, and the shape and requirements that may go hand in hand with such a
variance. However, the APC is united in opposing the process that saw development take
place without proper approvals, and would request that, as a minimum, the Bunkie be moved
to within the 1.5 Metre side line setback.
In the circumstances, this APC moves to table consideration of the application respecting the
main house till our next meeting and requests that the SCRD provide specific information
and comments as to the likely effects of approval and/or rejection.
Motion: Moved by A. Skelley and seconded by J. Hall
This APC table Development Permit with a Variance A-23 to our next meeting.
PASSED

5. Notice of Work and Reclamation Program File 14675-20-1610541 by Fred Swanson for a
Sand and Gravel/Quarry Operation near Kleindale
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Area ‘A’ Minutes September 28, 2011
Lengthy discussion with major concerns noted:
• Road access and safety for large trucks entering highway
• Noise to residents in the immediate neighbourhood
• Reforestation or seeding should take place – esthetic value
• A turning lane would alleviate truck safety concern
• Water course entering Gunboat Bay
• Affect on domestic water supply (should be screened or protected)
• In staff report, item 4 regarding neighbouring parcel consultation…..it states adjacent
owners should be contacted directly to obtain comments and we request that not just
adjacent owners be contacted but that all of the neighbours affected by the noise be
contacted and allowed to comment as well
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by R. Metcalfe
This APC supports Notice of Work and Reclamation Program File 14675-20-1610541
subject to the 8 items identified by the SCRD staff noting the above concern to notify all
neighbours, not just adjacent neighbours; plus consideration to the following
recommendation:
• Safety of road access (proponent provide a turning lane?)
• Fencing protection at top of cut
• A more pro-active regeneration plan
• Visual and sound screening for neighbours
PASSED
1 OPPOSED
6. Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.137 (Walker)
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by J. McDonald
This APC supports DVP Application No. 337.137
PASSED
This APC again requests an update on the strata lot subdivision on the south end of Warnock
Rd, specifically regarding whether the road areas were deducted from the parcel area before
determining the number of lots allowed, and whether hooked parcels were created.
DIRECTORS REPORT:
• Bus service is being discontinued as at October 11, 2011
• Nominations for Director Graham’s replacement briefly discussed
• Planning Dept. has a new General Manager – Steven Olmstead
• Open House meeting on October 22, 2011 at Pender Harbour Legion regarding Area A
Master Water Management Plan
NEXT MEETING: October 26, 2011 at Pender Harbour Secondary School
ADJOURMENT: motion to adjourn at 8:55 p.m.
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Area 'A' Minutes October 26, 2011

AREA 'A' MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
ROOM 107 PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL
13639 SUNSHINE COAST HWY, MADEIRA PARK
WEDNESDAY, October 26, 2011 at 7:00pm
Present:

G. Craig (chair), J. Hall, J. McOuat, L. Falk, J. Dickin, M. Ross, A. Skelley,
E. Graham (Area A Director), I. Boyd (Secretary) and C. Patterson (Acting Secretary)

Regrets:

R. Metcalfe, J. McDonald, C. McEachern

Delegates:

None

Guests:

M. Carson (Area A Candidate)

CALL TO ORDER: 7:01 p.m.
MINUTES
1.
2.
3.
4.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of September 28, 2011
Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of September 27, 2011
Planning and Development Committee Minutes of October 13, 2011 (Draft)
Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of September 28, 2011

Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by M. Ross
To adopt the Minutes of September 28, 2011 for Area 'A' and to accept the balance of the
minutes with thanks.
PASSED
BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
OLD BUSINESS
Notice of Work and Reclamation Program File 14675-20-1610541 (PDC
Recommendations of October 13, 2011, Recommendation No. 8.13)
• Provided that all of the recommendations by the Planning and Development
Committee are met it is not required that the proponent to meet with Area 'A'
Advisory Planning Commission
NEW BUSINESS
5.

Subdivision Application MOTI #2011-04679 (Hammond)
Lengthy discussion with major concerns noted:
• Map on page 21 does not meet standards and it is unclear what is proposed for that
development
• Park location is a difficult hike to access
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•
•
•
•
•

Park would require three parking spaces to be provided for hikers
Winding road currently on-site does not provide good access for Site B without
making it a dedicated road
Bicycle lane along edge of property is not sufficiently wide enough at the present
time to be safe.
There is concern regarding septic and drainage assignments for each proposed lot
There is no indication of how water would be provided for the development

Motion: Moved by A. Skelley and seconded by M. Ross
This APC supports the SCRD recommendation that this development proceed as a
two lot subdivision without the park dedication (as described in last half of SCRD
Review Report Paragraph 5.c) and also providing sufficient road shoulder
allowance dedicated to a bike lane along Irvines Landing Road.
It is noted that the Pender Harbour Hiking Group would like to have this park
dedication and trail access with possible three stall parking on the south side of
the property.
PASSED
6.

Subdivision Application MOT#01-006-25035 (Warnock Road)
The APC thanks planning staff for this clarification. It is noted that this type of strata lot
subdivision, with hooked parcels and common septic areas, means that much of Francis
Peninsula could be developed into ½ acre lots despite the challenging terrain.

7.

Development Permit with a Variance Application A-23 (Harvey) - Possible Effects of
Approval and/or Rejection
Lengthy discussion with major concerns noted:
• Concern that the penalties for not acquiring a permit are insufficient to deter this
from reoccurring
• Considering the number of similar cases ongoing in the Sakinaw Lake area, it is
imperative that any decision reached be reasonable and consistent with the rest
• It is noted that the SCRD has the power to ticket non-complying property owners.
The APC would like more information on this.
• The Area 'A' APC is united that in this specific instance the proponent should move
the bunkhouse back
• A common policy guideline for the area would be effective in ensuring all future
decisions remain consistent
Motion: Moved by L. Falk and seconded by A. Skelley
The Area 'A' APC refers this Variance back to SCRD Planning Staff for review of
the additional ten cases on Sakinaw Lake to develop common policy guidelines
which would provide consistency for all such decisions. An explanation by Planning
Staff in person at our next meeting would be appreciated so that this committee
would have
a clear understanding of the guidelines.
The Area 'A' APC further recommends the SCRD takes steps to insure the
bunkhouse is moved back onto proponents property independent of how the
variance is decided.
PASSED
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DIRECTORS REPORT:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Tonight is E. Graham's last meeting as Area A Director
Nineteen people attended the Water Master Planning Meeting
There will be a Park and Recreation Draft Update Meeting at 7:00 p.m. at the Madeira
Park Community Hall on November 1, 2011
It is noted that the SIB is concerned with new docks being allowed installation in Area A
waters again. Possible court injunction meeting to come.
Province has given power to Regional Districts regarding water usage
Tight budget with the SCRD next year
People all over B.C. are upset with the installation of Smart Meters by B.C. Hydro
UBCM is raising a motion to encourage the B.C. government to increase their budget to
allow bike lanes to be swept more than once per year
Update regarding resource recovery at the Pender Harbour Landfill: not likely to be
filled up and converted to a transfer station until at least January 2013. There is ongoing
discussion of possible sites for a recycling station but costs are a big issue.
There will be an All Candidates Meeting on November 8, 2011 at 7:00 p.m. at the
Madeira Park Community Hall

NEXT MEETING:

7:00 p.m. November 30, 2011 at Pender Harbour Secondary School

ADJOURNMENT:

motion to adjourn at 8:25 p.m.
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ANNEX D
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

October 28, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee November 10, 2011

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.160

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT Development Variance Permit 310.160 to relax the auxiliary building height in Section
503 (7) of Bylaw 310 from 4.5 metres to 8.5 metres on Lot 2, Block 3, District Lots 1326 &
1327, Plan 7274 be forwarded to the Board for approval subject to:
1) The inclusion of a condition that the carport above the proposed auxiliary dwelling
shall remain un-enclosed & non-habitable space; and
2) No adverse comments being received from neighbouring property owners and
residents in advance of the November 10th Planning and Development Committee
meeting.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary Section 503 (7) of Zoning Bylaw No.
310, by relaxing the provision outlining the maximum height of a building, separate from the
principal residence containing an auxiliary dwelling. Ordinarily an auxiliary dwelling, not
located within the principal dwelling, must be a stand-alone single level building. In this case
the applicants propose to construct an auxiliary dwelling under a carport which projects out
over the break in slope.
OWNER/APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
LOCATION:
ZONE:
PROPOSED VARIANCE:
PARCEL AREA:

Clark Hamilton for David Reston & Janet Kitsoul
Lot 2, Block 3, District Lots 1326 & 1327, Plan 7274, PID: 010-684-638
8590 Merry Island Esplanade (backing onto Redrooffs Road)
R2
to increase the height of a building containing an auxiliary dwelling
2,820 square metres

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\310\310-160 Hamilton\DVP 310.160 PDC Report.doc
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DISCUSSION
The subject property is located at 8590 Merry Island Esplanade at Welcome Beach in Halfmoon
Bay (see attached location map). The property is relatively flat at the base adjacent to the
Esplanade for the first 20 -25 metres after which the grade increases as it extends up the slope
towards the rear adjacent to Redrooffs Road. A site plan is attached to this report to show the
location of the existing dwelling and proposed carport/auxiliary dwelling. The site plan also
includes contour information showing the flat area at the base of the parcel and a steeper
middle section of the property.
A building permit to construct a carport has previously been issued on this property, accessing
from the top side on Redrooffs Road. At this time the applicant seeks approval to construct an
auxiliary dwelling below the carport. A development variance permit is required as the total
height of the building would be greater than 4.5 metres as permitted in Section 503 (7) of
Zoning Bylaw 310. This section of the bylaw permits a maximum height of 4.5 metres (single
storey) as auxiliary dwellings are primarily constructed as single buildings without attached
garages.
The zoning bylaw previously allowed for auxiliary dwellings to be located above garages;
however, it was found that many auxiliary dwellings had internal connections to the garages
which were then being over-utilized for dwelling spaces and auxiliary dwellings were being
converted into large dwellings. Several years ago the bylaw was changed to prevent this type
of construction, unless the property was zoned for two principal dwellings. This particular case,
while similar is not the same as the building above the auxiliary dwelling is an un-enclosed
carport and not a potentially habitable garage. If the application is approved it should be on
the condition that the carport not be converted to a garage.
At this time, the carport is currently being constructed on the site and due to the steep
topography the southern end of the building the carport will project beyond grade leaving
room below it for further construction. A storage area can be constructed pursuant to the
zoning as the non-dwelling use is not restricted to the 4.5 metre height maximum.
The building elevation drawings are attached to this report for reference. The property is not
oriented in a straight north-south fashion; however for convenience north is the view from
Redrooffs Road and south is the view from Merry Island Esplanade. The drawings indicate that
there is no internal connection between the two parts of the building and that the carport is
unenclosed with openings along the east and west sides and the southern front. The north side
of the carport is enclosed with a garage door to provide the perception of a closed garage.
The two parts of the building function separately, however as they are attached the calculation
of height encompasses all parts building from the top of the carport roof to the grade on each
H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\310\310-160 Hamilton\DVP 310.160 PDC Report.doc

89

Staff Report to Halfmoon Bay APC - DVP Application No. 310.160
(Hamilton for Reston & Kitsoul)

Page 3 of 4

corner of the building. A basic calculation shows that the dwelling has an approximate average
height of 8.5 metres, which triggers the height variance requirement. The living space for the
auxiliary dwelling portion of the building is closer to 3 metres (10 feet as shown on the plan)
which would ensure that the living space would remain a single level.
Establishing the dwelling use under the garage is a creative use of space and prevents the need
for construction in another footprint location for an auxiliary dwelling that meets the height
definition. Given that the carport is unenclosed and the auxiliary dwelling will be accessed from
below and blend into the landscape, this application for variance has merit.
Section 503 (7) of Zoning Bylaw 310 is subject to variance under this application; however
Section 502 (8) of the Zoning Bylaw also regulates auxiliary dwellings. This section relates to
the size of the dwelling unit – 55 square metres, which is consistent the proposed dwelling, it
also relates to the connection to a garage. The auxiliary dwelling, as proposed, is connected to
a carport which differs from a garage due to its open sides. The B.C. Building Code requires a
carport to be at least 40% open. The proposed carport appears to be more than 40% open,
this however will have to be confirmed and mandated to remain open to conform to Section
502(8) of Zoning Bylaw 310.
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission
At its October 25th meeting the Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission supported the
variance request. Minutes from the meeting will be available prior to the Planning and
Development Committee meeting.
Notification
The applicant has submitted a letter signed by neighbours indicating support for the variance
request. A notification of the variance request has been sent in the mail to property owners
within 50 metres of the subject property and as well letters have been delivered on site in the
event that there are tenants on the properties within the 50 metre radius. A comments
received will be presented to the Planning and Development Committee at the November 10th
meeting.
SUMMARY
The nature of the topography allows for useable space below the southern portion of the
carport, the best use of this space for the owners is to use it as habitable space in the form of
an auxiliary dwelling. As the auxiliary dwelling is connected to the carport above it is calculated
together when considering the overall height. The height of the auxiliary dwelling ordinarily
has a maximum of 4.5 metres, with this application the height of the dwelling portion is well

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\310\310-160 Hamilton\DVP 310.160 PDC Report.doc
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under that limited but combined with the carport it is closer to 8.5 metres in total height, which
triggers a variance requirement to the bylaw.
The Halfmoon Bay APC supports the variance request and subsequent notification of
surrounding property owners and occupiers has taken place. Provided that there is no
significant objection from the notification process the Planning and Development Division is
prepared to support this application, subject to the conditions noted in the recommendation
section.

___________________________
Andrew Allen, Planner

H:\PLN\3090-01 Development_Variance_Permits\310\310-160 Hamilton\DVP 310.160 PDC Report.doc
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DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT NO. 310.160

DRAFT

TO:

David Reston & Janet Kitsoul

ADDRESS:

8590 Merry Island Esplanade,
Halfmoon Bay, BC
V0N 1Y1

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 2, Block 3, District Lots 1326 & 1327, Plan 7274
010-684-638
8590 Merry Island Esplanade, 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 permitting the location of an existing single family dwelling on those
lands described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is
specifically varied as follows:
To relax Section 503 (7) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 to enable an auxiliary dwelling to
be located under a carport that is greater than 4.5 metres in height.
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit. No construction of the auxiliary
dwelling shall commence without prior written consent of the Building Inspector.
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2)
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse.
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This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and
conditions:
General Conditions:
1. Substantially comply with the elevation drawings prepared by Clark Hamilton
Enterprises Ltd. attached as Appendix A;
2. The carport is to remain un-enclosed and non-habitable space.
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 lands.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. XXX/X PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BOARD THE X DAY OF X, 2011.
ISSUED THIS X DAY OF X, 2011.

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

MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Chairs & Boards, Mayors & Councils, CAO’s
Chair Joe Stanhope, AVICC President
October 28, 2011
Consultation on Aquaculture Regulation

AVICC would like to invite one participant (elected official or staff) of each member municipality or
regional district to participate in a consultation meeting with Department of Fisheries and Oceans
staff to discuss the core components of the new Aquaculture Management Framework for the
Pacific Region, including the development of an integrated aquaculture management plan,
Conditions of Licence and management approaches.
The meeting is scheduled for:
Tuesday, November 22, 2011
Lunch: Noon – 1:00 pm Meeting: 1:00 pm – 3:00 pm
Platinum Room, Crown Isle Resort, 399 Clubhouse Drive, Courtenay
Attached is an update received August 16, 2011 from the Department of Fisheries and Oceans. More
information is available http://www.pac.dfo‐mpo.gc.ca/consultation/aquaculture/index‐eng.htm. If you have
a specific issue or question that you would like addressed, please forward via email to
avicc@ubcm.ca by November 15. These will be forwarded to DFO in advance of the meeting so that
federal staff can come prepared to answer those specific questions.
Participants will be responsible for their own travel costs; however, AVICC will provide lunch in
advance of the meeting for benefit of those travelling. Please indicate if you will take advantage of
the lunch offer.
======================================================================

Registration – Consultation on Aquaculture Regulation
Tuesday, November 22, 2011
Lunch: Noon – 1:00 pm Meeting: 1:00 pm – 3:00 pm
Platinum Room, Crown Isle Resort, 399 Clubhouse Drive, Courtenay
Name:
EM Address:
Municipality/Regional District:
I will attend the lunch:

☐ Yes

☐ No

Please fax or email this registration form by November 15 to confirm your attendance.
EM: AVICC@ubcm.ca
FAX: (250) 356‐5119
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ANNEX F
Seniors’ Housing & Support Initiative
E-mail: lgps@ubcm.ca
525 Government Street, Victoria, BC, V8V 0A8
Fax: (250) 356-5119

2012 Age-friendly Community Planning & Project Grants
Program & Application Guide
1. Introduction
Seniors’ Housing & Support Initiative
Launched in 2004, the Seniors’ Housing and Support Initiative (SHSI) was created through a
one-time $2 million grant from the (now) Ministry of Community, Sport & Cultural Development
to assist local governments to prepare for an aging population. In 2007, the (now) Ministry of
Health provided a $0.5 million grant to further support the initiative and to incorporate a focus
on age-friendly projects and additional funds were contributed in 2011 to support a new round
of grant funding.
In the initial phases of the program, the emphasis was on information sharing and grants for
‘Seniors in Communities Dialogues.’ Feedback and analysis of these initial grants led to the
creation of pilot project funding, which was available to local governments in 2006, 2007 and
2008. In the fall of 2008, the first round of Age-friendly Community Planning grants was
available to local governments. This was followed by a second round of community planning
grants in the spring of 2009, as well as a 2010 program which supported community planning
and projects.
UBCM is pleased to announce that grants of up to $20,000.00 are now available to support
community planning initiatives and/or community projects focused on age-friendly communities
and the ability of seniors to age in place.

Age-friendly Communities
An age-friendly community is a community where older people are supported to live active,
socially engaged, and independent lives through policies, services and structures designed to
support them. The creation of age-friendly communities in BC builds on findings from the World
Health Organization’s Age-friendly Cities and the Canadian Age-friendly Rural and Remote
Communities projects in 2007.
The Province has advanced the age-friendly agenda since October 2007 in collaboration with
UBCM and other key partners to engage and support local governments in preparing their
communities for an aging population. Age-friendly British Columbia (AFBC) is built around the
following key components:
1. Recognition – The Ministry of Health will recognize and reward local governments who
achieve four key steps in the process to become more age-friendly (see Appendix A).
2. Support – 2012 grants (through UBCM) and staff support from the Ministry of Health.
3. Information – A resource package and website with tools to assist local government staff.
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For more information on Age-friendly British Columbia, contact the AFBC coordinator at
AgeFriendlyBC@gov.bc.ca.

2. Guiding Principles
The 2012 SHSI program is intended to assist local governments in BC to best support aging
populations, develop and implement policies and plans and/or develop projects that enable
seniors to age in place and facilitate the creation of age-friendly communities.
Applications should demonstrate a commitment to the following guiding principles:

•

Community Driven - Communities solutions are based on local priorities.

•

Catalyst for Action – Community planning activities are catalysts that enable local
governments and community partners to enhance and improve services for older adults.

•

Focus on Key Priorities - Activities are focused on key priorities with focused outcomes.

•

Flexible - Required actions differ in each community.

•

Coordinated - Activities of different levels of government and community partners are
coordinated to avoid duplication among programs and projects.

•

Sustainable Results – Community planning activities contribute to improving the lives of
older adults over time.

3. Eligible Applicants
Eligible applicants are local governments (municipalities and regional districts) in British
Columbia. Applications that indicate working collaboratively with one or more partners (e.g.
health authority, board of education, community-based organization, First Nation or Aboriginal
organization or other local government) and/or that include the direct participation of seniors in
the planning stages will be ranked higher.

4. Funding Priorities & Eligible Activities
Eligible activities are new community planning and/or community projects that are undertaken
by a local government and that address the guiding principles and funding priorities of the
program.
This includes comprehensive age-friendly community planning/projects or activities that focus
on one (or more) of the eight age-friendly community components:

•
•
•
•

Outdoor spaces and buildings
Transportation (including traffic safety)
Housing
Respect and social inclusion

•
•
•
•

Social participation
Communications and information
Civic participation and employment
Community support and health services

Table 1 provides an overview of eligible activities and examples of each.
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Table 1: Eligible Activities
Eligible Activity

Example

Community planning

•

Review/revision of OCPs or community or neighbourhood plans.

•

Review and revision of zoning and other bylaws (subdivision,
snow removal, parking, etc.).

•

Review and revision of development permit requirements.

•

Creation of a local Age-friendly plan.

•

Creation of specific plan and/or policies that address one or more
of the 8 focus areas.

•

Development of age-friendly design guidelines.

Adding an age-friendly or seniors lens to existing planning initiatives,
such as:

Community projects

•

Active transportation planning

•

Food security and food systems planning

•

Community planning processes related to social determinants of
health (e.g. affordable housing, homelessness, etc.)

•

Development of community health plans

•

Engagement of seniors in planning activities

Developing new community projects for seniors, such as:
•

Fitness/recreation

•

Community gardens and healthy eating

•

Health literacy and health promotion (e.g. workshops, guides, etc)

•

Referral and support to link seniors with health and recreation
opportunities

•

Chronic disease prevention

•

Injury prevention and community safety (including traffic safety)

•

Intergenerational projects

Please note the following activities are not eligible:

• Development of feasibility studies or business cases.
• Development of architectural, engineering or other design drawings.
• Fundraising.
• Capital expenditures that do not directly support planning or programming and/or that are
in excess of 40% of the total available grant (i.e. applications for a $20,000.00 grant
cannot include more than $8,000.00 in capital costs)

5. Age-friendly BC Community Recognition Program (Optional)
All local governments, including applicants to the 2012 SHSI program, have the opportunity to
apply for the Age-friendly British Columbia Recognition Program from the Ministry of Health.
Please see Appendix 1 for more information.

2012 Age-friendly Planning & Project Grants – Program & Application Guide

105

3

6. Application Process
The Application Form is required to be completed by all applicants. A Council or Board
resolution, indicating support for the proposed activities and willingness to provide overall grant
management, as well as a detailed budget, is required with the Application Form.
The Evaluation Committee will assess each Application for attention to the guiding principles,
focus on one (or more) of the funding priorities and clarity of the items identified above. The
committee will also consider the location of each proposal in order to ensure a balanced
representation of projects in both rural and urban portions of the province.
Applications are due by December 2, 2011 and applicants will be notified of the status of their
application by December 23, 2011.
Please note the following important points when preparing your Application:

• The maximum grant is $20,000 and matching funds and/or cost sharing are not required.
• Communities that were funded under Round 1 or Round 2 of the 2009 Age-friendly

Community Planning program or the 2010 Age-friendly Community Planning & Projects
program are not eligible to apply for additional community planning activities (but may
apply for projects)

• Funds are for new activities or special projects that support age-friendly communities only
and are not for on-going operations or regular planning activities.

• All funded activities are to take place within the 2012 calendar year and the final report
will be due within 30 days of project completion and no later than January 31, 2013.

• The detailed budget must indicate proposed expenditures and align with the proposed
activities outlined in the Application Form.

• Council/Board resolutions should indicate support by the local government for the
proposed project as well as a willingness to provide overall grant management.

7. Grant Management & Applicant Responsibilities
Notice of Approval
All applicants will receive written notice of the Evaluation Committee’s decision as well as the
terms or conditions of any grant that is awarded. Grants are awarded in two payments: 70% at
the approval of the project and 30% when the project is complete and UBCM has received the
required final report and a financial summary.

Applicant Responsibilities
Please note: Grants are awarded to local governments only. When collaborative projects are
undertaken with community partners, the local government remains the primary organization
responsible for the grant.
Due to this, and in addition to the terms and conditions that will be provided to all successful
applicants, local governments are responsible for:

• Proper fiscal management, including acceptable accounting records.
• Thorough and well-planned project evaluation.
• Progress and final reports (using UBCM forms).
2012 Age-friendly Planning & Project Grants – Program & Application Guide
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Final Reports
All funded activities are to take place within the 2012 calendar year and the final report will be
due within 30 days of project completion and no later than January 31, 2013. Applicants are
required to complete the final report form. Please note that all final reports will be shared with
the Ministry of Health.

Changes to Funded Activities
Approved applicants are required to advise UBCM of any significant variation from the approved
project as described in the completed Application Form. Approval from UBCM may be required
in advance for such changes.
Also, please note that all funded activities are required to be completed within the 2012
calendar year and all extensions beyond this date must be requested in writing and be approved
by UBCM.

7. Where to Apply
All application materials should be addressed to Local Government Program Services.
Local Government Program Services
Union of BC Municipalities
525 Government Street
Victoria, BC, V8V 0A8

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

8. Additional Information
For further information, please contact:
Seniors Housing & Support Initiative:
Policy and Programs Officer
Local Government Program Services
Phone: (250) 356-5134
E-mail: lgps@ubcm.ca
Ministry of Health:
Rosemary Lawrence, Age-friendly British Columbia Coordinator
Seniors' Healthy Living Secretariat
Phone: (250) 387-4493
Email: AgeFriendlyBC@gov.bc.ca
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Appendix 1: Age-friendly British Columbia Community Recognition

Age-friendly British Columbia Community Recognition
A local government can achieve age-friendly recognition and become an Age-friendly British Columbia
(AFBC) community once it has completed basic steps that focus on community engagement, commitment,
assessment and action. These steps are also designed to help local governments increase awareness and
garner support and commitment to the age-friendly initiative from key partners in their communities.
Achieving AFBC status links BC communities to a broader national and international network of agefriendly communities, through the Public Health Agency of Canada (PHAC) and the World Health
Organization (WHO). The community recognition criteria have been adapted from the Pan-Canadian
Age-friendly Communities (AFC) Milestones, developed jointly with PHAC as part of the Pan-Canadian
AFC Recognition Initiative.

Recognition and Reward
To achieve AFBC recognition, local governments must complete the following four steps:
1. Establish an age-friendly committee or a steering group to lead the local initiative with the active
participation of older adults.
2. Secure a Council or Board resolution, or a formal commitment (such as in an official community
plan or strategic plan) to actively support and promote becoming an age-friendly community.
3. Conduct an age-friendly assessment to determine what types of age-friendly projects are needed.
4. Develop and publish an action plan.
Once these steps are complete local governments can apply for AFBC Community Recognition using the
application available at www.SeniorsBC.ca/agefriendly. AFBC Community Recognition status will provide
local governments:
• An AFBC recognition award;
• A one-page action summary posted on the AFBC website highlighting the community’s age-friendly
achievements;
• Promotion of the community in the SeniorsBC e-newsletter;
• Recommendation by the Province for recognition by the Government of Canada, and inclusion in
the World Health Organization age-friendly communities initiative;
• Access to a cohesive network of age-friendly organizations (provincial, national and international);
and
• A recognition reward to help the community provide an age-friendly legacy project or for an AFBC
celebration.
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To ensure continued age-friendly success and maintain recognition status, communities will also take the
following steps:
5. Implement the action plan.
6. Monitor age-friendly progress by measuring and reviewing activities, and reporting publicly on
action plan outcomes.
Local governments will be asked to provide published age-friendly assessments and regular performance
reports and will be evaluated on their outcomes tri-annually.

Getting Started
Communities can start the AFBC Community Recognition application process by either:
1. E-mailing the AFBC coordinator at AgefriendlyBC@gov.bc.ca; or
2. Visiting www.seniorsbc.ca/agefriendly/ to obtain Becoming an Age-friendly Community: Local
Government Guide and an AFBC Community Recognition application form.
Some local governments may not have the capacity to begin age-friendly work in their communities and
may want to consider partnering with another community to share resources, ideas and workload.
Further, local governments can get assistance in adopting age-friendly practices in a number of ways:
•
•

•

Local governments can apply, through UBCM, for a 2012 Age-friendly Community Planning &
Project Grant of up to $20,000 to support planning or implementation projects.
An Age-friendly British Columbia coordinator is available to help local government staff
coordinate age-friendly initiatives. This position, based in the Seniors’ Healthy Living Secretariat
(Ministry of Health), can provide advice and support around age-friendly planning and assist local
governments and community representatives find tools and resources.
The AFBC website (www.SeniorsBC.ca/agefriendly) includes tools and resources to support local
government staff, available to download for free. It also includes links to additional resources and
information developed in BC, and in other jurisdictions.

For More Information:
Rosemary Lawrence
Age-friendly British Columbia Coordinator
E-mail: AgeFriendlyBC@gov.bc.ca
Phone: 250-387-4493
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ANNEX G
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR OCTOBER 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.
Three new applications were received:
Water Stewardship Division Application File 2003524 by Mr. Malinousky for a domestic
water license for Lot 17, DL 3248, located on Sakinaw Lake, Area A.
Water Stewardship Division Application File 2003525 by Ruby Lake Resort for a
commercial and domestic water license for Lot 3, DL 5974, Plan 15813 located at 15426
Sunshine Coast Highway, Madeira Park, Area A.
Water Stewardship Division Application File 2003526 by Ruby Lake Resort for a
commercial and domestic water license for DL 3988, located at 15344 Sunshine Coast
Highway, Madeira Park, Area A.
Two new Pre-Application Request Letters were responded to:
Private moorage application by Eric Kay located in Gerrans Bay, at Lot A, Block 63, DL
1390, Plan LMP 7917, Area A.
Private moorage application by Linda Holland located in Wood Bay, Lot 2, DL 1485,
BCP48574, Area B.

C.

Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust)
District of Sechelt regarding West Sechelt Plan and 30 lot subdivision – reported to
September PDC, referred to October PDC for consideration. Comments sent to the
District on October 31.

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.
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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 in the ALR located at
1891 Pell Road. This application has been referred to the AAC and will be referred to the
APC in October. This application is scheduled to go to the November PDC.
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
One new application was received in October:
•

Penonzek for Dean Johnston, Lot 3 District Lot 903 Block H Plan 10281, located at
1552 Burton Road, Elphinstone. MOTI file number: 2011-04128.

Three new referral from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure:

F.

•

Triple G Productions Inc., Lot 9 Block 5 District Lot 903 Plan 19223, located at
1579 Reed Road, Elphinstone. MOTI file number : 20114-04779.

•

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: 2011-04679.

•

Spick for Abbott, DL 2005, for a 6 strata lot bare land subdivision located on Fox
Island, Area A. MOTI File # 2010-00398

Development Variance Permits
One new application was received in October:
Electoral Area B
310.160 (Reston/Kitsul) located at Lot 2 Block 3 District Lots 1326 and 1327 Plan 7274
8590 Merry Island Esp, to relax the height provision from 4.5 metres to 8.8 metres for the
construction auxiliary dwelling.
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. Draft covenant prepared in September and amended based on
applicants’ comments in October.
337.137 (McDermott for Walker) located at 4966 Johnstone Road to reduce the exterior
parcel line to allow for a garage. Referred to APC, shíshálh Nation in September and
other agencies in October.
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Board of Variance Applications
Two applications were completed.
Electoral Area B
BOV#136 (Mulligan for Newman) located at 7747 Kenyan Rd, to reduced the exterior side
setback from 4.5 m to 1.5 m. Notices sent in September. Meeting held October 12, 2011
and approved by Board subject to shíshálh Nation comments being received.
Electoral Area E
BOV#135 (Nielsen) located at 978 Reed Road, to enable existing dwelling to be located
within 0.96 meters of the road allowance. Notices sent in September. Meeting held on
October 12, 2011 and approved by Board.

H.

Building Permits
Staff reviewed 19 building permit applications in October to confirm Zoning Bylaw and
Official Community Plan compliance.

I.

Development Permits
One new application was received.
Electoral Area D
D-105 (Camp Douglas) located at 1347 Margaret Road, Roberts Creek, to assess the
removal of several trees in a riparian and geotechnical area. The applicant has submitted
riparian and geotechnical reports and staff await confirmation on covenant registration.
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 submitted a copy of the wastewater system registration. Recent comments from
the Sechelt Nation will be discussed at an upcoming Heritage Protocol meeting in
November.
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,
the SIB opposed it and the Ministry opposed it. Applicants are amending application to
meet SIB & Ministry requirements. This application is scheduled to be on the November
PDC agenda.
A-23 (Harvey) with a variance, located at Lot 17, Sakinaw Lake for to legalize already
constructed buildings and structures. This application is to vary the lake setback from 20m
to 0.3 m for an already constructed bunk house with deck; 0.4 m for already constructed
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lower stairs and deck; and 9.2 m for an already constructed single family dwelling with
deck; and to vary the minimum 1.5 m side setback to 0.0 m for the already constructed
bunk house and deck. This application was referred to the APC in September and again
on October. This application is scheduled to be on the November PDC agenda.
Electoral Area B
B-45 (Lefeaux) located at 8823 Redrooffs Road for a cottage and outbuilding. A permit
has been drafted. Staff still awaits additional information.
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-99 (McNevin) located at 1180 Orange Road, Roberts Creek, for proposed 2-lot
subdivision. The applicant has conferred with planning staff in September regarding the
development permit and the related subdivision requirements. The covenant has been
drafted and the applicant is waiting on completion of the surveyed reference plan to attach
to the covenant.
Electoral Area F
F-75 (The Governing Council of the Salvation Army in Canada) located at 1366 Marine
Drive, Langdale, to replace three old camping cabins with two new cabins. This permit
was received in September and issued in October.
J.

Bylaws
Two new applications were received:
Electoral Area D
Bylaw 641 Roberts Creek Official Community Plan, for a new OCP to replace Bylaw 375,
1st reading received on October 27th and referrals sent to agencies. Copies sent to OCPC
and APC. OCP placed on SCRD website and notice on front page.
Electoral Area E
OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw nos. 600.3 and 310.140 (Celebration House).
Rezoning to permit Public Assembly. Referral to be sent to the November E APC.
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On-Going Applications
All Electoral Areas
Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Residence for a Relative) –Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure approved the Bylaws in September and adopted at the October 13 Board,
notices placed on SCRD website.
Electoral Area A
Bylaw 337.102 for D.L. 5415, Copper Island adjacent to Hardy Island a bylaw amendment
to permit a 2 lot subdivision. This bylaw was 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 in September. A report is on the
November Planning and Development Committee agenda.
Electoral Area B
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.20 and 310.137 (Brown) for 5322
Backhouse Road to permit a two-lot subdivision. Staff are working with the applicant and
local residents to arrange a facilitated meeting. The meeting is scheduled for Saturday
November 12th at 4 pm. A second meeting may be arranged for November 26th to allow
for those unable to attend the meeting on the 12th.
Electoral Area D
OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 375.9 and Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.127 (Groom)
to permit a two-lot subdivision. Following consideration in September, staff forwarded the
applicant a draft covenant to restrict the number of dwellings per lot and to establish an
environmental protection area near Stephens Creek.
OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 375.10 and Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.128 (Miller)
to permit a mixed use development. Staff met with the applicant’s agent and engineer to
further discuss the issue of on-site wastewater treatment. Planning & Development and
Infrastructure Services staff will meet again in November to consider options for potentially
operating and/or maintaining the wastewater system. A report on the application is
anticipated to be presented to the Planning & Development Committee in December.
Electoral Area E
OCP Bylaw 600.2 and Zoning Bylaw 310.138 (Penonzek & Johnson) 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. The bylaws received support
from the Elphinstone APC at its September meeting. Report received at PDC and
received First Readings in October. A public information is the next step in the process.
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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. Final adoption is pending the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure issuing a ‘relief of setback’ permit to the applicant.
K.

Tree Cutting Permits
No new applications were received.

L.

Strata Conversion Applications
No new applications were received.

2.

3.

Long Range Planning and Major Projects
(A)

Halfmoon Bay Community Plan –the OCP review committee held a Saturday afternoon
working session in October to developing the vision and current/emerging trends for each
of the four sub groups; environment, economy, social and land use. The vision and
current/emerging trends will be developed into goals, objectives and strategies. The
results will be created into workbooks for future community engagement.

(B)

Roberts Creek OCP – The OCP received First Reading on October 27 and future updates
will be included under Bylaw 461.

(C)

Bylaw 640: West Howe Sound OCP – The OCP Considered at the October Planning and
Development Committee and given third reading, as amended and Adoption at the
October 27th Board meeting.

(D)

Affordable Housing – Report considered at October Committee regarding funding sources
and finalizing the MOU.

Other
(A)

Roberts Creek Pathway and Streetscape Improvements – Engineered design drawings
were prepared and reviewed, and two of three right of way agreements were signed for
registration. The design drawings are to be submitted to MoTI for final approvable in early
November. Staff will be initiating a public information campaign in November once a
construction start date is finalized.

(B)

Trapping - Staff have been corresponding with the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural
Resource Operations in regards to considering a concept of no-trapping or limitedtrapping within the Community Interface Area.

(C)

Private Moorage – Staff have been responding to changes in the Crown’s private moorage
application processes.

(D)

Heritage Protocol Committee- staff from SCRD and shishalh nation met to discuss agenda
items and SCRD staff prepared and distributed Agenda for meeting on November 7,

______________________________
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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
1
0
1
0
0
1
10

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
2
1
1
1
1

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

4

2010
YTD

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

6

5

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
2
2
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
2
0
0
0
3

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
2
7
2
Elphinstone
3
6
4
6
5
4
1
1
Roberts Creek
8
3
8 12
5
10
1
2
1
2
1
1
1
9
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
1
0
0
26
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

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

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
2
3
30
2
2
4
5
3
1
5
11
2
7
42
2
5
3
8
2
8
5
10
3
2
48
6
3
7
7
8
1
3
13
5
4
57
4
3
12
7
7
5
4
8
12
3
65
17
15
31
28
22
20
20
46
24
19
0
0 242
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2010
YTD
8
17
19
27
28
99

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
Sept
14
12
8
4
7
2
3
4
11
5
3
8
5
4
2
3
8
6
5
3
45
29
21
22
0

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

YTD
7
1
4
7
19

* Includes review of revised subdivision applications

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

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

Actual Parcels Created After Receiving Subdivision Final Approval
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
TOTAL
September
Subdivisions
Parcels
67
15
26
4
10
7
2
1
7
0
12
11
11
5
23
2
0
0
20
30
18
20
115
57
81
38
0
0
Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
TOTAL
September
$16,875
$16,000
$27,050
$43,050

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

$16,875

$48,750

$4,900
$4,900
$9,800

$12,250
$24,900
$2,450
$39,600

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

$0

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

YTD
$2,000

$6,000
$2,450
$34,300
$42,750

YTD

YTD

$0

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision*
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
TOTAL
September
$12,000
$12,250
$24,500

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

$12,250
$7,350
$2,450
$24,050

$0

* 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
2010
$21,450
$34,650
$5,600
September
$0
$0
$0
2011
$0
$0
$0

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

2008

ALR Applications Reviewed
2010
September
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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Amount Collected
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

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

ANNEX H

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

October 31, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (PDC) – November 10, 2011

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning & Development Division

RE:

Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application # D-56 for subdivision in the ALR by
Moseley and Fox for Lot A, DL 1629, Plan 14199, PID 007-896-662, located at
1891 Pell Road, Roberts Creek, BC.

RECOMMENDATION(S)
1.

THAT the report titled, “Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application # D-56 for
subdivision in the ALR by Moseley and Fox for Lot A, DL 1629, Plan 14199, PID 007896-662, located at 1891 Pell Road, Roberts Creek, BC.” and dated October 31, 2011
be received;

2.

AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends that the Board
forwards ALR Application D-56 for subdivision in the ALR to the Agricultural Land
Commission (ALC).

BACKGROUND
The Regional District received an application for subdivision in the Agriculture Land Reserve
(ALR) for the above-noted property (see info report – Attachment A). The Planning and
Development Committee (PDC) is requested to determine whether or not it supports this
application.
This application was originally brought to the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) in May as a
partial exclusion application with intent to subdivide, and the AAC requested that the applicant
amend the application to subdivision in the ALR without exclusion.
The applicant intends on subdividing approximately 1.8 hectares off the southeastern part of
the 9.84 hectare property. Subdivision in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) requires
application to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC). As part of the application process, the
ALC considers comments from the SCRD, and the SCRD considers comments from the AAC and
Advisory Planning Commission (APC).
The applicant intends to facilitate a subdivision for their son (see proposal – Attachment B). The
applicant indicated that he would like three dwellings on the property: one for the owners, one
for family and one for farm help; however, current zoning and ALC regulations do not permit
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three dwellings on properties. Thus, subdivision is required to enable the applicant to build a
third dwelling, which, should this ALR application and subdivision application be approved, will
be located on the new parcel.
The subject parcel is 9.84 hectares in size with access to the property from Pell Road via Crystal
Road on the south. The parcel was initially created by subdivision plan 14199 in 1971. One
property surrounds this property to the north, east and west, which is mostly forested land
owned by Island Timberlands, while the property to the south is forested Crown land. All
surrounding properties are not located in the ALR (see location map – Attachment C). The
applicant has stated that they requested that their land be included in the ALR in about 1974,
because they believe in the concept of ALR lands. The current use of the property is residential,
with a 1000 ft² house, a shop, two greenhouses, a 300 ft² cabin, storage sheds and a water
tower, while the surrounding properties are forested or partially harvested (see Orthophoto
Map – Attachment D). This property does not have BC Assessment Farm status.
DISCUSSION
Official Community Plan (OCP) and Zoning Designation
The property is zoned RU3 (Rural Residential 3), which is a rural residential agricultural zone,
typically applied to properties in the ALR (see OCP & Zoning Map – Attachment E). The property
is currently zoned with the G subdivision district, which carries a minimum lot size of 1.75 ha.
As the property is 9.84 ha, it qualifies for subdivision under this zoning. Although this meets
SCRD zoning regulations, road dedication, sewage disposal and water requirements are also
required.
The property is designated “Agricultural B” by the current 1994 Roberts Creek Official
Community Plan (OCP), which is land that is indicated to be of lesser agricultural quality, of
small size, and where the terrain is conducive to rural land-use activities. Such activities include
agriculture and home occupation. The OCP states that “this land could be considered for
exclusion from the ALR and where upon approval for exclusion, minimum parcel sizes for
subdivision purposes should be 1.75 hectares”. Thus, this application is consistent with the
Roberts Creek OCP and zoning as it meets the minimum parcel size requirement.
Draft OCP Policies
The formal OCP review has been on-going since 2008. The most recent version of the Draft
Roberts Creek OCP does not discuss regular subdivisions, but provides policy on strata
subdivisions, with the intent of clustering houses on a property to maximize land for farming.
The new OCP has also removed the “Agricultural B” designation and thus support for this type
of application.
Strata Subdivision of ALR Lands
Agricultural activities are strongly encouraged for ALR lands. Strata subdivision of ALR will
not normally be supported unless a proposed subdivision clearly improves farming
capability or commercial production of the site in a way that would not be possible without
H:\PLN\6635-01 ALR Applications\D-56 (Moseley & Fox)\ALR D-56 Report to PDC 10Nov2011.doc
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a strata subdivision. The following criteria should be taken into consideration when making
an application for strata subdivision:
a) average parcel sizes of 1.75 hectares shall be considered;
b) the parcels, dwellings and other structures are located to minimize harm to the
agricultural ability of the proposed parcels and minimize the adverse effects on
the environment;
c) the proposed subdivision would allow an active farm to diversify and broaden its
income, but not decrease the farming capacity of the property;
d) A lower average parcel size may be considered if:
(i) a limit is placed on the total footprint of all residential structures;
(ii) a common area is set aside for agriculture equal to 10% of whole parcel to
be farmed under the (control) of the Regional District.
The above draft policy is being reviewed by staff with regards to legislation.
discussion of the policy with the OCP advisory committee will ensue.

Further

SCRD Board Policy on ALR Applications in Roberts Creek
The following has been a Board policy since 2003:
"Subject to the rights of individuals to continue to make applications, the
Regional District in principle does not support Agricultural Land Reserve Non
Farm use, Subdivision or Exclusion applications in the Roberts Creek Official
Community Plan area until the Regional District has completed a public review of
the policies in the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan respecting the
Agricultural Land Reserve and, if required as a result of the review, has amended
the Roberts Creek OCP."
Soil Capability
According to the Agricultural Capability of ALR Lands report for the Roberts Creek Plan Area
completed by Schori Consultants in 1993, the agricultural capability of soil on the subject
property has three classifications: Class 4, Class 5 and Class 7 (see ALR Soil Capability Map –
Attachment F).
• Class 4 land is capable of a restricted range of crops. Soil and climate conditions require
special management considerations.
• Class 5 land is capable of production of cultivated perennial forage crops and specially
adapted crops. Soil and/or climate conditions severely limit capability.
• Class 7 land has no capability for soil bound agriculture.
The Schori report’s map notes that on the southeastern portion of the parcel, where the
proposed subdivision application area is located, with stone-picking, drainage and irrigation, the
mineral soil has the potential to be partially improved to Class 4 and 5. The property is
relatively flat, with about a 1% grade in the application area. The proposed 1.8 hectare lot
H:\PLN\6635-01 ALR Applications\D-56 (Moseley & Fox)\ALR D-56 Report to PDC 10Nov2011.doc
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surrounds a stream. The applicant chose the area surrounding the stream to maintain access to
the existing and proposed lot and indicated that the stream is intentionally on the smaller lot to
ensure the larger lot has more farming potential.
Sunshine Coast Community Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP)
The CEEP states, as Goal 1: “Support Energy Efficient Land Use Practices”. An action identified
to meet Goal 1 is to “protect and enhance [land in the] ALR. Land can be used for a diversity of
agricultural activities depending on land quality. Farming, growing, and composting for local
nurseries should be encouraged on agricultural land.”
Referral Comments
The application was referred to the AAC on September 27, 2011. The AAC made the following
recommendation:
That the Agricultural Advisory Committee supports the application for
subdivision within the Agricultural Land Reserve, with two members opposed.
The application was referred to the APC on October 31, 2011. The APC made the following
recommendation:
The APC supports recommendation 2.1.6 of the Agricultural Advisory
Committee of September 27, 2011 to allow the subdivision.
(Recommendation 2.1.6 of the AAC is stated above as AAC recommendation.)
Options
The Planning and Development Committee is requested to consider and to choose one of the
following Options to forward to the Board and Agricultural Land Commission (ALC):
Option 1: THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends to the Board
support of ALR Application D-56 for subdivision in the ALR and forwards the
application to the ALC noting their support; or
Option 2: THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends to the Board neither
support nor opposition of ALR Application D-56 for subdivision in the ALR and
forwards the application to the ALC for a decision without comment; or
Option 3: THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends to the Board
opposition of ALR Application D-56 for subdivision in the ALR and forwards the
application to the ALC noting their opposition.
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SUMMARY
The applicant has exercised their right to apply for subdivision within the ALR. If this application
is supported by the Board, it will be forwarded to the ALC. It is up to the ALC to determine
whether or not this application will have a detrimental effect on agricultural land and will make
their ruling accordingly. The ALC will take into account comments from the SCRD and as such,
staff request that the Planning and Development Committee choose one of the above three
options to be forwarded to the Board.
Based on AAC and APC support, that the property owners added their own land to the ALR, that
the proposed parcel for subdivision surrounds a stream, but that support is not consistent with
the direction the new OCP is taking, Planning staff recommend Option 2: to forward the
application to the ALC without comment.

______________________
Lesley-Ann Staats
604-885-6804 x 1
lesleyann.staats@scrd.ca
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AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE APPLICATION SUMMARY
ALR File: # D-56

Date of Report:

2 June 2011

APPLICANT:

Bruce Moseley & Doneal Fox

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Lot A, DL 1629, Plan 14199, PID 007-896-662

LOCATION:

Crystal Road, accessed via 1891 Pell Road, Roberts Creek, BC

APPLICATION FOR:

Subdivision within the ALR – subdivide at least 1.75 hectares off

REASON:

The applicants would like to subdivide the property for their son.

SOIL CLASSIFICATION:

The soils on this parcel have three Agricultural Capability Categories (see
“Soil Capability Map”). However, it has been noted that there is some soil
improvability potential.
• Class 4, Class 5 & Class 7
• Noted constraints include soil moisture deficiency, stoniness,
undesirable soil structure and excess water.
Agriculture Capability Class Definitions:
•
Class 4 land is capable of a restricted range of crops. Soil and
climate conditions require special management considerations.
•
Class 5 land is capable of production of cultivated perennial
forage crops and specially adapted crops. Soil and/or climate
conditions severely limit capability.
•
Class 7 land has no capability for soil bound agriculture.

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY
PLAN DESIGNATION:

Agricultural B

PARCEL SIZE:

9.84 ha

EXISTING LAND USE:

Home (1000 ft²), Shop, 2 Greenhouses, cabin (300 ft²), storage sheds,
water tower, vegetable and flower gardens, and a pasture.

SURROUNDING LAND USE: See attached “Location Map”
North – Island Timber (forested)
East – Island Timber (harvested)
West – Island Timber (forested)
South – Crown land (forested)
ZONING:

See attached “Land Use Zoning Map” and copy of zoning as listed in Bylaw
310. This application complies with the current zoning bylaw.
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Present: RU3 (Rural Residential Three).
Within surrounding area: RU1, RU4
Applications for amendment within surrounding area: Not at this time.
SUBDIVISION CONTROL:

See attached “Subdivision District Map”
Present designation and minimum lot size: Subdivision District “(G)”
(minimum parcel size 1.75 ha).
Within surrounding area: Z (100 ha)
Applications for amendment within surrounding area: None at this time.

WATER:

The property is not serviced by SCRD water.

SEWER:

On-site

ROAD ACCESS:

Access to site is via Crystal Road (south)

ZONING ISSUES:

No.

OCP POLICIES AND
OBJECTIVES:

This land could be considered for exclusion from the ALR and where upon
approval for exclusion, minimum parcel sizes for subdivision purposes should
be 1.75 hectares.
This is land indicated to be of lesser agricultural quality, of small size, and
where the terrain is conducive to RURAL land-use activities. Such activities
would include agriculture, home occupation and other permitted uses under
the land-use zoning bylaw.

Implementation:

Liaison with Agricultural Land Commission;
Liaison with Ministry of Transportation & Highways;
Possible Block Application for exclusion, or individual application at
owner's discretion;
Possible zoning bylaw amendment.
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Crystal Rd

ALR Application D-56 by Moseley and Fox
for subdivision within the ALR, located at
1891 Pell Rd, Roberts Creek, BC
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Applicant's Proposal

Attachment B

Our proposal is to subdivide 1.75 ha off the southeast corner of DL 1629A
for our son.
Creating this lot has the advantage of being on Crystal Rd, has hydro
running along the southern boarder and has an existing water well.
This would have minimal effect on the agricultural potential of the
remaining 8 ha and create a nice little 1.8 ha parcel for our son that can be
farmed.
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OCP & Land Use Zoning Map
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ANNEX I
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

November 2, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, November 10, 2011

FROM:

Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager, and David
Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:

Bylaw Options with respect to the Keeping of Poultry in Residential
zones.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
THAT The Planning and Development Committee receive report dated
November 2, 201 and titled “Bylaw Options with respect to the Keeping of
Poultry in Residential zones”;
AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend to the
SCRD Board that the site owner be asked to apply for a site specific
amendment to Bylaw 310 by to accommodate such activities related to
poultry keeping including the sale of eggs and meat on this parcel;
AND THAT any Bylaw enforcement issues regarding the site be deferred
until the SCRD Board determines whether to adopt or defeat the bylaw
amendment.
BACKGROUND:
From Planning and Development Committee:
Resolution 383/11
Recommendation No. 1 Poultry Regulations:
The Planning and Development committee recommended that the correspondence
from Gordon Bell and Victoria Maxwell dated September 1, 2011 be received;
AND THAT two reports be brought forward to the October Planning and
Development Committee meeting regarding the following:
1. Bylaw enforcement; and
2. Farm-gate sales of poultry, rabbits, meat and their products in Bylaw 310;
AND FURTHER THAT the review of Bylaw 337 be included in the 2012 budget
and Rural Planning work plan.
DISCUSSION:
This report considers part one of the above resolution. A separate report to the
Planning and Development Committee considers the second part.
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Current Zoning Regulations
Currently Bylaw 310 requires that for most parcels the keeping of poultry and rabbits is
intended solely for the owners’ consumption. As well, there are setbacks established in
the Zoning bylaw for poultry pens to be a certain distance from lot lines and where
manure is to be stockpiled there is also a certain distance from lot lines.
Presently, the dimensions of some properties do not easily facilitate these requirements,
such as required setbacks provide little room for the pens.
Sale of eggs, meat and slaughtering of birds for retail sales is not permitted in any zone.
These activities are taking place at some locations and have caused or may cause the
neighbourhood some concern.
The Board has previously requested that any further Bylaw enforcement at a specific
location be held in abeyance pending a review of the Zoning Bylaw regarding the
keeping of poultry and activities related to this, for a period of one year commencing
September 14, 2010. The review is on-going and has not reached a stage where this
issue has been discussed internally. The Roberts Creek OCP review has pointed
towards removing this type of restriction and the draft new OCP is proposing policies to
permit sale of livestock as a product at Farm Gate sales.
As the issues are not resolved staff are seeking direction from the Planning and
Development Committee with respect to next steps.
Options
Staff consider that, in the circumstance when a property owner does not wish to comply,
there are three options open to the Board for consideration.
Option 1
The first option is to require the property owner to apply for a site specific bylaw
amendment that would accommodate all the activities and site constraints. This would
be the subject of a public process, including a public information meeting and potentially
a public hearing. The SCRD Board would determine whether to adopt the bylaw
amendment or determine if it should no longer proceed (be defeated). Any enforcement
would be considered in light of the bylaw amendment process and staff would be
subject to Board direction. This option would allow for local residents to have input into
what is a suitable activity within their neighbourhood.
SCRD staff can assist the property owner in framing the bylaw (put it in the correct
format and terminology) and provide general advice.
Staff consider that the SCRD should not initiate a site specific amendment to address
an issue created by non-compliance with a Zoning Bylaw.
Option 2
The second option is for SCRD staff to initiate a bylaw amendment that would alter the
permitted uses and site specific restraints for a range of zones and thus a substantial
number of parcels. This too would be subject to public consultation as noted in the first
option. Again, the SCRD Board would determine whether to adopt the bylaw
amendment or determine if it should no longer proceed (be defeated). Any enforcement
would be considered in light of the bylaw amendment process and staff would be
H:\WP\2011\11\PLN\PDC Report Poultry Enforcement Nov 10 11.docx
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subject to Board direction. This option would allow for a wider conversation regarding
the suitability of changing Bylaw 310 across Electoral Areas B to F.
One concern with this approach is that the site specific issues and the local
neighbourhood concerns that triggered the wider changes may get subsumed in the
wider conversation. This may result in an amendment that fails to find a workable
solution to the local issues or, at the very least, the site specific issue not being dealt
with in a reasonably timely manner.
SCRD staff consider that the SCRD should not require a specific property owner to
initiate and thus carry the cost for an amendment that covers the whole of the Bylaw
310 area. Option 2 should be initiated by the SCRD as part of the general review of
Bylaw 310.
Option 3
The third option is to direct staff to provide an In Camera report to set out enforcement
actions with respect to the specific site that currently contravenes Bylaw 310.
CONCLUSION
Preferred Option
When the issues relate to a specific site then staff consider the bylaw amendment
should be the subject of a site specific solution. This would allow for a clear expression
of local neighbourhood and applicant’s concerns and potential solutions to be
considered by the SCRD Board. Thus staff consider Option 1(property owner to apply
for a site specific bylaw amendment) is the best option to pursue.
Should this be rejected by a property owner then staff would seek additional direction.
SCRD staff will continue to consider the wider issues within the context of the review of
Bylaw 310 and would be guided by the experience gained from and results of any site
specific bylaw amendment.
Respectfully Submitted
________________________

_____________________

Peter Longhi

David Rafael

Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

Senior Planner
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ANNEX J
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

November 1, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (November 10, 2011)

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats, Planning Technician & David Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:

Farm-Gate Sales of Meat, Egg, Dairy, and Bee Products in Bylaw 310

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the staff report dated November 1, 2011 titled “Farm-Gate Sales of Meat,
Egg, Dairy, and Bee Products in Bylaw 310” be received;
AND THAT the review of Bylaw 310 include provisions to allow for the sale of
poultry, rabbits, livestock, and their products, at least in the Agricultural Land
Reserve, and of livestock reared on a parcel as part of a product produced for
home occupation with identified parcel size and/or zoning limitations;
AND THAT, as part of the review, a new zone be drafted to replace Rural Three
to clearly identify permitted uses and limitations appropriate to farm activity;
AND THAT issues such as appropriate setbacks, enclosure and whether the
uses should be auxiliary to residential use also be considered.

BACKGROUND
As this committee may recall, the Board adopted the following resolution # 383/11 at their
meeting on September 22, 2011:
383/11 Recommendation No. 1

Poultry Regulations

THAT the correspondence from Gordon Bell and Victoria Maxwell dated
September 1, 2011 be received;
AND THAT two reports be brought forward to the October Planning and
Development Committee meeting regarding the following:
1.

Bylaw enforcement; and

2.

Farm-gate sales of poultry, rabbits, meat and their products in
Bylaw 310;

AND FURTHER THAT the review of Bylaw 337 be included in the 2012
budget and Rural Planning work plan.
This report discusses current and proposed permitted uses pertaining to farm-gate sales of
meat, egg, dairy, and bee products raised/produced on the lot. A separate report on this
agenda considers the bylaw enforcement aspects related to a specific site.
DISCUSSION
Recent changes to the Meat Inspection Regulations have created a disconnect between the
licensing that permits local slaughter of animals for retail sales, and the zoning regulations that
permit the ability for license holders to sell these animal products.
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Meat Inspection Regulations
In Spring 2010, new BC Meat Inspection Regulations were adopted in certain regions on rural
property to allow the slaughter and sale of local meat, subject to zoning, with the intent to
support and promote local food security. The Sunshine Coast is one of the regional districts
where Class D (1-25 animal units/year*) and Class E (1-10 animal units/year) Licences can be
obtained. The Class D and E Licences are issued by the local Environmental Health Officer.
Once these licences are obtained, licence holders are permitted to half or quarter their meat.
Additional cut and wrap (processing) licences are required by Vancouver Coastal Health, should
the licence holder wish to retail meat products that have been processed further (such as
sausages, or BBQ cuts).
There are approximately four farmers in the Regional District who now have their Class D
Licence (all for poultry). Up to 4500 chickens could be processed at each location.
* 1 animal unit = 1 cow / approx. 8 sheep / 180 chickens / 4.5 hogs
Zoning Bylaw 310 (Current Zoning)
Currently, Bylaw 310 regulates agriculture, keeping of poultry and rabbits, keeping of livestock,
and keeping of pigs separately, based on the land use zone and parcel size. The Bylaw
definition of “agriculture” refers to growing and selling plants and plant products, and excludes
keeping of animals:
"agriculture"
a) means cultivating, producing or harvesting crops and marketing and
selling the crops harvested on the same parcel;
b) includes:
i. the storage and sale on a farm of the crops harvested on the same
farm;
ii. the storage on a farm of farm machinery, implements and supplies
used on that farm;
iii. repairs on a farm to farm machinery and implements used on the same
farm;
c) excludes rearing livestock and all manufacturing, processing, storage and
repairs not referred to in this definition;
Provisions for keeping of poultry and rabbits and keeping of livestock are limited to “domestic
consumption” only. Bylaw 310 defines “domestic consumption” as utilization of livestock by
residents of the parcel and does not include retailing or wholesaling.
Thus, under the zoning regulations in Bylaw 310, farms may grow and sell plant-based
agricultural products; they may be permitted to rear chickens and livestock, and may be
licensed to slaughter animals on site; they may operate a “home occupation” to retail agricultural
products produced on site, and may sell products produced in a licensed commercial kitchen
facility that may include meat-based food shipped in from elsewhere, but they are not permitted
to sell processed or unprocessed animal products that have been reared and legally
slaughtered on site, unless they are in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).
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Agriculture and Livestock as a Permitted Use
In all zones where keeping of livestock (including poultry and rabbits) is allowed, as a principal
use. There is no requirement that a dwelling be on site before livestock and associated
buildings/structures can be present. This raises a question regarding whether there should be a
resident present to ensure that livestock are taken care of and protected and to respond to
possible neighbor complaints. This has not been an issue on the Coast, as far as staff are
aware, however Planning staff recently were asked by a property owner if they could keep
livestock on a parcel that is currently vacant.
The review could also consider whether keeping of livestock should be auxiliary to residential
use and a dwelling needs to be in place before livestock use is permitted.
Enclosures, Fencing and Setbacks
Bylaw 310 requires that all enclosures are set back from the parcel line. For poultry and rabbits
this is 15 metres (expect for fences under 2 metres in height that enclose the animals); for
livestock this is 20 metres (no exception for fences). There is a requirement that poultry and
rabbits are kept in pens or similar enclosures. There is no such requirement for livestock.
While it is highly likely that livestock will be fenced or within an enclosure, there is no
requirement for this. Staff are aware of a situation a few years ago when goats were kept on a
property without an enclosure and were often found roaming free around the neighborhood and
on the road. There is no means to require them to be enclosed.
The issue of requiring livestock to be enclosed should be considered in addition to whether
there should be a setback exemption for fences less than 2 metres in height. The review should
also consider whether the existing setbacks (15 or 20 metres) is suitable.
Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation
The provincial regulation sets out uses that are permitted on ALR. It clearly sets out what are
farm uses and what are ancillary to farm uses (such as tours of wineries). Other uses that may
be permitted on farms are set out and the Regulation notes that these are subject to Local
Government bylaws.
Ministry of Health
In preparing this report, SCRD staff contacted the local Ministry staff and they noted that the
sale of diary is not generally allowed and that dairy products (for sale to the general public) must
come from a licensed dairy. There are none on the Coast. In addition, while the sale of eggs
are less regulated, they may be sold at farmers markets or farm gate as long as they comply
with the Guideline for the Sale of Foods at Temporary Food Markets (April 2011) produced by
the BC Centre for Food Control and the Province’s Food Protection Services.
SCRD staff will review the guidelines while developing specific bylaw amendments.
Proposed New Zoning Bylaw Replacing Bylaw 310
Bylaw 310 is currently under review. The direction the new bylaw may take is to permit meat,
egg, dairy and bee product sales raised/produced on the lot in any or most zones, subject to
limitations. Limitations may include approval from Vancouver Coastal Health, accessory
structure size, sign requirements and setbacks.
Planning staff recommend that the new Bylaw include specific provisions to allow for the sale of
poultry, rabbits, livestock and their products, at least in the ALR, and of livestock reared on a
parcel as part of a product produced for home occupation.
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Bylaw 310 review should also consider incorporating controls and regulations to limit impact on
neighbouring properties by identifying parcel size limits and/or zoning limitations (e.g. not
permitted in R1 zone or for parcels less than 3500 m² – where a 2nd dwelling is allowed). The
new bylaw may consider provisions for abattoirs in the ALR, and identify zones, parcels, and
limitations on the use. The Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure
Regulation supersedes zoning and permits, for example, a livestock operation in the ALR, which
zoning can regulate but not prohibit for properties in the ALR.
The direction of permitting a use in any zone, subject to limitations, is similar to the currently
permitted horticultural sales in any zone in Bylaw 310, but can expand the use to meat, egg,
dairy and bee product sales:
Current Bylaw 310: "horticultural sales" means the use of not more than one
auxiliary structure or building permitted by this bylaw, not covering more than 10
square meters of a parcel, and the use of not more than one portable open air
stand, not covering more than 3 square meters of a parcel, for the seasonal sale of
fruits, vegetables, flowers or ornamental plants that are grown and sold on a parcel
that is principally used as a residence.
Another route the new bylaw may take is to remove “domestic consumption” from the
regulations on the keeping of poultry/rabbits/livestock, or to amend the “agriculture” definition to
permit the rearing of livestock and poultry, similar to the definition in Bylaw 337:
Bylaw 337: “agriculture” means the growing, producing or harvesting of crops and
the rearing of livestock, poultry and rabbits including the storage and auxiliary
sales of unmanufactured agricultural produce, the storage and repair of machinery
and implements used on the same farm, and the storage of supplies used on the
same farm; excluding feedlots, fur farms, poultry farms, pig farms and mushroom
farms;
In addition, the Bylaw 310 review should consider altering the description of the Rural Three
(RU3) designation which is the zoning used for sites in the Agricultural Land Reserve. A new
zone should be established that clearly indicates that the main use is farming; it could be called
Farm One (F1). The range of uses and limitation should reflect current provincial legislation,
such as the Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation. Advice
from the Agricultural Land Commission will be sought when drafting this zone.
SUMMARY
This report discusses current and possible proposed permitted uses pertaining to farm-gate
sales of meat, egg, dairy and bee products raised/produced on the lot in Bylaw 310.
Bylaw 310 is currently under review and planning staff recommend that the new bylaw include
provisions to allow for the sale of poultry, rabbits, livestock, and their products, at least in ALR,
and of livestock reared on a parcel as part of a product produced for home occupation, with
identified parcel size and/or zoning limitations. In addition a new zone should be established to
replace the RU3 designation to clearly set out the range of permitted and ancillary uses along
with limitations that may be desirable.
_____________________________

_________________________

Lesley Ann Staats, Planning Technician

David Rafael, Senior Planner
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ANNEX K
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

October 31, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (November 10, 2011)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner
RE:

Floor Area Ratio Requirements

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the SCRD Board direct staff to bring forward an amendment to Bylaw
310 for Advisory Planning Commissions to review prior to Board
consideration for First Reading to alter the definition of “floor area” to exclude
enclosed parking areas and for parcels less than 1500 sq m in zones R1, R2,
CR1, RU1, RU2 and RU3 to limit enclosed parking area to 45 sq m.
BACKGROUND
At the October 27, 2011 SCRD Board meeting the following resolution was adopted:
415/11 Recommendation No. 15

Floor Area Ratio Requirements

THAT the staff report titled “Floor Area Ratio Requirements for 5314 Taylor Crescent”
dated October 3rd, 2011 be received;
AND THAT the Board direct staff to bring forward a report with options for amending
Bylaw 310 to remove garages from the floor area ratio option;
The resolution arose due to a situation where a property owner enclosed a carport, creating a
fully enclosed garage, on a small parcel. This added floor area which resulted in the total floor
area of all buildings exceeding the maximum floor area allowed for smaller parcels.
DISCUSSION
Bylaw 310 contains floor area limits for parcels less than 1500 sq m for some zones (R1, R2,
CR1, RU1, RU2 and RU3). Historically this control was introduced to prevent overdevelopment
of sites where there was limited space to meet septic field capacity. The SCRD experienced
situations where non-septic generating floor area was being converted into additional dwelling
space (such as bedrooms) thus increasing the dwelling capacity. The site cover limits were not
considered a sufficient control as they did not prevent 2 or 3 storey dwellings, which could
create relatively substantial floor area.
Definitions
Bylaw 310 and 337 define “floor area” the same way and includes enclosed parking areas, such
as a garage (as they are a building or part of a building) but excludes carports or unenclosed
auxiliary parking. Bylaw 310 sets out a policy where smaller parcels (less than 1500 sq metres)
there is a maximum floor area for all buildings based upon 30% of the parcel area (a floor area
ratio) for certain zones. Bylaw 337 does not have such a policy. The full definitions and policies
are set out in Attachment A.
Staff reviewed definitions for “floor area” in other jurisdictions (Attachment B) on the Sunshine
Coast and within the wider area. There is a mixture of approaches with some including
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enclosed parking, many excluding parking areas and a few excluding a specific amount of
parking area from the definition of “floor area”.
The City of Nanaimo excludes “attached garages or carports, to a maximum of 42m2“ and the
City of Courtney excludes “the area of an enclosed attached garage to a maximum size of
twenty (20) square metre, per dwelling unit”.
The BC Building Code defines floor area but does not exclude enclosed parking.
Both SCRD Zoning Bylaws limit the amount of auxiliary building floor area on a sliding scale
(greater allowances for larger parcels). Enclosed parking that is within a standalone auxiliary
building contributes to this, as do workshops and storage buildings. If attached to a dwelling
then they are not considered auxiliary floor area and do not contribute to the auxiliary building
floor are limits. The SCRD does not control the actual use of auxiliary residential buildings, so a
garage can alter to a storage building or workshop and vica versa.
Building Height
For most parcels subject to Bylaw 310 the maximum building height is 11 m. However for
parcels zoned R1, R2, CR1, RU1, RU2 or RU3 that are less than 750 m2 the maximum is 8.5 m.
There are exceptions for parcels with steep slopes.
Bylaw 337 does not contain such a limitation.
Parcel Cover
Bylaw 310 sets out maximum parcel cover of all buildings and structures for each zone. For
those zones where the floor area ratio applies, the site cover is:
R1
R2
CR1
RU1
RU2
RU3

35%
35%
15%, for parcels 2000 sq m or less 35%
15%, for parcels 2000 sq m or less 35%
15%, for parcels 2000 sq m or less 35%
15%, for parcels 2000 sq m or less 35%

R2A limits floor area to .40% of any parcel to a maximum of 300 sq m (including a minimum of
28 sq m reserved within a garage or carport), also the maximum for the second storey will be
75% of the first including any attached garage. This zone was a result of a site specific
rezoning.
RU1A, RU1B, RU1C, RU2A, RU3A, RU3B, which were site specific rezonings, do not have the
same floor area limits as RU1, RU2 or RU3. This was not necessary as the parcel sizes for
each property in these zones is greater than 1500 sq m.
Options
Staff note that any proposed bylaw amendment would be referred to the relvant Advisory
Planning Commissions for input prior to the SCRD Board consideration of First Reading.
Option 1
Maintain the current definition of floor area (which includes enclosed parking areas). Change
Section 504 of Bylaw 310 to exclude a specific amount of enclosed parking area from the floor
area ratio calculation. This would allow for a degree of flexibility but still offer some limitation of
development on a smaller parcel.
The average area for a 2 car garage is 40 m2 and to add flexibility and allow for storage this
could be increased to 45 m2. This would allow for a reasonably sized garage but maintain some
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control over the total floor area on a smaller parcel. The SCRD could consider variance to this
in the future on a case-by-case basis.
Staff consider that this option would provide a significant degree of flexibility, while maintaining
reasonable controls for smaller parcels. It would also resolve the current site specific issue.
Option 2
Exclude enclosed parking from the definition of “floor area” for both 310 and 337. This would
keep the definitions consistent across the SCRD, for zoning purposes. This approach would not
offer the development controls that were desired by section 504 of Bylaw 310 for smaller
parcels.
Staff consider that this is the simplest option to pursue as it would resolve the issue raised and
remove the need for a variance or spot rezoning, however this would not respond to the reasons
why floor area controls were initially incorporated into Bylaw 310.
Option 3
Maintain the current definition of floor area (which includes enclosed parking areas) which for
Bylaw 310 would continue to include enclosed parking it as part of the floor area that contributes
towards the 30% limit for smaller parcels.
The issue is that the SCRD cannot vary the ratio established by Bylaw 310. Thus to legalize a
contravention or allow for a larger garage area would require a site specific rezoning.
In light of the issues raised and how garages are considered in other jurisdictions, staff do not
consider this a useful option as it would continue to create the potential for situations such as
that raised for the specific site.
Option 4
Remove the floor area ratio issue by deleting Section 504 from Bylaw 310.
This would remove the issue of not being able to vary a floor area ratio to allow for enclosed
parking. Bylaw 310 and 337 include site cover limits based on a percentage (thus cannot be
changed through a variance – would need a site specific zoning). The site cover limits do not
reflect the actual amount of development as they do not consider multi-floor buildings. The
intention of the limitation of cover is to reduce the hard surfacing (thus impact drainage) and
maintain an open appearance. Limiting floor area achieves this but also reduces the risk of
septic treatment being compromised as floor area is altered to sewage generating uses.
Staff do not consider this is a useful option as it removes the controls for smaller lots.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
In reviewing the current provisions and definitions in Bylaw 310 staff note that most other
jurisdictions exempt enclosed parking areas from their definitions of “floor area”. SCRD staff
consider that the definition of “floor area” in Bylaw 310, and for consistency in Bylaw 337, should
be amended to exclude enclosed parking.
However, provisions of Bylaw 310 also include a floor are limitation for smaller parcels in most
residential and rural zones in order to reduce the risk that over time non-septic generating floor
area is converted and the existing septic treatment fails. In order to continue to provide some
level of control, staff consider that there should be a limit of 45 m2 for enclosed parking areas on
smaller parcels.
_____________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
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ATTACHMENT A
Bylaw 310
"floor area" means the total area of all floors within a building having a clear ceiling height
of 1.8 metres or more, or in the case of an A-frame or irregular-shaped roof structure the
total area of all floors under a ceiling, contained within the outside exterior walls or glazing
line of windows, including areas giving access thereto such as corridors, hallways,
landings, foyers, staircases, stairwells, enclosed balconies, mezzanines, enclosed
porches, verandas and enclosed parking areas, but excluding unenclosed auxiliary
parking, carports, unenclosed balconies, decks and other building projections permitted
by this bylaw, elevators, and areas devoted exclusively to electrical or mechanical
equipment servicing the building".
504 Floor Area of Buildings
504 On a parcel less than 1500 square metres in the R1, R2, CR1, RU1, RU2 and RU3
zones, the maximum total floor area of all buildings on a parcel shall be the parcel
area multiplied by 0.30.
502 Auxiliary Buildings and Structures
Auxiliary buildings and structures shall be permitted in conjunction with a
principal use in any zone provided that:

(6)

TABLE I

(a)

auxiliary buildings do not include agricultural buildings; and

(b)

except as otherwise provided in this bylaw auxiliary buildings do not include a
dwelling or a sleeping unit or a structure providing overnight accommodation;
and the combined gross floor area of all auxiliary buildings and structures
permitted is calculated according to Table I where Column I lists the parcel
size Column II lists the maximum permitted combined gross floor area of all
auxiliary buildings.
COLUMN I

Where Parcel Area Is:

(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

COLUMN II
The Maximum Permitted Combined Gross Floor
Area of All Auxiliary Buildings Is:

2
less than 1500 m
2
1500 m up to 3500 m2
3500 m2 up to 1.2 ha.
1.2 ha. up to 1.75 ha.
1.75 ha. or greater
(7)

2
75 m
100 m2
150 m2
2
200 m
250 m2

No person shall construct or erect an auxiliary building on a parcel
unless:
(a) a principal building exists on the parcel; or
(b) the person or his agent have been issued a valid building permit under the
current applicable SCRD Building Bylaw for the principal building on that
parcel.
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Bylaw 337
"floor area" means the total area of all floors within a building having a clear ceiling
height of 1.8 metres or more, contained within the outside exterior walls or glazing
line of windows, including areas giving access thereto such as corridors,
hallways, landings, foyers, staircases, stairwells, enclosed balconies, mezzanines,
enclosed porches, verandas and enclosed parking areas, but excluding
unenclosed auxiliary parking, carports, unenclosed balconies, decks and other
building projections permitted by this bylaw, elevators, and areas devoted
exclusively to electrical or mechanical equipment servicing the building”.
No policy limiting floor area.
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ATTACHMENT B

Definitions of Floor Area in Other Jurisdictions
BC Building Code
Floor area means the space on any storey of a building between exterior walls and
required fire walls, including the space occupied by interior walls and partitions, but
not including exits, vertical service spaces, and their enclosing assemblies.
Sechelt
FLOOR AREA means the total floor area of all floors in a building measured to the
extreme outer limits of the building including all areas giving access thereto
such as corridors, hallways, landings, foyers, staircases, stairwells, enclosed
balconies and mezzanines, enclosed porches or verandas and excluding
auxiliary parking, unenclosed swimming pools, balconies or sundecks, elevators
or ventilating machinery and building features referred to in Section 311 of this
Bylaw;
Note: Auxiliary parking is not specifically defined
Gibsons
“GROSS FLOOR AREA” means the sum of the horizontal areas of each storey of
a building measured from the interior faces of the exterior walls providing that in
the case of a wall containing windows, the glazing line of the windows may be
used. The measurement is exclusive of basement areas used only for storage or
service to the building, unfinished attic space, attached garages, carports,
breezeways, porches, balconies, exit stairways, corridors, and terraces. In the
case of apartments, public corridors, common amenity spaces, and building
mechanical systems are also excluded. In the case of congregate housing,
communal dining and kitchen facilities are excluded.
Nanaimo RD
floor area ratio means the figure obtained when the floor area of all buildings on a
parcel, except those areas of a building providing covered parking area, is
divided by the area of the parcel;
Powell River City
GROSS FLOOR AREA means the total area of all floors of all the buildings on a
lot, measured to the extreme outer limits of the building, of all areas giving access
thereto, and enclosed balconies, enclosed porches, elevator shafts, and accessory
buildings, except those used for parking.
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Islands Trust – Gambier
FLOOR AREA means the total area of each floor in a building where the ceiling
height is greater than 1.5 metres measured to the exterior surface of the perimeter
walls or to the point where the ceiling height becomes less than 1.5 metres, and
includes the floor area of balconies, decks, porches and similar projections
enclosed by siding, glazing, screening or other materials, but excludes the floor
area of any basement.
City of Nanaimo
FLOOR AREA, GROSS - for the purposes of calculating floor area where the
principal use on the lot is limited to a single residential dwelling or a duplex, gross
floor area means the total of all the floors, measured to the exterior face of the
exterior walls of the building, including covered decks but excluding:
(1) Accessory buildings;
(2) Attached garages or carports, to a maximum of 42m2;
(3) All floor space having a floor to ceiling height less than or equal to 1.5m;
(4) Covered porches, to a maximum of 11 m2;
(5) Basements which have a ceiling height of 0.6m or less above the
adjacent finished grade, excluding localized depressions, on all
elevations; and
(6) Open decks
(7) Front Porch.
In the case of rooms having ceilings greater than 4.6m above the level of the floor
below, that area above 4.6m shall be counted as if it were additional floor area.
In all other zones,
Gross Floor Area means the total area of all the floors, measured to the exterior
face of the exterior walls of the buildings, including covered decks and accessory
buildings, excluding:
(1) Any portion of a building or structure used for parking purposes or
for a swimming pool, unless such parking or swimming pool is a
principal use.
(2) Open deck or patio areas, which are at least in part, through the
absence of full walls or windows, open to the outside.
(3) One entrance lobby used as the main entrance to a building or
structure.
(4) All floor space having a floor to ceiling height less than or equal to 1.5m.
(5) Dedicated bicycle and recreational equipment storage areas
FLOOR AREA, NET means 90% of the gross floor area or 85% of gross floor area
when applied to a shopping centre in which access by the general public to each
commercial establishment is obtained from the outside through a common
entrance or entrances and from the inside through a covered common mall or
concourse.
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Comox City
Gross Floor Area - The total floor area of all buildings on a parcel measured
between the exterior faces of the exterior walls of each building including stairwells
and elevator shafts; does not include parking or loading areas, driveways,
Class I or Class II bicycle parking spaces or cellars.
Courtenay City
floor area means the space on any storey of a building between exterior walls and
required firewalls, including the space occupied by interior walls and partitions, but
not including exits and vertical service spaces that pierce the storey, and the
area of an enclosed attached garage to a maximum size of twenty (20)
square metre, per dwelling unit.
Comox Valley RD
Floor area means the combined total space on all stories of the building measured
between exterior walls and required firewalls but not including exits and vertical
service spaces that pierce the storey.
City of Coquitlam
FLOOR AREA means the sum of the areas of each floor in a dwelling unit located
in a residential zone, measured to the exterior sheathing of the dwelling unit.
GROSS FLOOR AREA means the sum of the areas of each floor in each building
on a lot, measured to the extreme outer limits of the building, except when
applicable to building or parts of buildings where it must be measured to the
exterior sheathing; excluding unenclosed balconies, concealed parking areas
and parts of the building below finished ground elevation which are not habitable
rooms.
HABITABLE ROOM means a room used for cooking, eating, sleeping or human
occupancy; excludes bathroom, utility room, workroom, furnace room, crawl
space, garage and storage room.
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ANNEX L
Area 'A' Minutes October 26, 2011

AREA 'A' MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
ROOM 107 PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL
13639 SUNSHINE COAST HWY, MADEIRA PARK
WEDNESDAY, October 26, 2011 at 7:00pm
Present:

G. Craig (chair), J. Hall, J. McOuat, L. Falk, J. Dickin, M. Ross, A. Skelley,
E. Graham (Area A Director), I. Boyd (Secretary) and C. Patterson (Acting Secretary)

Regrets:

R. Metcalfe, J. McDonald, C. McEachern

Delegates:

None

Guests:

M. Carson (Area A Candidate)

CALL TO ORDER: 7:01 p.m.
MINUTES
1.
2.
3.
4.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of September 28, 2011
Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of September 27, 2011
Planning and Development Committee Minutes of October 13, 2011 (Draft)
Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of September 28, 2011

Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by M. Ross
To adopt the Minutes of September 28, 2011 for Area 'A' and to accept the balance of the
minutes with thanks.
PASSED
BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
OLD BUSINESS
Notice of Work and Reclamation Program File 14675-20-1610541 (PDC
Recommendations of October 13, 2011, Recommendation No. 8.13)
• Provided that all of the recommendations by the Planning and Development
Committee are met it is not required that the proponent to meet with Area 'A'
Advisory Planning Commission
NEW BUSINESS
5.

Subdivision Application MOTI #2011-04679 (Hammond)
Lengthy discussion with major concerns noted:
• Map on page 21 does not meet standards and it is unclear what is proposed for that
development
• Park location is a difficult hike to access
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•
•
•
•
•

Park would require three parking spaces to be provided for hikers
Winding road currently on-site does not provide good access for Site B without
making it a dedicated road
Bicycle lane along edge of property is not sufficiently wide enough at the present
time to be safe.
There is concern regarding septic and drainage assignments for each proposed lot
There is no indication of how water would be provided for the development

Motion: Moved by A. Skelley and seconded by M. Ross
This APC supports the SCRD recommendation that this development proceed as a
two lot subdivision without the park dedication (as described in last half of SCRD
Review Report Paragraph 5.c) and also providing sufficient road shoulder
allowance dedicated to a bike lane along Irvines Landing Road.
It is noted that the Pender Harbour Hiking Group would like to have this park
dedication and trail access with possible three stall parking on the south side of
the property.
PASSED
6.

Subdivision Application MOT#01-006-25035 (Warnock Road)
The APC thanks planning staff for this clarification. It is noted that this type of strata lot
subdivision, with hooked parcels and common septic areas, means that much of Francis
Peninsula could be developed into ½ acre lots despite the challenging terrain.

7.

Development Permit with a Variance Application A-23 (Harvey) - Possible Effects of
Approval and/or Rejection
Lengthy discussion with major concerns noted:
• Concern that the penalties for not acquiring a permit are insufficient to deter this
from reoccurring
• Considering the number of similar cases ongoing in the Sakinaw Lake area, it is
imperative that any decision reached be reasonable and consistent with the rest
• It is noted that the SCRD has the power to ticket non-complying property owners.
The APC would like more information on this.
• The Area 'A' APC is united that in this specific instance the proponent should move
the bunkhouse back
• A common policy guideline for the area would be effective in ensuring all future
decisions remain consistent
Motion: Moved by L. Falk and seconded by A. Skelley
The Area 'A' APC refers this Variance back to SCRD Planning Staff for review of
the additional ten cases on Sakinaw Lake to develop common policy guidelines
which would provide consistency for all such decisions. An explanation by Planning
Staff in person at our next meeting would be appreciated so that this committee
would have
a clear understanding of the guidelines.
The Area 'A' APC further recommends the SCRD takes steps to insure the
bunkhouse is moved back onto proponents property independent of how the
variance is decided.
PASSED
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DIRECTORS REPORT:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Tonight is E. Graham's last meeting as Area A Director
Nineteen people attended the Water Master Planning Meeting
There will be a Park and Recreation Draft Update Meeting at 7:00 p.m. at the Madeira
Park Community Hall on November 1, 2011
It is noted that the SIB is concerned with new docks being allowed installation in Area A
waters again. Possible court injunction meeting to come.
Province has given power to Regional Districts regarding water usage
Tight budget with the SCRD next year
People all over B.C. are upset with the installation of Smart Meters by B.C. Hydro
UBCM is raising a motion to encourage the B.C. government to increase their budget to
allow bike lanes to be swept more than once per year
Update regarding resource recovery at the Pender Harbour Landfill: not likely to be
filled up and converted to a transfer station until at least January 2013. There is ongoing
discussion of possible sites for a recycling station but costs are a big issue.
There will be an All Candidates Meeting on November 8, 2011 at 7:00 p.m. at the
Madeira Park Community Hall

NEXT MEETING:

7:00 p.m. November 30, 2011 at Pender Harbour Secondary School

ADJOURNMENT:

motion to adjourn at 8:25 p.m.

149

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

MINUTES OF TUESDAY, Oct 25, 2011
Chair
Director
Recording Secretary

Elise Rudland
Garry Nohr
Katrina Walters

PRESENT
Elise Rudland
Alda Grames
Richard Grant
Leonard Pakulak
Brian Lucas
Walter Powell
Jay Corman
Joan Harvey
Catherine Gage

REGRETS
Brian Smith
Eleanor Lenz
Garry Nohr
Ron Kernohan

GUESTS
Roger Lagasse

1. Call to Order
Elise Rudland called the meeting to order at 7:04 pm.
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 July 26, 2011.
3.2 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of September 27, 2011.
3.3 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of October 13, 2011 (draft).
3.4 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of September 28, 2011.
It has been brought to the attention of the APC committee that the minutes of the APC
Meeting on July 26, 2011 have omitted a discussion which followed the director’s report.
The discussion focussed on best lighting practices at the Howe Sound Pulp and Paper
Mill in Port Mellon. The secretary would like to apologize for the omission of this
discussion and further address the subject under New Business Arising from Minutes and
Unfinished Business.
Motion: That the Area B minutes be accepted with recognition of the above omission and
that all other minutes be received for information only.
Carried Unanimously

4. Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business
4.1 Best Lighting Practices
Motion: That the SCRD planning and building departments be equipped with information
packages on Best Lighting Practices for distribution to any persons applying for an SCRD
building permit and/or the general public.
Carried Unanimousl
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5. New Business
5.1 Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.160
APC comments/concerns:
-After some confusion over wording in the application and considerable discussion
focussed on the height restrictions of auxiliary dwellings and the more relaxed height
restrictions of auxiliary buildings, the APC took no exception to the request.
Motion: The APC takes no exception to the DVP Application No. 310.160 for the
issuance of a variance for the proposed height relaxation of this auxiliary dwelling.
Carried by Majority
6. Directors Report
Garry Nohr, Director, was not present to give the director’s report.
7. APC Committee Discussions/Requests
7.1 Fire Hydrant at Mary Island Esplanade
APC comments/concerns:
-After the recent fire at Mary Island Esplanade, the APC expresses concern regarding the
absence of a fire hydrant along Mary Island Esplanade.
-The APC committee would like to approach the Fire Chief as to whether plans may be
prepared to handle fires in hard to service locations in Halfmoon Bay.
-Is it feasible to pump from the ocean?
-The APC committee would like to consider a motion to approve a new fire hydrant down
on Mary Island Esplanade
7.2 Paving of Fullerton Road
APC comments/concerns:
-The APC committee expresses concern about the paving of the MOT road allowance at
Fullerton Road. The committee would like to point out that this stretch of land is in a
sensitive geotech area with building restrictions applied by the SCRD. However, for the
construction of a road under MOT, construction must only meet MOT specifications. The
APC brings forward the concerns of neighbours and community members regarding the
potential destabilization of the soil due to tree removal and the disturbances of road
construction.
8. Next Meeting
Tuesday, Nov 22th at 7:00 pm, Coopers Green Hall.
9. Adjournment
7:54 PM
________________________
Elise Rudland
Area B APC

____________________
Date
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ANNEX N
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
AREA D ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
October 31, 2011, 7:00 PM
Roberts Creek Library, 1044 Roberts Creek Road, Roberts Creek
Present: Heather Conn, Kye Goodwin, Tzaddi Gordon, Dana Gregory, Marion Jolicoeur, Barry
Morrow, Brock O’Byrne, Bill Page (Chair), Gerald Rainville, and Eric Tiessen
Regrets: Sue Gordon, Dave Ryan (Alternate Director)
Also Present: Donna Shugar (Director), and Diedra Goodwin (Recording Secretary)
Guest: Bruce Moseley
1. The meeting was called to order at 7:05 PM
2. MINUTES
2.1 Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of September 26, 2011 were accepted as circulated.
(GR/TG) M/S/Carried
2.2 The following minutes were received:
2.2.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of September 27, 2011
2.2.2 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of September 28, 2011
2.2.3 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of October 13, 2011 (draft)
3. BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
4. NEW BUSINESS
4.1 OCP Amendment Bylaw 375.11 and Rezoning Bylaw 310.135 to Amend Subdivision Density on
Lemon Road (Morrissey for various applicants)
MOTION: The APC reaffirms its support for the rezoning application with the inclusions of additional
participants, and this support is subject to the conditions set out in the APC minutes of May 31, 2010.
(KG/TG) M/S/Carried with GR opposed.
4.2 Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application # D-56 for subdivision in the ALR by Moseley and
Fox for Lot A, DL 1629, Plan 14199, PID 007-896-662, located at 1891 Pell Road, Roberts Creek, BC.
MOTION: The APC supports recommendation 2.1.6 of the Agricultural Advisory Committee of
September 27, 2011 to allow the subdivision. (GR/KG) M/S/Carried
4.3

First Reading of Bylaw 641 – Roberts Creek Official Community Plan

The APC deferred discussion of the document to allow more time to read it.
MOTION: The APC requests that Planning staff provide to members of the Commission all relevant
maps to assist understanding of the document by mid-November; also to note that it is preferable to have
the Planner’s presentation at a date prior to our November meeting. (ET/DG) M/S/Carried
5. The Directors Report was received.
6. NEXT MEETING: November 28, 2011, 7:00 PM, Roberts Creek Library, 1044 Roberts Creek Road,
Roberts Creek
7. The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 PM.
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ANNEX O
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

October 31, 2011

TO:

Planning and Development Committee (November 10 2011)

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 SCRD Board give Bylaws 375.11 and 310.135 amended second
reading to add Lot 15, Block 15, DL 1621, Plan 2936, PID 013-314-912 (1174 &
1176 Firburn Road);
AND THAT Bylaw 375.11 be considered by the SCRD Board with respect to the
Regional District’s Solid Waste Plan and Financial Plan;
AND THAT a public hearing be scheduled for Tuesday December 13, 2011 at 7
pm in either the Roberts Creek Community Hall (1309 Roberts Creek Road) or
the SCRD Offices at 1975 Field Road;
AND THAT a Chair and Co-chair be appointed at the SCRD Board meeting of
November 24, 2011.
BACKGROUND
In 2010, the SCRD received an application to amend the subdivision designation of seven
parcels to allow for the owners to generate funds to pay for road improvements in the
Byng/Conrad/Pixton Roads area. The application moved to a public hearing and the Board
resolved to place the bylaws on hold pending the Roberts Creek OCP review and to allow the
applicants to incorporate additional property owners in to the proposal. The OCP review moved
forward enough to allow for community input. In light of that and the proposed changes the
Board gave the Bylaws amended readings to incorporate the four additional parcels.
This report is to consider the comments received to date regarding the amended proposal and
to consider scheduling a public hearing.
At the meeting of September 22, 2011, the SCRD Board adopted the following resolution
(383/11):
Recommendation No. 7 OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw Application
375.11/310.135
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)” dated September 7, 2011 be received;
AND THAT Bylaws 375.11 and 310.135 be forwarded to the Board for consideration
of second reading as amended to add additional properties;
AND FURTHER THAT the SCRD not require completion of an equalization
agreement to be a condition for moving the bylaws forward.
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The bylaws received amended readings to incorporate 4 additional parcels. The applicants held
a public information meeting on October 5, 2011. Referrals were sent to the Ministry of
Transportation & Infrastructure, The Ministry of Health and the Squamish Nation. A report was
also provided for the October meeting of the Area D Advisory Planning Commission.
DISCUSSION
A public meeting was held on October 5 at the Roberts Creek Hall. The meeting was attended
by 17 people (including SCRD staff). Most of those attending were applicants. Five attendees
were there to see how public information meeting operates as they may be holding one in
support of their applications. Notes from the Public Information Meeting are attached
(Attachment A).
After the meeting another resident of the area contacted staff to see if they could be added to
the application and the history of the bylaws was explained and copies of all relevant reports
were forwarded for their information. Staff await confirmation whether they wish to be included.
Attachment B shows the original 7 parcels, the four added at the September 22, 2011, amended
second reading and the potential new parcel. If the property owner wishes to be added then
Bylaws 75.11 and 310.135 could receive another amended 2nd Reading prior to considering
scheduling a public hearing.
Should the additional new property owner confirm their desire to be included, then the attached
draft bylaws will be updated before they are forwarded to the Board for amended readings.
Should confirmation not arrive then staff will inform the Board.
Referrals
Attachment C sets out the responses received when the bylaws were originally referred in 2010.
In light of the referrals from 2010, staff considered that additional referrals were not required to
all but the Ministry of Health, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure and Squamish Nation.
A re-referral was not sent to School District 46 as the proposal would not increase the number
of potential dwellings thus would not increase the potential number of students.
Area D APC
The amended bylaws were considered at the October 31, 2011, meeting and the APC passed
the following motion:
“The APC reaffirms its support for the rezoning application with the inclusions of additional
participants, and this support is subject to the conditions set out in the APC minutes of
May 31, 2010.”
The May 31 2010 minutes stated that:


The APC supports the principle of a change to the subdivision designation for the
subject properties provided there is no increase in potential density as a result.



The applicants need to demonstrate each current parcel has sufficient capacity to
provide domestic water through a documented survey of neighbouring properties



We applaud the applicants’ intention to keep 20% forest cover in addition to riparian
areas.



If the retention of 20% forest cover becomes a condition for the change of designation
then the forested lands should be specific and covenanted but also carefully chosen to
be functional, for example by widening ending existing forested riparian corridors.
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Ministry of Health
The Ministry commented that “(our) office has no further comment on this by-law referral based
on the new information that you have provided”.
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
No additional comments received to date.
Squamish Nation
No comments received to date.
Section 882 Consideration of Bylaw 375.11
Referrals were sent to the SCRD’s Infrastructure Services and Finance Services to consider the
OCP amendment against the SCRD’s Solid waste and Financial Plans.
The SCRD Treasurer noted that “I have reviewed the document named above and have not
identified any implications to the financial plan.”
Scheduling Public Hearing
There is scope to propose a public hearing date of December 13, 2011. This would be
considered at the November 24, 2011 SCRD Board and depending on the results of the local
elections on November 19, 2011, the Board could defer consideration until new Directors are
familiar with the proposal. Staff would provide an alternative date at a subsequent meeting.
Alternatively the Board may determine to move forward with the public hearing on the proposed
date.
Covenants
During review of the original proposal, the following items were identified as needing to be
secured thorough covenant prior to consideration for adoption:

(i)

A covenant to ensure that at the time of subdivision the 20% set aside area, as
approved by the SCRD is to be mapped and covenanted, in addition to Streamside
Protection and Enhancement Area (DPA 15), the BC Hydro Transmission Lines
statutory right of way will not be considered in calculating the set aside area; and

(ii)

Drainage Plan to be approved by the SCRD in consultation with the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure and to be implemented by each property owner
prior to subdivision.

CONCLUSION
Planning staff consider that sufficient information is available to propose a public hearing be
held on December 13, 2011 at either the Roberts Creek Hall or the SCRD Field Road Offices (I
am confirming availability of the Hall).
_________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

Present

Notes from Public Information Meeting
Bylaws 375.11 and 310.135 (Morrissey and others)
October 5, 2011
Roberts Creek Hall at 7 pm

Applicant’s Representative – Aaron Morrissey
SCRD – David Rafael (Senior Planner)
Members of the Public – 13 (see list attached) signed in and 2 did not sign in as they arrived
late
Mr Morrissey
Introduced himself and outlined the reason for the meeting. He briefly described the purpose
of the application (to allow for subdivision to provide funds to pay for needed road
improvements). The meeting was advertised in the Coast Reporter.
All present introduced themselves and briefly set out their interests in attending the meeting.
Most are property owners who are part of the application. A few others were there to see how a
public information meeting (PIM) takes place as they submitted applications to the SCRD for
other sites and will need to hold a PIM at some point. One person was there to observe as he
has submitted an application with respect to ALR and was also curious about how a PIM takes
place as he may be asked to hold such a meeting.
David Rafael
Provided a brief history of the application and previous attempts to resolve the issue of poor
road access.
The application, which at that point involved 7 parcels, was considered at a public hearing
and the Board resolved to allow the issue to be discussed through the OCP review and that
additional owners could come forward to be included in an amended application.
The role of the OCP review was discussed and it was noted that public input was sought
about this proposal at a public meeting to examine an initial draft OCP; no comments were
received that objected to the proposal and few comments were received about it at all.
Additional property owners have come forward to add 4 more parcels and the bylaw received
amended reading to include them. The Board also confirmed that an equalization payment
agreement is not required. 20% natural area other than streams, need to allow for hydro
right of way, one house per parcel, ‘latecomers’ need to contribute community benefit
The next steps were discussed, referrals sent to agencies, Aim to provide a report to
November 10 Planning Committee to ask Board to schedule a public hearing (managed by
SCRD staff – notices and letters to local residents, etc). Hopefully the hearing will be late
November, then consideration of 3rd reading, then need to complete any covenants prior to
consideration of adoption. The Board could at any point defeat the bylaws.
One of the applicants asked that if the bylaw is adopted can a later Board change the zoning
back. David replied that while this is unlikely in theory it could happen, however there would
be a public process as this would be an OCP and Zoning amendment.
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ATTACHMENT B
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ATTACHMENT C
Referral Results from 2010
The SCRD received the following comments.
Ministry of Health
“Our office has no objection to the Zoning Bylaw Referral 375.11 and 310.135.
This does not imply any approval or recommendation from Vancouver Coastal
Health for any proposed sewerage system as defined by the Sewerage System
Regulation. The required approval process is detailed in the Sewerage System
Regulation through the submissions of information by an 'authorized person.'
This does not imply any approval or recommendation from Vancouver Coastal
Health for any proposed subdivision of land. Subdivision of land is subject to the
process and standards outlined in the VCH Subdivision Guideline (2007). A copy of
this guideline may be found at
http://www.vch.ca/environmental/docs/environments/subdivision_guide.pdf”
Ministry of Forests and Range
“Interests unaffected by bylaw amendment application.
Lemon FSR road closure is in process and is not anticipated to be finalized until
September or October 2010.”
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
Planning Staff and MOTI staff discussed several aspects and the MOTI staff provided
the following comments:
Essentially apply the principle and basic requirement under the Land Title Act that
every new lot must have MOT standard road connection leading to it and if access
to lands beyond is required every owner/developer is required to build the road to
the end of their property line even if they are a corner lot. Default to Option A on
your plan. This includes Byng, Pixton and Firburn Roads surrounding these
properties.
It doesn’t matter who subdivides first, the road shall be built to all new lots. This may
require the northern lots to wait for the southern ones to subdivide or they make
some arrangement for cost sharing or cost recovery either privately or through the
local government. MOT doesn’t enter into these kinds of arrangements.
Regarding paving or not it depends on who is doing the subdividing and when. If the
7 lots to the north that are the subject of this rezoning start to develop than MOT will
likely not require paving because the connection from Byng is unpaved and it would
be onerous to ask for these lots to upgrade all of Byng to a pavement standard.
However the southern lots from the highway start to subdivide (if they can) and we
see a progression of road/paving improvements then the northern lots will obviously
have to follow suit.
But, and I will need to check on the condition of Byng as it meets the Lemon FSR
and Pixton because we may need some improvements (to a gravel standard) on
Byng below these lots to ensure safe, reliable access to any new lots created from
the 7 northern lots.
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The roads have to be built to our standards so that they can be properly maintained.
This includes properly managing the drainage. “Snaking” around the right of way is
not acceptable and the grades have to meet our minimum standards. Final
subdivision approval will be conditional on the roads being properly constructed. I
suggest these owners hire an engineering firm familiar with our standards to act on
their behalf and prepare a cost estimate of the work that needs to be done.
School District 46 – no reply
Squamish Nation – no reply
AREA D Advisory Planning Commission
The Area D APC considered the proposal at their meeting of May 31, 2010. The following is an
extract from the APC minutes:


The APC supports the principle of a change to the subdivision designation for the
subject properties provided there is no increase in potential density as a result.



The applicants need to demonstrate each current parcel has sufficient capacity to
provide domestic water through a documented survey of neighbouring properties



We applaud the applicants’ intention to keep 20% forest cover in addition to riparian
areas.



If the retention of 20% forest cover becomes a condition for the change of designation
then the forested lands should be specific and covenanted but also carefully chosen to
be functional, for example by widening ending existing forested riparian corridors.

Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Commission (OCPC)
The Roberts Creek OCPC considered the application at their meeting of September 15
and stated that “The OCPC decided that it would not comment for or against this particular
proposal as the OCP review process has not finalized a plan for the Resource Rural and
Z-Zone areas.” They also stated:
“It was difficult to determine the possible influence that this OCP amendment and rezoning
may have across the OCP plan area on the Resource Rural lands. The committee agreed
that the public should have an opportunity to comment on these areas as a whole before
supporting further subdivision of these lands. It was also discussed that options other than
subdivision should be explored to finance the road improvements that these landowners
need to undertake.”
Roberts Creek OCP Review Committee
A meeting on July 27th 2010 was not able to provide an official comment as the meeting did not
have a quorum. Some concerns were expressed about the potential precedence this would set
and whether there were other alternatives to subdivision.
At the September 7th 2010 meeting members were asked to attend the information meeting.
Several members did so (see notes below).
Public Information Meeting – September 13, 2010
The meeting was attended by 13 people including Mr Morrissey, The Area D Director and
the SCRD Senior Planner. Issues raised included:
 potential impact on drainage from new roads and site clearing, including logging
above the subject parcels;
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 would the money from the parcel sale be enough to pay for the roads;
 the history of attempts to resolve this prior to rezoning application;
 timing of subdivision;
 need to link owners through a covenant to ensure payment; and
 safety issues.
Other Correspondence
In response to the OCPC’s comments several owners as represented by Mr Morrissey
expressed concern about further delays with SCRD staff. Three owners individually
provided letters asking that the OCPC’s comments linking the application and the OCP
review would cause undue delay. Five local residents that live near the application sites
sent in support for improving road access and the application to allow for this. Copies of
these letters are available for review from SCRD Planning staff.
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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”.
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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

DAY OF NOVEMBER 2010

nd

DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2011

23

rd

READ A SECOND TIME As Amended this

22

READ A SECOND TIME As Amended this

DAY OF

nd

2 PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

DAY OF

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

__________________________________
Corporate Officer
___________________________________
Chair
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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

DAY OF OCTOBER

2010

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this
23rd

DAY OF NOVEMBER 2010

READ A SECOND TIME as amended this 22nd

DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2011

READ A SECOND TIME as amended this

DAY OF

SECOND PUBLIC HEARING HELD

DAY OF

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this

DAY OF

ADOPTED this

DAY OF
__________________________
Corporate Officer

__________________________

Chair
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