COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE
Thursday December 12, 2013
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC
AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

1:30 pm

AGENDA
1. Adoption of the Agenda
PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
2.

Marilyn Pomfret, Chair Gambier Island Community Association (GCIA), Parks
and Trails Committee - regarding Gambier Island Projects
- Letter from GICA attached

Annex A
pp 1-3

REPORTS
3.

Parks and Recreation Master Plan Implementation Update - November
(For Information)

Annex B
pp 4-13

4.

Dakota Ridge Advisory Committee minutes of November 13, 2013 - adoption
of recommendations

Annex C
pp 14-17

5.

General Manager Community Services – Parks Monthly Verbal Report

VERBAL

6.

Parks Planning Coordinator - Trout Lake Park Site

Annex D
pp 18

7.

General Manager of Community Services - Bikeway/Walkway Grant
Application

VERBAL

8.

Recreation Services Manager - Recreation Work Plan and Budget Proposals

Annex E
pp 19-20

9.

Recreation Services Manager – Recreation Monthly Verbal Report

VERBAL

10. Recreation Services Manager - Key Performance Indicators - Third Quarter
Recreation

Annex F
pp 21-34

11. Recreation Services Manager - Third Quarter Key Performance Indicators Gibsons Youth Centre

Annex G
pp 35-36

12. Recreation Services Manager - Carry Forward Zamboni: Batteries

VERBAL

13. General Manager of Community Services -Gibsons and District Fire
Department - Rogers Tower Update

Annex H
pp 37-48

COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE AGENDA - December 12, 2013

14. Planning and Development Department - OCP-Zoning Amendment Bylaw No.
325.18 / 310.131 - 375703 BC Ltd. / 624032 BC Ltd.
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Annex I
pp 49-70

COMMUNICATIONS
NEW BUSINESS
IN CAMERA
THAT the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with Section 90 (1) (g)
and (k) of the Community Charter as “litigation or potential litigation affecting the municipality” and
“negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed provision of a municipal service” will
be discussed.
ADJOURNMENT

A
854 The Grove Road
Gambier Island, BC, VON 1VO
Return Mail Address:
900-5890 Balsam Street
Vancouver, BC, V6M 4B9
November 28, 2013
Mr. Gary Nohr, Chairman,
SCRD Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC, VON 3A1
Dear Mr. Nohr,
Request for SCRD Support for Gambier Island Projects
In response to numerous requests for walking trails from members of the Gambier Community, at the
2012 AGM of the Gambier Island Community Association (GICA), the Executive created a Parks and
Trails Committee in January, 2013. This Committee is tasked with:
*
*
*
*

location of trails and parks on public land which exist or may exist
identification of community priorities for use of those trails and parks
estimates of work needed to make identified priorities usable
estimated costs of development and sources of funding (with the aid of SCRD Staff)

It was agreed that the GICA Committee would concentrate on the more populated SW peninsula,
while the Gambier Island Conservancy and neighbourhood groups would look at other parts of Gambier.
As the Island has developed, hiking and walking opportunities have diminished, and now much of the
foot traffic is on roads shared with cars, trucks, motorbikes and exhaust.. The roads are much busier than
before, and recreational hiking and walking at busy times is dangerous and not particularly pleasant.
Over a number of meetings, the Trails Committee identified sixteen legal potential trail or park sites
and of these, selected seven trails as high priority for repair, maintenance or development. Two of these
are already developed and require only some regular maintenance. Two are long-term plans. The GICA
Trails Committee requests funds for work on the remaining three to be allocated from the SCRD’s 2014
Parks and Trails Budget, two for direct work of our Committee with SCRD Staff and contractors, and one
(as our endorsement only) through the Gambier Island Conservancy.
Let me begin by saying that we have received excellent support and encouragement from SCRD Parks
staff: in particular, Sam Adams and Carleen McDowell (now gone), along with your contractor, Michel
Fronette. We also appreciate the support from Area F Director, Lee Turnbull and alternate, Joyce Clegg.
Here I set down a brief explanation of our priorities and financial request for 2014 work. Sam Adams
will be able to provide you with documentation showing the location of the projects, typical photos, and
background detail. Anticipated costs are indicated below:
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PROJECTS:
1. Heron Trail (West Bay Road to Black’s Beach access trail)
2. Avalon Bay Beach access
These two trails are already developed and are currently undergoing minor repairs, and do not require
additional funds in 2014.
3. GAMBIER LAKE TRAIL: via Andy’s Bay Road and through Woodlot #039 into Crown land.
This Trail is greatly used by Islanders, visiting camp youth and many hikers from off-island. The
Gambier island Conservancy and other volunteers have kept the Lake access open for many years. SCRD
has assisted with funding for maintenance and provision of standard trail markers. The Conservancy plans
to ask the SCRD to request a Section 57 designation from FLRNO for the portion of the trail northeast of
the woodlot. It currently has a lot of blowdown, which requires significant maintenance. The
Conservancy likely will ask the SCRD for some financial assistance on this trail, once Section 57
designation is achieved. Our GICA Parks and Trails Committee wishes to endorse the Conservancy’s
plans regarding the Gambier Lake Trail.
4. MOUNTAIN ROAD TRAIL: This potential trail, a dedicated road allowance, would create a
direct link between two SW Gambier neighbourhoods, West Bay and Austin Trails. It would also serve as
the future trailhead (south end) for an alternate approach to Gambier Lake, and eventually, as the landlink
to Sir Thomas Lipton Park.
REQUEST FOR 2014:
a) SCRD acquisition of a MOTI permit for use of an undeveloped road allowance
b) Funding:
Survey
$ 3000.
Bridges and trail construction
$ 7000.
TOTAL:
$ 10,000.00
5. BRYANT LANE: (a dedicated road allowance) is an existing beach access which needs proper
designation as more private development occurs nearby.
REQUEST FOR 2014:
a) SCRD acquisition of a MOTI permit for use of an undeveloped road allowance
b) Funding:
Signage, brushing and fencing (private land nearby)

$ 1,500.00

6. (Future project) Connecting trail: West Bay Road to Andy’s Bay Road (dedicated road allowance)
This would be a valuable connector, significantly cutting the walking time (and changes in elevation)
between the West Bay community and the Gambier Community Centre. Consultation with neighbours
would be required, and this is a long term plan. A MOTI permit would be required for this project. There
is no request for funds for 2014
7. (Future project) Land access to Sir Thomas Lipton Park: Currently, there is no reasonable legal
land access to the Park although there are roads/trails within the subdivision of West Bay Landing.
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…. 3.
Development of the Mountain Road Trail (#4 above) will provide the first stage of this connection, as
well as its other benefits. The further stages will likely require a Section 57 designation as they will cross
Crown land. There is no request for funds in 2014.
.
ENDORSEMEST OF OTHER INITIATIVES:
1. Sir Thomas Lipton Park: The SCRD owns very expensive bridges within this Park, which have
deteriorated significantly. We understand that vital repair work is necessary and we wish to endorse the
request for this work to be done in 2014.
2. Signage: Throughout our meetings and work with your staff, the need for strong and well-installed
signage has been mentioned repeatedly. There is a history of breakage or disappearance of signs and
some new and replacement signs are needed. We request that these come from 2014 budget base funding
for regular maintenance.
We do recognize that all parks and trails cannot happen in one year. In all cases, there are volunteers
who are very ready to help with trail development when needed.
However. we do understand as well, that a considerable chunk of Gambier Island’s annual SCRD
taxation is allocated to SCRD’s Function 650, Community Parks ($ 125,350. for Area F islands in 2013),
and that a very much smaller amount finds its way back to us. Therefore, we look forward to the SCRD
Board reacting favourably to our carefully planned initiatives and request for funding support in 2014 and
beyond.
Kindly circulate our correspondence to the Directors and, as we understand it, to the Community
Services Committee, for consideration in the SCRD 2014 Budget.
Yours very truly,

(Mrs.) Marilyn Pomfret, Chair
GICA Parks and Trails Committee

cc. Lee Turnbull,
SCRD Director, Area F, West Howe Sound
Danny Tryon,
President, Gambier Island Community Association (GICA)
GICA Executive members
GICA Parks and Trails Committee members:
Emily Beckett; Kathy McTaggart; Barney Taylor; Marilyn Pomfret
Todd Hildebrand, SCRD contractor and Committee Technical Advisor
Kate Louise Stamford, Advisor; Gambier Island Local Trustee
Sam Adams
SCRD Parks Planning Coordinator
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Parks and Recreation Master Plan
Implementation Update
Prepared
By SCRD

November 2013
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Introduction

This update is based on Chapter 9 of the Sunshine Coast Regional District Parks and Recreation
Master Plan dated September 2013 prepared by Jennifer Wilson Consultants Ltd.
The update accomplishes two things: It updates the capital data (Recreation operating revenues
and expenditures by facility table and Exhibit 9-2). It also provides new data for 2012 and interim
results for 2013 where available. The latter demonstrates that while the Master Plan is still in
draft form at the time of this report, the SCRD has actually accomplished several initiatives
consistent with the Draft Plan.
This update was presented to the SCRD Community Services Committee on November 14, 2013
and has now been modified to accommodate following resolution:
Recommendation No. 1 Recreation and Parks Master Plan Updates
The Community Services Committee recommended that the report from the General Manager of
Community Services regarding the Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update October 2013 be
received;
AND THAT staff revise the report to add the sources of funding with a cautionary note that these
are draft policies only and that implementation may take directions specific to Electoral Areas for
some of the parks recommendations subject to consideration of the Draft Master Plan in the
future;
AND THAT the revised report be forwarded to the Community Services Committee and to the
municipalities.
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Parks and Recreation Master Plan
Implementation Update Prepared by SCRD
The following tables taken from the Parks and Recreation Master Plan have been updated by the
SCRD to include 2012 financial results. They also contain planned expenditures for 2013.

Recreation Operating Revenues and Expenditures by Facility
Exhibit 1
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Summary of Recreation Revenue and Expenditures by Facility
For the Years 2005 to 2012
Operating
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008
Revenues Excluding Taxation, Parcel Tax and Surplus
615
Community Recreation Facilities
(170,029)
(140,823)
(108,571)
(80,304)
(61,736)
616
Gibsons Aquatic
(114,073)
(112,269)
(135,428)
(102,439)
(84,282)
617
Gibsons & Area Community Centre
(645,564)
(542,256)
(554,144)
(514,775)
(483,502)
620
Sechelt Arena
(94,819)
(184,074)
(143,650)
(154,245)
(227,213)
621
Sechelt Aquatic Centre
(786,774)
(852,123)
(807,034)
(809,060)
(916,147)
625
Pender Harbour Pool
(77,657)
(78,379)
(65,121)
(44,172)
(73,519)
670
Regional Recreation Programs
(22,693)
(12,661)
(44,998)
(122,537)
(1,911,610) (1,922,585)
(1,813,948)
(1,749,993)
(1,968,936)

615
616
617
620
621
625
670

Expenditures Excluding Transfers, Surplus and Deficit
Community Recreation Facilities
1,748,092
1,717,882
1,686,803
Gibsons Aquatic
720,868
662,446
569,184
Gibsons & Area Community Centre
1,807,877
1,730,816
1,646,087
Sechelt Arena
460,719
615,560
565,005
Sechelt Aquatic Centre
1,925,402
1,910,920
1,901,825
Pender Harbour Pool
502,877
503,181
440,667
Regional Recreation Programs
50,025
11,341
84,889
7,215,860
7,152,146
6,894,460

1,662,225
534,609
1,456,293
482,818
1,832,565
312,274
392,508
6,673,292

Operating taxation subsidy

4,923,299

Capital Results
Capital Revenues
615
Community Recreation Facilities
616
Gibsons Aquatic
617
Gibsons & Area Community Centre
620
Sechelt Arena
621
Sechelt Aquatic Centre
625
Pender Harbour Pool

615
616
617
620
621
625

Capital Expenditures
Community Recreation Facilities
Gibsons Aquatic
Gibsons & Area Community Centre
Sechelt Arena
Sechelt Aquatic Centre
Pender Harbour Pool

Net Capital

5,304,250

5,229,561

(814)
(126,524)
(389,862)
(945,726)
(1,462,926)

(178,981)
(12,662)
(64,160)
(361,720)
(7,224)
(624,747)

814
126,524
389,862
945,726
1,462,926

178,981
12,662
64,160
361,720
7,224
624,747

0

-

5,080,512

1,648,486
552,192
1,118,344
589,597
1,734,702
351,944
517,466
6,512,731
4,543,795

2007

2005

(676,275)
(75,572)
(159,508)
(911,355)

(78,214)
(75,089)
(125,757)
(279,060)

(1,840,742)
(713,154)
(2,741,975)
(1,251,879)
(4,356,055)
(573,511)
(624,419)
(12,101,736)

1,653,363
635,474
191,552
649,187
495,117
363,611
577,337
4,565,641

1,680,659
371,432
78,309
193,560
58,706
370,637
581,960
3,335,263

236,111
40,239
5,228
336,883
526,657
1,145,118

12,033,621
4,046,205
8,069,517
3,556,446
9,864,465
3,182,074
2,742,183
43,494,511

3,021,392

2,423,908

866,058

31,392,775

(524,790)
(164,663)
(1,734)
(447,878)
(184,917)
(84,002)
(136,265)
(1,544,249)

(75,645)
(14,479,333)
(4,868,122)
(24,289)
(52,618)
(3,569,101)
(170,470)
(110,169)
(2,131)
(42,170)
(76,342)
(351,834)
(344,927)
(40,556)
(140,034)
(604,182)
(1,265,055)
(5,267)
(3,209)
(704,813)
(1,669,507)
(3,991,804)
(14,737,796)
(5,121,534)

24,288
76,340
604,181
704,809
(4)

52,619
351,834
1,265,056
1,669,509

75,645
3,569,101
2,131
344,926
3,991,803

2

NOTES: Figures from Internal GL accounts
The Gibsons Aquatic Centre and the Sechelt Arena were operated by the respective municipalities prior to 2007
The first full year of operation by the SCRD was 2007
The Sechelt Aquatic Centre and the Gibsons & Area Community Centre were new facilities
The Sechelt Aquatic Centre opened in November 2007
The Gibsons & Area Community Centre opened in March 2008 ie first full year 2009
The revenues in 615 are from Investment Interest and actuarial adjustments to debt financing
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(1)

Total 2005 2012

2006

7,414,908
42,170
7,275,451
5,267
14,737,796
-

35,616
2,443,039
2,639,670
3,209
5,121,534
-

(127,625)
(5,000)
(132,625)

(19,550,725)
(179,795)
(4,065,833)
(498,323)
(2,261,139)
(1,889,937)
(28,445,752)

70,250
57,375
5,000
132,625

111,261
179,795
13,713,391
498,323
12,053,042
1,889,937
28,445,749

-

(3)
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Parks Operating Revenues and Expenditure
Exhibit 2
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Summary of Parks, Bicycle & Walking Paths and Joint Use Revenue and Expenditures by Function
For the Years 2005 to 2012
Operating
650
665
630

650
665
630

2012

Revenues Excluding Taxation and Surplus
Community Parks
(82,453)
Bicycle & Walking Paths
(82,453)
Joint Use
(82,453)
Expenditures Excluding Transfers, Surplus and Deficit
Community Parks
1,509,285
Bicycle & Walking Paths
86,593
1,595,878
Joint Use
9,285
1,605,163
Operating taxation subsidy

Capital Results
Capital Revenues
650
Community Parks
665
Bicycle & Walking Paths

650
665

Capital Expenditures
Community Parks
Bicycle & Walking Paths

Net Capital
NOTES:

2011

1,522,710

(168,843)
(1,421)
(170,264)
(170,264)

1,449,425
105,807
1,555,232
11,207
1,566,439
1,396,175

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

(88,095)
(88,095)
(88,095)

(84,069)
(84,069)
(84,069)

(59,253)
(59,253)
(59,253)

(112,605)
(112,605)
(112,605)

1,329,942
101,750
1,431,692
20,520
1,452,212

1,288,621
86,935
1,375,556
16,499
1,392,055

1,287,157
70,688
1,357,845
15,724
1,373,569

1,196,034
66,962
1,262,996
14,359
1,277,355

1,364,117

1,307,986

1,314,316

1,164,750

Total 2005 2012

2005

(70,637)
(70,637)
(70,637)

(77,332)
(77,332)
(510)
(77,842)

1,120,431
135,235
1,255,666
22,042
1,277,708

999,104
86,208
1,085,312
45,044
1,130,356

1,207,071

1,052,514

(743,287)
(1,421)
(744,708)
(510)
(745,218)

10,179,999
740,178
10,920,177
154,680
11,074,857
10,329,639

(272,031)
(285,735)
(557,766)

(40,238)
(625,302)
(665,540)

(1,822,501)
(47,238)
(1,869,739)

(542,660)
(357,659)
(900,319)

(966,320)
(313,953)
(1,280,273)

(1,345,741)
(66,794)
(1,412,535)

(69,905)
(7,255)
(77,160)

(71,121)
0
(71,121)

(5,130,517)
(1,703,936)
(6,834,453)

272,031
285,735
557,767

39,163
625,302
664,465

1,822,502
47,238
1,869,740

542,660
357,659
900,319

966,322
313,953
1,280,275

1,345,743
66,794
1,412,537

69,905
7,255
77,160

71,122
0
71,122

5,129,448
1,703,936
6,833,385

0

(1,075)

1

Figures from Internal GL accounts
Increased revenue for 650 Community Parks for 2011 is due to an operating grant for fire mitigation
(Function 630 Joint Use had no capital transactions)
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0

2

2

0

1

(1,069)
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Recreation and Parks Revenues and Expenses Summary
Exhibit 3
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Summary of Recreation and Parks Revenue and Expenditures
Comparison to Total Operating Expenses
For the Years 2008 to 2012

Total 2008 2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

2012

Internal GL Accounts
Recreation & Parks Operating Revenue

(1,994,063) (2,092,849)

(1,902,043) (1,834,062) (2,028,189)

(9,851,206)

8,346,672

8,065,347

7,886,300

41,837,927

22.8%

22.7%

25.7%

Excluding Taxation, Parcel Tax and Surplus
Recreation & Parks Operating Expenditures

8,821,023

8,718,585

Exluding Transfers, Surplus & Deficit
Recovery rate % of Operating Expenditures
recovered by Operating Revenue

22.6%

24.0%

23.5%

Statement of Operations
Recreation & Parks Operating Expenditures

8,821,023

8,718,585

8,346,672

8,065,347

7,886,300

41,837,927

36,379,251

29,225,752

28,581,254

30,028,421

27,343,150

151,557,828

Excluding Transfers, Surplus & Deficit
Total SCRD Operating Expenses
Recreation & Parks % of Total SCRD Operating Expenses

24.2%

29.8%

29.2%

26.9%

28.8%

27.6%

NOTES:
Recreation & Parks figures from Internal GL accounts
Total Operational Expenses for 2008 to 2011 from Audited Financial Statements; 2012 from Internal GL
Sechelt Aquatic Centre opened November 2007
Gibsons and Area Community Centre opened April 2008

Operating and Capital Chapter 9 Draft Master Plan
The Draft Master Plan contains 76 recommendations and appendices. Chapter 9 was done by the
consultant’s financial associate and contains selected operating and capital items as now listed
directly from the Draft Master Plan:

Descriptions SCRD Investment (Chapter 9)
Human Resources
1. Additional 2.5 full-time equivalent programming staff (shared between recreation functions) to help implement additional
Gibsons and Sechelt programs and to re-establish community-hall local programs. $162,500 per year
2. Additional part-time equivalent position to help build and maintain new SCRD trails and walkways. Volunteers from offroad cycling groups and the Sunshine Coast Trails Society most likely will build and maintain new trails on Crown land. The
SCRD can help by coordinating an overall trail and bike/walkway strategy. $50,000 per year
3. Additional park maintenance was noted as a need in the community study. The team did not examine the current staffing
levels. The recommendations should come from the Parks Division.

8

Page 6

4. New Trails, and Bicycle and Walking Paths
It is anticipated most of these new projects may be financed by—
•

special grant infrastructure programs available from the Ministry of Tourism and Culture, the
Ministry of Forestry and applications to special grants that come available from time to time.

•

allocation from the federal government’s UBCM/Community Works Funds (Gas Tax.) The current
funding commitment is in place to 2015.

•

working with community groups such as Sunshine Coast Tourism and the Sunshine Coast Trails
Society. Sunshine Coast Tourism has indicated that if their application for a 2% Municipal and
Regional District Tax (MRDT) is successful, they may allocate 20% of their new revenues to local
projects that enhance visitor experience.

5. Given the strong community feedback, the Parks Division should build up a reserve to fund trail
planning and construction on an ongoing basis to an extent greater than the three above sources. A
meaningful annual budget would be $250,000 per year.
6. Shoreline Access
There is a strong desire on the part of the community to gain better access to the beautiful coast and
associated water. It is recommended that $50,000 per year be allocated to this purpose $50,000 per
year.
7. Park Improvements
An ongoing park improvement program is required as documented in the Master Plan. We
recommend that 50,000 be allocated on an annual basis to this purpose. $50,000 per year.
8. Sport Field Restoration
As noted, playing fields require rebuilds to maintain a safe and functional playing surface. It is
recommended that a playing field rebuild program be planned for one field every five years. These
rebuilds typically cost $25,000 to $150,000; hence $25,000 should be set aside annually.
9. Park-Management Plans
There are a number of parks that require new or revised management plans. These plans could
include such functions as “dogs in parks,” children’s play etc. It is recommended that $10,000 be set
aside annually and that park management plans be completed as demand and funds are available.
$10,000 per year.
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10. Community Halls and Campgrounds
The existing SCRD community halls and campgrounds need significant refurbishing. Preliminary rough
estimates suggest between $120,000 to $340,000 may be required for the Parks Function.
11. As the population grows additional parkland will need to be acquired. This program should be
funded through DCCs, donations, etc.
12. Grant in Aid
The grant-in-aid and leisure assistance program recommendations are seen as modifications to the
delivery system that, depending on the approach taken, do not require significant additional financial
resources.
13. Joint-Use Agreement
A recommendation to review the joint-use agreement with the school board could explore how the
SCRD and school board can better utilize their facilities. it is recognized, however, that the school
board fiscal constraints may suggest that the SCRD could face more costs if the joint-use program is
expanded. The plan notes that working in partnership with the school board may provide the most
cost effective solution to providing services to the community.
14. Communication Program
The Master Plan noted the need for improved communications and signage. It is believed that most
of this program could be found in house supported by external expertise. The resulting program
could include sign sponsorship from tourism, commercial operators etc. It is recommended that
$30,000 be set aside for consulting services. These expenditures total $7,000,000 and should be part
of the annual capital plan. At this time the Parks Division does not have a detailed multi-year
maintenance schedule.

15-20. Descriptions 2012–2022 Total
Sechelt Aquatic Centre
Energy Project (2012)
Ongoing equipment
maintenance

Sechelt Arena
Lighting
improvements (2012)
Slab repairs (2013)
Building upgrades

Gibsons and Area
Community Centre
Sound attenuation (2012)
Ongoing capital
maintenance

Pender Harbour Pool
Fitness, UV, and other

$

$
Total

675,000
1,244,000
$ 1,919,000

Total

65,000
103,000
1,911,600
$2,079,600

Gibsons Pool
Boiler/hot
tub/mechanical
(2012)
Ongoing maintenance

675,000
512,800
Total $ 1,187,800

$

$

10

Total

135,000
1,307,000
$ 1,442,000

Total

$ 325,000
$ 325,000
$6,953,400
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21. Reserves
Planned maintenance and capital replacement is generally funded through contributions to the
annual capital plan. The SCRD also has a “Sustainability policy” in place that states:
•

The Regional District will strive to develop appropriate reserves for its capital assets and other
significant financial obligations.

•

Policy: Operating surpluses and one-time revenues will not be used to fund ongoing
expenditures. Major one-time revenues will be applied to—
•
•
•

reserves and/or rate stabilization in keeping with levels set by the board,
one-time expenditures, or
repayment of outstanding debt.

At this time the Recreation Division has a minimal reserve set up for ongoing maintenance and capital replacement. Parks
Division has started funding a maintenance and capital replacement reserve and an operating reserve for emergencies.
Discussions with Finance staff and other Municipal representatives suggest these reserves should be increased and a plan
adopted to ensure annual contributions. Implementation of this recommendation may require incremental financing of
$125,000 on an ongoing basis. In addition, staff believes an additional $300,000 may be required to bring Reserves up to
an appropriate level.

Updates 2012 and 2013 (SCRD Staff)
As noted in the above Board resolution (P. 2) not all of the items in the previous list will necessarily be
implemented specifically as the consultant suggests. This is explained by the unique structure of SCRD
Functions/taxpayers and due to the need to select priorities annually in light of all budget
considerations. Nevertheless the following updates by SCRD staff demonstrate that significant
investment has been made in Parks and Recreation in 2012 and 2013. The update uses the same list as
developed by the consultant in Chapter 9 and noted above.
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Expenditures and Funding Source for Operating and Capital Items occurring 2012 and 2013
Item
2012
2013 (Approved or Actual)
Expenditure
Funding Source
Expenditure Funding Source
1

Partial redeployment of .5 FTE Program Coordinator
(net zero)

2

Additional PTE position for Parks/Walkways

3

Outdoor Parks Staff 1.0 FTE Increase

4

New Trails, and Bicycle and Walking Paths

5

Parks Division Transfer to Reserve

6

Beach Access Trails Improvements

0
28,816
285,736

Taxation/Operations
UBCM-CWF (Gas Tax)

Taxation/Operations

280,674

UBCM-CWF (Gas Tax)

23,796

$3,796 Appropriated
Surplus $20,000
Taxation/Operating

Fullerton Beach Access

4,000

Appropriated Surplus

Coopers Green Boat Launch

7,000

Appropriated Surplus

4,687
31,238

Surplus from Operations

40,000

Estimated Surplus

Chaster Park - mitigate shoreline loss

80,982

0

81,000

Port Mellon/Smith Junction Beach Access

7

0

Taxation/Operating
Appropriated Surplus

Ongoing Park Improvements
Cliff Gilker - 2012 Picnic Shelter, 2013 Playground

13,546

Taxation/Operating

18,500

Taxation/Operating

Klein Lake - Swimmer Safety

4,233

Connor Park Amphitheatre

54,699

PH Lions Park - Drinking Water Treatment

22,417

Appropriated Surplus
$20,000 Conditional
Grant (2012 R3 Rec #19
March 5/12)

8

Sport Field rebuilds & Maintenance

18,213

Appropriated Surplus

0

9

Park Management Plans/Studies
Community Halls & Campgrounds Maintenance &
Improvements

1,526

Appropriated Surplus

15,302

Appropriated Surplus

Sarah Wray Hall

22,452

Conditional Grant (Gas
Tax)

Katherine Lake RV Electrical & Plumbing Upgrades

28,152

Transfer From Reserve

11,848

Transfer from Reserve

15,000

Transfer from Reserve

10

Appropriated Surplus

Katherine Lake Power Pole
11

Parkland Acquisitions

0

0

12

Grant In Aid/Leisure Assistance Program Expense

0

0

13

Joint Use with SD46 expansion

0

0

14

Communications & Signage expenses

0

0

15

Sechelt Aquatic Centre

Energy Project

694,390

Ongoing equipment maintenance

226,243

Gym Equipment

25,096

$375,000
Towns4Tomorrow
$319,390 LUA
Taxation/Operating
$5,000 Grant,
$20,096 Operations

Regrout Leisure Pool

Accessibility Project
16

15,000

LUA

65,281

$49,125 Grant,
$16,156 Appropriated
Surplus

Sechelt Arena
Slab Repairs - Insurance Project

389,862

Insurance Proceeds

788,638

Insurance Proceeds

Lighting Replacement

70,000

LUA

Compressor Room Ventilation Upgrade

50,000

LUA

Perimeter Drainage replacement

87,796

LUA

12

Page 10
Header Pipe Repair
Lighting and electrical upgrades
17

18

8,000

LUA

115,000

LUA

Gibsons Pool
Accessibility Project

67,000

Grant/Taxation

Tot Pool Repair
Heat Exchanger/Plumbing/Showers etc (subject to
tender)

25,000

LUA

81,000

Transfer From Reserve

Gibsons & Area Community Centre
Sound Attenuation
Electric charging station

118,714
7,810

LUA
Taxation/Operating

19

Pender Harbour Pool - Accessibility

67,000

Grant/Taxation

20

Pender Harbour Pool - Gym Equipment

20,000

Long Term Debt Proceeds

21

Pender Harbour Pool - Contribution to Reserve

32,000

Operating Surplus

Total Expenditures Listed

2,058,812

1,988,835

\\scrd.ad\files\networkfiles\Recreation & Culture\8160 Recreation Reports & Statistics\8160-01 General\2013 PRMP
Implementation Update Nov 21 2013.docx
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DAKOTA RIDGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
November 13, 2013

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE DAKOTA RIDGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING HELD IN THE CEDAR ROOM OF THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL
DISTRICT OFFICES, 1975 FIELD ROAD, SECHELT, BC

PRESENT:

Chair
Members

J. Mani, acting Chair
C. Moore
C. Robben
J. Mani
U. Pfaeffli

ALSO PRESENT:

Parks Planning Coordinator
Guest
Guest
Guest
Recorder

S. Adams
A. Dowle
K. Peterson
D. Fugge
G. Gelineau

ABSENT WITH REGRETS:

M. Paddison
R. Skene

CALL TO ORDER 5:10 p.m.
INTRODUCTIONS
Jami Mani, Vice Chair welcomed everyone and introductions were made. A. Dowle, D. Fugge
and K. Peterson, guests to the meeting, are waiting to be accepted and adopted by the Board
before they can participate in the meetings.
AGENDA

The Agenda was adopted as received

ELECTION OF CHAIR
Deferred to next meeting
ELECTION OF VICE CHAIR
Deferred to next meeting
MINUTES
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Minutes

The Dakota Ridge Advisory Committee recommended that the minutes of the meeting held May
7, 2013 be received.
REPORTS
Dakota Ridge Capital Replacement/Staffing Considerations
Sam reviewed his report and went over the following points:
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Dakota Business Plan – items include
o Access road
o Development of additional Nordic and snowshoe trails
o Sledding area
o Signage
o Piston Bully
Financials
o Revenue
o Expenses
o Budget
Road
Groomer
Staffing
Private Sector Economic Benefit
Advertise the grooming of 20 kms of trails
Emergency, risk procedures and safety level

Urs has concerns that expenditures are very lopsided compared to revenue and that this will
need to be looked at very carefully.
Discussion ensued on how to count users by residents vs non residents in order to get an idea
where the users of Dakota are coming from and how and where to market. The highest
percentage of tickets are sold out of Alpha Adventures with the remaining being sold from off the
hill and out of recreation facilities. Jami Mani, owner of Alpha Adventures, noted that he could
program his till to track the type of pass being sold and where the customer is from (resident vs.
non resident). Is there further data that we want exported from ticket sales?
Recommendation No. 2

Dakota Ridge Capital Replacement/Staffing Considerations

The Dakota Ridge Advisory Committee recommended that the Parks Planners report regarding
the Dakota Ridge Capital Replacement and Staffing Considerations be received as information;
AND THAT the DRAC refers the report to the 2014 budget process.
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Dakota Ridge 2012/13 Season Summary Report
The 2012/13 season saw increased pass/ticket sale revenues for Dakota Ridge. It was the fifth
season the access road has been opened to the top parking area and the fourth year season trail
passes have been sold. Other items noted:
• It was a Big snow year
• 17% revenue increase
• Road/parking lot upgrades and sledding hill construction completed with funds from the
Province and Bear Creek Hydro.
• There were 2700 volunteer hours during this season. These are broken down into the
following categories: groomers, trails hosts, advisory committee, jackrabbits, and ad
hoc work from various volunteer groups.
• Operations of inside and outside staff.
• Upgrade to the road access.
• Additional volunteer training on the Piston Bully and some maintenance repairs.

NEW BUSINESS
Terms of Reference
The Dakota Ridge Advisory Committee Terms of Reference were reviewed as well as individual
committee terms.
2013/2014 Marketing Plan
Sam reviewed highlights of the DR Marketing and Communications Plan as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Background info
Budget
Goals
Target Audiences
Key Messages and
Call to Action

Discussion ensued regarding marketing and selling Dakota Ridge passes at the Banff Mountain
Film Festival that’s taking place Fri. November 22nd at Elphinstone Secondary School. Peg
Neilon was the past liaison between DR and Tetrahedron Club members, however, she is no
longer a DR advisory committee member. Since Jami is setting up a booth for Alpha Adventures,
he suggested he take over Peg’s role and market and sell DR seasons passes at the festival. Jami
will be communicating with Hana Rose, Recreation Office Coordinator regarding the
procedures of selling Dakota Ridge season passes at the Film Festival.
Sam will communicate to the Tet Ski Club that the DR bylaw only allows 10% discount prior to
Dec. 15th and that 20% discount will no longer be available.
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Celia requested a copy of the DR press release so that she can add it to the SC Tourism web site
as a blog feature with social media buzz around that.
Trail Expansion
The trail extension and renovations of the warming hut was very successful with a total of
approx. 45 volunteers helping out. For $20,000, $40,000 worth of work was completed. Further
trail work is required to improve some of the higher areas. Currently it will take quite a bit of
snow to get the groomer through some of the new sections.
2013/2014 Season Update
Snow pending, DR opening day will be Sat. Dec. 14th. Discussion ensued regarding holding a
grand opening in January after the December rush, to celebrate the trail extension and warming
hut renovations. The use of dummy cameras was suggested to keep vandals from taking the
working video cameras. In order to bring people from off coast it was suggested that a 30km
race be organized and scheduled for Feb 2015.
Press release from Celia producing a press release, distribution and times lines to promote
Dakota Ridge to organizations on the Sunshine Coast. She will be in contact with other advisory
committee members via email.
BUSINESS ARISING FROM UNFINISHED BUSINESS
NEXT MEETING

At the call of the Chair

ADJOURNMENT

7:00 p.m.

Parking lot:
•

Promote health and wellness plan to larger corporations on the Sunshine Coast
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

November 29, 2013

TO:

Community Services Committee, December 12, 2013

FROM:

Trevor Fawcett, Parks Planning Coordinator

RE:

Trout Lake Recreation Area

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Community Services Committee receives for information the Parks Planning
Coordinator’s report entitled Trout Lake Recreation Area.

BACKGROUND
At the September 14th, 2013 Community Services Committee the committee made the following
recommendation:
Recommendation No. 13

Trout Lake Recreation Site

The Community Services Committee recommended that staff prepare a report for the Committee on the
status of a Trout Lake Recreation Site.
DISCUSSION
Trout Lake and the surrounding land is registered with the Provincial Government as a UREP,
(Use Recreation for the Enjoyment of the Public. The lake is also designated as a community
watershed. The watershed is not presently active but is considered a backup water reserve for
the Halfmoon Bay area. In the Halfmoon Bay Community Plan the land within the UREP is
designated as Future Public Recreation Use. The SCRD has a tenure with the Ministry of Forest
(MOF) to maintain the beach and parking area at the east end of the lake and a lease with the
province for the fishing dock. The park also has an ecological areas that has been enhanced for
the preservation of turtles.

N:\Parks Administration\5820 Parks Reports & Statistics\5820-20 Reports & Statistics\Committee Reports\2013 Nov Trout Lake
Recreation Area..docx
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

November 29, 2013

TO:

Community Services Meeting – December 12, 2013

FROM:

Bruce Bauman – Manager, Recreation Services

RE:

RECREATION WORK PLAN & BUDGET PROPOSALS

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Community Services Committee receives the report on Recreation Work Plan
and Budget Proposals as information;
AND THAT the Corporate Services Committee discusses Budget Reports in Round 1 of
the Financial Plan 2014;
AND THAT staff produces a report outlining options for capital funding prior to Round 2.

BACKGROUND
At the November 13, 2013 Corporate and Administrative Services Committee the following
resolution was adopted;
Recommendation No. 7

Recreation Services [616-621] – 2014 Proposed Initiatives

The Corporate and Administrative Services Committee recommended that, due to large Budget
Values and number of Recreation Services [616-621] – 2014 Proposed Initiatives, staff
prioritize the initiatives in order of necessity, category and budget year, with a view to potentially
minimizing the Budget Values and providing an option of establishing a Capital Budget;
AND THAT this reporting occur by the January Community Services Committee Meeting.

DISCUSSION
In 2010 the SCRD commissioned a Facility Audit for both the Sunshine Coast Arena and the
Gibsons & District Aquatic Centre. This report identified a large number of items at significant
cost in these two facilities that were in need of repair immediately or in the near future.
Additionally, the Sechelt Aquatic Centre and the Gibsons and Area Community Centre are now
seven years old and require capital funding for the repair and replacement of various
components. This information and resulting capital plan as prepared by staff was presented to
the consultants in preparation of the Recreation Service Review and the Parks and Recreation
Master Plan which have previously been received by the SCRD Board.
Table 1 lists projects as presented at the November 13, 2013 Corporate and Administrative
Services Meeting ranked in priority order. The priorities below are ranked with safety as the top
priority, regulatory compliance next followed by asset failure or preservation, plan
implementation and energy savings. The lowest priority is program enhancement due to the
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Recreation Funding Options Update

financial pressures and the need to minimize budget values as noted by the Board. The Board
did previously ask that a Budget Proposal for staff training for community development roles be
maintained therefore this is included for 2014. It is a relatively small expenditure compared to
some others listed here. Some projects are moved to 2015 to help manage immediate
pressures. The 2014 total is $460,000 and 2015 is $515,000 for a two year total of $975,000.
The legal claim also receives a relatively high priority. Finally, some of the rankings have a dual
ranking where they fall under more than one category.
The SCRD is challenged with revenue sourcing for these priorities. Others have recently been
done through LUA and that option appears to be exhausted.
Staff propose that a separate report be done to review options like an AAP to fund recreation
items going forward.

Summary
Costs are mounting for recreation facilities and priorities are important for safety and to preserve
assets and to keep four facilities operating. Staff recommend a separate report on funding
options.
2014 Budget Proposals
Table 1
Item

Rank

Rank Description

Cost

Year

Comments

Electrical Panel GDAF

1

Safety

$15,000

2014

Risk to public & staff; outdated

Tables Chairs Sechelt Arena

1

Safety

$10,000

2014

Worn & Broken

Flooring Replacement GDAF

2

Regulatory Compliance
Imminent Asset Failure/Loss of
Service
Imminent Asset Failure/Loss of
Service
Imminent Asset Failure/Loss of
Service

$125,000

2014

Letter received from VCH; risk of closure

$25,000

2014

Risk of closed facility

$55,000

2014

Additional Funds required based on tender

$10,000

2014

Revenue implication if not maintained

Dehumidification Wheel GACC

3&5

Heat Exchanger GDAF

3&5

Fitness Components Replacement

3&5

Increase Base Budget Water GACC

4

Asset Preservation

$10,000

2014

Rates/Rate Increase

SAC Legal Claim

4

Ongoing Initiative

$200,000

2014

To Recover Previous Costs

Community Development Training

5

As Per Master Plan

$10,000

2014

High Priority Master Plan

Total 2014 Proposals

$460,000

Dehumidification Sunshine Coast
Arena

3&5

Boilers/Mechanical GDAF

3&5

Risk of Asset Failure/Loss of Service
Imminent Asset Failure/Loss of
Service

$140,000

2015

Building Preservation

$175,000

2015

Identified by Consultants

Lighting Replacement SAC/GDAF

6

Energy

$120,000

2015

Partial grant Available

Increase Staff 1.6 FTE

7

Enhancement

$80,000

2015

Service Review/Master Plan

Total 2015 Proposals

$515,000
Total Proposals

$975,000
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2013
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
Recreation Services

January 1 through
September 30, 2013
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Sunshine Coast Regional District –
Recreation Services Key Performance Indicators (KPI’s)
Sunshine Coast Regional District – Vision
“The Sunshine Coast is a community of communities creating a sustainable way of life through a
collaborative decision making process. We are committed to an enhanced natural context; local
control over local resources; a vibrant economy; and an enriched cultural fabric.”
Sunshine Coast Regional District Recreation Division Mission Statement
“Through caring and collaborative leadership, we are a catalyst that responds to the changing and
diverse needs of our environment. We create safe and fun opportunities which contribute to our
vibrant and healthy community.”
The three strategic directions as identified in the 2013 - 2014 SCRD Strategic Plan are the compass
that supports of the delivery of SCRD Recreation Services Division programs and services. They are:
-

Cultural, Social, Environmental & Economic Sustainability
Community Development Water, & Zero Waste
Collaborative Leadership

In accordance with the Recreation Industries Best Practices, SCRD Recreation Services strives to
achieve the three strategic directions of the SCRD Board in the delivery of recreation programs and
services to residents and visitors to the Sunshine Coast.
We do this by playing one (1) the four (4) roles as identified in the 2013 Parks and Recreation Master
Plan, which are as follows:
-

Planner
Provider
Protector
Community Builder

Recreation Services Staff have adopted Division the following operational division values:
•
•
•
•
•

Common Purpose
Open to and Inclusive of diversity
Responsibility
Trust
Continuous Learning

These values provide the framework that help achieve the goals, vision and needs of the division,
organization and community in keeping with the SCRD Strategic Plan.
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Key Performance Indicators (KPI’S)
The 2012 Recreation Services Review identified Key Performance Indicators which form the basis
of the cumulative quarterly and annual report to be provided to the SCRD Board.
Key Performance Indicators focus on various aspects of the Recreation Services Division including:
A. Equity and Diversity
B. Efficiency
C. Operational Standards of Good Practice
Key performance indicators work toward ensuring the quality of life benefits of recreation are
available for the residents and visitors to the Sunshine Coast.
These quality of life benefits include but are not limited to programs and services that:
• Provide, facilitate and partner to ensure programs are relevant, available and responsive to
community members needs that foster community connections such as strong partnerships
with other Sunshine Coast agencies.
• Provide facilitate and partner and ensure programs and services are considering factors
such as: timing of programs, age of participants, financial resources and transportation.
Examples include monitoring program registrations, number of requests for programs,
providing low cost and free opportunities.
• Provide facilitate and partner to ensure programs and services are economic generators.
SCRD Recreation Services is working with our community to ensure that the programs and services
are delivered in the most efficient method.
Demographic Profile of the Sunshine Coast Community
Population distribution Sunshine Coast Regional District
According to the 2011 Census, the Sunshine Coast is made up of 28,619 residents.
These residents reside in the following areas:
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SCRD Population Distribution by Age
Age breakdown of residents on the Sunshine Coast (median age 51.6 years)

6000

SCRD Population
By Age Demographic

5000
4000
3000
2000

1140

1110

0 to 4

5 to 9

1375

1620

2100

5465

5200

3735
2710

2390

1765

1000
0
10 to
14

15 to
19

20 to
29

30 to
39

40 to
49

50 to
59

60 to
69

70 to 80 plus
79

• Based on Statistics Canada 2011 Census
SCRD Percentage of population over 15 years old is 87.5%
Programs and services offered by SCRD Recreation Services are designed to be responsive and
reflective of many factors including community demographics.
Recreation Services strives to meet the various factors associated with age demographics. The
Recreation Division works actively with partner organizations (i.e. Sunshine Coast Community
Services, School District #46 and Vancouver Coastal Health) to meet the needs of various
demographic sectors and to fill programming gaps for the various age ranges.
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A. KPI - Equity and Diversity
To ensure equitable access to recreation for a wide range of activities and user groups/individuals by
geographic area.
This Key Indicator includes the following:
-

Transactions (Registrations/Memberships) and attendance
Transactions (Registrations/Memberships) broken down by age group vs. population
Transactions (Registrations/Memberships) broken down by customer residence
Number and Percentage of registrations by facility/location
Number and Percentage of new customers
Number and Percentage who have out of region address
Number and Percentage of programs by activity category
Number and Percentage of participants by drop in, membership scans
Leisure Access utilization and population
Customer Testimonials

Activity Registrations
Aquatics includes: Swimming lessons, Junior Lifeguard Club, Diving, Learn to swim programs,
Masters Swimming, Water polo
Arts & Culture includes: Dance, drawing, music, and acting
Camp Includes: Day Camps of various types (spring break, Christmas, summer)
Health and Wellness Includes: Yoga, Zumba, Nia, Body Sculpt, Registered Fitness programs
Learn for Life include: Registration programs like Babysitter training, BCRPA training, cooking
Outdoor Includes: Kayak Navigation, Kayak Pool Rollover Training
Activity Registration by Activity Category January through September (2010 – 2013)

Activity Registration by Category
Category

2010

2011

2012

2013

Aquatics
Arts & Culture
Camps
Health/Wellness
Learn for Life
Outdoor

4253
239
78
2911
145
12

4318
234
61
2346
40
33

4980
26
177
3092
29
69

4539
6
468
2363
79
64

Total Program Spaces

7638

7032

8373

7519
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Notes:
- In 2011 the elimination of Function 670 Recreation Programs there was a reduction in some
categories
-

There appears to be a reduction in Art & Culture however some changes occurred where the
category has changed to Camps with the offering of Art or Creative Camps.

-

There has also been a move by other providers to offer programs leading to reductions in
some offerings of programs in SCRD facilities (i.e. Fitness or Yoga)

-

Staff are exploring options for programs that highlight what we have and are examining options
for programs as we move forward into 2014

Total Memberships Sold by Package January through September (2011 – 2013)
January 1 - September 30
Membership Category
2011

2012

2013

Lifestyle Annual
Lifestyle 6 Months
Lifestyle 3 Months
Lifestyle 1 Month
Lifestyle Tickets

232
97
364
590
5103

191
109
298
526
4463

155
97
245
497
3283

Non Prime Annual
Non Prime 6 Months
Non Prime 3 Months
Non Prime 1 Month

22
27
48
137

23
31
24
91

20
13
20
89

Swim Annual
Swim 6 Months
Swim 3 Months
Swim 1 Month
Swim Tickets

22
7
22
54
219

16
4
29
50
206

19
7
30
50
157

8

5

3

Flex Annual

The data above indicates a reduction in all categories over the same period for the last 3 years. On
further examination there are a number of membership packages which have seen little or no sales.
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Example: January through September
Membership Package
Annual Lifestyle
Child/Teen
Swim Annual Child/Teen
Swim Annual Adult

2011
14

2012
8

2013
13

0
6

0
3

0
7

The above graph indicates that time duration memberships (monthly) have seen a reduction which
has been picked up by the Multi passes. In 2013 the sales of multi passes has over taken the monthly
memberships. Additionally, the drop in admissions has seen a decrease in sales.
Below is a table of the sales of multi tickets and redemptions for the period of 2008 through
September 30, 2013.

NOTE: A number of these visits could have been purchased under Leisure Access with discounted
revenue.
Later in this report an examination of attendance will be investigated. It will show little change in the
number of recreation admissions over time. This analysis will indicate that patrons are presently
utilizing their un-redeemed multi passes or paying drop in admissions.
The Recreation Service Review indicated that our fees were the highest of all Regional Districts
surveyed.
The above data indicates that a full examination of our fees and charges should be undertaken. A
report with a complete review of fees and charges will be forthcoming to Community Services
Committee in January 2014
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Total Number of Transactions by Area vs. Total Population January through September 2013

Total Population vs Total Transactions
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000
0

Population

Number transaction

Note:
- As in the previous report for the period ending September 30, 2013 the number of transactions
follow the population totals per area however there are higher transactions per population in
Area F and SIGD for this period
-

Town of Gibsons and District of Sechelt have a higher transaction totals which tends to make
sense given the location of facilities

Recreation Admissions by Facility January through September

ALL Recreation Facility Admissions
180,000
160,000
140,000
120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0

154,713

164,116

158,497

133,533

Recreation Facility
Admissions

2010

2011

2012

2013

Note:
- Admission totals are up over the same period except for 2012
- Admission totals are close to our highest totals despite closure of Sechelt Arena
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Leisure Access Scholarship Utilization January through September

Leisure Access Value Utilized
$140,000
$120,000

$123,373

$129,919

$121,973

$106,666

$100,000
$80,000

Leisure Access Value
Utilized

$60,000
$40,000
$20,000
$0
2010

2011

2012

2013

Note:
- These figures although representative of value of service do not indicate usage (participation)
- There is less utilization of this program in the first 9 months of 2013
- The Master Plan identified a retooling of this program is required to serve a greater percentage
of the population. This review is presently being undertaken by staff.

A.

KPI– Efficiency

To ensure equitable access to recreation for a wide range of activities and user groups/individuals by
geographic area.
This Key Indicator includes the following:
-

Number and Percentage of programs that were cancelled
Revenue increase in programs by activity category
Number and Percentage increase of memberships sold by category
Number and Percentage of facilities utilized by category
Number and Percentage Increase of Facility Visits
Number and Percentage Increase in value of facility usage
Number and Percentage of Staff that attend team building session

Membership Retention Percentage January through September
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Note:
- The SCRD is doing a better job in 2013 than previous years retaining members (defined as
renewing for any package)
- Renewals are seeing a trend towards multi multi- passes and not monthly passes
Team Building
-

B.

100% of all Program, Supervisor, Management staff attended team building sessions during
the January through September period

KPI - Operational Standards of Good Practice

To cover good practice in key components like Risk Management, Staff Training and Development,
Culture of Customer Service, Marketing, Advertising, Communication with the public and Facility
Maintenance.
This Key Indicator looks at the following:
-

Taxation Comparisons Year to Year
Cost Recovery Rate
Operating Revenue and Expenditures
Net Operating Costs
Ratio of Population to attendance
Ratio of staff to attendance
Fees and charges
Facility Maintenance (complaints/compliments)
Customer Service (complaints/compliments)
Promotion/Marketing
Website & Online Data
Transactions online vs. in person
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-

Customer testimonials

Fees and Charges
- 2013 Review Complete with Implementation effective September 1, 2013

Online/Internet Revenue for Programs/Services January through September

SCRD On Line Revenue
$75,000

$72,213

$72,046

$70,000

$65,594

$65,000

$61,433

SCRD On Line Revenue

$60,000
$55,000

Note:
-

2010

2011

2012

2013

Some reductions in revenues
Identified by customers as difficult software to navigate
Overall online revenues are down in 2013
Staff have been working with software provider for a better online portal to be launched first
quarter 2014

Registration Revenue Refunds January through September

Refunds as a % of Total Sales
5.96%
6.00%

4.98%

5.00%

5.26%
4.39%

4.00%
Refunds as a % of Total
Sales

3.00%
2.00%
1.00%
0.00%

2010

2011

2012

2013
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Note:
- Registrations refunded primarily through class cancelations with insufficient numbers.
Final Notes:
- This report will be developed with more indicators over time
- Pender Harbor is included in above totals as indicated
- A complete review of business processes to match changing needs will need to be undertaken in
the future in keeping with KPI reporting requirements
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Key Performance Indicators (KPI’S) Sechelt Youth Centre
The SYC focuses on providing a safe, supervised, inclusive space for youth to access recreation
activities as well as support and resources. Programs are targeted towards youth in the 13 to 16
years (grades 8 to 10) demographic, although we are open to all youth aged 13 to 18.
Key Performance Indicators for the SYC include:
A. Youth Attendance and Participation
B. Programs, Activities and Services provided
C. Community outreach, partnerships, Initiatives, and youth engagement

A. Youth Attendance and Participation

60
50
40
30

Youth

20

Tweens

10
0
Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

First Quarter Average Attendance:
Youth:
41
Tweens:
39

Second Quarter Average Attendance:
Youth:
17
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Youth
Aug

Sep

Tweens:

49

Third Quarter Average Attendance:
Youth:
15
Tweens:
11
February many of our regular youth attendees aged out. The Tween program has been started up
to help target the age group 11-13 before they enter High school.
Tween nights are Mondays & Thursdays 2:30 – 5pm.
Due to renovations in progress and staffing issues, Sechelt Youth Centre was closed for the summer
and re-opened in mid September.
Youth attending in September have been predominantly grade 8’s and 9’s.
B. Programs, Activities and Services Provided
Tween program offers outdoor cooperative games, arts and crafts, billiards, and indoor games.
Youth Programming includes – billiards, art, Friday night dinner preparation, eating and clean up,
and computer gaming. Friday spaghetti night had 15 youth attend, and the initial group of kids
The program reopened in mid September with a pizza night.

C. Community Outreach, Partnerships, Initiatives and Youth Engagement
During the Third Quarter the following initiatives took place:
Staff worked to redraft the Mission Statement and Vision statement for the Youth Centre, and set
goals for fall and winter.
SYC staff met with school administrators and teachers at both Chat and the Alt school to discuss
aims of SYC, and to build relationships, as well as visiting the schools at lunch time to talk with
students, promote centre, and get input regarding schedule and programming.
SYC reopened with a pizza night and approached local businesses to request support for the centre.
33 youth attended the first evening and were asked for input into activities and schedule.
Community support has been forthcoming with donations of gift certificates, kitchen supplies etc.
Staff attend the monthly Youth Action and Awareness Committee, and met with several staff from
Vancouver Coastal Health, including Adolescent Specialist, Public Health Nurse, Tobacoo Reduction
Coordinator, Child and Youth Mental Health to discuss collaboration opportunities.
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Report
Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

December 4, 2013
Community Services Committee December 12, 2013
Paul Fenwick, General Manager, and Community Services Department
GDVFD 9-1-1 Rogers Tower Update

Recommendation:
THAT the GDVFD 9-1-1 Rogers Tower Update Report be received;
AND THAT the SCRD continue with the current capital program to replace the tower at GDVD
for the 9-1-1 system using best cost options;
AND THAT the Gibsons Council recommendation regarding GDVFD $12,000 funding be
referred to Round 1 of the 2014 Financial Plan;
AND FURTHER THAT the Town of Gibsons be asked if the SCRD could re-evaluate
increasing the height of the RCMP tower (Gibsons Police Station) as an option.

Background:
SCRD has planned since 2005 to replace the non-CSA compliant tower located at GDVFD with
a new tower of sufficient height to support upgraded 9-1-1 fire equipment. Initial review, had
this tower to be located at the existing site.
Rogers proposed a new tower at this location and would allow 9-1-1 equipment to be located
on the tower. As well as a free tower, Rogers would pay annual rent to the owners (SCRD and
Town) totalling $12,000. The Town hosted an additional public meeting on November 20th and
considered a Town staff report on December 3rd.
The 9-1-1 tower location at GDVFD was considered better than the police station site and other
options due to topography and tree cover problems. All options, however, must now be reassessed given the Rogers option is eliminated noting rising costs for towers which our
consultant has just pointed out (December 4th).
Report:
Excerpts from the Gibsons staff report are attached to this report. The SCRD staff
recommendation here takes into account the Town of Gibsons Council decision on this matter:
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409 Telecommunications Tower Replacement (Rogers Communications)
MOVED by Councillor Johnson
SECONDED by Councillor Bouman
THAT Council regretfully declines Rogers’ offer for a joint telecommunications tower at 790 North
Road;
AND THAT Council notify the federal office of Industry Canada that the consultation process
followed by Rogers has provided sufficient opportunities for the public to comment; however, that
the Town does not support locating Rogers’ infrastructure for telecommunication at 790 North
Road;
AND FURTHER THAT Council recommend that the Sunshine Coast Regional District consider
enhancing the fire department budget to include an additional $12,000 educational budget on an
annual basis to compensate for the loss of potential revenue from not moving forward with the
Rogers telecommunication tower plan.
CARRIED
Councillor Tretick OPPOSED

Tower Replacement
If the GDVFD location is still selected for the 9-1-1 tower, health considerations would appear
as no significant change to the current situation and may be less for emissions due to the
equipment being located higher on the tower. On the other hand, the RCMP tower has no
housing nearby at this time. We have no data on radio emissions for that tower. The GACC is
close by as is a shopping mall. Further, we do not know if the RCMP tower could structurally
be altered to meet 9-1-1 fire needs or if access by SCRD would be granted but it is an option to
consider in anticipation of rising costs for new towers. We understand the Town of Gibsons
owns the RCMP police station site.
Ongoing Radio Project
The 9-1-1 system upgrade is continuing and a recent change is to try a new location on an
office skyscraper in downtown Vancouver vs. Mt. Gardner on Bowen Island due to accessibility
and other advantages. The part of the project to address old towers has not been handled and
the GDVFD tower was identified as the highest priority for replacement due to its poorer
condition.
If the recommendation in this staff report is passed, the aim will be to re-examine options to
replace the GDVFD tower and if a new tower is viable, the earliest it could be completed is late
2014. Other components of the system renewal and radio channel splitting will continue at a
faster pace. These other components of the project have long been needed and are finally
moving forward after delays due to situational aspects like radio licensing slowness and
unavailability of engineering expertise and partners.
Financial Aspects
The financial impact of not having an arrangement with Rogers is that the 9-1-1 function will
pay for the replacement tower. Data is included in the attachment regarding this cost. The
capital cost is still under review (December 2013) and factors like re-using the existing
foundation at the fire hall would affect costs. The tower industry is very active with current
cellular system expansions which could significantly affect costs. Depending on how the
project unfolds, costs noted before ($150,000 to $200,000) may be low.
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The 9-1-1 five year capital plan (2014-2018) will include a process to replace towers in our
system and include estimated costs. 2014 will be spent looking at the engineering and costs in
more detail and it is only expected to replace the GDVFD tower before 2015.
The Board has already approved a carry forward of 2013 funds for the overall project.
Round 1 of the Financial Plan will also address $12,000 operating costs for GDVFD as noted
by Gibsons Council.

___________________________
Paul Fenwick, General Manager
Community Services Department

N:\Protective Services\7150 911 Program\7150-03 911 Service & ECOMM\2013 Rogers Tower Committee Report--9-1-1.doc
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STAFF
REPORT
TO:

Council

MEETING DATE: December 3, 2013

FROM:

André Boel, Director of Planning

FILE NO:

SUBJECT:

Telecommunications Tower replacement

3220-20-North Rd-790

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT staff’s report regarding the Telecommunications Tower replacement at 790 North
Road be received;
If Council wishes to support Rogers’ proposal:
1. THAT Council supports Rogers’ proposal for a joint telecommunications tower at 790 North
Road replacing the existing tower, subject to similar support from the Sunshine Coast
Regional District;
2. AND FURTHER THAT Council notify the federal office of Industry Canada that the
consultation process followed by Rogers has provided sufficient opportunities for the public to
comment; and that the Town supports locating Rogers’ infrastructure for telecommunication at
790 North Road.
3. AND FURTHER THAT Council forward the consultation results and petitions to Health
Canada for their information and consideration of the potential need for a review of Safety
Code 6;
4. AND FURTHER THAT Council request staff work with SCRD staff on the details of a lease
agreement with Rogers for the provision of a replacement tower and a yearly lease;
If Council wishes to decline Rogers’ proposal
A. THAT Council declines Rogers’ offer for a joint telecommunications tower at 790 North Road;
B. AND FURTHER THAT Council notify the federal office of Industry Canada that the
consultation process followed by Rogers has provided sufficient opportunities for the public to
comment; however, that the Town does not support locating Rogers’ infrastructure for
telecommunication at 790 North Road.
C. AND FURTHER THAT Council forward the consultation results and petitions to Health
Canada for their information and consideration of the potential need for a review of Safety
Code 6.
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BACKGROUND/PURPOSE
The Town of Gibsons and the Sunshine Coast Regional District have been approached by
Rogers Communications Inc. with a proposal to replace the existing telecommunications tower
at the location of the Gibsons Fire Department on North Road with a new tower provided by
Rogers, in exchange for allowing Rogers to locate their equipment on the new tower. In the
spring of 2013, Rogers organized a public consultation process based on the requirements of
the federal office of Industry Canada, who has the ultimate jurisdiction over telecommunications
in Canada. After reviewing the results of this process, Council passed the following resolution:
THAT a Town Hall meeting be held, hosted by Rogers, the Town of Gibsons and the
Sunshine Coast Regional District for the purpose of having a full dialogue on the
telecommunications proposal. (Motion R2013-236, June 4, 2013)
This report provides the results of the meeting that was held November 20, 2013 as well as
options for Council for responding to Rogers’ request.

DISCUSSION
Federal approval process for telecommunication towers
The federal government (i.e. Industry Canada) has exclusive jurisdiction over all forms of radio
communications under the Radiocommunication Act. Provincial (including municipal)
governments lack constitutional jurisdiction to interfere with or impair communication facilities
under federal law.
The federal government recognizes that municipal governments should be informed and
consulted with when Industry Canada uses its authority to locate antenna structures. Therefore,
Industry Canada has instituted a consultation policy. This policy required Rogers to follow the
consultation process. Results from the consultation process are reviewed by Industry Canada
when they consider the requested license. Industry Canada requires municipal “concurrence” with
antenna proposals.
SCRD and Town land owners for tower location
The Town and the SCRD are joint owners of the current tower location at 790 North Road. As
property owners the Town and SCRD have the right to decide if they are willing to make the site
available to Rogers for a joint telecommunication tower.
SCRD need for a new tower
The existing tower at 790 North Road serves the regional 911 service as well as Gibsons
Volunteer Fire Department radio communications. The tower has been considered in the SCRD
capital plan for replacement because the tower is at the end of its lifespan and no longer complies
with current CSA standards. The tower has also deteriorated to the point that it can no longer be
climbed and a bucket truck is used to service existing equipment. Replacement has not taken
place to date due to shortage of local funding available and pending a decision on the Rogers
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proposal. A summary of the financial implications for the regional 911 service is attached to this
report.
A new tower would allow for improved 911 reliability and would support region wide system
improvements. Rogers is proposing to pay $ 12,000/year, to be split between the SCRD and the
Town of Gibsons as joint owners of the site. The use of these potential funds has not been
determined.
Town of Gibsons possible use of a new tower
The Town of Gibsons water and waste water system is controlled by a “Supervisory Control and
Data Acquisition” system, more commonly known as SCADA. Among other important functions,
this system tells water pumps when to turn on and off, what reservoir levels are and how much
water is being used by the Town.
The Town of Gibsons recently constructed a new water reservoir in Upper Gibsons off
Woodsworth Road (near Payne Road) and needed to resurrect the use of SCADA via the tower
on North Road. However, the height of the existing tower is not sufficient to receive the signal
between the wastewater treatment plant and the new reservoir. A new higher telecommunication
tower could address this issue. Alternatively, the new fiber optic network could provide a hard
wired solution for the SCADA system.
Public Information Meeting November 20, 2013
Town staff organised a public information meeting, with the assistance of Rogers and the
Sunshine Coast Regional District. Verlaan Engagement Services and Training was retained to
help set up and facilitate the meeting. Rogers committed to re-imbursing the Town for the cost of
the facilitator’s services. Invitations were sent to residents and homeowners within 145 metres of
the tower location. Also, the meeting was advertised in local newspapers and staff informed the
coordinators of petitions about the upcoming meeting.
The meeting consisted of an Open House format, a presentation by Town (see attached), SCRD
and Rogers’ staff, followed by a facilitated question and answer period. Feedback forms were
available and copies of the form have been made available to Council. In total 65 individuals
signed in for this meeting. Attached is a summary of the feedback provided. With regards to the
meeting’s success in sharing information and answering questions, 22 of 34 feedback forms
received rated the meeting as “good” or “excellent”. With regards to the preferred option for
replacement of the existing tower, 21 selected the option without Rogers’ participation, 2 selected
the option with Rogers and 11 did not select an answer or suggested there should be no tower at
all.
In addition to the feedback forms, additional documentation was provided, which has been
attached to this report. Common themes in the comments are:
- The new fibreoptic network might reduce the need for new radio towers
- A precautionary principle should be applied
- Referencing of the Bio-initiative report 2012
- Impact of tower on real estate values
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During the meeting the following illustration visualised the two options.

Figure 1. Option replacement tower lattice style without Rogers participating

Figure 2. Option replacement tower monopole style to be provided by Rogers
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Gibsons and Area Cell Tower Bylaw Petition
Mr. Barry Haynes, with the cooperation of other residents, has organised a petition (attached).
Copies of the signatories have been provided to Council under separate cover. At the time of
writing of this report the petitioners reported a total of 376 residents of Gibsons opposing the
proposed cell phone tower.
The petition also calls for a bylaw that would restrict the placement of cell towers within 400
meters of heavily populated areas. Staff note that Industry Canada has exclusive jurisdiction over
telecommunication infrastructure. A municipal bylaw would be beyond the powers of a
municipality.
Canadian standards versus quoted research
With regards to allowable levels of electromagnetic radio waves the proposed tower falls well
within standards set by Health Canada under Safety Code 6. According to Rogers, based on the
cumulative analysis of all the antenna systems including future equipment, the maximum power
density value within a 400 metre radius is very low at 0.05W/m2 or less than 1% of what is
allowed under Canadian Standards. Staff has contacted Industry Canada for further information.
Industry Canada confirmed that due to its height, the proposed tower likely would not have any
problem meeting Safety Code 6 requirements.
According to Health Canada information the safety limits in Safety Code 6 (2009) are based on an
ongoing review of published scientific studies, including both internal and external authoritative
reviews of the scientific literature, as well as Health Canada's own research (see also attached
brochure). Moreover, attached to the report is further information from the Chief Medical Health
Officer of Vancouver Coast Health who provided a review and recommendations regarding
Cellular Phone Transmission Antennae and Base Stations. His conclusion is:
“ the international scientific consensus remains unchanged: radiation from cellular base
stations is far too low to cause adverse health effects in the community.”
(Source http://www.vch.ca/media/CMHO_CellPhones-June2011.pdf)
Also, Dr. Paul Martiquet, Medical Health Officer for our area, has confirmed (see attached) that
Vancouver Coastal Health has no concerns regarding the proposed communications tower at 790
North Road.
The petitioners and other concerned residents have expressed doubt with regards to the suitability
of the Canadian standards. Some doubt the integrity of the development of standards or the
agencies that develop them. A source of information frequently quoted by concerned citizens is
the “Bio-Initiative 2012” report. This report and others is used as a source to claim that
telecommunication towers are dangerous. Yet, the “Bio-Initiative 2012” report is considered by
others as an unreliable and unbalanced source of information. According to internet source
Wikipedia:
The BioInitiative Report is a report on the relationship between the electromagnetic fields
(EMF) associated with powerlines and wireless devices and health. It was self-published
online, without peer review, on 31 August 2007, by a group "of 14 scientists, researchers,
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and public health policy professionals". The BioInitiative Report states that it is an
examination of the controversial health risks of electromagnetic fields and radiofrequency
radiation. Some updated BioInitiative material was published in a journal in an issue guestedited by one of the members of the group,and a 2012 version of the report was released
on 7 January 2013. It has been heavily criticized by independent and governmental
research groups for its lack of balance.

PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS
Strategic Plan Implications
In the Strategic Plan the following three sustainability focus areas are particularly relevant in
relation to this proposal:
• Government and Engagement: “informing, involving and engaging the public …”
• Green Infrastructure: “... maintain public assets in an energy and cost efficient manner.”
Replacement of the tower by Rogers supports asset renewal at minimal cost to the local taxpayer.
However, a significant number of residents have expressed concerns.
Financial Plan Implications
The financial implications affect the budget of the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s 911 service.
The estimated cost for new 40 metre tower is approximately $ 120,000. The cost would be
absorbed by SCRD (including Town of Gibsons) residents (approximately $ 6.00/household).
More information provided by SCRD staff regarding the financial implications is attached to this
report.
If Rogers would provide the new tower it would eliminate the need to raise local funds for
replacement. Also, there would be ongoing revenue as part of a $ 12,000 annual lease. This
revenue would be shared with the Town of Gibsons and could benefit the financial position of the
Town.
Other Policy or Plan Implications
The Official Community Plan does not have specific policies regarding telecommunication towers.
The only policy that is somewhat relevant for this topic seems to suggest that utilities share
infrastructure and corridors where possible.
12.5.2 To avoid multiple utility corridors that comprise the environment, utilities should
share corridors, wherever possible. (This policy is aimed at overhead wiring for telephone,
cable and electricity)
The proposed tower has the potential of combining three users (SCRD, TOG, Rogers) on one
tower and this seems preferable over having separate towers on various locations throughout the
Town.
In the Zoning Bylaw, this property at 790 North Road is zoned Single-Family and Two-Family
Residential Zone 3 (R-3). The Fire Hall and tower are a pre-existing non-conforming use. The
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location of the tower in a residential area is not optimal, however, a pre-existing site is being used
and an existing tower is replaced.

RECOMMENDATIONS / ALTERNATIVES
Town staff has no expertise in the specialist area of telecommunications technology. For this
reason staff has provided 2 options for Council’s consideration on page 1 of this report.
Respectfully Submitted,

____________________________
André Boel, RPP
Director of Planning

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER’S COMMENTS:

I have reviewed the report and support the recommendation(s).

____________________________
Emanuel Machado
Chief Administrative Officer

Attachments
1. Summary of Results for November 20th 911 Telecommunications Open House
2. Copy of presentation slides November 20th meeting
3. Copy of petition opposing cell phone tower and request for a bylaw
4. Financial implications (information provided by SCRD staff)
5. It’s your health, safety of cell phones and cell phone towers (brochure Health Canada)
6. Health Concerns About Cellular Phone Transmission Antennae and Base Stations
(Statement of the Chief Medical Health Officer, Vancouver Coastal Health)
7. Letter from Medical Health Officer for Coast Garibaldi area of Vancouver Coastal Health,
dated February 14, 2013
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Financial Implications
(excerpt of information provided by SCRD staff)

9-1-1 Overall Capital Needs
SCRD provides 9-1-1 connection for police, fire and ambulance. The SCRD over a period of five
years has been upgrading the 9-1-1 component of the 9-1-1 system for fire services.
9-1-1 is funded coast-wide to look after communication (radio and paging) to ensure fire fighters
are called out to an event and have adequate radio communications to function. Therefore,
SCRD owns and operates a series of radios, base stations, repeaters and towers to provide this
service for Gibsons, Roberts Creek, Sechelt, Halfmoon Bay, Egmont and Pender Fire Protection
Areas. The individual fire departments also have portable and mobile radios for their internal
use.
Existing and new infrastructure for 9-1-1 Fire includes equipment on the Lower Mainland
(integrated with ECOMM) and two mountain towers, one of which the SCRD co-owns and
another leased tower on Vancouver Island. Dispatch is through ECOMM and funded by the
SCRD 9-1-1 operating budget.
The current capital plan includes replacing up to four non-CSA compliant towers over the next
four years. Towers have not been tendered however with engineering and technical support are
estimated at $150,000 or more each.
An analysis of the taxation impact for one tower is as follows:
Taxation Analysis for New 911 Tower
Estimated Residential Taxation per $100,000 of Assessed Value
Capital Cost

$150,000

$200,000

Annual
Total
Annual
Total
One Time
$
$
$
$
Taxation
1.54
1.54
2.06
2.06
5 Year Capital
$
$
$
$
lease
0.35
1.74
0.46
2.32
10 Year
$
$
$
$
Debenture
0.19
1.88
0.25
2.50
20 Year
$
$
$
$
Debenture
0.11
2.22
0.15
2.96
*Note: Estimates for capital lease and long term debenture financing are
based on current interest rates and are subject to change based on the
actual rates in effect during the financing term.
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There are insufficient reserve funds to replace all identified towers. Four
new towers over four years would total up to $800,000. These towers all
serve individual fire protection areas as well as the entire 9-1-1 fire SCRD
system. The longer term debt options assume all necessary approvals are
received.
Household Costs One New Tower
An evaluation shows that the GDVFD 9-1-1 tower is in the poorest condition
of existing towers. It needs to be replaced with a 40m tower in the near
future.
The cost for this tower for a typical residential property is:

Estimated Residential Taxation for a $400,000 House (Land &
Improvements) Gibsons Tower
Capital Cost

One Time
Taxation
5 Year Capital
lease
10 Year
Debenture
20 Year
Debenture

$150,000
Annual
$
6.17
$
1.39
$
0.75
$
0.44

Total
$
6.17
$
6.96
$
7.51
$
8.89

$200,000
Annual
$
8.23
$
1.85
$
1.00
$
0.59

Total
$
8.23
$
9.27
$
10.02
$
11.86

The above costs will increase as the whole system is continued to be upgraded. All taxpayers
on the Coast pay into the 9-1-1 service.
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

December 3, 2013

TO:

Community Services Committee – December 12, 2013

FROM:

David Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:

OCP / ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 325.18 / 310.131 (375703 BC LTD. /
624032 BC LTD.)

RECOMMENDATIONS:
(1)

THAT the report entitled “OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 325.18 /
310.131”, including draft covenant, be received;

(2)

THAT the Board approve the covenant in the form attached pertaining
to the subject property, including the landowner’s commitment to
dedicate a new 2-hectare park, access right of ways, linear park, and
‘no build’ buffer areas, in addition to any park dedication required
under the Local Government Act, as triggered by further subdivision;

(3)

AND THAT after the covenant is registered Halfmoon Bay Official
Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 325.18, 2009 be forwarded to
the SCRD Board for adoption;

(4)

AND THAT after the covenant is registered Sunshine Coast Regional
District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.131, 2009 be forwarded to
the SCRD Board for adoption;

(5)

AND FINALLY THAT these recommendations be forwarded to the SCRD
Board meeting of December 12, 2013 for consideration.

BACKGROUND:
At the Board meeting of November 28, 2013 the following resolution was adopted:
542/13 Recommendation No. 12

OCP/Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 325.18/310.131
(375703 BC Ltd. / 624032 BC Ltd.)

THAT the staff report dated November 1, 2013 titled “OCP/Zoning Amendment
Bylaw No. 315.18 / 310.131 (375703 BC Ltd. / 624032 BC Ltd.)” be received;
AND THAT this topic be deferred to the December Planning and Development
Committee meeting to allow consideration of the covenant;
AND FURTHER THAT regarding the park dedication, staff provide input received
from the Parks Department.
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The Board previously considered OCP/zoning bylaw amendment application 325.18 / 310.131
in June, 2010, when it adopted the following Planning & Development Committee
recommendation:
Recommendation No. 20
THAT the report dated May 27, 2010 entitled “OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw No.
325.18 / 310.131” (375703 BC Ltd./624032 BC Ltd.), and Public Hearing Minutes of
May 19, 2010 be received as amended;
AND THAT the Public Hearing Report of May 19, 2010 be received as amended;
AND THAT Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 be forwarded to the Board for third
reading;
AND FURTHER THAT pending third reading, final adoption of the bylaws be
considered once a covenant is registered as per the applicant’s recent expressions
of interest, and approvals are received from the Ministry of Transportation &
Infrastructure and Ministry of Community & Rural Development.
The OCP and zoning bylaw amendment application was submitted in 2010 to enable more
flexibility for expanding an existing residential subdivision located at Wood Bay Heights in
Halfmoon Bay. Originally, the applicant applied to change the ‘G’ subdivision district regulations
to enable an ‘average’ lot size of 1.75 hectares in place of an absolute minimum 1.75 hectares
in order to provide more flexibility for subdivision design.
The application has been on hold because of a downturn in the real estate market. Recently,
however, the applicant expressed interest in re-initiating their OCP and zoning bylaw
amendment. As requested in 2010, the applicant has prepared a draft covenant setting out the
terms for dedicating at least 2-hectares of additional new parkland, access right of ways, linear
park, and ‘no build’ buffer areas, in addition to any park dedication required under the Local
Government Act, as triggered by further subdivision.
The Regional District’s legal counsel reviewed the November 2013 draft of the covenant, and is
satisfied the SCRD’s interests are protected. A copy of the covenant is included as Attachment
A.
Considering the length of time since Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 were last considered,
copies of two previous staff reports are enclosed to provide more background to the application
(Attachments B and C).
Park Dedication
In 2010, following initial review of the rezoning application, the applicant and Regional District
staff negotiated the terms of a density bonusing scheme, whereby in exchange for the Regional
District reducing the minimum lot size from 1.75 hectares to 1.7 hectares, the applicant would
dedicate a new 2-hectare park on the lands to be subdivided, in addition to other related access
right of ways, linear parks and ‘no build’ buffer areas, and any park dedication requirements
related to subdivision, as set out under the Local Government Act.
As noted in the April 8, 2010 Planning and Development Committee:
Following the Public Information Meeting (on February 3, 2010), Planning and Parks
staff met with the applicant on a number of occasions, including site visits to discuss
the potential for public trails and additional park land in exchange for a proportional
minor increase in subdivision density. During the site visits staff observed within the
vicinity of an existing undeveloped park a number of other areas containing
productive wetlands, including habitat for migratory birds. Wetlands were one of the

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.131\CSC Report Dec 12 13.doc
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issues discussed at the PIM. Staff also focused on opportunities for public access
routes with any future subdivision of the property. As a result of the discussions, the
applicant has agreed in principle to the following at the time of subdivision:
•

In addition to any park land and/or cash-in-lieu requirements under
the Local Government Act at the time of subdivision, the applicant
would dedicate at least 2 hectares additional new park land within
the vicinity of the existing park and, where possible, the park land
is to be contiguous or connected via a public access. In exchange
for this additional park land, the subdivision density would be
increased proportionally by reducing the average minimum parcel
size from 1.75 hectares to 1.7 hectares (a difference of 500 m²).
The amount based on a theoretical subdivision layout of 40 lots
(40 lots x 500 m²) equates to the 2.0 hectares of proposed
additional park land;

•

In order to provide a visual buffer to park land, the applicant would
also register ‘no-build’ covenant areas within 20 metres of any
dedicated park land and ‘no-disturbance’ covenant areas within 15
metres of any dedicated park land, with an exception for public
roads, installing access driveways and covenanted on-site waste
water disposal fields;

•

In order to develop a pedestrian and/or bike trail link from existing
park to adjoining Crown lands at least a 4-metre wide access rightof-way and/or park land route near the northeast corner of District
Lot 6322. Such trail would have the potential for connecting with
another trail currently being developed northeast of the property.

•

To establish at least a 6-metre wide utility/access right of way
located on District Lot 6322 connecting to Highway 101. Such
access would have the potential of being used by pedestrians and
cyclists.

These terms were noted at the public hearing on May 19, 2010 and included in the report of the
public hearing that was presented to the Planning and Development Committee on June 10,
2010. Other than some minor changes in wording the only significant change was to reduce the
20 metre no-build buffer to a 15 metre no-build buffer. These are the terms included in the draft
covenant which is under consideration.
In response to Board Resolution 542/13 Recommendation 12, SCRD Parks reviewed this
application and commented that:
(Staff) would recommend that the 2 hectare park dedication be lot 43 which is
directly west of the existing park dedication. We do not feel that more wetland
would serve the residents in this area. Lot 43 is connected to the existing park and
provides the possibility for park development in the future. We would like to see the
final lot configuration and topography before we finalize the park location.
Staff note that the precise location of the additional park was a matter to be resolved
at the time of subdivision and that the covenant terms are to set out the minimum
area to be dedicated over and above the 5% requirement set out in legislation. The
following plan shows the existing, proposed (tentative from proponent) and preferred
(recent SCRD Parks staff) park locations.

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.131\CSC Report Dec 12 13.doc
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A copy of a tentative plan of subdivision follows:

The current subdivision pattern for the sites is shown in the following map:

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.131\CSC Report Dec 12 13.doc
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CONCLUSION:
Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 are proposed to enable a further residential subdivision at
Wood Bay Heights in Halfmoon Bay by applying an average minimum lot size. Applying an
average minimum lot size allows more flexibility for subdivision design and is particularly useful
in circumstances when factors such as topography, sun exposure and road access vary. At the
time of the original application, staff negotiated the terms of a potential density bonusing
scheme with the applicant, which would result in additional park and related lands in exchange
for reducing the minimum lot size slightly. After placing their application on hold for three years,
the applicant is now interested in proceeding with further subdivision and, therefore, have reinitiated their OCP and zoning bylaw amendment.
With regard to park dedication for the next phase of the subdivision, SCRD staff support the
concept of additional park being acquired in addition to the 5% required by legislation. The
precise location and nature of the park is a matter to be resolved at the time of subdivision. This
is because the tentative subdivision plan may change.
The proponent and SCRD Parks staff have suggested a potential location for the park.
However, the precise location of the additional 2 hectare park is a matter for further discussion
at the time of the subdivision application. This will include referral to the Halfmoon Bay Advisory
Planning Commission.
Staff note that the draft covenant establishes the following terms with respect to the park:
a)

at least 2 hectares;

b)

within the vicinity of the existing park;

c)

where possible, the park land is to be contiguous or connected via a public access;
and

d)

is in addition to any park land and/or cash-in-lieu requirements under the Local
Government Act at the time of subdivision

Staff confirmed that the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure gave section 52
(Transportation Act) approval. The Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development
approved the bylaws for adoption; staff note that at the time the bylaws were considered for
third reading the SCRD required Ministerial approval however this is no longer a requirement.
Thus staff support the Board signing the covenant and, upon it being registered, that Bylaws
325.18 and 310.131 be considered by the Board for adoption. Copies of the bylaws are
attached for reference (Attachment D)

__________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
Planning & Development Division
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT
(Section 219 Land Title Act)
THIS AGREEMENT is made
BETWEEN:
375703 BRITISH COLUMBIA LIMITED (Inc. No. 375703)
870 Elveden Row, West Vancouver, BC V7S 1Y8
(“375703")
AND:
624032 B.C. LTD. (Inc. No. 624032)
850 – 400 Burrard Street, Vancouver, BC V6C 3A6
(“624032")
AND:
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC V0N 3A1
(the "Regional District")
AND:
PACIFIC CASCADE CONSULTANTS LTD. (Inc. No. 365446)
AND:
JOHN NOEL LAXTON
AND:
SUNSHINE COAST CREDIT UNION
AND:
BIGLEAF VENTURES LTD. (Inc. No. BC0482335)
AND:
WILCOX & COMPANY LAW CORPORATION (Inc. No.
BC0659793)
AND:
VENTURELAND MANAGEMENT LTD. (Inc. No. BC0473226)

WHEREAS:
A.
375703is the registered owner in fee simple of those certain lands situate in the
North Shore – Squamish Valley Assessment Area which are legally described as follows:
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PID No. 015-937-011
District Lot 1485, Group 1 NWD Except Plans 13528, 19922, 20166, LMP26373,
BCP17413, BCP39164 and BCP45712
(hereinafter referred to as the “Remainder of DL1485”);
B.
624032 is the registered owner in fee simple of those certain lands situate in the
North Shore – Squamish Valley Assessment Area which are legally described as follows:
PID No. 015-138-160
District Lot 6322, Group 1, NWD Firstly: Part on Plan 22545, Secondly; Part on
Plan BCP17416
(hereinafter referred to as the “Remainder of DL6322”);
C.
Section 219 of the Land Title Act provides that there may be registered as a
charge against the title to any land a covenant in favour of the Regional District that the land is to
be used in a particular manner in accordance with the covenant;
D.
In connection with an application to rezone the Remainder of DL1485 and the
Remainder of DL6322 (collectively referred to herein as the “Lands”), 375703 and 624032
(collectively referred to herein as the “Transferors”) wish to voluntarily grant this Section 219
Covenant to restrict the use and development of the Lands.
NOW THEREFORE THIS COVENANT WITNESSES and in consideration of the sum of One
Dollar ($1.00) of lawful money of Canada and other good and valuable consideration paid by the
Regional District to the Transferor (the receipt and sufficiency of which is acknowledged) the
Transferor does hereby covenant and agree with the Regional District under Section 219 of the
Land Title Act of the Province of British Columbia as follows:
1.

The Transferors, on their own behalf and on behalf of their successors and assigns,
hereby covenant and agree as hereinafter set out with the Regional District, as a covenant
in favour of the Regional District pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act, it being
the intention and agreement of the Transferors that the provisions hereof be annexed to
and run with and be a charge upon the Lands as hereinafter set out.

2.

The Transferors covenant and agree that if they obtain approval to rezone the Lands
pursuant to the Regional District’s Bylaw No. 310.131, the Transferors shall not
subdivide the Lands except in accordance with the following:
(a)

In addition to satisfying the park land dedication provisions required under
the Local Government Act, the Transferors will also dedicate to the
Regional District at least 2 hectares of park land within the boundaries of
the Lands in a location or locations satisfactory to the Regional District
provided that such park land dedication(s) shall be within the vicinity of
an existing park and, where possible, the Transferors will ensure that the
additional park lands are contiguous or connected via a right of way or
other public access. The dedication of all park land shall be required, in its
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entirety, concurrently with the first subdivision of the Lands effected
subsequent to the final adoption of Bylaw No. 310.131 and the reduction
of the minimum parcel size from 1.75 hectares to 1.7 hectares;
(b)

The Transferors will establish ‘no-build’ covenant areas within 20 metres
of the existing park land on the Remainder of DL6322 and ‘nodisturbance’ covenant areas within 15 metres of the dedicated park land,
with an exception for public roads, installing access driveways with or
without utilities, and covenanted on-site waste water disposal fields, with
this requirement to be secured by section 219 Covenants to be granted
concurrently with such subdivision identifying the no build and no
disturbance areas;

(c)

The Transferors will grant to the Regional District, on terms to the
Regional District’s satisfaction:
(i)
at least a 4-metre wide access right-of-way and/or linear park
dedicated exclusively for the purpose of developing a pedestrian and/or
bike trail as a possible link between existing park on the Remainder of
DL6322 and adjoining Crown lands near the northeast corner of District
Lot 6322;
(ii)
at least a 6-metre wide right of way and/or linear park on the
Remainder of DL6322 connecting to Highway 101 for utilities, pedestrian
use and biking where possible.
The dedication of the 4 metre wide and 6 metre wide access rights-of-way
and/or linear parks provided for herein will occur when the portions of the
Lands adjacent to these public amenities are being subdivided in future
phases for new residential lots; and

(d)

New lots created through subdivision after registration of this Section 219
Covenant will not be further subdivided in the future and a further section
219 Covenant prohibiting any future subdivision shall be granted at the
time of subdivision.

3.

The Transferors and the Regional District agree that the enforcement of this Agreement
shall be entirely within the discretion of the Regional District and that the execution and
registration of this covenant against the titles to the Lands shall not be interpreted as
creating any duty on the part of the Regional District to the Transferors or to any other
person to enforce any provision or the breach of any provision of this Agreement.

4.

Nothing contained or implied herein shall prejudice or affect the rights and powers of the
Regional District in the exercise of its functions under any public or private statutes,
bylaws, orders and regulations, all of which may be fully and effectively exercised in
relation to the Lands as if the Agreement had not been executed and delivered by the
Transferors.
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5.

The Transferors hereby release and forever discharge the Regional District, its officers
and employees, agents and elected officials from any claims, causes of action, suits,
demands, losses, expenses, costs and legal fees whatsoever which the Transferors can or
may have against the Regional District for any loss or damage or injury that the
Transferors may sustain or suffer arising out of this Agreement or enforcement of same.

6.

The Transferors covenant and agree to indemnify and save harmless the Regional
District, its officers and employees, agents and elected officials from any and all claims,
causes of action, suits, demands, losses, expenses, costs and legal fees whatsoever,
howsoever or whenever arising, brought by any person that arises out of the granting of
this Agreement or the enforcement of same.

7.

It is mutually understood, acknowledged and agreed by the parties hereto that the
Regional District has made no representations, covenants, warranties, guarantees,
promises or agreements (oral or otherwise) with the Transferors other than those
contained in this Agreement.

8.

The Transferors agree to execute all other documents and provide all other assurances
necessary to give effect to the covenants contained in this Agreement.

9.

The Transferors shall pay the legal fees of the Regional District in connection with the
preparation and registration of this Agreement.

10.

The Transferors covenant and agree for themselves and their successors and assigns, that
they will at all times perform and observe the requirements and restrictions herein before
set out and they shall be binding upon the Transferors as personal covenants only during
the period of their respective ownership of any interest in the Lands.

11.

The restrictions and covenants herein contained shall be covenants running with the
Lands and, subject to the provisions of this Agreement, shall be perpetual and shall be
registered in the New Westminster Land Title Office pursuant to Section 219 of the Land
Title Act as covenants in favour of the Regional District and as a charge against the title
to the Lands.

12.

This Agreement shall enure to the benefit of the Regional District and shall be binding
upon the Transferor and its successors and assigns.

13.

Wherever the expressions “Transferors” and “Regional District” are used herein, the
same shall be construed as meaning the plural, feminine or body corporate or politic
where the context of the parties so require and the rest of the sentence shall be construed
as if the grammatical and terminological changes thereby rendered necessary had been
made.

14.

PACIFIC CASCADE CONSULTANTS LTD. (Inc. No. 365446), the registered holder
of a mortgage against the Lands, which charge is registered in the New Westminster
Land Title Office, British Columbia under number BB436755, as modified and amended
by a modification agreement registered in the New Westminster Land Title Office under
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No. CA2999091, for and in consideration of the sum of One Dollar ($1.00) paid by the
Regional District to the said Chargeholder (the receipt whereof is hereby
acknowledged), agrees with the Regional District its successors and assigns, that the
within Section 219 Covenant shall be an encumbrance upon the within described
property in priority to the said charge in the same manner and to the same effect as if it
had been dated and registered prior to the said charge.
15.

JOHN NOEL LAXTON, the registered holder of charges by way of a mortgage and
assignment of rents against the Remainder of DL1485, which said charges are registered
in the New Westminster Land Title Office, British Columbia under numbers
CA3003995 and CA3003996, respectively, for and in consideration of the sum of One
Dollar ($1.00) paid by the Regional District to the said Chargeholder (the receipt
whereof is hereby acknowledged), agrees with the Regional District, its successors and
assigns, that the within Section 219 Covenant shall be an encumbrance upon the within
described property in priority to the said charges in the same manner and to the same
effect as if it had been dated and registered prior to the said charges.

16.

SUNSHINE COAST CREDIT UNION the registered holder of a mortgage against the
Remainder of DL6322, which charge is registered in the New Westminster Land Title
Office, British Columbia under number BJ288165, for and in consideration of the sum
of One Dollar ($1.00) paid by the Regional District to the said Chargeholder (the receipt
whereof is hereby acknowledged), agrees with the Regional District its successors and
assigns, that the within Section 219 Covenant shall be an encumbrance upon the within
described property in priority to the said charge in the same manner and to the same
effect as if it had been dated and registered prior to the said charge.

17.

BIGLEAF VENTURES LTD. (Inc. No. BC0482335), the registered holder of a
mortgage against the Remainder of DL6322, which charge is registered in the New
Westminster Land Title Office, British Columbia under number BB789744 (as
transferred by CA1852757), for and in consideration of the sum of One Dollar ($1.00)
paid by the Regional District to the said Chargeholder (the receipt whereof is hereby
acknowledged), agrees with the Regional District its successors and assigns, that the
within Section 219 Covenant shall be an encumbrance upon the within described
property in priority to the said charge in the same manner and to the same effect as if it
had been dated and registered prior to the said charge.

18.

WILCOX & COMPANY LAW CORPORATION. (Inc. No. BC0659793), the registered
holder of a mortgage against the Remainder of DL6322, which charge is registered in
the New Westminster Land Title Office, British Columbia under number CA3359943,
for and in consideration of the sum of One Dollar ($1.00) paid by the Regional District
to the said Chargeholder (the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged), agrees with the
Regional District its successors and assigns, that the within Section 219 Covenant shall
be an encumbrance upon the within described property in priority to the said charge in
the same manner and to the same effect as if it had been dated and registered prior to the
said charge.

19.

VENTURELAND MANAGEMENT LTD. (Inc. No. BC0473226), the registered holder
of a mortgage against the Remainder of DL6322, which charge is registered in the New
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Westminster Land Title Office, British Columbia under number CA3360104, for and in
consideration of the sum of One Dollar ($1.00) paid by the Regional District to the said
Chargeholder (the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged), agrees with the Regional
District its successors and assigns, that the within Section 219 Covenant shall be an
encumbrance upon the within described property in priority to the said charge in the
same manner and to the same effect as if it had been dated and registered prior to the
said charge.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto hereby acknowledge that this Agreement has been
duly executed and delivered by the parties executing Form C (page(s) 1 through 6) attached
hereto.
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 30th, 2010

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – April 8th, 2010

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner
Planning & Development Division

RE:

OCP / Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 325. 18 / 310.131
(624032 BC Ltd. / 375703 BC Ltd.)

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the report entitled “OCP / Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No.
325.18 / 310.131 (624032 BC Ltd. / 375703 BC Ltd.)” dated March 30th, 2010,
be received;
AND THAT Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 (as modified) be forwarded to
the Board for Second Reading;
AND THAT a public hearing be scheduled to be held on Wednesday, May
19th at 7:00 p.m. in the Coopers Green Community Hall located at 5500
Fisherman Road, Halfmoon Bay;
AND THAT the Board delegate a Chair and Alternate Chair to conduct the
public hearing;
AND THAT prior to the public hearing:


The Corporate Services Department completes its review of Bylaw
No. 325.18 for potential impact on the Regional District’s financial
plan;



The Infrastructure Services Department completes its review of
Bylaw No. 325.18 for potential impact on any solid waste
management plan;



The Board considers any forthcoming comments from the Sechelt
Indian Band and School District No. 46;



The Board receives from the applicant a letter of undertaking
volunteering to register a restrictive covenant to provide the
following assurances for any future subdivision:
-

Aside from the park land dedication provisions required under
the Local Government Act, and in exchange for reducing the
minimum parcel size from 1.75 hectares to 1.7 hectares, dedicate
to the Regional District at least 2 hectares park land within the
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vicinity of existing park, and, where possible, ensure that the
additional park is contiguous or connected via a right of way or
other public access;
-

Establish ‘no-build’ covenant areas within 20 metres of any
dedicated park land and ‘no-disturbance’ covenant areas within
15 metres of any dedicated park land, with an exception for
public roads, installing access driveways with or without utilities,
and covenanted on-site waste water disposal fields;

-

Dedicate to the Regional District at least a 4-metre wide access
right-of-way and/or linear park dedicated exclusively for the
purpose of developing a pedestrian and/or bike trail as a
possible link between existing park and adjoining Crown lands
near the northeast corner of District Lot 6322;

-

Dedicate to the Regional District at least a 6-metre wide right of
way and/or linear park dedicated on District Lot 6322 connecting
to Highway 101 for utilities, pedestrian use and biking where
possible.

BACKGROUND
The OCP and zoning bylaw amendment application involves the remainder of two adjoining
District Lots (1485 and 6322) located at Wood Bay Heights, Halfmoon Bay. The applicant
proposes to change the subdivision district designation from ‘G’ (requiring a minimum 1.75hectare parcel size) to a new ‘G1’ subdivision district, which would establish an absolute
minimum 1-hectare parcel size and a minimum average parcel size of 1.7 hectares. The
proposed minimum parcel size was recently reduced from 1.75 hectares following community
amenity discussions with Planning staff.
The Board initially considered the application at its meeting of November 26th, 2009, at which
time the Board adopted the following Planning & Development Committee recommendation:
Recommendation No. 9 Bylaw Nos. 325.18 / 310.131
THAT the report regarding OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 325.18/310.131
(624032 BC Ltd./ 375703 BC Ltd.) dated October 15, 2009 be received;
AND THAT Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 be forwarded to the Board for First Reading;
THAT the application be referred to external agencies for comments and a public information
meeting be held once the applicant submits a tentative subdivision plan.
Following First Reading, the applicant prepared tentative plans of subdivision in order to show
the potential subdivision layout pattern derived from averaging the minimum 1.75-hectare parcel
size, as proposed. A public information meeting (PIM) was held on February 3rd (see summary
enclosed as Attachment ‘A’).
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This report summarizes the PIM, external agency comments, and provides further information
and recommendations as how to proceed with the application.
DISCUSSION
Public Information Meeting
The PIM held in February was attended by about 10 persons. The applicant detailed their
original proposal to apply a minimum average parcel size of 1.75 hectares and an absolute
minimum parcel size of 1 hectare to future subdivision(s) of the property. The main focus of
discussion concerned the potential impact on other existing properties within the area, including
wetlands, surface and ground water, and potential access to future subdivisions of the property.
Following the meeting, additional correspondence was received from one of the meeting
attendees concerning impact on down-slope water supplies, to which the applicant responded
(see Attachment ‘B’).
Potential Increase in Subdivision Density
In a previous report, staff identified the possibility that introducing a minimum average 1.75hectare parcel size with an absolute minimum of 1 hectare, as originally proposed, could result
in a slight increase in subdivision density. The applicant agreed that there is such possibility
given various factors affecting the site, including topography, water supply, waste water
treatment requirements, and access requirements. Averaging would allow the developer to
create relatively smaller lots as little as 1 hectare on land within the property that is most
suitable for development, and to create relatively larger lots on land that is relatively unsuitable
for development.
Averaging is an effective tool for providing flexibility in subdivision layout. It also has the
potential for ‘crediting’ the creation of larger land parcels that are relatively unsuitable for
development and applying the ‘credit’ to develop additional smaller parcels on lands that are
most suitable for development. Consequently, the net result could be a slight net increase in
subdivision density. The exact amount is not known in this case, given that the subdivision
potential is affected in large part by topography, water supply, waste water treatment
capabilities, and access requirements; most of which have not been proven out yet. Staff
believe that the net increase in subdivision density is relatively minor. However, the potential
increase in density should be recognized, particularly when negotiating community benefits
such as park land.
Potential Community Benefits / Community Amenity Proposal
Following the PIM, Planning and Parks staff met with the applicant on a number of occasions,
including site visits to discuss the potential for public trails and additional park land in exchange
for a proportional minor increase in subdivision density. During the site visits staff observed
within the vicinity of an existing undeveloped park a number of other areas containing
productive wetlands, including habitat for migratory birds. Wetlands were one of the issues
discussed at the PIM. Staff also focused on opportunities for public access routes with any
future subdivision of the property. As a result of the discussions, the applicant has agreed in
principle to the following at the time of subdivision:


In addition to any park land and/or cash-in-lieu requirements under the Local
Government Act at the time of subdivision, the applicant would dedicate at least 2
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hectares additional new park land within the vicinity of the existing park and, where
possible, the park land is to be contiguous or connected via a public access. In
exchange for this additional park land, the subdivision density would be increased
proportionally by reducing the average minimum parcel size from 1.75 hectares to 1.7
hectares (a difference of 500 m²). The amount based on a theoretical subdivision layout
of 40 lots (40 lots x 500 m²) equates to the 2.0 hectares of proposed additional park
land;


In order to provide a visual buffer to park land, the applicant would also register ‘no-build’
covenant areas within 20 metres of any dedicated park land and ‘no-disturbance’
covenant areas within 15 metres of any dedicated park land, with an exception for public
roads, installing access driveways and covenanted on-site waste water disposal fields;



In order to develop a pedestrian and/or bike trail link from existing park to adjoining
Crown lands at least a 4-metre wide access right-of-way and/or park land route near the
northeast corner of District Lot 6322. Such trail would have the potential for connecting
with another trail currently being developed northeast of the property.



To establish at least a 6-metre wide utility/access right of way located on District Lot
6322 connecting to Highway 101. Such access would have the potential of being used
by pedestrians and cyclists.

CONSULTATION:
APC Referral
The Halfmoon Bay APC considered the application at its meeting of October 27th, expressing no
major concerns, and concurring with staff’s recommendations that the applicant submit tentative
subdivision plans showing lot layouts based on current regulations and with the proposed
changes to the minimum parcel size.
Agency Referral
The application was referred last December to the Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure
(MOTI), Vancouver Coastal Health Authority (VCHA) and Sechelt Indian Band (SIB) for
comments. Both the MOTI and VCHA responded noting no concerns. Neither the Sechelt
Indian Band nor School District No. 46 responded within the referral period. Reminders were
sent to both agencies. If any comments are received they will be forwarded to the Planning &
Development Committee or Board.
Departmental Review
The OCP amendment portion of the application will be forwarded to the Corporate Services
Department and Infrastructure Services Department for consideration with respect to the
Regional District’s financial plan and applicable solid waste management plan.
CONCLUSION:
The proposed OCP and zoning bylaw amendment would permit averaging the minimum parcel
size on the subject property, with a minimum average of 1.7 hectares and an absolute minimum
of 1.0 hectare. Staff believe averaging provides more flexibility for laying out a subdivision plan
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and, as noted, staff and the applicant have worked out a density bonusing provision, as outlined
in the report. Among other things, this could result in a more environmentally sensitive and
pedestrian/cyclist friendly subdivision.
Planning & Development staff recommend that the draft bylaws proceed to Second Reading
and that a public hearing be scheduled to be held in May. In the meantime, interdepartmental
review comments are anticipated concerning any implications on financial plan and any solid
waste management plan. The applicant will also be submitting a letter of undertaking
volunteering to register a restrictive covenant to provide assurances for community amenities as
outlined in this report.
__________________________
Gregory Gebka, Planner
Planning & Development Division
GG/
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ATTACHMENT C
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

May 27th, 2010

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – June 10th, 2010

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner, Planning & Development Division

RE:

OCP / ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 325.18 / 310.131
(375703 BC LTD. / 624032 BC LTD.)

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the report entitled “OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 325.18 / 310.131”,
including report of public hearing, be received;
AND THAT Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 be forwarded to the Board for Third Reading;
AND THAT pending Third Reading, final adoption of the bylaws be considered once a
covenant is registered as per the applicant’s recent expressions of interest, and
approvals are received from the Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure and Ministry
of Community & Rural Development.
BACKGROUND:
A public hearing concerning Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 was held on May 19th This report
summarizes discussion at the public hearing and provides further recommendations as how to
proceed with the bylaws.
DISCUSSION:
The public hearing was attended by three members of the public, one of whom is the applicant
for the proposed rezoning. One letter of support was also received at the hearing (see attached
to public hearing report).
Discussion at the public hearing focused on the number of dwellings permitted on lots following
rezoning. Planning staff confirmed the current maximum number of dwellings permitted on lots
would not change from two. There was also some discussion of the proposed park dedication
Questions were also raised concerning the potential for additional new lots to be further
subdivided in the future. Staff indicated that the applicant agreed to register a covenant to
prevent any new large lots from being subdivided further. A question was also raised as to
whether new lots could be stratified. Staff indicated that a property could be stratified in the
case where two dwellings are owned separately. There was also a question about potential
new access off of Highway 101, as nearby residents are concerned about potential additional
traffic resulting from further subdivision. Staff confirmed that the Ministry of Transportation
would determine access requirements at the time of subdivision; though, any additional new
access off of Highway 101 is not likely to be approved.
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There was also a question concerning additional parkland agreed to be dedicated in exchange
for reducing the minimum parcel size from 1.75 hectares to 1.7 hectares. Staff outlined the
method in which the land area was determined for park dedication, which was explained to be a
minimum of 2 hectares park land.
CONCLUSION:
While neighbours expressed concerns with potential increases in traffic through Wood Bay
Heights resulting from further subdivision with the potential of no additional access from
Highway 101, no other major issues were brought up at the recent public hearing. Staff
recommends that Bylaw Nos. 325.18 and 310.131 proceed to Third Reading.

____________________________
Gregory Gebka
Planner
Planning & Development Division
Attachment
GG/
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DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.131, 2009
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. 310.131, 2009".

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is hereby amended as
follows:
Part IV by renumbering Sections 406 (8) through (11) as Sections 406 (9) through (12)
and inserting Section 406 (8) as follows:
406 (8)(a)

The average minimum parcel size within the G1 subdivision district shall
be 1.7 hectares and the absolute minimum parcel size shall be 1 hectare.

406 (8)(b)

Except for subdivision remainders, a parcel created within a subdivision
plan under section 406 (8) (a) shall not be subsequently re-subdivided to
further additional parcels.

Schedule B of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is amended by
rezoning the following parcels from the ‘G’ subdivision district to the ‘G1’ subdivision
district:
District Lot 1485, Group 1 New Westminster District, Except Firstly: Part On Plan 13528;
Secondly: Part On Plan 19922; Thirdly: Part On Plan 20166; Fourthly: Part On Plan
LMP26373; Fifthly Part On Plan BCP17413; Sixthly: Part On Plan BCP39164; and
District Lot 6322, Group 1 new Westminster District Firstly: Part On Plan 22545, Secondly;
Part On Plan BCP17416;
as denoted on Appendix ‘A’ to this Bylaw.
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PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

26th

READ A SECOND TIME this

22nd DAY OF

APRIL

2010

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

19th

DAY OF

MAY

2010

READ A THIRD TIME this

24th

DAY OF

JUNE

2010

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52(3)(a)of
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this
14th

DAY OF

JULY

2010

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

DAY OF

NOVEMBER 2009

2010

__________________________
Corporate Officer

__________________________
Chair
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DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW 325.18, 2009
A bylaw to amend the "Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 325, 1989".
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 "Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw
No. 325.18, 2009".

PART B - OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT
2.

Policy 3.18 is amended by replacing the phrase “Areas with a RURAL designation for which
the Regional District bylaws are applicable shall have:” with the following phrase:
“With the exception of the remainders of District Lots 1485 and 6322 denoted on Schedule
A3 at the time of adoption of this bylaw which have a minimum average parcel size of 1.7
hectares and an absolute minimum size of 1.0 hectare is required, areas with a RURAL
designation shall have:”

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME

this

26th

DAY OF NOVEMBER

2009.

READ A SECOND TIME

this

22nd

DAY OF APRIL

2010.

PURSUANT TO SECTION 882 OF THE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT ACT, CONSIDERED IN CONJUNCTION
WITH FINANCIAL PLAN AND APPLICABLE WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
this 22nd

DAY OF APRIL

2010.

PUBLIC HEARING HELD ON

this

19th

DAY OF MAY

2010.

READ A THIRD TIME

this

24th

DAY OF JUNE

2010.

APPROVED BY THE MINISTER OF COMMUNITY
AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT
this 26th

DAY OF JULY

2010.

ADOPTED

DAY OF

2010.

this

_________________________
Corporate Officer
_________________________
Chair
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