PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Thursday, February 14, 2013
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

9:30 a.m.

AGENDA
Adoption of the Agenda
1.
DELEGATIONS
Troy Speedie, McNab Creek Strata
2.
Re: BURNCO Rezoning Application

3.

Rachelle McElroy, Coastal Invasive Species Committee
Re: Invasive Plant Management

REPORTS
Briefing Note - Comprehensive Management Planning for Howe Sound
4.
(Regional Planning Services)

ANNEX A
pp 1 – 5
VERBAL

ANNEX B
pp 6

5.

Revised 2012 Howe Sound Community Forum Principles of Cooperation
(Regional Planning Services)

ANNEX C
pp 7 – 19

6.

Selina Williams, Corporate Officer, Town of Gibsons
Re: Save the Date – Future of Howe Sound Forum – April 13, 2013, dated
January 16, 2013
Rob Kirkham, Mayor, District of Squamish
Re: Development of a Comprehensive Management Plan for Howe Sound
dated January 17, 2013
Sunshine Coast Community Forest Proposed Watershed Spacing
(Regional Planning Services)

ANNEX D
pp 20

McNeill Lake and BCTS Liability
(Regional Planning Services)
Sunshine Coast Agricultural Area Plan Background Report Update
(Regional Planning Services)

VERBAL

11.

Agricultural Land Reserve Application #D-57 (Walker) for Inclusion
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX H
pp 27 – 38

12.

Proposed Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations (MMPR) and
Changes to the Marihuana Exemption (Food and Drugs Act) Regulations
(MER)
(Regional Planning Services)
Bylaw 310.145 and Potential Amendment to Roberts Creek OCP
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX I
pp 39 – 54

OCP / Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 432.30 & 337.104 (Webb
& Cunningham)
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX K
pp 58 – 62

7.

8.
9.
10.

13.
14.

ANNEX E
pp 21
ANNEX F
pp 22

ANNEX G
pp 23 – 26

ANNEX J
pp 55 – 57
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15.

OCP / Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 432.31/337.103 (Bel
Investments Ltd.)
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX L
pp 63 – 72

16.

Application for an Investigative Permit File 2410825 by Western Tidal
Holdings for Tidal Power Generation near Skookumchuck Narrows
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX M
pp 73 – 85

17.

Development Permit with Variance A-27 (Cohen)
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX N
pp 86 – 99

18.

Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.170 (Bunce)
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX O
pp 100 – 113

19.

Derelict Vessels and Vessel Near McNair Creek Park, West Howe Sound
Electoral Area F

ANNEX P
pp 114 – 123

20.

Voting at APC Meetings
(Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX Q
pp 124 – 130

21.

Planning and Development Monthly Report for January, 2013
(Regional/Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX R
pp 131 – 138

22.

Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of January 22, 2013
(Regional Planning Services)

ANNEX S
pp 139 – 142

23.

Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of January 23, 2013
(Regional Planning Services)

ANNEX T
pp 143 – 146

24.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of January 30, 2013
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX U
pp 147 – 148

25.

Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of January 22, 2013
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX V
pp 149 – 152

26.

Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of January 28, 2013
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX W
pp 153

27.

Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of January 23, 2013
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX X
pp 154 – 155

28.

Building Department Revenues for January, 2013
(Building Inspection)

ANNEX Y
pp 156 – 159

29.

Bylaw Enforcement Statistics for 2012
(Bylaw Enforcement)

ANNEX Z
pp 160 – 162

30.

Dog Control Statistics for 2012
(Animal Control)

ANNEX AA
pp 163 – 165

COMMUNICATIONS
31. Wayne Rowe, Mayor, Town, of Gibsons
Re: Gibsons Creek Fish Access Improvements, dated January 16,
2013

32.

Mary Tracey, Executive Director, Wood Works! BC,
Re: Resolution to Build Green with Wood, dated January 2013

ANNEX BB
pp 166
ANNEX CC
pp 167 - 169
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IN CAMERA
The public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with the
Community Charter, Section 90 (1) “(a) personal information about an identifiable
individual who holds or is being considered for a position as an officer, employee or
agent of the municipality or another position appointed by the municipality;” are to be
discussed.

ADJOURNMENT

ANNEX A

C

C

A

4.

Susan Hunt
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

SCRD General Inquiries
Friday, October 05, 2012 3:24 PM
Susan Hunt
FW: Re Burnco’s rezoning application at McNab
McNab minutes Apr 3rd, 2012.pdf
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From: Troy Speedie [mailto.
Sent: October-05-12 10:49 AM
To: SCRD General Inquiries
Cc: Lee Turnbull; Teresa Fortin
Subjecb Re Burnco’s rezoning application at McNab
Attention Mr. Garry Nohr and Donna Shugar,

n
Th regards to Burnco’s rezoning application, The McNab Owners, Strata Plan VAS 850, are
V

opposed to Burnco Rock Products rezoning their lands at McNab Creek to industrial zoning.
Please find attached an excerpt of our AGM minutes stating our opposition and concerns we
have. Please include this in the agenda for the scheduled Planning and Development meeting
th,
October 18
2012. If there is an opportunity for our community to speak more about our
concerns we have about Burnco’s proposal, I can be available at the meeting to speak on
behalf of our residential community.
V

Sincerely,
McNab Strata Chairperson
C)roySpeedie

1
11’3

C)
Opposition to Burnco Rock
Products’ proposed project in
the McNab Creek Valley, Howe
Sound.

C)
It was Moved and Seconded
Whereas as the Mc Nab Creek Valley owners, Strata Plan
VAS 850, understand the proposed project to date, our
residential community, adjacent to the Burnco Lands, has
serious concerns regarding the negative consequences to
our community and the surrounding area in and around the
Howe Sound region
and;
Whereas it is clear that there needs to be a comprehensive
long-term land and water use plan for Howe Sound, where
area residents and other stakeholders in the area are fully
consulted in potential projects of this nature;
and
Whereas the following are some of the concerns related to
Burnco’s proposed project, but are not solely limited to the
following:
1. Loss of Property Values
The economic viability of our community will be seriously
compromised, as well as our future use of our common
property. Rezoning of the subject property and
accommodating other industrial uses of the Burnco Lands
could potentially be detrimental and put the future of our
residential community at risk.
2. Health and Safety
The close proximity of the project and the associated
works potentially pose serious concerns to our health and
wellbeing. Noise, dust, light pollution, emissions, visual
aesthetics, safety and erosion of our foreshore, and
possible infringement of our potable water use. We do
hold two water licences (potable water from McNab Creek,
and for fire purposes from Lost Lake Creek).There is also
concern for the de-watering of McNab Creek in seasonally
dry periods and of flooding during wet periods. The barge
traffic and conveyor equipment pose risks to boaters and
to recreational activities on the foreshore.
3. Community & Cultural Identity
Our community’s cultural identity and strong family values
will be compromised. Family gatherings are very
important to us and the use and enjoyment of our
community and of the surrounding area will be profoundly
affected in negative ways. Without a strong community of
friends and family in the area, our cultural identity will be
lost.
4. Natural Environment
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There will be impacts to the fish and wildlife in the area.
We appreciate, respect, and have local knowledge of this
natural environment. We fish and hunt in the area and the
surrounding waters. Recreation, such as kayaking, hiking,
camping, wildlife viewing, and outdoor winter activities
will be negatively impacted. Our community and the
natural environment will be put into jeopardy:
That the Owners, Strata Plan VAS 850, do hereby oppose
Burnco Rock Product’s proposed mining project at McNab
Creek; and
On the Owners’ behalf, do hereby grant signing authority to
Troy Speedie ,or elected Strata Council members assigned,
for any applications, correspondence, etc, in reference to
Burrico Rock Products.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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McNab Creek Strata,
th
do 260 19
Street East,
North Vancouver, B.C
V7L 2Z2
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November 29, 2012
To: SCRD Chair Mr. Gary Nohr, Planning and Development Committee Members,
David Rafael, Senior Planner
Teresa Fortin, Planner
Re: Staff Report

—

Burnco Rock Product Rezoning Application.

Thank you for allowing us to access Burnco’s rezoning application for their relatively recently
purchased property in the McNab Valley. As long term residents in this area we have significant
concerns and questions on the contents of this application and the resulting preliminary Staff
Report to the SCRD Planning and Development Committee. Our previous letter sent October
th
5
th,
which is included in the October 18
2012 Planning and Development agenda, seems to
have overlooked a number of our concerns.
To start, the initial argument made by Burnco that based upon historical usage of the McNab
Valley the area was incorrectly zoned from the beginning is absolutely incorrect and denotes a
complete lack of local knowledge and understanding. If logging on the BC Coast was deemed to
be an industrial activity then virtually all of the BC coastline, including most of the Sunshine
Coast and Vancouver Island, should be zoned industrial. Logging in BC is the harvesting of a
renewable resource that is economically and socially beneficial to local communities, is
environmentally regulated today, and requires the operator to replant significantly more trees
than they remove. This is not an industrial activity such as a mine processing plant or a mill but
is akin to the planting and harvesting of a renewable crop (farming) which is absolutely not an
industrial activity. Logging enhances biodiversity through variance in the environment and does
not permanently remove or alter the environment. On the other hand, a gravel pit results in
completely the opposite outcome by permanently removing large sections of the landscape and
in this proponents usage, leaving a large pond with a continuous dyke or berm, whose future
environmental viability andlor productivity is absolutely uncharted and unknown.
—

It should also be noted that most logged areas of the BC Coast have already been harvested 2-3
times, and will continue to be harvested into the future. It would be interesting to do an economic
comparison of the long term future benefits to BC society that would result from logging
multiple times in the 77 acre area proposed to be left as a dredged out pond by the proposed
aggregate mine.
Of utmost concern to our community is: How is the McNab residential community going to
be able to continue to flourish, or even exist, and be part of the bigger regional picture?
We sincerely believe at this time that our community is not going to be able to sustain the
impacts this mine will have on us so therefore our economic and environmental vitality is
not being considered. As tax payers in the SCRD, we expect to be treated with dignity and
1
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respect, and be consulted thoroughly on all aspects of the proposed project and re-zoning
possibilities. Our community’s survival is at stake.

The suggestion in the staff report that: “There is scope to press for compensation and funds for
reclamation that will deliver an improved local ecology” beyond the implied 20+ years of
operation, is alarming. This suggests that someone can assess a value for the loss of the current
user’s environment over the project’s 20-30 year life; where we are supposed to trust that having
lost our enjoyment of the local environment during this period (while Burnco profits from the
results) that somehow this area will be reclaimed to a higher standard than its current quiet
natural environment that is already very rare in close proximity to metro Vancouver. By re
zoning this area of significant environmental importance to the region, how is this a step
forward?
Please note that we are also fmding errors and omissions in Burnco’s project description. In
particular, they are stating that our homes are 650 metres from the proposed processing area. In
our findings, that is incorrect. We are much closer, and even closer to the actual mine site.
With regard to cultural vitality, health and social well-being Rezoning this property from Rural
to Industrial would not be in the best interests of local communities and would have very
significant cultural impacts upon these long established communities and possibly on the First
Nations of the region. For example, the 16 families of our McNab Strata Group along with their
extended family and friends will be greatly impacted. Our ways of life, traditional beliefs,
fundamental human rights, and our value systems are very important to us. To change the zoning
to suit the proponent’s short term economic interests and thereby impact generations of families
at McNab Creek is absolutely irresponsible and disrespectful of our community’s rights and
values.
-

You may also be interested to know that McNab Creek is home to culturally modified trees,
pictograghs, and evidence of seasonal villages! communities. First Nation’s interests need to be
considered in suddenly changing any land use plans in this area.
Although we cannot hope to cover all of our thoughts within this letter we appreciate the
opportunity to express our most serious concerns. We trust that as a long term local Sunshine
Coast residential community we will be consulted during the SCRD’s ongoing evaluation of
Burnco’s rezoning application because the future viability of our community will be decided by
the decision you reach.

Sincerely,
Troy Speedie,
Chairperson,
McNab Creek Strata
tspeedie@shaw.ca
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ANNEX B
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 31, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, February 14, 2013

FROM:

Steven Olmstead, GM, Planning and Development

RE:

Briefing Note - Comprehensive Management Planning for Howe Sound

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Planning and Development Committee recommend that the report dated January 31,
2013 from the GM, Planning & Development regarding comprehensive management
planning for Howe Sound be received.

BACKGROUND
In response to a December 2012 staff report, the Board made the following recommendation
regarding land use planning in Howe Sound:
008/13

Recommendation No. 6

Planning for Howe Sound

AND FURTHER THAT staff request that the topic of Planning for Howe
Sound be included on the agenda for the Howe Sound Community
Forum meeting tentatively scheduled for February, 2013.
The Village of Lions Bay have included the topic of planning in Howe Sound as an agenda item
for the upcoming Howe Sound Community Forum. To set the context for discussion, an
overview presentation by SCRD planning staff will be given. The proposed outline for the
presentation is as follows:
1. INTEREST IN EXPLORING THE CONCEPT OF A COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT
PLAN FOR HOWE SOUND
2. BACKGROUND - EXISTING LAND USE PLANS IN HOWE SOUND
a. Local Government Plans – eg. RGS, OCP, issue specific plans
b. Provincial land plans – Sea to Sky LRMP
c. First Nations Plans – eg. Squamish Nation Xay Temixw (Sacred Land) Land
Use Plan
3. DISCUSSION OF OPTIONS
a. RGS for Howe Sound
b. Develop shared vision and planning principles for Howe Sound
c. Regional Foreshore Management Plan – eg. Sechelt Inlets Coastal Strategy
d. MOUs – eg with the province re Visuals
e. Official Community Plans – fill the gap(s)
f. Other

6

ANNEX C
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 31, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, February 14, 2013

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Revised 2012 Howe Sound Community Forum Principles of Cooperation

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Planning and Development Committee recommend that the Sunshine Coast Regional
District sign the revised 2012 Howe Sound Community Forum Principles of Cooperation
and inform the Howe Sound Community Forum.

BACKGROUND
In May 2012, the Sunshine Coast Regional District hosted a meeting of the Howe Sound
Community Forum. Forum members requested that SCRD staff distribute a copy of the revised
“Principles of Cooperation”. These “principles” were discussed by an earlier Forum subcommittee in 2010-2011. At the meeting, the Forum suggested that each member organization
receive the document and adopt it by resolution.
Planning staff circulated the 2002 and 2012 Principle of Cooperation to all Howe Sound Forum
members (See Attachments A and B). Attachments C and D are letters from the Squamish
Lillooet Regional District and the Village of Pemberton regarding these Principles of
Cooperation.
DISCUSSION
A summary of the changes between the 2002 and the 2012 Principles for Cooperation include:
• Section 1. Statement of Purpose was reworded to include “cultural”.
• Under Section 4. Common Vision, the vision “nurturing cultural heritage” was added.
• Under Section 5 Shared Values , the sentence “The Forum shares the following values
and objectives” was added to the end of the first paragraph.
• Under Section 5 Shared Values Efforts towards Sustainability, “cultural” was added to
the sentence.
• Under Section 6 Structure (The Members), the frequency of meetings was changed from
quarterly to “annually, or more frequently, as requested by any member or as predicated
by local issues”.
• Under Section 7 Activities (Action and Results), “are not expected to make decisions as
a body” and “actions” and “individuals” were added to the first paragraph.
• Under Section 7 Activities (Action and Results), “appraise the public of topical and
important matters that affect us all” was added.
The changes appear to support the intent of the Forum. Staff recommend that the Regional
District sign the new principles.
The next Forum meeting is scheduled for February 26, 2013 in Lions Bay.

7

Revised 2012 Howe Sound Community Forum Principles of Cooperation
PDC February 2013
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CONCLUSION
The revised 2012 Howe Sound Community Forum Principles of Cooperation appear to reflect
the intent of the Howe Sound Community Forum. Staff recommend that the Regional District
sign the 2012 Principles of Cooperation and inform the Howe Sound Community Forum.
________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner
N:\Administration\0360 Committees Non-SCRD\0360-40 Non-SCRD Committees\Howe Sound Community
Forum\2013 Feb HSCF Principles of Cooperation PDC rpt.docx
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Attachment B

Principles For Cooperation
Howe Sound Community Forum
To provide an overview of the need, purpose and structure for cooperative efforts by interested local
governments and First Nations in the Howe Sound area.
1.

Statement of Purpose
To provide a forum for local governments, regional districts and First Nations discussion to
maintain and enhance the economic, environmental, cultural and social well being of the Howe
Sound for the benefit of present and future generations.

2.

Rationale (The Need)
The Howe Sound Community Forum will enhance collective action among local governments,
regional districts and First Nations by:
• Providing a common forum for dialogue;
• Sharing knowledge and information to avoid duplication of effort and to enhance any
single organization’s capacity for action;
• Promoting the use of transparent processes that encourage awareness and
involvement.

3.

Scope (The area)
The Howe Sound area includes the marine waters and all the municipal, regional district, local
trust committee and First Nation lands that drain into these waters, the surrounding airshed on
the east side of the Strait of Georgia between Point Atkinson and Gower Point, and interested
adjacent communities.

4.

Common Vision
The Howe Sound Community Forum envisions that communities within the Howe Sound area
can be healthy, productive and sustainable by:
• promoting compact and complete communities;
• encouraging safe and livable communities;
• encouraging an integrated transportation system;
• preserving a healthy and natural environment;
• nurturing cultural heritage
• supporting sustainable use of resources;
• fostering a vibrant and dynamic economy;
• raising awareness about land use; and
• ensuring the public is informed and encouraged to be active.

1|Page
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Principles for Cooperation: Howe Sound Community Forum
5.

Shared Values

The Howe Sound Community Forum will involve the collective efforts of a wide variety of interested
parties including governments, First Nation communities, non-government organizations, the
private sector, educational institutions and individuals to pursue the following values and objectives.
The Forum shares the following values and objectives.
Value..Spirit of Sharing
Objective – The many interests and organizations in the Howe Sound can strengthen the
effectiveness of programs by openly sharing information and knowledge.
Value.. Action Orientation
Objective – The Howe Sound Community Forum will encourage groups to take actions that produce
positive observable results and public benefit to communities.
Value…Efforts towards Sustainability
Objective - The Howe Sound Community Forum members recognize the need to effectively manage
and maintain a balanced relationship between community development and the protection of
unique biophysical and cultural qualities of the region.
Value.. The need for Cooperation
Objective – Local Government and First Nation agencies and organizations will be encouraged to
work together to overcome institutional limitations.
Value...Stewardship
Objective – Voluntary action of individuals and organizations as a powerful and effective tool for
achieving positive results is an objective of the Forum.
Value.. Transcending Jurisdictions
Objective – The Forum will encourage communities to work together for the greater good because
territorial lines on a map mean nothing in terms of sustainability.
Value…Focus and Transparency
Objective – Forum member programs will encourage clear objectives and use accountable processes
that are available to Howe Sound Community Forum members and the public.
Value – Respect for Diversity
Objective – It is recognized that while every member of the Howe Sound Community Forum may
have a different focus or interest, they are encouraged to acknowledge a shared interest in the
sustainability of Howe Sound.
2|Page

May 25, 2012
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Principles for Cooperation: Howe Sound Community Forum
6.

Structure (The Members)

A hosting community from the membership will act as the focal point and be responsible to
coordinate meetings and agenda material.
The hosting community will rotate among the Howe Sound Community Forum members and
meetings will be held annually, or more frequently, as requested by any member or as predicated by
local issues.
Task forces or sub-forums may be established to focus on specific projects.
Charter members of the Howe Sound Community Forum include elected representatives of:
District of Squamish
Resort Municipality of Whistler
Squamish Nation
District of West Vancouver
Gambier Island Local Trust Committee
Village of Pemberton

Greater Vancouver Regional District
Squamish-Lillooet Regional District
Village of Lions Bay
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Bowen Island Municipality
Town of Gibsons

7. Activities (Action and Results)
The Howe Sound Community Forum members are not expected to make decisions as a body and will
achieve its objectives through activities that build on the talents and knowledge and actions of its
individual members by:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Facilitating information exchange about local or regional projects;
Supporting members by sharing information, research and best practices;
Appraise the public of topical and important matters that affect us all;
Identifying areas of public policy that require attention and projects that deserve the support of
the Forum members;
Assessing progress through benchmark, monitoring, and program assessments; and
Promoting transparency and accessibility by the Forum members.

3|Page
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Therefore, all the parties of the Howe Sound Community Forum commit to respect the Principles for
Cooperation.
Approved by the District of Squamish this ____day of _______, 2012 by __________________________
Rob Kirkham, Mayor
Approved by the Bowen Island Municipality this ____day of _______, 2012 by ____________________
Jack Adelaar, Mayor
Approved by the Squamish First Nation this ____day of _______, 2012 by ________________________
Bill Williams, Chief
Approved by the Gambier Island Local Trust this ____day of _______, 2012 by _____________________
David Graham, Chair
Approved by Metro Vancouver this ____day of _______, 2012 by________________________________
Greg Moore, Chair
Approved by the Town of Gibsons this ____day of _______, 2012 by _____________________________
Wayne Rowe, Mayor
Approved by the Village of Lions Bay this ___day of _______, 2012 by ____________________________
Brenda Broughton, Mayor
Approved by the Squamish Lillooet Regional District this ___day of _______, 2012 by _______________
Susie Gimse, Chair
Approved by the Sunshine Coast Regional District this ___day of _______, 2012 by _________________
Garry Nohr, Chair
Approved by the Resort Municipality of Whistler this ___day of _______, 2012 by __________________
Nancy Wilhelm-Morden, Mayor
Approved by the Village of Pemberton this ____day of _______, 2012 by _________________________
Jordan Sturdy, Mayor
Approved by the District of West Vancouver this ___day of _______, 2012 by ______________________
Michael Smith, Mayor
4|Page
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Attachment C

Box 219, 1350 Aster Street,

Ph. 604-894-6371, 800-298-7753

.SquamJ5I9 LiBooet

F: 604-894-6526

—

R E G

info@slrd.bc.ca www.slrd.bc.ca
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January 3, 2013
Ms. Teresa Fortin
Planner
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1
Dear Ms. Fortin:

Re:

Howe Sound Community Forum

We are in receipt of your letter dated November 22, 2012 in regard to the Summary
of the May 25, 2012 Howe Sound Community Forum, with the Revised 2012
“Principals for Cooperation” attached.
The Squamish-Lillooet Regional District Board of Directors have asked that prior to
the next meeting of the Howe Sound Community Forum, notice of such meeting be
provided well in advance to ensure greater opportunity for attendance by Board
members.
We would be happy to assist with communication in this regard by circulating any
request for availability to the Squamish-Liflooet Regional District Board. Thank you.
Yours truly,

Peter DeJong
Director of Administrative Services

Members: District of Squamish, Resort Municipality of Whistler, Village of Pemberton, District of
Lillooet Electoral Areas A, B, C, and D,
located within School Districts No. 48 and No. 74
,
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Village of PEMBERTdN
December 13, 2012
Ms. Teresa Fortin
Planner
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road,
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1
Re:

Howe Sound
Cooperation”

Community

Forum

—

revised

“Principles

of

Dear Ms. Fortin:
Thank you for your correspondence, dated November 22, 2012, requesting that
the Village of Pemberton adopt the revised Howe Sound Community Forum
revised “Principles of Cooperation”.
This is to advise that at the Village of Pemberton Regular Council Meeting No.
1321, held Tuesday, December 4, 2012, the following resolution was passed:
Moved/Seconded
THAT the correspondence and report from Teresa Fortin, Planner;
Sunshine Regional District, dated November 22, 2012 be received;
AND THAT staff be directed to review the “Principles of Cooperation”
and report back at a future Council meeting.
CARRIED
In this regard, the documentation has been referred to Caroline Lamont,
Manager of Development Services, for review and comment. It is anticipated
that a staff report will be brought forward early in the new year.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at the Village
Office.
Sincerely,
VILLAGE OF PEMBERTON
Sheena Fraser
Manager of Administrative Services & Corporate Officer
Cc:

Caroline Lamont, Manager of Development Services
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Peter Finley, Chair
The Future of Howe. Sound Society
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Dear Mr Finley
Re

Save the Date

—

Future of Howe Sound Forum

—

April

th,
13

2013

At the Regular Meeting held January 15 Council received your correspondence and
passed the following recommendation
“THAT a letter be written to The Future of Howe Sound Society stating that
the Town of Gibsons is willing to participate in a dialogue regarding an
overall management plan for I-lowe Sound scheduled for Saturday, April
th
13
2013”.
We look forward to receiving more details on the forum closer to the date
Yours truly,

Corporate Officer
-c.c..

Sunshine Coast Regional District

L
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District of Squamish
37955 Second Avenue,
P0 Box3lO,SquamishBCVSBOA3
Tel. 604-815-5030
Toll Free 1-877-892-5217
Fax.: 604-8155032_ www.squamish.ca
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January 17, 2013

Gary Nohr
Sunshine Coast Regional District
l975FieIdRd
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1

copy J

JAN 22 2013
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Development of a Comprehensive Management Plan for Howe Sound
Thank you for your letter dated December 12, 2012 regarding the potential
management plan for Howe Sound. The District of Squamish would like to
participate in the forum to discuss a comprehensive management plan for Howe
Sound.
We appreciate you taking the time to contact the District of Squamish and we
look forward to hearing how the forum is progressing.

i ncerely,

4km,
Mayor
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ANNEX F
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

February 6, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, February 14, 2013

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Sunshine Coast Community Forest Proposed Watershed Spacing

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Planning and Development Committee recommend that the staff report dated Feb 6,
2013 regarding the Sunshine Coast Community Forest Proposed Watershed Spacing be
received.

BACKGROUND
SCRD Planning staff have been made aware that the Sunshine Coast Community Forest
(SCCF) posted on their website minutes of a Board of Directors meeting held on November 19,
2012. Item #6 mentioned Chapman Creek:
6. Other Business
There was a discussion about the merits of commissioning a watershed study on the
remaining watersheds in the SCCF tenure area. The Forest Practices Board will be
conducting an audit on 20 watersheds in the province including Chapman/Gray.
MOTION:
UPON MOTION DULY MADE AND SECONDED IT WAS RESOLVED that a Request
for Proposals be called for the Chapman and Gray watershed studies to assess costs.
Motion carried.
MOTION:
UPON MOTION DULY MADE AND SECONDED IT WAS RESOLVED that the spacing
site in Chapman Creek be used as an educational tool. SCPI does have an obligation to
complete the project.
Planning staff have asked Dave Lasser (Operations Manager for the Sunshine Coast
Community Forest) for clarification of the spacing project mentioned in the second motion. Mr.
Lasser stated that he believes that the spacing site that is referenced in the November 12, 2012
minutes was done long ago, but he was going to confirm and notify Planning staff.
At the time of this report, Mr. Lasser hasn’t confirmed the status of the “spacing project”.
DISCUSSION
Planning staff hope to have a verbal update for the Feb 14th Planning and Development
Committee meeting.
N:\Administration\0420 District of Sechelt\0420-03 Community Forest\2013 Feb SCCF spacing project rpt.docx
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ANNEX G
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 28th, 2013

TO:

Planning & Development Committee (PDC) – February 14th, 2013

FROM:

Meredith Seeton, Planning Technician

RE:

Sunshine Coast Agricultural Area Plan Background Report Update

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report entitled “Sunshine Coast Agricultural Area Plan Background Report
Update” be received;
AND THAT the Planning & Development Committee recommend the Board accept the
amended Sunshine Coast Agricultural Area Plan Background Report.
At its January meeting, the Planning & Development Committee made the following
recommendation:
Recommendation No. 10

Agricultural Area Plan – Stage 1 Background Report

The Planning and Development Committee recommended that the staff report dated
January 14, 2013 titled “Sunshine Coast Agricultural Area Plan Background Report” be
received;
AND THAT the Board accept the Sunshine Coast Agricultural Area Plan Background
Report, as amended;
AND FURTHER THAT staff do additional research on the history of farming in
West Howe Sound to be incorporated in the report at a future date.
Staff has since communicated with the curators and visited the Sunshine Coast Museum &
Archives (SCMA) in Gibsons. Further research on the history of farming in West Howe Sound
and the Gibsons area has been incorporated into the background report. The revised ‘History of
Farming on the Sunshine Coast’ pages are included as Attachment 1.

Meredith Seeton, Planning Technician
Planning & Development Division
Meredith.seeton@scrd.ca
604-885-6804 (ext. 1)
Attachments:
1 – ‘History of Farming on the Sunshine Coast’ excerpt from AAP Background Report
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History of Farming on the Sunshine Coast
Early Gibsons & Area Farming

The traditional foods of shíshálh and Skwxu7mesh
Uxwumixw Nation ancestors included salmon,
seafood, berries, and other edible non-timber forest
products. Cultivation-based farming was primarily
introduced to the Sunshine Coast by European and
Asian settlers, which has been relatively small in scale
when compared to other agricultural regions of BC.

• Historically, the focal point for farming has
been on the shelf land below the mountain around Henry, Reed, and Pratt Roads. Farms were
also on the waterfront such as Soames Point, and
the bay area in Gibsons (SCMA, 2009).
• Although most farmers sold produce locally
to vacationers and neighbours, as one of the
first settlers in the 1880s, the gardens of George
Gibson Sr were so productive that he was able
to market products at a stand near the corner
of Main and Hastings in Vancouver (Leslie and
Keller, 2001, Wyngaert, 1980).
• In 1905 a Finnish settlement was established
in Gibsons and set up farming homesteads. Karl
Wiren raised a small dairy herd of nine or ten
cows and established a milk delivery service. Karl
and his son Wiljo used handloggers’ tools to clear
huge stumps and roots to create pasture land
and build up a large dairy herd. The Wiren family
delivered fresh milk to many of the summer
residents from Grantham’s Landing to Roberts
Creek. They were one of the only settler families
to live exclusively off of farm revenue (Leslie and
Keller, 2001, SCMA, 2009).

Logging and fishing were the main industries on
the Coast in the early 1900’s. Many families had
small-scale farms to supplement their income from
seasonal work and reduce food costs. The popularity
of the “stump ranch” as it was locally called, declined
after the late 1940’s, with the advent of higher wages
and government unemployment benefits during
the off-season. High transport costs off the Coast
made it unprofitable to sell to the Vancouver market,
with the exception of berry farms growing for the
local jam cannery (Peterson, 1962, SCMA, 2009,
Wyngaert, 1980).
“The one feature associated with each settler was the
fact that each planted a large area to garden produce. It
carried them along until late spring, and in fact, a few were
able to spare a portion of their production to others who
were in need. Most folk kept one or more milk cows; often
a pig, and there were chickens to supply their egg supply.
Fresh fruits were preserved in glass sealers. Devoid of these
commodities a family could not exist”
		
-(Wyngaert, 1980, page 99).

“During the tourist or camping season there was always
a demand for fresh milk. A few ventured into a delivery
service of sorts, but most had to withdraw at close of the
camping season. In 1912, the Fletcher’s had delivered milk
to the Bay area of Gibson’s Landing. Wiljo Wiren, elder son
of Karl Wiren in the midst of the Finnish Settlement, along
with cousin Laurie of the John Wiren family commenced
a delivery July 1, 1916, using a boys play wagon. Together
they pulled their small wagon to and from Grantham’s
Landing supplying folk along the way with fresh milk.
The Wilanders, Wyngaerts and Borgenstroms were also
involved in this type of service, each with their own
particular method of delivery. Malkias Kyto of North Road
walked daily to Hopkins Landing to make milk deliveries”
		
-(Wyngaert, 1980, page 77).

Strawberry ranch of Peder and Hilda Berdahl, associated with
the Cannery.
Photo #2746, courtesy of Sunshine Coast Museum & Archives.
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• In 1906 a land clearing fire at the north end
of what is now Leek Rd grew out of control and
burned trees as far as 8 km away (Peterson, 1962).
As a result, some of the families who arrived
thereafter came with the intention of farming the
cleared land.
• A homestead was established in Long Bay
on Gambier Island around 1900. A subsequent
owner raised prize Jersey cattle and planted
1,100 or more fruit trees. In the 1930’s the farm
was sold again. Fruit was sold to canneries in
Vancouver and milk and fruit to residents of Port
Mellon (Wyngaert, 1980).
• The Howe Sound Farmers Institute was
organized in 1911 and endeavoured to create
interest in farming among settlers. The Institute
supplied gun powder (dynamite) for farm
clearing and sponsored an annual fall fair
(Wyngaert, 1980).

cannery fell into disuse after World War II and was
subsequently converted in the 1960s to a storage
facility for a local soft drink distributor (Peterson,
1962).
• A vegetable cooperative was started in
1934, likely in the Gibsons area, to supply fresh
produce to summer campers and operated for
approximately three summers (Peterson, 1962,
Wyngaert, 1980).
• A large dairy farm on Pratt Rd (Hough’s Dairy)
started in the late 1940’s and sold to the local
market before largescale agricultural suppliers
began underselling local producers through
outlets such as Super Valu in the mid 1960’s
(Peterson, 1962, Wyngaert, 1980).

Gladys Elander standing amidst a terrifying herd of chickens at
the Elander farm on Shaw Road, Gibsons - around 1950.
Photo #1920, courtesy of Sunshine Coast Museum & Archives.

Early Roberts Creek Farming

• In 1888-89 English immigrant Thomas William
“Will” Roberts pre-empted land bordering a
creek (now “Roberts Creek”) and sold it to his
parents who developed an orchard and garden
(Leslie and Keller, 2001). In 1890 Will’s sister Alice
arrived with her husband Dan Steinbrunner, who
pre-empted 160 acres at what is now the corner
of Lockyer Rd. and Highway 101 (Leslie and
Keller, 2001).They raised cattle, pigs, chickens,
cultivated hay and vegetable, and managed an
orchard. Steinbrunner supplied fresh vegetables
and mutton/lamb to campers and residents of
Gibsons and Roberts Creek (Leslie and Keller,
2001). His sheep herd suffered from numerous

The Howe Sound Cooperative Canning Association on Henry
(Cannery) Road, Gibsons Landing.
Photo #935, courtesy of Sunshine Coast Museum & Archives.

• Members of the Farmers Institute created
the Howe Sound Canning Co-op - a cannery on
Payne Creek at Henry Rd. (Peterson, 1962). This
cannery produced berry preserves for over 20
years as the “Four Square” brand. Strawberries,
raspberries, loganberries, blackberries, and
plums were produced in the area for many
years (Peterson, 1962). It is believed that a
combination of low prices, frost damage, and
pests brought about a decline in production. The
Page 16
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Early Pender Harbour Farming

losses to bears and cougars, causing him to shift
to raising beef cattle. Steinbrunner moved his
farm to Gibsons in 1902 at what is now the site of
the Poplars Mobile Home Park (Leslie and Keller,
2001).
• In 1908 Esther and Jack Reeves also preempted land in Roberts Creek by Highway
101 and grew enough vegetables at their farm
to sell in Sechelt (Leslie and Keller, 2001). The
Reeves’ became locally famous for their awardwinning produce at fairs and the Pacific National
Exhibition in Vancouver. They also produced and
marketed their own preserves.

• The Klein family farmed a pocket of rich arable
land in Pender Harbour, which they settled in
1911 (Leslie and Keller, 2001). The dairy herd and
gardens provided milk and produce for many
local residents north of the Halfmoon Bay area.
This site is now home to Roosendale Farms.
• There are also reports of a dairy farm
historically operating on North Thormanby
Island; however no published records could be
found.

Early Sechelt Area Farming
• In 1913 Jiro “Jim” Konishi, a Japanese
immigrant, and his wife Hanna developed a 32acre market garden and dairy farm on the west
shore of Porpoise Bay (Leslie and Keller, 2001).
Until Jiro’s death in 1939 they provided Sechelt
homes with milk and produce (Leslie and Keller,
2001). They sold fruits, vegetables, and milk,
which were delivered to the customer’s door
(Steele, 1990).
• Whitaker owned many Sechelt properties
including a hotel and a farm, which produced
milk, vegetables, and fruit for the hotel. The farm
had a barn in which animals were slaughtered
and horses were kept (Steele, 1990).
• Duncan and Jessie Irvine had an acre of
productive market gardens on Sechelt Inlet
(Steele, 1990). The Carlson family owned 176
acres, of which 3 acres were under cultivation,
including barns for livestock. Abe Mason kept
chickens, pigs, and horses for logging (Steele,
1990).
• Some farms were opened up for pre-emption
in 1915 in West Sechelt, which is now Mason
Rd, once the area had been logged over (Steele,
1990). Cows roamed freely along roadsides and
in the bush. Children retrieved the livestock by
listening for the cow bells.

Mrs. Gertrude Reeves in her electric car in Roberts Creek about
1920
Photo taken from Bright Seas, Pioneer Spirits: A History of the
Sunshine Coast, by Betty Keller and Rosella Leslie, courtesy of
Sunshine Coast Museum & Archives.

• According to the Roberts Creek Official
Community Plan, in the years after World War II,
competition from large scale farms in the Fraser
Valley and imported produce gradually made it
more difficult for Roberts Creek farmers to find
markets. Much of the farm land was allowed to
lie fallow while some of it was subdivided for
homes. In the 1960’s the “Creek” was rediscovered
by the “hippie” generation and many of these
new “Creekers” settled on old farms. While many
of these new “Creekers” may have drifted away by
the end of the 1970’s those who stayed on have
had a powerful influence on the philosophy of
the community and have led the fight to preserve
its rural character.
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ANNEX H

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 29, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – February 14, 2013

FROM:

Meredith Seeton – Planning Technician

RE:

Agricultural Land Reserve Application # D-57 (Walker) for Inclusion – Area D
Lot D Block 15 DL 3377 Plan 20987 PID 005-600-413

RECOMMENDATION
1. THAT the report titled, “Agricultural Land Reserve Application # D-57 (Walker) for
Inclusion” and dated January 29, 2013 be received;
2. THAT the SCRD Board support ALR Application D-57 for Inclusion the ALR for the
following reasons:
a. The application aligns with We Envision, the regional sustainability plan;
b. The application aligns with the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan;
c. The application aligns with strategic projects underway such as the Agriculture
Area Plan and the agricultural zoning bylaw;
d. The Area Planning Commission has supported the application;
e. The Agricultural Advisory Committee has supported the application on two
occasions.
3. THAT the SCRD forward the application to the Agricultural Land Commission
noting its support.

BACKGROUND
The SCRD received and considered an application for inclusion in the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR) for 1723 Christmas Road in February of 2012 (revised application summary included as
Attachment 2 – updated to reflect new Roberts Creek OCP). At its regular meeting in March of
2012, the Board supported the application to include the land in the ALR.
The Planning and Development Committee (PDC) subsequently received correspondence,
dated October 26, 2012, from Brian Underhill, Executive Director, Agricultural Land Commission
(ALC), regarding an application to include land into the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) on 1723
Christmas Road, PID: 005-600-413 (letter included as Attachment 3).
The item came to the December 2012 PDC meeting (report included as Attachment 1), and the
following recommendation was made:
The Planning and Development Committee recommended that the staff report dated
December 4, 2012 titled “Agricultural Land Reserve Application #D-57 (Walker) for
Inclusion – Area D Lot D Block 15 DL 3377 Plan 20987 PID 005-600-413” be received;
AND THAT this be item be referred to the January AAC meeting and comments be
brought back to the Planning and Development Committee in February.
Planning staff has since received clarification from the ALC that should the application to include
the property in the ALR be approved, all existing uses would be “grandfathered” in as permitted
in perpetuity. This clarification has led the applicant to continue their application for inclusion
(see letter from applicant included as Attachment 4).
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AAC COMMENTS
This application has been referred to the Agricultural Advisory Committee on February 28, 2012.
At its meeting, the AAC made the following recommendation:
THAT the SCRD Board supports ALR Application D-57 for Inclusion the ALR and
forwards the application to the ALC noting their support;
The application was referred again to the AAC and discussed at their January 22nd, 2013
meeting. The minutes from the meeting are included elsewhere in the PDC agenda
package, and the following recommendation was made:
The Agricultural Advisory Committee recommends support for ALR Application D-57 for
Inclusion in the ALR, in light of the following:
• The application protects the applicant’s right to farm.
• The Agricultural Advisory Committee and Roberts Creek Advisory Planning
Commission supported this application in the past.
• The application fits with the developing Agricultural Area Plan.
• The application suits the new Roberts Creek Official Community Plan.
• The applicant advised that he had independently investigated the information and
satisfied himself that he understood the implications of inclusion in the ALR.

PLANNING STAFF COMMENTS
Planning staff recommend that the SCRD Board support the ALR Application D-57 for Inclusion
in the ALR for the following reasons:
•
•
•
•
•

The application aligns with We Envision, the regional sustainability plan;
The application aligns with the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan;
The application aligns with strategic projects underway such as the Agriculture Area Plan
and the agricultural zoning bylaw;
The Area Planning Commission has supported the application;
The Agricultural Advisory Committee has supported the application on two occasions.

Meredith Seeton
Planning & Development Division
Attachments:
1 – December 2012 PDC report
2 – Revised application summary
3 – October 2012 letter from ALC
4 – January 2013 Letter from Applicant
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

December 4, 2012

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – December 20, 2012

FROM:

Meredith Seeton – Planning Technician

RE:

Agricultural Land Reserve Application # D-57 (Walker) for Inclusion – Area D
Lot D Block 15 DL 3377 Plan 20987 PID 005-600-413

RECOMMENDATION
1. THAT the report Titled, “Agricultural Land Reserve Application # D-57 (Walker) for
Inclusion” and dated December 4, 2012 be received;
2. AND THAT the SCRD Board supports ALR Application D-57 for Inclusion the ALR;
3. AND THAT the SCRD forwards the application to the Agricultural Land
Commission noting their support;
4. AND FURTHER THAT the comments from the January 22, 2013 AAC meeting be
forwarded to the ALC.

BACKGROUND
The SCRD received and considered an application for inclusion in the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR) for 1723 Christmas Road in February of 2012 (revised application summary included as
Attachment 1 – updated to reflect new Roberts Creek OCP). At its regular meeting in March of
2012, the Board supported the application to include the land in the ALR.
The Planning and Development Committee (PDC) has since received correspondence, dated
October 26, 2012, from Brian Underhill, Executive Director, Agricultural Land Commission
(ALC), regarding an application to include land into the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) on 1723
Christmas Road, PID: 005-600-413 (letter included as Attachment 2).
It was recommended at the November PDC meeting that staff prepare a report addressing the
questions being asked by the ALC:
•

The history of exclusions in the area and how inclusion of this property is or is not
consistent with current or future local government planning in the area.

•

Comments from the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) in light of the letter.

DISCUSSION
Subject Property
The subject parcel is 1.9 hectares in size with access to the property from Christmas Road on
the east. The parcel was initially created by subdivision plan 20987 in 1986. Properties to the
north, south and west are not within the ALR and are residential, while the property across the
road to the east is in the ALR. The current property is currently being used as a farm. The
property is currently zoned with the G subdivision district, which carries a minimum lot size of
1.75 ha. As the property is 1.935 ha, it does not qualify for subdivision under this zoning. The
land use zone is RU1 (Rural Residential 1), which is a rural residential zone.
According to the 1975 National Topographic Series Map by the Department of Lands and
Forest, the agricultural capability of the soil on the subject property is classified as Class 4 and
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Class 5. Class 4 is land that has limitations that require special management practices or
severely restrict the range of crops, or both. Class 5 land is capable of production of cultivated
perennial forage crops and specially adapted crops. The National Topographic Series Map
notes that drainage and irrigation may improve the soil. The property is relatively flat, with about
a 6% grade from the northeast to the southwest corner.
Currently, there are two trailers on the lot, with the owner’s one son living in one and the other is
being rented. The property has been mostly cleared for farming. Blueberries and cranberries
and garlic are being farmed on the west side of the property, and there is a plan for an orchard
on the far west side.
Consistency with Local Planning

Building community food security is a strategic direction included in the We Envision, the
regional sustainability plan. The plan also includes a target of increasing local food
production to 20% of the food consumed locally.
The property is designated Rural by the Roberts Creek OCP, which is land that permits forest
related activities, and other compatible rural activities such as agriculture, small scale, value
added manufacturing of local forest products, and limited forms of assemblies.
The following objectives listed in the Roberts Creek OCP support agriculture:
9.a Preserve and protect land for agriculture use.
9.b Support and promote small-scale farming as a social, cultural and economic priority
and an ecologically responsible land use in Roberts Creek.
9.c Facilitate the sale of agricultural products produced in Roberts Creek both on site and
at farmers’ markets.
9.d Support a strategy for diversifying and enhancing farm income by creating
opportunities for value added activities related to local agriculture without adverse
impacts on farmland capabilities.
9.e Minimize conflict between agricultural activity and other uses on adjacent properties
regarding the environment.
9.f Encourage the creation and implementation of a regional agriculture plan that leads to
sustainable regional food self-sufficiency.
9.g Encourage best practices of water management and conservation to minimize the
impact on the Regional District’s water and local aquifers, while considering the needs
sufficient for agriculture use.
Policy 9.1.4 specifically supports inclusion of new ALR:
“To offset the impacts of the non-farm use or the removal of lands from the Agricultural
Land Reserve under this policy, the Regional District will encourage the inclusion into the
Agricultural Land Reserve of other lands, in the planning area, that are at least as
suitable for agriculture. The Regional District will work with property owners, the
Agricultural Advisory Committee and the Agricultural Land Commission to designate
additional ALR.”
The property is zoned RU-1 (Rural One). Agriculture is a permitted use in this zone. Most ALR
land is zoned RU-3, and should the application for inclusion be approved, consideration could be
given to rezoning the property as RU-3.
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History of ALR Exclusions in the Area
The October 26th letter from the ALC noted that the land was excluded from the ALR in 1977
along with approximately 1800 hectares of land in the area by way of a boundary review. This
would have been a decision of the ALC, and not the SCRD.
More recently, the SCRD has begun to support agriculture more actively, as evidenced in a
number of strategic projects underway:
• An agricultural zoning policy is under development,
• Stage I of an Agricultural Area Plan has been completed,
• An Agricultural Advisory Committee has been formed,
• The newly adopted Roberts Creek OCP includes clear policies supporting agriculture.
Further, the community groups in the Roberts Creek area in particular are active in supporting
agriculture and food security. There is therefore a move towards supporting applications to
include additional land in the ALR.
AAC Comments
This application has been referred to the Agricultural Advisory Committee on February 28, 2012.
At their meeting, the AAC made the following recommendation:
THAT the SCRD Board supports ALR Application D-57 for Inclusion the ALR and
forwards the application to the ALC noting their support;
The application and the October 26th letter from the ALC will be referred back to the AAC
for their January 22nd, 2013 meeting. Comments from the upcoming AAC meeting will be
forwarded to the ALC.
APC Comments
This application has been referred to the Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission on
February 27, 2012. At their meeting, the APC made the following recommendation:
MOTION: The APC supports Option 1 [THAT the SCRD Board supports ALR
Application D-57 for Inclusion the ALR and forwards the application to the ALC
noting their support;]
COMMENT: The APC was pleased to receive this rare application and
wholeheartedly supports it.
Communication with Applicants
Planning staff has spoken with the applicants to request that the SCRD be copied on
correspondence with the ALC on this matter. The applicants informed staff that as of
December 4th they had not yet replied to the October 26th letter and are in the process of
considering the best way forward:
• The applicants communicated they wish to protect this parcel for agricultural use
as it is a flat 5 acre parcel well-suited for agriculture.
• They are concerned about the future of a rental property on their lot, which
provides housing for a non-family member and non-farm worker. The rental
property provides important income that supports the farm operation.
The applicants are therefore reviewing the Agricultural Land Commission Act and
regulation more closely, and considering the implications of putting their property in the
ALR.
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PLANNING STAFF COMMENTS
It is up to the ALC to decide on the inclusion of this property in the ALR. The ALC will take into
account comments from the SCRD and as such, the Planning Department is requesting
comments from this committee.
It is possible that the applicant, upon further consideration of the implications of putting their
property in the ALR, may withdraw their application. In that case, the comments of the SCRD will
not be considered. Planning staff recommend that the SCRD Board support the ALR Application
D-57 for Inclusion in the ALR for the following reasons:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The application aligns with We Envision, the regional sustainability plan;
The application aligns with the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan;
The application aligns with the current zoning of the property, and consideration could be
given to rezoning to RU-3;
The application aligns with strategic projects underway such as the Agriculture Area Plan
and the agricultural zoning bylaw;
The Area Planning Commission has supported the application;
The Agricultural Advisory Committee has supported the application and will be given the
opportunity to comment further in January 2013.

____________
Meredith Seeton
Planning Technician
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AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE APPLICATION
SUMMARY
Date of Report (revised):

December 4, 2012

ALR File: # D-57

APPLICANT:

Patrick Henry Walker

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Lot D Block 15 DL 3377 Plan 20987
PID 005-600-413

LOCATION:

1723 Christmas Road, Roberts Creek, BC

APPLICATION FOR:

Inclusion

REASON:

Applicants will be farming the majority of the parcel.

SOIL CLASSIFICATION:

The soils on this parcel have two Agriculture Capability Categories.
• Class 4 and Class 5
• Noted constraints include soil moisture deficiency and stoniness.
Agriculture Capability Class Definitions:
• Class 4 land is capable of a restricted range of crops. Soil and climate
conditions require special management considerations.
• Class 5 land is capable of production of cultivated perennial forage
crops and specially adapted crops. Soil and/or climate conditions
severely limit capability.

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY
PLAN DESIGNATION:

Rural

PARCEL SIZE:

Total size is 1.935 hectares.

EXISTING LAND USE:

blueberries, cranberries, garlic and fruit trees growing

SURROUNDING LAND USE:

North – residential and farm
East – Christmas Road and ALR
West – Residential
South – Residential
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This application complies with the current zoning bylaw.
Present: RU1 (Rural Residential One).
Within surrounding area: RU1, RU3 (Rural Residential Three, typically
ALR zoning)
Applications for amendment within surrounding area: Not at this time.

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

The property is serviced by an independent system.

SEWER:

On-site.

ROAD ACCESS:

Access to site is via Christmas Road to the east.

ZONING ISSUES:

Property is currently zoned RU1. If included in the ALR, recommend zoning
change to RU3.

OCP POLICIES AND
OBJECTIVES:

Rural Land Use Designation
(Policies 17.12-17.15, page 106-107, Roberts Creek OCP)
Areas designated RURAL include land located outside the Crown
Provincial Forest and Private Managed Forest Land areas where landuse zoning will permit:
i. residential,
ii. limited forest related activities,
iii. other compatible rural activities such as agriculture, small
scale, value added manufacturing of local forest products, and
iv. limited forms of assembly.
This land serves as a buffer to the Crown Provincial Forest and Private
Managed Forest Land and provides community diversity and a rurallifestyle alternative. Some areas are also characterized by terrain less
conducive to residential settlement.
Minimum parcel size requirement for subdivision purposes for RURAL
shall be 1.75 hectares (4.3 acres) to provide a buffer of larger parcels to
adjacent resource lands, to provide for community diversity and a rurallifestyle alternative, and in part to satisfy soil constraints for on-site
sewage disposal purposes.
Secondary suites may be allowed in all zones subject to criteria
established in the SCRD zoning bylaw.
RURAL designated lands that are located north of but not immediately
adjacent to the Sunshine Coast Highway may be considered for
COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL uses and the minimum parcel size
requirement for subdivision purposes shall be 1.75 hectares provided
that certain conditions are met.

N:\Planning & Development\6635 Agricultural Land Development\6635-20 ALR Applications\D-57 (Walker)\ALR D-57 Summary REVISED.doc
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Objectives Supporting Agriculture:
(Objectives 9.a to 9.g, page 46-47, Roberts Creek OCP)
Preserve and protect land for agriculture use.
Support and promote small-scale farming as a social, cultural and
economic priority and an ecologically responsible land use in Roberts
Creek.
Facilitate the sale of agricultural products produced in Roberts Creek
both on site and at farmers’ markets.
Support a strategy for diversifying and enhancing farm income by
creating opportunities for value added activities related to local
agriculture without adverse impacts on farmland capabilities.
Minimize conflict between agricultural activity and other uses on
adjacent properties regarding the environment.
Encourage the creation and implementation of a regional agriculture
plan that leads to sustainable regional food self-sufficiency.
Encourage best practices of water management and conservation to
minimize the impact on the Regional District’s water and local aquifers,
while considering the needs sufficient for agriculture use.
Policy Supporting Inclusion of new ALR
(Policy 9.1.4, page 48, , Roberts Creek OCP)
To offset the impacts of the non-farm use or the removal of lands from
the Agricultural Land Reserve under this policy, the Regional District will
encourage the inclusion into the Agricultural Land Reserve of other
lands, in the planning area, that are at least as suitable for agriculture.
The Regional District will work with property owners, the Agricultural
Advisory Committee and the Agricultural Land Commission to designate
additional ALR.

N:\Planning & Development\6635 Agricultural Land Development\6635-20 ALR Applications\D-57 (Walker)\ALR D-57 Summary REVISED.doc
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b

Agilural Land Commission
133—4940 Canada y
Gurnab, BrItlh CaIum
ba V5G 4K6
Tel: 604 660.7000
Fac 604 660.7033
www.ak.govbc.co

October 26, 2012

ALC File # 52692

Patrick H. and Margaret 0. Walker
1723 Christmas Road
Roberts Creek, BC
VON 2W1

I]ECE1VED1
OCT 312012
S.c.RQ,J

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Walker
Re:

Aoflcation to include Land Int
Chrisimas Road. PID: OO54O o the Auricultural Land Reserve (ALR). 1723
O41
The Agricultural Land Commission
above mentioned application and (the Commlssion conducted a preliminary review of the
the associate file material at its Sep
meeting.
tember 2O’, 2012
Although including land Into the
icultural Land Reserve (the ‘ALR)
proposal, the Commission couldAgr
Is a potentially positive
not
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As a result, the Commission has tabled a final decision on the above mentlonQd application
such time that comments from the applicant and local government have been received as until
outlined above.

(

Correspondence with respect to this application should be directed to Eamonn Watson
(Eamonn.WatsonLaaov.bc.ca1.
Yours truly,
PROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION

Brian Underhill, Executive Director
cc: Sunshine Coast Regional District
EWI$2692m1

0

0
37

Pat and Diane Walker
Christmas Road Farm
1723 Christmas Road
Roberts Creek, B.C.
V0N 2W1
604 885-5734
January 30, 2013
Eamonn Watson
Agricultural Land Commission
133-4940 Canada Way
Burnaby, B.C.
V5G 4K6

Dear Mr. Watson,
Thank you for your letter dated October 26, 2012 concerning ALC file # 52692. I
attended the AAC meeting on January 22 and spoke with Meredith Seeton. Diane and I
are aware of the implications of including our land in the ALR. We wish to proceed with
the inclusion to assure that our work on the soil is not destroyed by future subdivision.
As for agricultural capability, at least four of the acres are covered
with black soil unlike the neighbouring bedrock. The garlic, blueberries, cranberries,
beans, etc. produced well the first year after clearing! Thank you for considering our
application.
Yours,
Pat and Diane Walker
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ANNEX I

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 22, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – February 14, 2013

FROM:

Meredith Seeton – Planning Technician, Planning & Development Division

RE:

Proposed Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations (MMPR) and
Changes to the Marihuana Exemption (Food and Drugs Act)
Regulations (MER)

RECOMMENDATION
1.

THAT the report titled, “Proposed Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations (MMPR)
and Changes to the Marihuana Exemption (Food and Drugs Act) Regulations (MER)” and
dated January 22, 2013 be received;

2.

AND THAT the report titled “Proposed Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations
(MMPR) and Changes to the Marihuana Exemption (Food and Drugs Act) Regulations
(MER)” be referred to Electoral Areas A-F APCs, the Policing Committee and the
Agricultural Advisory Committee;

3.

AND THAT a letter be sent to the Bureau of Medical Marihuana Regulatory Reform,
Controlled Substances and Tobacco Directorate, Healthy Environments and Consumer
Safety Branch, Health Canada in advance of the Board meeting, with a copy to the Union
of British Columbia Municipalities and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities,
providing the following comments on the proposed regulations:
• Organic Production: There should be an option for producers to pursue organic production
methods and for program participants to access medical marihuana that has been produced
organically should they so choose.
• Issuing of Licenses: Notification as to whether or not an applicant to produce medical
marihuana has received a license should be provided to local government, local fire authority
and police services.

4.

•

Inspections: It should be a stipulation of receiving a license that Health Canada inspects the
production site to ensure compliance.

•

Building, health and safety codes: The regulations should stipulate a requirement to
comply with local business, building, electric, ventilation or other by-law standards or codes.

•

Enforcement: Local fire and law enforcement or by-law inspectors should be authorized to
inspect a production site and be informed of any inspection outcomes by Health Canada.

•

Coming into force: With such significant and numerous changes that include new roles and
responsibilities for municipalities, Health Canada should ensure educational tools, training
and information support for municipalities, police and fire services to access in the months
leading up to and after the coming into force of the new regulations.

•

Equity: The new regulations may result in a significant cost increase for users of
medical marihuana – especially those who have up to now been producing their own
supply. Consideration should be given to the affordability and access implications of
these new regulations.

•

Concentration of production: There may be health and safety risks associated with
concentrating production in fewer larger facilities. No minimum size should be
established for production facilities, and consideration should be given to how the
standards of production will affect the ability of small producers to compete.
AND THAT planning staff conduct further analysis on the implications of further
regulating medical marihuana as a use permitted in particular zones.

39

Staff Report to the Planning and Development Committee – February 14, 2013
Regarding Proposed Changes to MMPR and MER

Page 2 of 8

BACKGROUND
On December 6th, 2012, Health Canada released information about proposed changes to
the way Canadians will be able to access medical marihuana. The current Marihuana
Medical Access Program (MMAP) would be phased out, and the Marihuana for Medical
Purposes Regulation (MMPR) would come into force on March 31st of 2014. Changes will
also be made to the Marihuana Exemption (Food and Drugs Act) Regulations (MER).
The SCRD has previously provided feedback to the federal government on these issues,
though this feedback was given before Health Canada had outlined the specific changes
being proposed. In July of 2011, a letter from the SCRD was sent to Health Canada
(included as Attachment 2).
Key aspects of the new regulations are as follows:
•

It will no longer be legal to grow medical marihuana in private dwellings.
Production will take place indoors by larger scale commercial producers;

•

Doctors and other health practitioners will prescribe medical marihuana and Health
Canada will no longer be the authorizing body for individuals to possess
marihuana for medical purposes;

•

The sale and distribution of dried medical marihuana will be by specific regulated
parties to individuals who can possess it. Medical marihuana will be shipped by
producers to users, or users will be able to acquire it directly from pharmacies,
authorized health care practitioners, and hospitals, who could purchase it directly
from licensed producers.

The federal government has allowed for a 75 day feedback period, meaning comments
should be submitted by February 28th 2013. The SCRD can now consider commenting
and also potentially crafting further local regulations surrounding the commercial
production of medical marihuana.

DISCUSSION
Why Regulations around Accessing Medical Marihuana are Changing
Health Canada undertook a public consultation process from June to November of 2011
regarding the Marihuana Medical Access Program (MMAP). The detailed results of the
consultation are available here: http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/dhpmps/consultation/marihuana/_2011/program/consult_reform-eng.php. The key concerns Health
Canada identified as reasons to update the Program include:
• the potential for diversion for marihuana produced for medical purposes to the illicit
market;
• the risk of home invasion due to the presence of large quantities of dried marihuana or
marihuana plants;
• public safety risks, including electrical and fire hazards, stemming from the cultivation of
marihuana in homes;
• public health risks due to the presence of excess mould and poor air quality associated
with the cultivation of marihuana plants in homes;
• the complexity and length of the application process for individuals who wish to obtain an
authorization to possess and/or a license to produce marihuana;
• the impact of increasing participation in the Program on the efficiency and timeliness of
the application and review process;
• the fact that Health Canada only supplies one strain of dried marihuana; and,

40

Staff Report to the Planning and Development Committee – February 14, 2013
Regarding Proposed Changes to MMPR and MER

Page 3 of 8

•

the need for more current medical information pertaining to the risks and benefits
associated with the use of marihuana for medical purposes, as a means of supporting
discussions between physicians and their patients as to whether such treatment is
appropriate.
What is Changing
The Health Canada press release from December 2012 is included as Attachment 1. The
following points, outlining the proposed new system, are paraphrased from the detailed
proposed changes published in the Canada Gazette (see http://gazette.gc.ca/rppr/p1/2012/2012-12-15/html/reg4-eng.html for more information):
•

Dried marihuana would be treated as much as possible like a medication by creating a
licensing scheme for the commercial production and distribution of dried marihuana for
medical purposes.
• Health Canada would no longer issue authorizations to possess marihuana for medical
purposes to individuals. Individuals would instead be prescribed marihuana through
healthcare practitioners. This is expected to make accessing marihuana for medical
purposes more efficient for program participants. This, as well as ending Health
Canada’s role in the production and supply of marihuana, would also reduce the cost of
running the Program.
• Following a transition period, individuals would no longer be licensed to produce
marihuana, an activity which often occurs in homes. Health Canada reports that this
would address the public health, safety and security concerns raised by stakeholders.
• The proposed MMPR would authorize three key activities: the possession of dried
marihuana for medical purposes by individuals who have the support of an authorized
health care practitioner; the production of dried marihuana by licensed producers; and
the sale and distribution of dried marihuana by specific regulated parties to individuals
who can possess it.
• Licensed producers would be subject to regulatory requirements related to security; good
production practices; packaging, labeling and shipping; record keeping and reporting;
and distribution. They would also be subject to Health Canada inspections.
The proposed Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations (MMPR) create the conditions
for the establishment of a regulated commercial market of licensed producers responsible
for the production and distribution of marihuana for medical purposes. These regulated
licensed producers would have to meet extensive security and quality control
requirements. For example, when potential licensed producers apply to Health Canada for
a license, they must demonstrate that:
•
•

•

•
•

They employ a quality assurance person with appropriate training, experience and
technical knowledge to approve the quality of their dried marihuana;
Their production site is indoors, and not in a private dwelling. This would reduce the risk
of diversion posted by outdoor production and would reduce health and safety risks
associated with producing marihuana in a private dwelling;
The production site includes restricted-access areas, which would include all areas
where a licensed activity is conducted with marihuana and cannabis other than
marihuana (i.e. lab, production room, etc);
Access to the production site is controlled at all times and includes 24/7 visual monitoring
systems and an intrusion detection system to detect unauthorized access;
Key personnel hold a valid security clearance, issued by the Minister of Health; and,
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They have provided a written notification of their application, providing details regarding
the location of the production site, to the local police force, local fire authority and local
government.

Local Government Concerns regarding new Proposed Regulations
Previous SCRD Feedback to Heath Canada
Following a public consultation request, the SCRD sent a letter to Health Canada in July of
2011, with the following comments regarding proposed changes to the Medical Marihuana
Access Program: *
1. That the bureaucracy regarding this process strives to be streamlined and minimal;
2. That the number of plants allowed be reduced in order to deter organized crime, noting
there should be some connection between the number of plants grown and medical
need;
3. That the cultivation of “organic only” horticulture be an option;
4. That safety concerns be addressed for simple home based MMGO;
5. That the license holder and location of the MMGO be revealed in confidence to the
RCMP in order to enhance safety compliance; and
6. A safety inspection be conducted annually to ensure the MMGO is safe and not
dangerous to the public or first responders.”
The proposed changes have the potential to meet the concerns outlined in item 1. One of the
intents of the regulatory changes is to reduce wait times for obtaining prescribed medical
marihuana.
Items 2, 4, 5, and 6 relate especially to production in private dwellings, which Health Canada
has opted to phase out. The location of commercial producers will in the future be publicly
available information (through the Health Canada website), meaning RCMP and first responders
will be better informed. It is also the intent of the new regulations that inspections will be more
feasible, as there will be fewer producers. The proposed regulations include a provision
requiring that inspectors be allowed to inspect the facilities, though there is no clear frequency of
inspections established. Licenses will not be renewed should an inspection not be permitted.
Item 3 – that organic production be an option – remains a relevant concern. The proposed
regulations would require that producers adhere to ‘Good Production Practices’ (GPP) outlined
in the regulation. GPP includes a requirement that licensed producers test dried marihuana for
microbial and chemical contaminants and ensure they are below generally accepted tolerance
limits for herbal medicines for human consumption. These practices do not, however, discuss an
option of organic production methods.
Other Local Government Concerns
The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) has been collecting comments from
municipalities through an informal working group. The following points have thus far been
noted by other local governments:
• Issuing of Licenses: The City of Ottawa noted a gap in the licensing process whereby a
potential producer must inform local senior municipal officials, fire and police services of
their intent to apply for a license. Proof of that notice is then provided to Health Canada,
however no notification is provided to the municipality to acknowledge whether or not that
producer has received a license or if and when the license is renewed. Having said that,
the addresses of licensed facilities will be made available on the Health Canada website.

*

A letter was also sent from the SCRD in May of 2012, advising that the SCRD would like to be part of the
consultation process.
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Inspections: Health Canada is permitted to inspect the production site however it is not
a stipulation of receiving a license or that an inspection will take place to ensure
compliance. A report establishing that buildings, equipment and proposed sanitation
program comply with the Regulations is the responsibility of the licensee and is to be
submitted by the producers own quality assurance person whose expertise is to be in
product standards, not building codes, health or safety.
Building, health and safety codes: The regulations do not stipulate compliance with
local business, building, electric, ventilation or other by-law standards or codes.
Enforcement: It is not evident that local fire and law enforcement or by-law inspectors
may lawfully inspect a production site or be informed of any inspection outcomes by
Health Canada.
Coming into force: With such significant and numerous changes that include new roles
and responsibilities for municipalities, Health Canada must ensure educational tools,
training and information support for municipalities, police and fire services to access in
the months leading up to and after the coming into force of the new regulations.

The following concerns have also emerged through conversation with staff and residents:
• Equity: Of 21,986 current Program participants, 13% access Health Canada’s
supply of dried marihuana, 64% produce their own and 16% designate an
individual to produce it on their behalf. † The new regulations mean all participants
will access marihuana through licensed commercial producers. Purchasing
marihuana from Health Canada currently costs $5/gram (street value is $10$15/gram). Under the new regulations, Health Canada would not regulate the price
of marihuana. It would be up to licensed producers to set the price. Health
Canada’s cost-benefit analysis projects that the price per gram will range from
$7.60 to $8.80 over the next 10 years. This represents a significant cost increase,
especially for those users currently growing their own marihuana.
• Concentration of production: One of the intents of the new regulations is to
increase the health and safety standards around medical marihuana. While
concentrating production in fewer commercial-scale production facilities does
enable more inspections, health and safety risks do not necessarily decrease. In a
parallel development, reducing the number and increasing the sizes of abattoirs
and meat processing plants has in some ways increased the health and safety
risks in that when mistakes do happen, the impact is much larger.
Further Regulating the Production of Medical Marihuana
In addition to responding to the proposed changes, the SCRD could consider regulating
the location of medical marihuana production facilities through zoning. The staff report
from the April 19th 2012 PDC agenda explored zoning opportunities in regards to the
proposed changes (included as Attachment 3). Note that the distribution of medical
marihuana would be via secured shipping from producers or through pharmacies,
hospitals or medical practitioners. Other types of dispensaries will not be allowed and
consideration therefore does not need to be given to zoning for the sale of medical
marihuana.
Marihuana production can be understood as an agricultural use, which is a listed and
permitted use in many rural zones. Medical marihuana production is also not specifically
excluded from the definitions of ‘home occupation’ and ‘home based business’ and could

†

The other seven percent report that they will access marihuana through Health Canada but they do not
follow through.
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therefore potentially be permitted in zones where those uses are allowed, subject to
certain restrictions (Section 502 (10) in Bylaw 310 and Section 507 in Bylaw 337). ‡
Unless specifically added to additional zones – such as industrial zones, the production of
medical marihuana is currently not allowed in all zones. Should it be the preferred option,
another way of allowing the production of medical marihuana in all zones would be to
either add medical marihuana production as a discreet use permitted in all zones or
amend the definition of horticulture (a use currently allowed in all zones) to include
medical marihuana production.
AAC Comments on Medical Marijuana Production on Agricultural Land
At their January 22nd 2013 meeting, the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC)
considered the issue of allowing medical marihuana production on agricultural land. There
was general support for the production of medical marihuana on agricultural land,
especially soil-based production. Concern was expressed that the new regulations may
shift production into a more commercialized mode, and just as there are merits to
producing food locally, some AAC members expressed a desire to maintain local medical
marihuana production. As such, allowing production on agricultural land, and in other
zones for that matter, would reduce the possibility of squeezing out local producers. The
following recommendation was made:
With today’s regulations, in principle, the Agricultural Advisory Committee supports
medical marijuana production on the Sunshine Coast.
The proposed regulations include details around the standards for licensed production
facilities. Most notably, production will need to be indoors. On agricultural land there may
still be the potential to utilize the soil and erect a surrounding structure securing the crop.
Staff has been seeking the position of the Agricultural Land Commission on commercialscale medical marihuana in the ALR, but no statement has been received as of yet.
Options for Zoning the Production of Medical Marihuana
Zoning options include maintaining the status quo (medical marihuana production would
be permitted wherever agriculture, home occupation or home based business is a
permitted use), allowing the production of medical marihuana in all zones, or further
restricting production to one or more of the range of land use designations in the OCPs
and zoning bylaws, such as rural, industrial, agricultural, commercial and/or residential
areas. Below is a list of issues to be taken into consideration, along with community input
and direction from Board members:

‡

The federal regulations do not set a minimum scale of operations, though they do intend to shift
production to larger-scale sites. The specifications for production facilities may in practice limit the ability
of residents to operate facilities as ‘home occupations’ or ‘home based businesses’.
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Compatibility of

Generalized
Production of
Land Use Medical Marihuana
Considerations
Given that production will be taking place indoors, production
Industrial
Compatible
would be compatible with other industrial land uses. Planning staff
see no reason to restrict production on industrial lands.
Rural
More analysis and Where agricultural, industrial or home occupation uses are
permitted in rural areas, the production of medical marihuana
consideration
could be a compatible use. Consideration should be given to the
needed
utility requirements of such facilities and the capacity and
desirability of rural areas to be supplied with the necessary power
and water.
Agricultural More analysis and Agricultural areas permit greenhouse production of crops and do
not restrict growing to food crops. As such, indoor production of
consideration
medical marihuana would be consistent with other agricultural
needed
uses. Consideration should again be given to the utility
requirements of producing this water and power-intensive crop.
Staff has contacted the Agricultural Land Commission to
understand their position on the commercial production of medical
marihuana on ALR land, and no response has been received as
of yet.
Residential More analysis and The new regulations prohibit production in private dwellings.
There is, however, no restriction placed on production in detached
consideration
auxiliary buildings in residential areas. Theoretically, then,
needed
production could occur in garages in residential areas where
home occupation is a permitted use.§ Consideration could be
given as to whether production in residential areas should be
restricted, since the nature of production is likely to become
larger-scale.
Commercial More analysis and Traditionally, production activities have not been considered
compatible with commercial uses. However, the nature of
consideration
industrial activities has changed over recent decades.
needed
Consideration should be given to the type and volume of effluent
associated with medical marihuana production. Depending on the
level of effluent and the possibilities for disposal or reuse, medical
marihuana production may be compatible with commercial uses.
Because distribution will need to occur through the mail, implications for parking and
loading associated with production facilities are rather limited.

§

The federal regulations do not set a minimum scale of operations, though they do intend to shift
production to larger-scale sites. The specifications for production facilities may in practice limit the ability
of residents to operate facilities as ‘home occupations’ or ‘home based businesses’ in residential areas.
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PLANNING STAFF COMMENTS
Planning staff understand and respect the intent of the new medical marihuana production
regulations. While most of the details are agreeable from a land use point of view, some
gaps remain. Planning staff recommend that a letter be sent to Health Canada (and
copied to FCM and UBCM) before February 28th, reiterating the concerns forwarded by
other municipalities to FCM, and citing additional concerns regarding organic production
options, equity, and the concentration of production.
Planning staff further recommend that further analysis be undertaken on the likely impacts
of current SCRD zoning and the implications of imposing different zoning on the
production of medical marihuana. Zoning regulations should be in place by the time the
new regulations are phased in – March 31st of 2014.

Meredith Seeton
Planning & Development Division
ATTACHMENTS:
1 – December 16 2012 Health Canada Press Release
2 – July 29 2011 Letter from SCRD to Health Canada
th
3 – April 19 2012 PDC Staff Report on Commercial Medical Marijuana Sales

46

Federal Government Announces Proposed New Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulati... Page 1 of 3

Home > About Health Canada > Media Room > News Releases

About Health Canada
Harper Government Announces Proposed New Marihuana for Medical
Purposes Regulations - Changes improve public safety, maintain patient
access
December 16, 2012
For immediate release
Backgrounders:
• Proposed Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations - Transitioning to a New System
• Proposed Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations
• Safety and Security Requirements for Licensed Producers
VANCOUVER, BC - The Honourable Leona Aglukkaq, Minister of Health, announced today that
after a broad consultation process, the Government of Canada intends to make changes to the way
Canadians access marihuana for medical purposes.
"Current medical marihuana regulations have left the system open to abuse," said Minister
Aglukkaq. "We have heard real concerns from law enforcement, fire officials, and municipalities
about how people are hiding behind these rules to conduct illegal activity, and putting health and
safety of Canadians at risk. These changes will make it far more difficult for people to game the
system."
In the past decade, Health Canada's Marihuana Medical Access Program has grown exponentially,
from under 500 authorized persons in 2002 to over 26,000 today.
This rapid increase has had unintended consequences for public health, safety and security as a
result of allowing individuals to produce marihuana in their homes.
The proposed new regulations will protect the health, safety and security of Canadians and their
communities by eliminating the production of marihuana in homes.
The Government will no longer produce and distribute marihuana for medical purposes, opening up
the market to companies which meet strict security requirements. Production will no longer take
place in homes and municipal zoning laws will need to be respected, which will further enhance
public safety.
The current Marihuana Medical Access Program costs Canadian taxpayers millions of dollars each
year. The $5/gram Health Canada charges to program participants who choose to purchase from
the department is heavily subsidized.
"An average of one in 22 grow operations (legal and illegal) catch fire, which is 24 times higher
than the average home," said Stephen Gamble, President of the Canadians Association of Fire
Chiefs. "We applaud the Government of Canada for strengthening Health Canada's regulations for
marihuana for medical purposes to enhance the safety of Canada's firefighters and the
communities they protect."
"Changes are necessary to reduce the risk of abuse and exploitation by criminal elements," said
Chief Constable Jim Chu. "We very much appreciate the collaborative relationship the Canadian
Association of Chiefs of Police enjoys with Health Canada and how they are responding to the
unintended public safety impact through the proposed changes to the Marihuana Medical Access
Program."
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In response to concerns from patients, the proposed new
Marihuana for Medical Purposes
Regulations aim to treat marihuana as much as possible like any other narcotic used for medical
purposes. Health care practitioners will be able to sign a medical document similar to a
prescription, and then patients can purchase the appropriate amount from an authorized vendor.
The new system would cut red tape for individuals and ensure that they have access to marihuana
for medical purposes produced under quality controls while streamlining the process for applicants
and health care practitioners.
"These changes strike the right balance between patient access and public safety," said Minister
Aglukkaq.
It is the Government's intention to fully implement this new system by March 31, 2014. On this
date, all authorizations to possess and licences to produce issued under the current program would
expire, and all individuals requiring marihuana for medical purposes would have to purchase it
from licensed producers.
Details of the proposed new regulations are posted on our website. There will be a 75-day
comment period and the Department will be receiving comments until February 28, 2013. Health
Canada will keep all stakeholders informed as we continue to move through the regulatory
process.

Minister of Health, Leona Aglukkaq announces proposed new Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations in Maple Ridge, BC.
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Minister Leona Aglukkaq at the Proposed Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations Announcement in Maple Ridge, British
Columbia on December 16, 2012. From left to right, Inspector Richard Kanarski, Officer-in-charge, Mission RCMP Detachment,
Inspector Murray Power, E Division, Drug Enforcement Branch, RCMP, Chief Constable Jim Chu, President, Canadian
Association of Chiefs of Police, Fire Chief Stephen Gamble, President of the Canadian Association of Fire Chiefs, Maple Ridge
Mayor Ernie Daykin, Minister Leona Aglukkaq, Member of Parliament Randy Kamp, Superintendant Dave Walsh, Ridge
Meadows RCMP Detachment, Member of Parliament Mark Strahl.

-30Media Enquiries:
Health Canada
(613) 957-2983
Cailin Rodgers
Office of the Honourable Leona Aglukkaq
Federal Minister of Health
(613) 957-0200
Public Enquiries:
(613) 957-2991
1-866 225-0709
Date Modified: 2012-12-18
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SUNSHINE COAST
REGIONAL DISTRICT

oJ-baLLCJ

1975 Field Road

Tel. 604.885.6800

British

Toll Free L8O687.5753
Web Site: www.scrd.ca

Canada VON 3A1

July 29, 2011

cOb
r

Via Fax: 613-946-4224

Marihuana Consultations
Controlled Substances and Tobacco Directorate
Health Canada
Mall Room, Federal Records Centre Bldg 18
st
1
Floor, 161 Goldenrod Driveway, Tunney’s Pasture
Ottawa, ON K1AOK9
-

Dear Sir/Madam:
Re: Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) Response
Medical Marihuana Access Program
-

The SCRD Board at their meeting held on July 28, 2011 passed the following
motion:
“THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager
regarding the Medical MarThuana Access Program be received;
AND THAT the SCRD Board provide a response to the Health Canada public
consultation request for recommendations on or before July 31, 2011, as
indicated in the federal document attached to the report, with respect to medical
marthuana grow operations;
AND THAT the following aspects be noted in the SCRD referral to Health
Canada regarding Medical Marihuana Grow Operations (MMGO):
1. That the bureaucracy regarding this process strives to be streamlined and
minimal;
2. That the number of plants allowed be reduced in order to deter organized
crime, noting there should be some connection between the number of
plants grown and medical need;
3. That the cultivation of “organic only” horticulture be an option;

4. That safety concerns be addressed for simple home based MMGO;
5. That the licence holder and location of the MMGO be revealed in confidence
to the RCMP in order to enhance safety compliance; and

6. A safety inspection be conducted annually to ensure the MMGO is safe and
not dangerous to the public or first responders.”

ELECTORAL AREAS: A/Egmont, Pender Harbour B/Halfmoon Bay D/ Roberts Creek El Eiphinstone
F! West Howe Sound
MUNICIPALITIES: District of Sechelt/Sechelt Indian Government District/ Town of Gibsons
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Health Canada July 29, 2011

Please accept the above comments as the SCRD Board’s response to the Health
Canada public consultation request with respect to the Medical Marihuana
Access Program.
Yours truly,
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

Garry Nohr, Chair
lie
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 30, 2012

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – April 19, 2012

FROM:

Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning Technician, Planning & Development Division

RE:

Commercial Medical Marijuana Sales

RECOMMENDATION
1.

THAT the report titled, “Commercial Medical Marijuana Sales” and dated March 30, 2011 be
received;

2.

AND THAT a letter be sent to Health Canada, with a copy to the Union of British Columbia
Municipalities and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, requesting that there be
opportunity for local government engagement with respect to the proposed regulations
regarding commercial medical marijuana production licences.

BACKGROUND
At its regular meeting held on January 26, 2012, the Board adopted resolution #030/12 as follows:
030/12

Commercial Medical Marijuana

Recommendation No. 1

THAT staff prepare a report regarding zoning issues around the possible
commercialization of the Medical Marijuana program.

DISCUSSION
SCRD Zoning Bylaws
Currently under Bylaw 310 and Bylaw 337, most of the Rural zones permit “agricultural use” or
“agriculture” as a principal use. According to Bylaw 310 and Bylaw 337’s current definition of
“agriculture”, planning staff would interpret that growing medical marijuana meets the definition of
agriculture:
Bylaw 310:
"agriculture"

(a) means cultivating, producing or harvesting crops and marketing and selling
the crops harvested on the same parcel;
(b) includes:
(i) the storage and sale on a farm of the crops harvested on the same
farm;
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(ii) the storage on a farm of farm machinery, implements and supplies
used on that farm;
(iii) repairs on a farm to farm machinery and implements used on the
same farm;
(c) excludes rearing livestock and all manufacturing, processing, storage and
repairs not referred to in this definition;
Bylaw 337:
"agriculture" means the growing, producing or harvesting of crops and the rearing of
livestock, poultry and rabbits including the storage and auxiliary sales of unmanufactured
agricultural produce, the storage and repair of machinery and implements used on the same
farm, and the storage of supplies used on the same farm; excluding feedlots, fur farms,
poultry farms, pig farms and mushroom farms;
These definitions, however, need to be applied within the context of senior government legislation.
Medical marijuana production is primarily regulated through Health Canada’s Federal legislation. Should
the medical marijuana operation be located in the ALR, provincial legislation may override the SCRD
zoning bylaw, limiting the use, as described below under Provincial Regulations. Thus, zoning under
Bylaws 310 and 337 permit medical marijuana growing operations in most rural zones, although
provincial and federal laws limit this use.
Federal Regulations
Health Canada licencing allows an eligible patient to possess marijuana for their own use in prescribed
amounts, to grow medical marijuana for their own use, or to designate someone to grow it for them.
The designated producer is permitted to grow and sell medical marijuana for up to a maximum of two
people, so long as the two purchasers have their licences as well. According to Health Canada
regulations, the maximum amount of medical marijuana permitted to be produced on one property is
enough for up to four licenced patients. Health Canada noted that the average amount prescribed per
patient is between 1-3 grams of marijuana per day, although there are some cases where the
prescription is much higher. There is no limit on the maximum to be prescribed, so long as the physician
can defend the prescription. The sale of seedlings, however, is not permitted.
With each licence issued, Health Canada requires that the grower meet all legislation and bylaws in their
area. Thus, local zoning bylaws supersede the federal licence in this case.
There is one farm in the country licenced to sell dried marijuana and seeds, and it is located in
Saskatoon; however, it can only sell to Health Canada (which then distributes it accordingly). Therefore,
the commercial sale of medical marijuana is not permitted under the authorized Health Canada personal
use licence, or any other license, unless it is being sold to Health Canada. Health Canada is currently in
the process of developing regulations for commercial production licences, however, as it very
preliminary, these regulations may not be adopted until 2014 (see Attachment A – email from Health
Canada regarding proposed new regulations). Currently, commercial production licences are not
available.
Provincial Regulations
According to the BC Assessment Act Standards for the Classification of Land as a Farm Regulation,
medical marijuana meets the definition of “medicinal plant culture” and is therefore considered a
primary agricultural production for the purposes of farm classification. However, as mentioned above,
N:\Planning & Development\6410 Planning & Development - General\6410-01 General\Medical Marijuana\2012-Apr-19 Medical
Marijuana PDC Report.doc
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Health Canada identifies that these operations will not have any legal commercial sales. For a medical
marijuana grow-op in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), annual cash sales are a prerequisite for farm
classification and a federal licencee would not be able to meet that requirement without contravening
the terms of their licence. Therefore, according to the Ministry of Agriculture, a medical marijuana growop is not considered a “farm operation” by definition, because a farm operation must be a business, and
a business must make a recognized farm income. If someone is not producing a qualifying product as
defined in the BC Assessment Act Standards for the Classification of Land as a Farm Regulation, it is not a
farm business. Therefore, while commercial medical marijuana production could be considered a
permissible agricultural use, the provincial regulations act as the limiting factor.
Other Municipalities
Other municipalities, such as the Town of Gibsons (ToG) or the District of Sechelt (DoS) require business
licences for commercial operations. Through the business licensing process, municipalities can place
conditions or limits on the business. As such, a condition on a business licence could limit the sale of
certain products; however, the DoS or ToG do not regulate the production or distribution of medical
marijuana through their zoning or business licences in their municipalities at this time. The DoS is
currently in the process of possibly amending its zoning bylaw to permit “medical marihuana
production” in some industrial and agricultural zones; however this does not speak to the commercial
sale of the product, and there appears to be strong community opposition to limiting personal use
growing locations.

SUMMARY
SCRD zoning bylaws do not differentiate between legal crops and illegal crops as that is the purview of
the federal Criminal Code. SCRD Zoning bylaws permit “agricultural use”, which means growing,
cultivating, harvesting and selling crops. Cultivation and the commercial sale of medical marijuana
would be considered a permitted use in all SCRD zones that permit agriculture. However, provincial and
federal regulations place limits on this. Health Canada issues personal use licences, and the licences do
not permit the commercial sale of medical marijuana. Because Health Canada limits the sale, commercial
medical marijuana production is not considered a farm operation.
Thus, at this time, a federal medical marijuana licence does not legally allow commercial sales of medical
marijuana; however, Health Canada is in the process of developing regulations for commercial
production licences, so this may change in the next few years.
It remains unclear whether it would be possible for the SCRD to “distinguish” medical marijuana from
other crops if Health Canada develops a commercial production program for medical marijuana. Staff
recommend that a letter be sent to Health Canada, with a copy to the Union of British Columbia
Municipalities and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, requesting that there be opportunity for
local government engagement with respect to the proposed regulations regarding commercial medical
marijuana production licences.

Lesley-Ann Staats
Planning & Development Division
N:\Planning & Development\6410 Planning & Development - General\6410-01 General\Medical Marijuana\2012-Apr-19 Medical
Marijuana PDC Report.doc
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ANNEX J
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE: January 31, 2013
TO:

Planning and Development Committee (February 14, 2013)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:

BYLAW 310.145 AND POTENTIAL AMENDMENT TO ROBERTS CREEK OFFICIAL
COMMUNITY PLAN

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the report titled “Bylaw 310.145 and potential amendment to Roberts Creek Official
Community Plan” be received;
AND THAT the public consultation process for Bylaw 310.145 continues independently of
an SCRD initiated Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment;
AND THAT, for the April Planning and Development Committee, staff provide a draft OCP
amendment regarding establishing criteria for exceptional circumstance to guide
consideration of future proposed applications to subdivide properties within the
Agricultural Land Reserve.

BACKGROUND
At the January 17, 2013, Planning and Development Committee the SCRD considered Bylaw
310.145, an application to amend Bylaw 310 to allow for a property within the Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR) to be subdivided. At the Board meeting of January 24, 2013, Bylaw 310.145
received first reading. The Board also resolved the following:
(Resolution 026/13) Recommendation No. 4

Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman)

…
AND FURTHER THAT staff provide clarification on the need for an
OCP zoning amendment at the next Planning and Development
Committee meeting on February 14, 2013.

DISCUSSION
Roberts Creek OCP Policy regarding Subdivision of ALR
The policy regarding subdivision of ALR follows:
“9.1.1

Agricultural Land Use

Map 1 shows land that is designated as Agricultural.
a)

The designation shall include all land that is within the Agricultural Land
Reserve and may include other land.

b)

Subdivision of ALR land will not normally be supported;
…”
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The policy continues with clauses regarding support for an Agricultural Advisory Committee,
working with agencies/the community to realize the agricultural potential of the ALR and that
specific agencies/community groups are to be consulted prior to forwarding applications to the
Agricultural Land Commission.
The policy allows for exceptional circumstances whereby a subdivision will be supported. The
policy deliberately did not set out criteria as this would be addressed through referral to the
Agricultural Advisory Committee and Advisory Planning Commission.
The policy did not establish a minimum parcel size for properties in the ALR. Bylaw 310 sets
minimum parcel size for properties and in most cases those in the ALR have a minimum new
parcel area of 1.75 hectares.
Bylaw 310.145 and the RC OCP
The proposed amendment followed an application for subdivision to the ALC by the property
owner. The ALC supported that application and the property owner then submitted an
application to amend Bylaw 310.145.
During discussions with the SCRD, the applicant developed a proposal that could provide for
farming on one parcel by a resident of Roberts Creek and was willing to consider other
community benefits depending on the results of further community consultation. In light of this
and the ALC support, the Board gave Bylaw 310.145 first reading to allow for broader
community and agency input.
In reviewing the rezoning application, staff considered the OCP and determined that an
amendment to the OCP was not required for this application as the “not normally” provision in
policy 9.1.1 was triggered. In part this was due to the proposal for a form of community farming
and that the ALC had given support.
Options
Option 1

Proceed with Bylaw 301.145 and staff initiate separate OCP amendment
bylaw
Staff consider that the OCP allows for exceptional proposals to be considered
on their own merit, subject to community input. The applicant provided a
proposal to secure farming on one of the new parcels and is willing to consider
other community amenities. This is in keeping with the spirit of the OCP and
the proposed amendment should be considered by the community and
agencies. Thus there is no need to amend the Roberts Creek OCP arising
from Bylaw 310.145.
However, as this is the first time an application has come forward to test what
is “not normal” it is apparent that the OCP needs to be amended to establish
clear criteria for future proposals to subdivide properties in the ALR.
Staff support this option as issues that could arise regarding a new OCP
amendment regarding subdivision for all ALR should be considered separately
from Bylaw 310.145 to prevent the site specific consideration being lost in a
broader conversation. Should the Board identify this option then staff will
consult with the RC OCPC, RC APC and the AAC and bring forward a draft
bylaw to the April 2013 PDC.

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.145\2013-Feb-14 PDC Bylaw 310.145 dr.doc
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Proceed with Bylaw 310.145 and no amendments to the OCP
As noted above Staff consider that there is no need to amend the OCP arising
from Bylaw 310.145. There is scope to keep OCP policy regarding subdivision
unchanged. Thus site specific applications to would be considered on their
own merits and subject to community input.
However it is helpful to provide additional clarity to guide proposals and to set
out what is expected.
Staff do not support this option as it will not improve the OCP’s clarity.

Option 3

Proceed with Bylaw 310.145 and incorporate OCP amendment bylaw
A consultation process is set out for Bylaw 310.145 and it is possible to delay
the its start to allow staff to provide a draft amendment to the OCP for the
Board to consider. This could then be incorporated into the consultation
process for 310.145. However this will delay consideration of 310.145 and
may risk it being ‘lost’ within the context of a broader discussion about a
proposed amendment that would apply to all ALR in Roberts Creek.
Staff do not support this option as the property owners have a proposal that is
worthy of community consideration and to delay its consideration would not be
of benefit. In addition staff consider that an amendment to the OCP to clarify
what is not normal should be an SCRD initiated bylaw. This bylaw could run
parallel with additional OCP amendments that have been identified, some for
housekeeping and another to introduce a refinement to the Development
Permit Areas based on the results of the geotechnical study for Roberts
Creek.

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

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.145\2013-Feb-14 PDC Bylaw 310.145 dr.doc
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ANNEX K
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 31, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – February 14, 2013

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

OCP and Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 432.30 & 337.104
for Webb and Cunningham, District Lot 2801, Consideration of 3rd
Reading and Adoption

Recommendation
1. THAT Bylaw Amendment Nos. 432.30 and 337.104 be forwarded to the Board
for consideration subsequent to the public hearing.
Background
The application by Rod Webb and Wendy Cunningham to amend the OCP designation and
rezone their property located at 13121 Sunshine Coast Highway (District Lot 2801) from
Industrial to Residential has been through the review process and the public hearing is
scheduled to occur in between writing of this report and the date of the Planning and
Development Committee.
Referrals were conducted in 2012 and the responses were summarized on the staff report that
was considered at the January 2013 Planning and Development Committee, where the
recommendation to hold the public hearing was made.
A public information meeting was held in December 2012 and was attended by the adjacent
neighbours, who did not express opposition to the application. This was also described in the
January staff report to the Planning and Development Committee.
Referral comments and consultation were both generally positive and pending the public
hearing the bylaws can be considered at the February 28, 2013 Board meeting.

Public Hearing
The public hearing is scheduled to be held February 12th at the Pender Harbour satellite office in
Madeira Park and has been delegated to two members of the Board to conduct. A report
summarizing the public hearing will be distributed at the February 14th Planning and
Development Committee meeting.

________________
Andrew Allen, Planner

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 337\3360-20 337.104\2013-Feb-14 PDC Report.docx
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW NO. 432.30, 2012
A bylaw of the Sunshine Coast Regional District to amend “Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan
Bylaw No. 432, 1996”.
The Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional District in open meeting assembled enacts as follows:

PART A – CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the “Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw
No. 432.30, 2012”.

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Schedule A4 of the Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 432 is hereby
amended by re-designating District Lot 2801 Group 1 New Westminster District, from Light
Industrial to Comprehensive Residential B, as denoted on Appendix ‘A’ to this Bylaw.

PART C – ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

24th DAY OF

JANUARY

2013

READ A SECOND TIME this

24th DAY OF

JANUARY

2013

CONSIDERED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE SUNSHINE
COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT FINANCIAL PLAN AND ANY
APPLICABLE WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANS this

24th DAY OF

JANUARY

2013

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

12th DAY OF

FEBRUARY

2013

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2013

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2013

____________________________________
Corporate Officer

___________________________________
Chair
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Legal Description - District Lot 2801, Group1 New Westminster Land District
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Proposed Designation - Comprehensive Residential B

Chair

Corporate Officer
_______________________________________
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 337.104, 2012
A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A Zoning Bylaw No.
337, 1990".
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. 337.104, 2012".

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Schedule A of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is hereby
amended by re-zoning District Lot 2801 Group 1 New Westminster District, from I1 (Light
Industrial) to R3 (Residential and Auxiliary Commercial) as denoted on Appendix ‘A’ to this
Bylaw.

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

24th

DAY OF

JANUARY,

2013

READ A SECOND TIME this

24th

DAY OF

JANUARY,

2013

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this

15th

DAY OF

JANUARY,

2013

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

12th

DAY OF

FEBRUARY, 2013

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2013

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2013

__________________________
Corporate Officer
__________________________
Chair
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ANNEX L
SCRD STAFF REPORT

DATE:

February 1st, 2013

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – February 14th, 2013

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner - Planning & Development Division

RE:

OCP / ZONING BYLAW AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 432.31 / 337.103
(Bel Investments Ltd.)

RECOMMENDATION:
(1) THAT the report entitled “OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No.
432.31 / 337.103 (Bel Investments Ltd.)” be received;
(2) THAT Bylaw No. 432.31 be considered pursuant to Section 882 of the Local
Government Act concerning its potential impact on the Regional District’s
financial plan and applicable waste management plan;
(3) THAT Bylaw No. 337.103 be modified to include provisions prohibiting
mooring on the east side of the marina commercial vessels having a width
exceeding 4.8 metres;
(4) THAT Bylaw No. 432.21 and Bylaw No. 337.103, as amended, be given
Second Reading;
(5) THAT the applicant be requested to submit a letter of undertaking
committing to specific design parameters for the proposed marina addition,
including a bond or letter of credit to secure completion in accordance with
the design parameters;
(6) THAT a public hearing concerning Bylaw Nos. 432.21 and 337.103 be
scheduled to be held on Tuesday, April 2nd, 2013 at 7:00 p.m. in the Pender
Harbour School of Music, Madeira Park;
(7) THAT the Board delegate a Chair and Alternate Chair to conduct the public
hearing.
BACKGROUND:
At its meeting of January 10th the Board adopted the following Planning & Development
Committee recommendation:
Recommendation No. 23
Investments Ltd.)

OCP/Zoning

Bylaw

Amendment

No.

432.31/337.103

(Bel

THAT the staff report dated December 6, 2012 titled “OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment
Application No. 432.31/337.103 (Bel Investments Ltd.) be received;
AND THAT Bylaw Nos. 432.31 and 337.103 be given First Reading;

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 337\3360-20 337.103\PDC Report Feb 14 13.docx
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AND FURTHER THAT staff arrange a meeting with the applicant and adjacent property owners
to address specific concerns.
This report provides further information on the applicant’s site plan following input from the
Egmont / Pender Harbour APC and immediate neighbours. This report also recommends how
to proceed with the application.
DISCUSSION:
Meeting with Applicant & Adjacent Property Owners
In January, staff sent notices to two owners of properties located on each side of the marina
inviting them to meet with the applicant and staff to specifically address any outstanding
concerns. In doing so, staff provided copies of a recently revised site plan showing the four
proposed mooring berths re-oriented and relocated slightly westward in an effort to reduce
visual, navigational and any proximity-based impacts, particularly related to existing residential
floats located adjacent to the marina (site plan enclosed as Attachment ‘A’).
Correspondence was received from George and Diane Brown, owners of property immediately
east of the subject property. Mr. and Mrs. Brown indicated that despite currently being away
from the coast, they accept the modified site plan. However, they expressed preference that the
proposed marina addition be kept as low as possible and that the applicant ensure a quality
exterior design and adhere to outdoor lighting guidelines. Mr. and Mrs. Brown also expressed
concern over the applicant potentially mooring their existing commercial barge (the “Tag Angel”)
directly in front of their property.
In response, the applicant submitted a sketch of their proposed marina addition showing its
exterior design (Attachment ‘B’). The applicant insisted that as a marina operator it is in their
best interest to construct the marina addition with careful attention to its form and character. As
previously discussed at the November APC meeting, the draft C2B zone includes a structural
height limit of 7.5 metres (24.6 feet). If considering proceeding with the bylaws, it is
recommended that the applicant submit a letter of undertaking committing to specific design
parameters for the proposed marina addition, including a bond or letter of credit to secure
completion in accordance with the design parameters. The applicant expressed initial concerns
over submitting a bond or letter of credit for this purpose, as they intend to stage construction of
the proposed marina addition over a few years in order to minimize disturbance of neighbours.
In response to Mr. and Mrs. Brown’s concerns over potentially mooring the “Tag Angel” in front
of their property, the applicant expressed willingness to include provisions in the draft C2B zone
that would prohibit mooring on the east side of the marina any commercial vessel having a width
exceeding 4.8 metres (16 feet). Such provision would essentially prevent the “Tag Angel” from
being moored any closer to the Brown’s property.
No response was received from adjacent property owner to the west. The applicant advised the
owner’s spouse recently passed away and that they were currently out of the country.
Nevertheless, the applicant indicated they had informed the western neighbour of their site plan
modifications, who they said had no further concerns with their proposal.

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 337\3360-20 337.103\PDC Report Feb 14 13.docx
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While staff could not arrange a meeting with adjacent property owners because they are away,
correspondence was received from one of the owners, whose main concerns appear to have
been addressed. If considering proceeding with the bylaws, it is recommended that enough
lead time be given for scheduling a public hearing so that these adjacent property owners who
are currently away might possibly attend. It
Transport Canada Approval
Transport Canada previously indicated that it had reached a resolution concerning navigation on
Hospital Bay. In order to maintain the current clearances between the marina and the adjacent
residential docks, Transport Canada included a condition of Navigable Waters Protection Act
(NWPA) approval requiring vessels not be permitted to secure on the outside perimeter of
eastern most float within the existing and proposed tenure area. Transport Canada suggested
this accommodation would ensure the proposed marina expansion does not compromise
existing access to and from the marina and neighbouring docks.
In response, however, the applicant revised their site plan by re-orienting the proposed berths
and relocating them westward to provide more distance between the proposed marina
expansion and eastern neighbour, the Browns who had previously expressed specific concerns.
Staff recently discussed the applicant’s revised site plan with Transport Canada staff, providing
them also with a copy of the proposed modification to the draft C2B zone that would prohibit
commercial vessels exceeding 4.8 metres from mooring on the east side of the marina.
Transport Canada staff verbally expressed no objections, though asked for revised dimensions
and distances before confirming their approval under the NWPA. Such approval was not
available at the time of writing this report, but is anticipated in advance of the Planning &
Development Committee report.
Consideration of Financial Plan and Applicable Waste Management Plan
The Corporate Services Department confirms that the OCP amendment, as proposed, would
have no impact on the Regional District’s financial plan.
OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 432.21 has also been considered in relation to applicable waste
management plan. The Infrastructure Services Department expressed no major concerns,
though did provide some recommendations for improving solid waste management practices
on-site, as follows. The applicant’s responses are italicized and in parentheses:


Provide recycling and refuse collection services for marina users, with clear signage on floats and
on land to direct users to the facility (already in place – two garbage containers, one recycling bin
located on adjoining upland lot with signs directing marina owners where to deposit)



Implement a system to collect source separated organic materials (kitchen waste and green
waste) for processing by a local operator if available, or by providing an on-site composter (no
composting facilities on-site provided as there is very little organic waste created by marina
users)



Clear signage within the facility indicating:
o prohibited materials requiring alternate disposal arrangements (batteries, fuel, oil, paint)
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discard categories (glass, metal, plastic, kitchen waste, green waste, re-usable items or
materials, other refuse) (no signs indicating prohibited materials; no oil collected on-site.
Prohibited materials are dealt with under lease agreements with marina users)



Provide sufficient land area to locate collection containers sized to accommodate anticipated
peak use (eg. summer long weekend) and collection schedule (already provided)



Provide access for collection vehicles as required to handle containers of size as specified above
(already provided. SCRD has small office on the premises for filing and to hold Water Advisory
Committee meetings. Therefore, Infrastructure Services staff are occasionally on-site and the
applicant is willing to work with staff on any solid waste management improvements)



In case of redevelopment, major renovations or deconstruction, the SCRD will request/require:
o Source separation of recyclables and other controlled materials based on landfill
requirements Testing for presence of hazardous materials prior to commencing
construction; and,
o Abatement of identified hazards as required by WorkSafe BC (noted – though, no major
redevelopment, renovation or deconstruction planned)

All of the above recommendations have been considered in relation to the applicable solid
waste management plan, as per the requirements under section 882 of the Local Government
Act.
CONCLUSION:
The applicant proposes to extend the “Tourist Commercial” designation and zone an
approximate 0.42-hectare foreshore area for which they have an interim license of occupation.
The interim license allows the applicant to expand their leasehold area and obtain specific
zoning for the entire tenure area, as proposed. An additional tenure would allow the applicant
to operate four additional wider commercial berths. Consistent with the “Tourist Commercial”
designation, the existing leasehold area would also be zoned ‘C2B’ (Tourist Commercial
Marina).
As the application has been subject to a public information meeting and considered by the APC
over several meetings with extensive consultation with adjacent property owners, Planning staff
believe that with a slight modification to the draft C2B zone to restrict wide commercial vessels
from mooring on the east side of the marina, and subject to Transport Canada approval of
revised site plan, the proposed bylaws could be considered for further reading, as amended,
and a public hearing scheduled. In the meantime, the applicant should submit a letter of
undertaking, which commits to specific design parameters. Staff recommend enough lead time
be given for scheduling the public hearing in order that adjacent property owners are able to
attend.

___________________________
Gregory Gebka, Planner
Planning & Development Division
GG/
Attachments
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ATTACHMENT 'B'

DRAFT
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Bylaw No. 432.31
A bylaw to amend the “Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 432,
1996”
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 "Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan,
Amendment Bylaw No. 432.31, 2012".

PART B – AMENDMENTS
2.

"Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan, Amendment Bylaw No. 432, 1996”
Schedule A4 is amended by designating as ‘Tourist Commercial’ the foreshore adjoining
Lot C, Block 5, District Lots 1397 and 2796, Plan LMP1639, more particularly shown on
Appendix ‘A’ to this bylaw.

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

DAY OF

2012

READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF

2012

PURSUANT TO SECTION 882 OF THE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT ACT, CONSIDERED IN CONJUNCTION
WITH THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
FINANCIAL PLAN AND ANY APPLICABLE WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLANS this

DAY OF

2012

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

DAY OF

2012

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2012

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2012

__________________________________
Corporate Officer

___________________________________
Chair

N:\Planning & Development\6480 OCP Area A\6480-20 Official Community Plan\432.31\Draft Bylaw Nov 22
07.doc
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Residential A

Sinclair Bay Rd

Residential A

Lot C, Block 5
Plan LMP1639
DL 1397 & 2796

Residential A

Residential A

Tourist Commercial
Residential A

Block C
DL 2796

DL 7792

Proposed Landuse Designation:
Tourist Commercial

Residential A

Legal Description:
Block C, DL 2796
Group 1 New Westminster Land District

Chair

Proposed Landuse Designation:
Tourist Commercial

Corporate Officer
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW NO. 337.103
A bylaw of the Sunshine Coast Regional District to amend “Sunshine Coast Regional
District Electoral Area A Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990"
PART A - CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A
Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 337.103, 2013".

PART B - AMENDMENTS
Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is amended as
follows:
2.

Insert into Part V, Section 501, Columns I and II:
“C2B” “Tourist Commercial Marina”

3.

Insert section 811B into Part VII as follows:
C2B ZONE

(TOURIST COMMERCIAL MARINA)

Permitted Uses
811B.1

Except as permitted in Part V, land, buildings and structures in the C2B zone shall
be used for a marina only.

Maximum Height
811B.2

The maximum height of a structure, including a building, is 7.5 metres (24.6 feet).

Conditions of Use
811B.3

No commercial vessel having a width exceeding 4.8 metres may be moored on
the eastern side of a marina.

Parcel Coverage
811B.4

4.

The parcel coverage of all buildings and structures shall not exceed 50 percent.

Amend Schedule ‘A’ by zoning to ‘C2B’ (Tourist Commercial Marina) the foreshore
adjoining Lot C, Block 5, District Lots 1397 and 2796, Plan LMP1639, more particularly
shown on Appendix ‘A’ to this bylaw.

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this 10th DAY OF JANUARY, 2013.
READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF

2013.

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this

DAY OF

2013.

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2013.

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2013.

__________________________
Corporate Officer
__________________________
Chair
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Legal Description:
Block C, DL 2796
Group 1 New Westminster Land District

Chair

Proposed Zoning:
C2B- Tourist Commercial Marina

Corporate Officer
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ANNEX M
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

February 7, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, February 14, 2013

FROM:

Teresa Fortin, Planner

RE:

Application for an Investigative Permit File 2410825 by Western Tidal
Holdings for Tidal Power Generation near Skookumchuck Narrows.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. The Planning and Development Committee recommend that the Ministry of
Forests, Land and Natural Resource Operations be notified that the Sunshine
Coast Regional District has strong reservations to developing a tidal power
generating facility at Skookumchuck Narrows due to the proximity to
Skookumchuck Narrows Provincial Park, the impacts on recreational values, the
unknown impacts of altering the local biophysical environment and the emission
of electromagnetic fields on marine life.
2. The Planning and Development Committee recommends that regarding
Investigative Permit File 2410825 by Western Tidal Holdings for Tidal Power
Generation near Skookumchuck Narrows, that the Ministry of Forests, Land and
Natural Resource Operations be notified that Regional District does not support
the project for the following reasons:
a. Navigation Concerns
The Skookumchuck Narrows can be a challenge to navigate a boat through. The
addition of scientific equipment may increase navigational hazards.
b. Noise Pollution
The deployment of the ADCP will increase noise pollution in the ocean. Given the
geography (i.e. narrowness) of the area, any sound from ADCP’s would be
exacerbated. Noise will occur during all phases of investigation, construction and
operation.
c. Interference with Recreation
Possibility that the investigative activities will interfere with the recreational use and
enjoyment of Skookumchuck Narrows. Planning staff suspect that there could be
interference with recreational dive sites in the Narrows. Potential strike by motor
blades or other moving parts should be considered.
d. Possible Disturbance with Rockfish Conservation Area 16 (RCA) Skookumchuck Narrows - Chart 3512
Department of Fisheries and Oceans has established a RCA over an area starting
just north of the Skookumchuck rapids, south along the west side of Sechelt Inlet to
north of Salmon Inlet. The applicant should not place any scientific instruments nor
anchor any boat within or adjacent to this area.
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e. Existing Resource Pressures
The area already has resource activities (aggregate mining and forestry in particular)
that compete with the recreational opportunities and physical beauty of the area.
3. If the Ministry of Forests, Land and Natural Resource Operations Crown considers
issuing the Investigative Permit:
a. The Regional District strongly urges the Ministry to require the applicant to
address the issues described above and share with the public any
collected tidal data.
b. Consultation should be completed with BC Parks planners and their local
staff to address any implications.
c. Consultation with the Sechlet Indian Band to assure their issues are
addressed.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District has received a referral from the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural
Resource Operations regarding an investigative permit to explore the potential for tidal energy in
and around Skookumchuck Narrows.
Please review the application (Attachment A) for more information.
DISCUSSION
Ocean Tidal Energy
Ocean energy is energy that can be harnessed from the ocean's tides, currents and waves.
Tidal energy utilizes the flow of water produced by the rise and fall of the tides to generate
electricity. Modern tidal technology is focused on the harnessing of tidal “streams” or “currents”.
Tidal energy resources are based on the moon's gravitational pull and sub-sea geography and
so are not affected by changes in climate, weather patterns or sea levels.
Tidal streams or currents are found in regions with high tidal ranges and natural constrictions
such as straights, narrows or fjords. The west coast of British Columbia and the passages
between its islands offer sites with high potential, like the Skookumchuck Narrows.
In 2006, British Columbia became home to North America’s first in-stream tidal energy
demonstration project at Race Rocks near Victoria.
Benefits of Tidal Energy:
• Tidal energy is produced twice daily with the tides and is predictable years in advance.
• Energy resources are unaffected by climate, weather or changes in sea level.
• Once established, tidal projects have low operating costs.
Challenges:
• Tidal power has a high capital cost, making investors reluctant to participate in
projects with long lead times, uncertain cash flow and long pay-out periods;
• There are specific environmental impacts associated with ocean energy such as
impacts to wildlife, marine life and gravel recruitment;
• Distance of the site from the electric grid increases costs and possible environmental
impacts
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Ocean energy proponents require at least one year of data on a site to assess the viability of the
resource and technology. The single overriding factor associated with high-quality ocean
energy sites is the presence of suitably strong tidal currents and/or wave action; with an
important secondary factor is proximity to the electricity grid. The applicants believe the
Skookumchuck meets these criteria.
Tenure Process
The applicant has applied for an “Investigative Permit”. An investigative permit (IP) is issued by
the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations for a period of 2 years to
enable proponents to collect data and determine the siting of investigative technical equipment.
The investigative permit document itself does not convey exclusive use of the resource or a
geographic area, however in practice the Province does not issue overlapping permits for
specific tidal or wave ocean energy investigations.
If the applicant is satisfied that the data captured is worth moving forward, they would have to
apply for another tenure, normally a general licence of occupation for the entire project area,
including ancillary uses, for a 3 year term.
Once the site is constructed and the generating device enters into the commercial operational
phase, a ‘package’ of tenure types is normally provided to the proponent contingent on the
completion of land surveys and other requirements where applicable. For example, a lease is
provided for the site of a generating device, a statutory right of way (SRW) for the transmission
line that connects to the grid, and a licence of occupation between generation sites (in the case
of an “energy farm”) as well as for project sites with minimal improvements.
Skookumchuck Narrows Project
The applicant has applied for an investigative permit that covers the Skookumchuck Narrows to
place ADCPs (Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler) in several places to measure the current/tides
in the area. The application indicates that both vessel mounted and seafloor located
instrumentations will be used.
ADCP
ADCPs are hydroacoustic current meters similar to a sonar, which measures water current
velocities over a depth range using the Doppler effect of sound waves scattered back from
particles within the water column.

The ADCP uses four transducers which emit sounds pulses in known directions. The device
collects return sounds pulses similar to hearing an echo. As the sound pulse leaves and the
transducer, the frequency is shifted. This is known as the Doppler Effect. The shift in frequency

75

File 2410825 by Western Tidal Holdings,
PDC February 2013

Page 4 of 6

is due to the relative velocity of the water. The device is calibrated to determine the velocity of
water at each particular depth. Repetitive pulses ensure accuracy and exclude random scatter.
The ADCP can produce a profile of water currents over a range of depths.
-

There are no moving parts are used which may be subject to biofouling.
A single instrument is enough to cover up to 100 m of water column, this allows
more accurate estimations of flow patterns.
Very expensive.
As any acoustical instrument, it contributes to noise pollution in the ocean which
may interfere with cetacean navigation and echolocation. The effect depends on
the frequency and the power of the instrument, but one has to keep in mind that
any ship that echolocates does the same.

The narrows themselves are an impressive physical feature: on a 3 metre tide, 200 billion
gallons of water flow through the narrows connecting Sechelt and Jervis Inlet. The difference in
water levels between one side of the rapids and the other sometimes exceeds 2 metres in
height. Current speeds can exceed 30km/hr. The rapids are famous for their spectacular
whirlpools and whitewater. Maintaining the experience of the viewers who use the
Skookumchuck Narrows Provincial Park and for the paddlers who recreate in the water should
be an important factor.
The permit area is rather large (409 ha) and includes the rapids itself but excludes the area
around several private islands (DL’s 5620, 5928 and 5941) in the Narrows. The area of interest
does not appear to include any upland area.
However, knowledge of the Skookumchuck tidal system is of great interest to the community
and resource planning. Planning staff are only aware of a handful of scientific papers regarding
the Skookumchuck and sharing scientific data about the tidal system would benefit our social
and scientific community. The investigative project may have merits from a scientific
perspective and any data collected should reside in the public realm.
The following items could be considered:
Fundamental opposition to the project. Although granting an investigative permit
does not imply issuance of a permanent tenure, the community should consider
informing the Province that it is fundamentally opposed to tidal power generation in the
Skookumchuck Narrows given the issues listed below.
1. Navigation
The Skookumchuck Narrows can be a challenge to navigate a boat through, let alone
the addition of scientific equipment.
2. Noise Pollution
The deployment of the ADCP will increase noise pollution in the ocean. Given the
geography (i.e. narrowness) of the area, any sound from ADCP’s would be exacerbated.
3. Interference with Recreation
It is possible that the investigative activities will interfere with the recreational use and
enjoyment of Skookumchuck Narrows. Planning staff suspect that there could be
interference with recreational dive sites in the Narrows.
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4. Rockfish Conservation Area 16 (RCA) - Skookumchuck Narrows - Chart 3512
Department of Fisheries and Oceans has established a RCA over an area starting just
north of the Skookumchuck rapids, south along the west side of Sechelt Inlet to north of
Salmon Inlet. The applicant should not place any scientific instruments nor anchor any
boat within or adjacent to this area.
5. Existing Resource Pressures
The area already has resource activities (aggregate mining and forestry in particular)
that compete with the recreational opportunities and physical beauty of the area.
Further consultation should be completed with:
A. First Nations Consultation
The application area lies within the Sechelt First Nations territory. The Band should be
contacted to assure that all their issues raised are considered.
B. BC Parks Consultation
The Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations should be consulting
with BC Parks planners and local staff to address any implications.
If the Crown considers issuing the Investigative Permit, the applicant should be required to
submit and share any tidal data that was collected.
Area A Advisory Planning Commission review
The Area A APC reviewed this referral at its Jan 30th meeting. The APC made the following
motion:
That this APC supports alternative energy development in general, however in the
absence of any substantial pertinent information being presented on the project as to
its scope and the infrastructure intended, and in the absence of any representatives
before the committee by the proponent, we are not prepared to support the proposal at
this time.
Natural Resources Advisory Committee
NRAC reviewed this referral at its Jan 23rd meeting. NRAC is “fundamentally opposed to this
project”. NRAC also listed the following concerns:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Alteration of currents and waves;
Alteration of substrates, sediment transport and deposition;
Alteration of habitats for benthic organisms;
Noise during all phases of investigation, construction and operation;
Emission of electromagnetic fields;
Toxicity of paints, lubricants and anti-fouling coatings;
Significant interference with animal movements and migration (eg juvenile Coho and
Pacific white sided dolphin);
8. Strike by motor blades or other moving parts;
NRAC also recommends that the SCRD investigate zoning that would prohibit this kind of
activity on the foreshore, prior to the exploratory phase, in consultation with the Sechelt
Indian Government District (SIGD). Zoning in Electoral Area A is will be reviewed as the
Official Community Plan review process starts in 2013/2014.
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CONCLUSION
As outlined in the report (navigation, noise pollution, interference with recreation, disruption of
the Rockfish Conservation Area 16 biophysical disturbance and existing resource pressures),
staff recommend that the Regional District not support the application.
________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner
N:\Land Administration\3020 Crown Land\3020-20 Crown Referrals, Leases & Licenses (Non-SCRD)\2410825Tidal
Energy\2013 Feb Western Tidal Holdings File2410825 PDC rpt.docx
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ANNEX N

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 25, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – February 14, 2013

FROM:

Parissa Shafizadeh – Planning Technician

RE:

Development Permit with a variance A-27 ( Sakinaw Lake, Egmont/Pender
Harbour)

RECOMMENDATION
THAT Development Permit with Variance A-27, to reduce the setback from Sakinaw Lake
from 20 metres to 15 metres to construct a single family dwelling, be forwarded to the Board
for approval subject to:
1. THAT The dwelling shall be located no closer than 15 metres to the natural boundary of
Sakinaw Lake;
2. AND THAT the applicant confirm that the septic system meets current Ministry of Health
standards;
3. AND THAT the applicant is required a professional sign-off upon completion of the project to
ensure that the Qualified Environmental Professional’s recommendations have been
adhered to. In addition, if the recommendations have not been adhere to, the shíshálh
Nation requires mitigation and/or compensation to be determined in conjunction with the
Nation.
4. AND FURTHER THAT Prior to issuance of Development Permit A-27:
A. The owners register a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to the satisfaction of the
SCRD to:
i. Save harmless the SCRD for the possibility of geotechnical hazards;
ii. Retain all native vegetation within 15 metres from high water mark of
Sakinaw Lake on the east and south sides of the lot and 20 metres on
the north side;
iii. Permit the 28 square metre addition within the 20 metres setback of
Sakinaw Lake on a one-time-only basis and that the non-conforming

N:\Land Administration\3060 Development Permits\3060-20 DP Area A\A-27 (Cohen) with a variance\DP A-27 PDC Report 2013Feb-14.doc
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structure will be removed or relocated in compliance with setbacks
before issuance of a building permit for a second dwelling.
B. The owner prepare a Preliminary Field Reconnaissance (PFR) to determine if any
archaeological deposits will be impacted by the proposed development.
BACKGROUND
This application was reviewed by the Planning and Development Committee (PDC) at their
meeting on December 20, 2012. The PDC made a recommendation to the Board, which was
adopted as follows:
008/13 cont.

Recommendation No. 20
(Cohen)

Development Permit with Variance A-27

THAT the staff report dated December 4, 2012 titled “Development
Permit with a Variance A-27 (Block G DL 3251) Plan 3976 PID: 011-984031, Sakinaw Lake, Egmont/Pender Harbour)” be received;
AND THAT Development Permit with Variance A-27, to reduce the
setback from Sakinaw Lake from 20 metres to 15 metres to construct a
single family dwelling, be forwarded to the Board for approval subject to
the following:
1.

The dwelling shall be located no closer than 15 metres to
the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake;

2.

The applicant confirm that the septic system meets
current Ministry of Health standards;

3.

Prior to issuance of Development Permit A-27:
A.

The owners register a Section 219 Restrictive
Covenant to the satisfaction of the SCRD to:
i.

Save harmless the SCRD for the possibility
of geotechnical hazards;

ii.

Retain all native vegetation within 15
metres from high water mark of Sakinaw
Lake on the east and south sides of the lot
and 30 metres on the north side;

N:\Land Administration\3060 Development Permits\3060-20 DP Area A\A-27 (Cohen) with a variance\DP A-27 PDC Report 2013Feb-14.doc
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iii.

B.

Owner/Applicant:
Legal Description:
Electoral Area:
Location:
Zone:
Proposed Variance:
Parcel Area:
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Permit the 28 square metre addition within
the 20 metres setback of Sakinaw Lake on a
one-time-only basis and that the nonconforming structure will be removed or
relocated in compliance with setbacks
before issuance of a building permit for a
second dwelling.

The owner do the reconnaissance study requested
by the shíshálh Nation. Comments have been
received from the shíshálh Nation and no concerns
were raised with the application.

Mark Stipec for Eric & Judith Cohen
Block G DL 3251 Plan 3976 PID: 011-984-031
Egmont/Pender Harbour
Sakinaw Lake
RU1
To vary Section 516(1)(c) of zoning bylaw 337 from 20 metres to
15 metres for the construction of the single family dwelling
25496.1 m² (6.3 Acres)

The application is to vary Section 516(1)(c) of Zoning Bylaw No. 337 to relax the required
setback from 20 metres to 15 metres of the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake to construct a
single family dwelling.
The subject water access property is located on the west side of Sakinaw Lake (Appendix”A”Location Map).The property which is mostly covered by heavily treed vegetation contains an
existing cabin, shed and a dock. The topographic features of the lot and existence of the steep
bedrock on the east end of the property (adjoining the lakeshore) constrained the view of the
lake by meeting 20 metres setback from the lake. In addition, rocky steep slope and a need for
excavation and removal of the forest coverage limit the buildable area to construct a lakeview
dwelling with limited environmental impacts.
In late December, the applicant submitted a revised site plan to move the proposed building
approximately 4 metres to the north. According to the riparian assessment, relocation of the
building can prevent removal of the large standing timbers on the south of the building. This
change will continue to provide protection of the lake foreshore and will not reduce the
proposed 15 metres setback from the natural boundary of the lake. To accommodate this realignment and protection of mature standing trees the Shade ZoS has been reduced from 30
metres to 20 metres on the northern edge of the property. Following this change, the planning
N:\Land Administration\3060 Development Permits\3060-20 DP Area A\A-27 (Cohen) with a variance\DP A-27 PDC Report 2013Feb-14.doc
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staff’s recommendation respecting native vegetation retention area (recommendation no. 4.A
(ii)) has been changed from 30 metres to 20 metres from high water mark of Sakinaw Lake on
the north side of the lot.
OCP Policies
The Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan (OCP) identifies an assessment area
within 30 meters along Sakinaw Lake as the Development Permit Area (DPA) #1: Stream
Riparian Assessment Areas. The OCP provides guidelines for development occurring within the
area including establishing streamside protection and enhancement areas (SPEA) and measures
to protect the integrity of the area. In addition, OCP policy 4.14 “Lakeshore Vegetation
Retention Area” recommends a 15 meters leave strip from the lake natural boundary (no
disturbance zone) as a buffer to retain the lakeshore vegetation corridor during all phases of
property ownership. (See Appendix “B” – ESA & DPA Map). OCP Policy 4.16 also states that
setbacks for new structures from the natural boundary of all lakes in the plan area shall be a
minimum of 20 metres for reasons of habitat protection, vegetation retention and water
quality protection. OCP policy 4.21 recommends that the SCRD Building Department shall
require Ministry of Health sewage disposal approval for septic systems prior to the issuance of
all building permits for construction of all new dwellings and for all additions or renovations
which add bedroom space to existing dwellings on all lakefront properties to improve water
quality.
Qualified Professional Comments
An environmental assessment in accordance with the requirements of the OCP was completed.
The assessment identified the SPEA at 15 metres from high water mark of Sakinaw Lake to the
east and south and 30 metres on the northern end. The Qualified Environmental Professional
(QEP) varied the SPEA on the north side as 20 metres from high water mark, after considering
building relocation to avoid land clearing on the south side of the building. The QEP ensures
that this relocation will continue to provide protection of the lake foreshore. The proposed
building site is located approximately in the centre of the lot and will not encroach into the
SPEA (See Appendix “C”- Site Plan). The Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) concluded
that by protecting the SPEA from the proposed development and implementing the identified
measures in the assessment by the developer, there will be no harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction of natural features, functions and conditions that support fish life processes in the
riparian assessment area. The QEP also noted that the proposed development is considered low
risk to fish and fish habitat and the proposed location will not impose significant clearing of the
property, slope instability and flood plain concerns.
The proposed recommendations of the environmental assessment will be incorporated into the
Development Permit, should it be approved. All elevations for buildings meet Zoning Bylaw No.
337 requirements of 1.5 m above the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake for flood protection
purposes.

N:\Land Administration\3060 Development Permits\3060-20 DP Area A\A-27 (Cohen) with a variance\DP A-27 PDC Report 2013Feb-14.doc
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REFERRAL AND NOTIFICATION
Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning Commission
th
At its meeting of November 28
the Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning Commission
supported the variance application providing that the septic system conform to the Ministry of
Health current standards.

shIshálh Nation
The variance application has been referred to the shIshálh Nation for review and comment.
The shIshálh Nation did not express any objection to the application. However, they required a
professional sign-off upon completion of the project to ensure that the qualified professional’s
recommendations have been adhered to. In addition, if the recommendations have not been
adhered to, the shIshálh Nation requires mitigation and/or compensation to be determined in
conjunction with the Nation. Finally, a Preliminary Field Reconnaissance (PFR) is required in
order to determine if any archaeological deposits will be impacted by the proposed
development.
SCRD Building Division
The Building Division expressed no objections to the application if the proposal meets all
regulatory requirements.
Adiacent Property Owners
Notices were sent to property owners within 100 metres of the subject property for the
opportunity to comment on the proposed variance. No written comment reflecting objection
to the proposed variance was received.

Parissa Shafizadeh
Planning Technician

Attachments:
Appendix “A”: Location Map
Appendix “B”: ESA & DPA Map
Appendix “C”: Site Plan
Appendix “D”: Proposed Development Drawings
Appendix “E”: Draft DPV A-27
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Lot G DL 3251 Plan 3976
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Appendix"C" - Site Plan
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Appendix "E" -Draft DPV A-27
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
No. A-27

DRAFT
TO:

Eric & Judith Cohen

ADDRESS:

6120 Macdonald Street, Vancouver, BC, V6N 3E6

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

Block G, District Lot 3251, Plan 3976
011-984-031
Sakinaw Lake, Pender Harbour, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions
and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this Permit which shall
form a part thereof.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337 is varied or supplemented, and conditions
and requirements pursuant to Section 920 of the Local Government Act are imposed in accordance
with the guidelines specified in the Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is specifically varied as follows:
To vary Section 516 (1) (c) of SCRD Bylaw No. 337 to relax the minimum required
setback to the natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 15 m to construct
a single family dwelling.
This Development Permit with a Variance for the purpose of constructing buildings and structures
within riparian area of Sakinaw Lake and is issued subject to compliance with the following terms
and conditions:
Prior to Issuance:
(1)

Registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant in favour of the SCRD, which includes the
following:
a) The covenant indemnifies the SCRD for the possibility of geotechnical hazards;
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b) Retain all native vegetation within 15 metres from high water mark of Sakinaw
Lake on the east and south sides of the lot and 20 metres on the north side;
and
c) Permit the 28 square metre addition within the 20 metres setback of Sakinaw
Lake as a one-time-only basis and that the non-conforming structure will be
removed or relocated in compliance with setbacks before issuance of a building
permit for a second dwelling.
(2)

The owner should prepare a Preliminary Field Reconnaissance (PFR) to determine if any
archaeological deposits will be impacted by the proposed development.

General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the Riparian Areas Regulation:
Assessment Report prepared by FSCI Biological Consultants, dated December 18, 2012,
attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix “A”.

(2)

The development shall substantially conform with the site plan prepared by Peter
Gordon, dated December 18, 2012, and attached to and forming part of this permit as
Appendix “B”;

(3)

The development shall substantially conform with the construction drawings prepared
by Douglas Berry dated October 31, 2012 and attached to and forming part of this
permit as Appendix “C”;

(4)

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

(5)

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

(6)

A suitable septic system for a new dwelling shall be constructed and located entirely
on the subject parcel;

(7)

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

(8)

Construction must commence within two (2) years of the date of this permit, this
Development Permit shall lapse; and
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(9)

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

Except as specifically provided above, this Development Permit, with setback variance, in no way
relieves the owner or occupier of the responsibility of adhering to all other legislation of
responsible authorities, which may apply to the land.
This Permit is not a building permit.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. xxx/13 PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BOARD THIS x
DAY OF DECEMBER, 2013.
ISSUED THIS

x

DAY OF DECEMBER

, 2013

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

January 29, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – February 14th, 2013

FROM:

Parissa Shafizadeh, Planning Technician

RE:

Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.170

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Planning & Development Committee recommend approval of Development
Variance Permit No. 310.170 to increase the maximum permitted height of the existing
auxiliary dwelling unit, which is separate from the principal residence, from 4.5 metres to
6.4 metres.
AND THAT the approval of Development Variance Permit No. 310.170 be subject to APC
support.
AND FURTHER THAT prior to issuance of Development Variance Permit No. 310.170,
Comments be received from the Sechelt Indian Band and that any request from the
Sechelt Indian Band be addressed by the property owners; or expiry of the referral
period.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District received an application to vary Section 503(7) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 to
increase the maximum permitted height of an auxiliary dwelling unit, which is separate from the
principal residence, from 4.5 metres to 6.4 metres.
OWNER/APPLICANT:

Paul Mears for Mark and Catherine Bunce

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Lot F District Lot 1318 Group 1 NWM Plan BCP 25575

ELECTORAL AREA:

Roberts Creek

LOCATION:

3582A Beach Ave

ZONE:

R1

PARCEL AREA:

2014 m²

PROPOSED VARIANCE:

To increase the maximum permitted height of the existing auxiliary
dwelling unit, which is separate from the principal residence, from
4.5 meters to 6.4 metres.

N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.170 (Bunce)\DVP 310.170 -Feb 14
PDC Report.doc
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DISCUSSION
The property is located on Beach Ave, Roberts Creek and zoned R1 (Residential One). The
property contains a 43.15 m² cottage and storage shed and is planned to accommodate a single
family dwelling in the near future. In 2009, the applicant applied for a building permit to construct
the subject cottage with the existing height of 6.4 metres. According to the site plan provided at
that time, the applicant intended to construct a main dwelling in future and subsequently
continue to use the subject cottage as an auxiliary dwelling unit to provide additional space for
the family members.

In December 2012, the applicant applied for a building permit to construct the main dwelling. At
the time, he was informed that according to the Zoning Bylaw No. 310, in addition to a single
family dwelling, one auxiliary dwelling unit is permitted on the lot and, therefore, the cottage
should be used as an auxiliary dwelling unit. As constructed, the existing cottage (proposed
auxiliary dwelling unit with a height of 6.4 metres) contravenes Zoning Bylaw No. 310 height
limit on auxiliary dwelling unit. According to Zoning Bylaw No. 310, section 503(7), the maximum
height of a building that is separate from the principal residence and which contains an auxiliary
dwelling unit shall not exceed 4.5 metres. The issue which was not raised by staff when issuing
the building permit for the cottage (auxiliary dwelling unit). The applicant was informed the
building permit for the main dwelling will be subject to resolving the non-conforming height of the
existing auxiliary dwelling unit.
The existing auxiliary dwelling unit consists of a 43.146 m² two storey cottage with a 8.9 m²
deck. The building contains a cooking facility, living area on the main floor and a 2nd floor
storage area accessed by a ladder. The owner’s main purpose to construct the cottage was for
storage and occasional use of family members and guests. At its closest point, the auxiliary
dwelling unit is located 3.0 metres from the east property line. Other than its height, the building
meets all of the Zoning Bylaw requirements including setback and floor area.
N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.170 (Bunce)\DVP 310.170 -Feb 14
PDC Report.doc
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Following building permit application for the main residence, staff discussed different options
with the applicant including (1) applying to vary the maximum height of the detached auxiliary
dwelling unit, (2) changing the auxiliary dwelling unit to an auxiliary building by removing the
existing cooking facility and, (3) taking down the roof of the building to meet the 4.5 metres
height restriction. The applicant decided to apply for the Development Variance Permit (DVP) to
vary the maximum permitted height of the auxiliary dwelling unit.
The applicant submitted the rational in support of its DVP, which is enclosed as Appendix “D”.
The applicant main justification is that varying the maximum height of the existing auxiliary
dwelling unit will not impose any further impacts on the environment and neighbouring
properties. The subject unit has enough distance from all property lines and adjoining properties
and does not block any view. The building meets all of the Zoning Bylaw requirements and this
unintentional contravention is the result of an oversight at the time of issuance of building permit
in 2009. The subject property is not located within any geotechnical or environmental
Development Permit Areas.

REFERRAL AND NOTIFICATION
Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission
A report regarding the Development Variance Permit 310.170 was prepared to be reviewed by
the Roberts Creek APC at their meeting on January 28th. Mistakenly, staff didn’t send the report
to be included in the January APC meeting agenda. This application is time sensitive due to the
applicant waiting time to start construction of the new building following approval of this
Development Variance Permit (DVP). The applicant hired a contractor to start construction of
the new building last December when he applied for a building permit. At the time he was
advised that issuance of building permit is subject to approval of this DVP to increase the
maximum height of the auxiliary dwelling unit; the unintentional contravention which is the result
of an oversight at the time of issuance of building permit in 2009. Therefore, staff recommend
the application be considered by the PDC and the approval of the application be subject to the
APC support to help the applicant to receive the building permit sooner.
SCRD Building Division
SCRD Building Division stated no objections to this application providing that all BC Building
Code requirements for this building as a dwelling unit are met.
shíshálh Nation
The variance application has been referred to the shíshálh Nation for review and comment.
Pursuant to the protocol agreement between the SCRD Board and the shíshálh Nation,
rezoning applications and development variance permit applications are referred to the Band
with an allowance for a 60 day return period. The response will be considered by the SCRD
Planning and Development Committee and may be considered when determining conditions if
the variance request is to be considered for approval.

N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.170 (Bunce)\DVP 310.170 -Feb 14
PDC Report.doc
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Adjacent Property Owners
Adjacent property owners and residents located within 50 metres of the property were notified of
the application by letter. Staff received two written comments from neighbouring property
owners showing support for the application. No written comments reflecting objection to the
proposed variance were received.

SUMMARY

The Regional District received a Development Variance Permit application to increase the
maximum permitted height of the existing auxiliary dwelling unit, from 4.5 m to 6.4 m. Rational
for the variance is based on the fact that the variance will not impose any further impacts on the
environment and neighboring properties. The subject auxiliary dwelling unit does not block any
view and except height restriction, it meets the entire Zoning Bylaw No. 310 requirements
including setbacks and floor area. This variance will not increase the density and lot coverage.
The subject property is not located within the geotechnical and environmental Development
Permit Areas.

Parissa Shafizadeh
Planning Technician

ATrAcHMENTs:

Appendix “A”: Orthophoto
Appendix “B”: Site Plan
Appendix “C”: Photos
Appendix “D”: Variance Criteria
Appendix “E”: Proposed Development Drawings
Appendix “F”: Draft DVP 31 0.170

N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.170 (Bunce)\DVP
310.170 -Feb 14
PDC Report.doc
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3582A Beach Ave,
Roberts Creek
PID:026-813-589

Appendix "B" - Site Plan

The location of the existing shed has
been changed due to the proposed
location of the future house
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Appendix "C" - Photos

Photo 1: South
elevation of the
subject auxiliary
dwelling unit

Photo 2: North and
west elevation of the
subject auxiliary
dwelling unit
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Approximate location
of the eastern property line
(building has 3 m setback
from this line)

Approximate
location of
the northern
property line

Approximate
location of the
future house

Subject auxiliary
dwelling unit

Existing shed
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Photo 3:
Approximate location
of eastern property
line in regard to the
subject auxiliary
dwelling unit

Photo 4: Location of
the existing shed,
northern property
line and future house
in regard to the
subject auxiliary
dwelling unit

Appendix "D" - Variance Criteria
Variance Criteria:
1. The variance should not defeat the intent of the bylaw standard or significantly depart from
the planning principle or objective intended by the bylaw. Please elaborate how the
requested variance meets this criteria.
No other planning, zoning or building bylaws are affected by the request to allow for increased
height of the auxiliary dwelling unit. There are no infringements on any setbacks, lot coverage or
number of buildings allowed.

2. The variance should not adversely affect adjacent or nearby properties or public lands. Please
elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria.
The existing auxiliary dwelling unit is not visible from Beach Ave. the principal single family
dwelling on the southern properties are oriented so that the primary facades are facing away
from the auxiliary dwelling unit and have not been adversely affected by the height. There is no
dwelling visible on the lot immediately east of the auxiliary dwelling unit and there are several
large trees on this properties the auxiliary dwelling unit will not be visible from the west as it will
be behind the principal home. And the property to the north is currently undeveloped.
3. The variance should not be considered a precedent, but should be considered as a unique
solution to an unusual situation or set of circumstances. Please elaborate how the requested
variance meets this criteria.
The height issue for the auxiliary dwelling unit was not addressed at the time of permitting
because the cottage unit (320 sq. ft.) was mistakenly classified as a single family home rather
than the intended auxiliary use. The owner built the auxiliary unit first with clearly stated plans
to build the single family principal home in the future. (Refer to septic/site plans, dated Oct.
2009, submitted at the time of application for permit for the auxiliary unit showing both a
cottage and a future single family dwelling) changing the status of the existing building from
single family dwelling to auxiliary dwelling unit after it was built puts the building in
contravention of the height limit. Had the issue been raised at the time, the owner would have
been able to modify the plans to conform to the requirements for auxiliary dwelling.
4. The variance represents the best solution for the proposed development after all other
options have been considered. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this
criteria.
To modify the existing cottage/auxiliary dwelling unit to conform to the height requirements
would be very costly, prohibitive and punitive. The most expedient solution is to grant a height
variance that would solve the problem with no impact on any of the surrounding properties and
at no cost to either the homeowners or the SCRD.
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5. The variance should not negatively affect the natural site characteristics or environmental
qualities of the property. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria.
There would be no adverse impact on the site or any environmental concerns resulting from
changing the status of the existing cottage to an auxiliary dwelling unit and relaxing the height
restriction to accommodate the owners’ plans to build their single family dwelling. The property
is 2014 m². the auxiliary dwelling is 320 sq. ft. and the principal residence will have a main floor
living area of 1097 sq. ft. with 585 sq. ft. of deck. The total of both buildings is 2002 sq. ft. or 186
m². amounting to less than 9% lot coverage.
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16'

KITCHEN
9'-11" X 9'-0"

9'

STORAGE AREA
15'-4" X 9'-0"

BATHROOM
5'-1" X 8'-3"

20'
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6X10 BEAM
OPEN TO BELOW

LIVING / DINING
15'-4" X 10'"4'

SECOND FLOOR PLAN: 138 SQ.FT.

6'

COVERED DECK
16'-0" X 6'-0"

MARK BUNCE
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FLOOR PLAN

MAIN FLOOR PLAN: 320 SQ. FT.
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MARK BUNCE
3582 BEACH AVE
SECTION DWG

ROOF CONSTRUCTION
- Engineered Trusses, 24" centers
-7/16" OSB
- 30 lb roofing paper
- Asphalt shingles

16'
Roof Overhang
1'

19'

6X10 Beam
6X6 Posts
10'

7' 8"

5/8 T&G Plywood
2 X 10 Joists
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WALL CONSTRUCTION
- cedar board and batten siding
-60 lb tarpaper
-5/8" sheeting
-2X4 studs 16" centers

Appendix "F" - Draft DVP 310.170

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
NO. 310.170

DRAFT
TO:

Mark and Catherine Bunce

ADDRESS:

23341 – 114A Avenue, Maple Ridge
BC, V2X 5P8

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

Lot F District Lot 1318 Group 1 NWM Plan BCP25575
026-813-289
3582A Beach Ave. Roberts Creek, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the provisions, terms
and conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached hereto as a schedule and
which forms part of this Permit.
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local Government
Act for the purpose of increasing the maximum permitted height of a detached auxiliary dwelling
unit on those lands described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District (Electoral Area D)
Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows:
To increase the maximum permitted height of an auxiliary dwelling unit which is
separate from the principal residence, as required in Section 503.7 of Zoning Bylaw
310, from 4.5 metres to 6.4 metres.
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit. No construction shall commence
without prior written consent of the Building Inspector.
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2)
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse.

This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and
conditions:

1/2
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Page 2 of 2

General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to site plan prepared by _____________________ attached hereto as
Appendix ‘A’.

(2)

Except as may be authorized by the Minister responsible for heritage
conservation, no person may damage, alter, or remove from a site any object,
artifact, feature, material or other physical evidence of unknown origin that may
be protected under the Heritage Conservation Act. In the event of finding a
possible archaeological site or artefact immediately stop work and contact:
(a)

The Archaeology Branch, Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations; and

(b)

The Land Management, Squamish Nation (604-982-0515).

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

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. ..... PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL
DISTRICT BOARD THE .... DAY OF......, 2013.
ISSUED THIS ___________ DAY OF ________________________, 2013.

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

N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.170 (Bunce)\DVP
310.170 - Draft DV Permit.doc
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ANNEX P
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE: February 6, 2013
TO:

Planning and Development Committee (February 14, 2013)

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:

DERELICT VESSELS AND VESSEL NEAR MCNAIR CREEK PARK, WEST HOWE SOUND

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT the report titled “Derelict Vessels and Vessel near McNair Creek Park, West Howe
Sound” be received;
AND THAT SCRD staff attempt to contact the owner to require that the vessel be
relocated outside of the SCRD water lease area;
AND THAT any future concerns regarding a suspected derelict or polluting vessel be
reported to the Coast Guard’s Pacific regional office (1-800-889-8852) to initiate an
investigation.

BACKGROUND
The issue of removal of and jurisdiction for derelict vessels is complex. Staff were asked to
provide guidance about the matter.
SCRD staff were also informed of a vessel, the MV Provider, moored just off the end of Dunham
Road (Hillside area in West Howe Sound, Attachment A). The vessel may be within a water
lease area held by the SCRD to support commercial activity in the Hillside Industrial Estate.
The vessel is near McNair Creek Park.
Concern was raised about the vessel’s condition, that it may be leaking hydrocarbons/oil into
the ocean, and that the owners are processing wood which is later transported ashore and
through the park. Concern was also raised about the spilling of fuel in the park from a truck
used to transport the wood.
Staff investigated the overlapping areas of responsibility for controlling activity on the ocean, the
condition of the vessel and how any infractions could be addressed.
DISCUSSION
Regulation of derelict or polluting vessels is complex as there is overlapping jurisdiction.
Identifying the responsible agency depends upon the specific situation. The key is whether the
vessel is causing pollution or is a hazard to shipping or navigation.
Jurisdiction for Derelict Vessels and Pollution
The primary contact for reporting a suspected derelict or polluting vessel is the Coast Guard’s
Pacific regional office. Once they are aware of an issue they can then initiate an investigation.
Transport Canada, through Navigation Canada, may intercede if the vessel is causing a hazard
to navigation or shipping; for example if it is blocking a federal dock or drifting free. They may
also take action if it is leaking oil into the marine environment.
The Coast Guard has the role to carry out a clean up if there is a leak, and the cost is passed
back to the owner (if known). The Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada may also have
an interest and they can liaise with Transport Canada and the Coast Guard (now part of DFO).
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Removal of the vessel is the owner’s responsibility. If no owner is found then it may be
removed by Transport Canada or the Coast Guard.
The Coast Guard can issue a notice setting out the actions required and a timeline for
completion. If the owner fails to act, then the Coast Guard may take steps to clean up and the
cost is passed to the owner. If the bill is not paid then the matter is referred to the Ship Source
Pollution Fund; the bill is reviewed and the fund’s legal team will chase payment.
Ministry of Environment (Conservation Officer) also can have a role to play if the vessel is
causing non-marine pollution. For example is causing air pollution. The Conservation Officer
may be asked by the Coast Guard to investigate a complaint if they are the best local resource.
If the vessel is a ‘wreck’ then it should be reported to the Receiver of Wrecks (part of Transport
Canada) who may act as a custodian in the absence of a rightful owner. If after 90 days no
owner is found then the Receiver may dispose of the wreck to a salvager of ships or sell it
through public sale. Alternatively the person finding the wreck or a derelict vessel needs to
report this to the Receiver and may claim salvage. After a period, ownership may be transferred
to them if no owner can be found or the owner does not act. There are strict rules regarding
definition of what is a wreck (derelict) and steps to take when claiming salvage. It is not a case
of “finders…keepers”.
If the vessel is not derelict/a wreck, not causing harm to navigation or not causing pollution then
there is little likelihood that the federal or provincial governments or agencies will take action.
Other issues that can cause delay before action is taken is the time it takes to: investigate the
complaint; allow for the owner to resolve concerns; and take steps if the owner fails to act or the
owner is not found. Time is also needed to ensure that all the legal and procedural steps are
taken before a vessel is removed.
Moorage
Providing the vessel is moored so that it does not cause a navigation hazard or block access to
a dock the federal and provincial agencies do not have any role to play. If it is moored with a
lease area then the lease holder can require the vessel to relocate.
Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM)
UBCM has passed three resolutions regarding derelict vessels (copies available form staff). In
2005 the resolution related to removal of derelict vessels from harbours. In 2010 the resolution
asked for the province and federal governments to develop a coordinated approach for
removing derelict vessels. In response, a joint working group (including representation from
UBCM) was established. To date the work includes:
•

a federal survey of derelict and abandoned vessels, aimed primarily at determining
the extent of the problem. The survey was conducted by the federal government,
not the working group, and although it was undertaken some time ago, its results
have not yet been made public by the federal government; and

•

development of a reference document by the working group, intended to clarify
jurisdictional responsibilities, etc (e.g., who to call if a vessel is a hindrance to
navigation, or if there are environmental concerns, etc). That reference document
has not yet been finalized.

The 2012 resolution asks that the federal and provincial governments implement a derelict
vessel removal program similar to that used in Washington State.

N:\Infrastructure & Public Works\5280 Environmental Management\5280-20 Incidents\Derelict Vessel Port Mellon 2013\2013-Feb14 PDC report MS Provider dr.docx
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MV Provider
Staff visited the area on January 29, 2013, and photos of the vessel are attached (Attachment
B). While the MV Provider is in a visually poor state, it appears to be sea worthy in that it is
floating high in the water with no evidence that it is sinking or of any materials leaking from it.
The vessel is not derelict as it is in use. Notes from the Emergency Planning Coordinator’s site
visit state:
“The ship is moored to a log piling approximately 75 M offshore at low tide. The ship
had a small skiff beside it and 1 person was visible on the deck. A mobile log
grapple is located on the stern deck. There is approximately 1M freeboard as seen
in red on the photos. No pumps or other machinery was heard or seen. The
superstructure of the vessel is badly damaged.
No oil sheen was observed in the water or on the beach in the vicinity of the ship.
I called the resident who initiated the complaint and met him on the beach. He
showed me a very small puddle near the high tide mark with a sheen of what
appears to be diesel. My estimate is that it is from several ounces of fuel. The
location is where fuel is loaded on the skiff for the ships generator.
The primary concern seems to be the optics of the vessel moored in front of the
park. Apparently when the ship swings on anchor it drifts in and out of the SCRD
and Squamish Band head lease areas.
The derelict fish farm is directly in front of our park and he states it has been there
for several years and the owner went bankrupt. The residents do not appear to have
any issues with this equipment and use it to set crab traps. He further stated
Coastland is aware of the fish farm and has no intention of tying log booms to the
piles where it is located.
I walked the park with him and was shown where the residents blocked a small road
to keep vehicles out. He also showed me where the residents dumped gravel on the
road to improve to the beach. I feel a gate would be contentious. The residents
appear to be making good use of the park and have erected several picnic tables
and chairs.”
SCRD staff spoke with staff from the Ministry of Environment (Conservation Officer) and the
Coast Guard regarding the vessel. It is known to them and was the subject of an investigation
regarding burning material on board and concern over it sinking. This was when the vessel was
located near Anvil Island.
The Coast Guard visited the vessel in mid-January and it is in a safe condition (high in the water
and is longer sinking) and the burning has stopped. There was no evidence that the vessel is
leaking hydrocarbons (oil etc) into the marine environment. Thus it is not a hazard, nor is it
causing pollution.
The Coast Guard noted that the vessel is being used as part of a log salvage operation and the
logs are stored on a barge. Based on information provided by a local resident it seems the logs
are processed on the boat/barge using a small shake mill or wood mill. The wood is then taken
to shore and loaded on a truck. The loading and landing site seems to be an SCRD park,
McNair Creek Park, at the end of Dunham Road.
Ownership
The SCRD may be able to find out who the owner of a vessel is if it can provide the
registration/licence number to Transport Canada. Staff have checked the on-line vessel
registration query system (Transport Canada) and it is unclear which of the several vessels
using “Provider” as part or all of the name is the one in question.
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A local resident sent contact information that may be for the vessel’s owner. In addition, as
noted above, the Coast Guard has worked with the vessel’s owner to resolve some issues; thus
they have the owner’s contact details. Depending upon the Board’s direction, staff can attempt
to contact the vessel’s owner.
McNair Creek Park and Loading of Material
The park was established by subdivision of SCRD land in the Hillside Industrial estate in 2006.
A dirt path cuts thru the park from the end of the paved portion of Dunham Road to the ocean.
According to information provided by a local resident, the vehicle used by for transporting the
wood has dropped oil in the park and is damaging the path.
Bylaw 356 establishes regulations covering the management, maintenance, operation, and use
of any real or personal property in a regional park or regional trail within the Sunshine Coast
Regional District. Commercial activities are not permitted in a park. Using the park as a loading
and staging area for wood products created on the MV Provider is considered by staff to fall
within a commercial activity.
Air photos from 2009 show a few small row boats at the base of the path, above the high tide
line. This was also seen on site by staff. It seems that the path is used as an informal boat
launch. It is unclear if the small boats were carried to the location, dragged from the water or
driven down.
Vessels Moored in Marine Lease Area
It is possible to require a vessel moored within an area subject to a provincial lease to relocate
outside of the area. SCRD staff understand that the MV Provider previously moored within a
lease area held by either Howe Sound Pulp and Paper or Coastland Wood Industries and were
asked to relocate. The vessel is currently tied up to a pilling near the end of Dunham Road.
The SCRD holds a lease just off shore from Dunham Road (Attachment C) and sub leases
portions of this to Coastland Wood Industries for use in connection with their log sort and facility
in Hillside Industrial Estate. A copy of the lease is available from staff.
Based on a site visit, the vessel may be located just within the lease area, although right at the
northern edge. According to SCRD map data and the 2009 air photos the piling is just within
the lease area (Attachment C); however the boundaries do not line up precisely with the air
photos. Staff could attempt to contact the owner and ask that they move the vessel.
CONCLUSION
The federal and provincial processes regarding derelict or wrecked vessels depends upon
whether there is harm to navigation or shipping or if it is causing pollution (and the type of
pollution). Suspected derelict vessels or potential polluters should be reported to the Coast
Guard’s Pacific regional office. Additional guidance may eventually be provided as a result of
the working group established in response to UBCM’s 2010 resolution.
However if the vessel is not a hazard or causing pollution then the province and federal
agencies are unlikely to take any action. Based on information from the Coast Guard the MV
Provider is not a hazard, nor is it causing pollution. Therefore there are no grounds for the
Coast Guard to take action.
The SCRD can attempt to contact the owner and require the vessel to relocate outside of the
lease area.
________________________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
604 885 6804 ext 4

david.rafael@scrd.ca
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ATTACHMENT A

Air Photo (2009)
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ATTACHMENT B
Photos taken January 29, 2013. Additional photos available from staff.
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ATTACHMENT C
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Note: the layer for the lease areas does not line up exactly with the base map.
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ANNEX Q
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 4, 2013

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – February 14, 2013

FROM:

Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Services

RE:

VOTING AT APC MEETINGS

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Manager of Legislative Services’ report concerning Voting at APC Meetings be
received for information.

BACKGROUND
The SCRD Board adopted the following recommendation on November 22, 2012:
458/12

Recommendation No. 16

Abstention/ Secret Ballot Voting at APC

THAT the Manager of Legislative Services’ information regarding
abstention and secret ballots be referred to the December Planning and
Development Committee for possible incorporation into the APC’s Terms
of Reference;
AND THAT this information be conveyed to the APC members.
DISCUSSION
Recently a situation arose where an APC was discussing a challenging application. As a result
of questions about abstentions and voting by secret ballot, the following information was
provided:
Generally, we look to the following hierarchy when considering these matters ...
legislation  bylaw  Roberts Rules.
Legislation:
The Local Government Act (LGA) S.791(10) states that “If a director who is entitled to
vote does not indicate how he or she votes, the director is deemed to have voted in the
affirmative.”, but this section of the LGA does not apply to APCs. Instead LGA S. 898(3)
states the bylaw establishing an advisory planning commission must provide for (b) “the
procedures governing the conduct of the commission”.
Bylaws:
The SCRD APC Bylaw 453 does contain information on procedures, including:
“Recommendations of the Advisory Planning Commission must be adopted by a majority
vote of the members present at the meeting, and the Chair of the commission shall be a
voting member”, but does not address abstentions.
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Roberts Rules:
RR states “Although it is the duty of every member who has an opinion on a question to
express it by his vote, he can abstain since he cannot be compelled to vote.”
Conclusion:
Since the voting rules are not defined in the legislation or the APC Bylaw, Roberts Rules
would apply. As such, a member cannot be compelled to vote and the abstention would
not impact the outcome of a vote.
Staff suggest that if this situation arises more frequently, the Board may wish to consider an
amendment to the APC bylaw that clarifies whether all members should vote on the matters
referred to the APC unless they declare a conflict of interest. Although voting on local issues
can be difficult, it is consistent with what is expected of elected officials.
No information was found that supports or prohibits the use of secret ballots. While a secret
ballot may encourage an individual to vote their true sentiments, it should be noted that the APC
simply makes a recommendation to the Planning & Development Committee. The final decision
rests with the elected officials, who may or may not support the APC recommendation. Any
land use decision has the potential to be controversial and it is important that members take this
into consideration before applying to serve on an APC.
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW NO. 453
(consolidated for convenience only to include 453.5)
A Bylaw to establish Advisory Planning Commissions in the Electoral
Areas of Egmont/Pender Harbour, Halfmoon Bay, Roberts Creek,
Elphinstone and West Howe Sound in the Sunshine Coast Regional
District

WHEREAS Section 898(2) of the Local Government Act provides that a Regional Board
may, by bylaw, establish an Advisory Planning Commission for one or more electoral
areas or portions of an electoral area to advise the board, or a director of the board
representing the electoral area, on all matters referred to it by the board or by that
director respecting land use, the preparation and adoption of a community plan, or a
rural land use bylaw or a proposed bylaw or permit that may be enacted or issued
under Part 26 of the Local Government Act;
AND WHEREAS Section 898(3) of the Local Government Act provides that the bylaw
establishing Advisory Planning Commissions must provide for
(a)
the composition of and the manner of appointing members to the
commissions,
(b)
the procedures governing the conduct of the commissions, and
(c)
the referral of matters to the Advisory Planning Commissions.
NOW THEREFORE the Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional District in open meeting
assembled, enacts as follows:
1.

Citation
This bylaw may be cited as Sunshine Coast Regional District Advisory Planning
Commissions Bylaw No. 453, 1998.

2.

Interpretation
In this bylaw:
(i)
“Board” means the Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional
District;
(ii)
“Regional District” means the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
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Establishment and Names of Commissions
In accordance with Section 898 of the Local Government Act, the Board hereby
establishes Advisory Planning Commissions for the following areas:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

4.

all of the Electoral Area of Pender Harbour /Egmont to be known as
Pender Harbour/Egmont Advisory Planning Commission;
all of the Electoral Area of Halfmoon Bay to be known as Halfmoon
Bay Advisory Planning Commission;
all of the Electoral Area of Roberts Creek to be known as Roberts
Creek Advisory Planning Commission;
all of the Electoral Area of Elphinstone to be known as Elphinstone
Advisory Planning Commission;
all of the Electoral Area of West Howe Sound to be known as West
Howe Sound Advisory Planning Commission.

Powers of the Advisory Planning Commissions
Advisory Planning Commissions are hereby empowered to advise the Board or
their respective Director on all matters referred to them by the Board or their
Director, respecting land use, the preparation and adoption of a community plan,
or a rural land use bylaw, or a proposed bylaw or permit, that may be enacted or
issued under Part 26 of the Local Government Act.

5.

Composition of the Commissions
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

6.

The members of each Advisory Planning Commission shall be appointed
by resolution of the Board.
Each Advisory Planning Commission shall consist of not less than six and no
more than twelve members.
Any person, other than a corporation, who is qualified as an elector within
the meaning of the Local Government Act is eligible for appointment to an
advisory planning commission, provided that at least two-thirds of the
members of each commission shall be residents of the electoral area
which that commission represents.

Ineligibility for Appointment to Advisory Planning Commissions
A Council Member, Board Director, Employee or Officer of the Regional District,
or an Approving Officer, is not eligible to be a member of an Advisory Planning
Commission but they may attend at a meeting of a commission in a resource
capacity.
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7.

Times and Terms of Appointment of Advisory Planning Commission Members
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

(v)

(vi)
(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

8.
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Members of an Advisory Planning Commission shall be appointed for two
years, except as otherwise provided herein.
An advertisement for new members will be published annually.
The term of one-half of the members of an Advisory Planning Commission
shall expire in each year in order to ensure continuity of experience among
the members.
If the number of members of an Advisory Planning Commission is increased,
the one-half rule in subsection (iii) shall be maintained. If the increase
results in an odd number of members on the Advisory Planning Commission,
the extra member shall be appointed for an initial term of two years.
If the one-half rule in subsection (iii) has not been maintained for an Advisory
Planning Commission as of the date of adoption of this bylaw, the Board, at
its meeting in January 2005, shall appoint one half of the members of the
Advisory Planning Commission for one year, the other half for two years and
thereafter subsections (i) and (iii) shall apply.
The Board shall make appointments to each Advisory Planning Commission
at the last Board meeting in January of each year.
Every member appointed to the Advisory Planning Commission shall
continue to hold office until his successor is appointed, if the appointment
of a successor has not been made before the expiration of the term of
such member.
The Board shall have the power, by an affirmative vote of not less than
two-thirds of all the members thereof, to remove any member of the
Advisory Planning Commission from office at any time upon the
recommendation of the Area Director.
Upon the resignation, death or removal of any member during their term
of office, the Board, on the recommendation of the Area Director, shall
appoint a successor who shall hold office during the remainder of the term
of the vacating member.

Rules and Regulations Governing Meetings
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Each Advisory Planning Commission shall at its first regular meeting of
the term appoint a Chair from among its members. The Chair shall hold
office for one year or until a successor has been appointed.
The Advisory Planning Commission Secretary shall be appointed by the
Sunshine Coast Regional District as a non-voting member.
At all meetings, three members of each Advisory Planning Commission shall
constitute a quorum.
Recommendations of the Advisory Planning Commission must be adopted
by a majority vote of the members present at the meeting, and the Chair of
the commission shall be a voting member.
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(vi)

(vii)
(viii)
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An Advisory Planning Commission shall hear all applicants who wish to make
representations on permits or bylaws referred to it by the Board or the
Electoral Area Director, and it shall be the responsibility of such applicants
wishing to make representation to contact the Chair of an Advisory Planning
Commission for the purpose of attending a meeting.
Discussion and deliberation leading to recommendations of the Advisory
Planning Commission shall be open to the public, which would include the
applicant, unless the subject matter being considered relates to one or more
of the conditions set out in Sections 90 or 91 of the Community Charter.
Each Advisory Planning Commission may reserve the right to invite nonmembers to attend meeting in a resource capacity, as needed.
The secretary shall keep proper records of the meetings in accordance with
“Schedule “A” - Form of Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Minutes” of
this bylaw and provide such minutes to the Advisory Planning Commission
members within three days of the meeting requesting changes be received
by the Planning and Development Division within a further period of three
days thereafter for inclusion on the Planning and Development Committee
meeting agenda.

Conflict of Interest
Where a member, his or her family, employer or business associate has any
interest in a matter being considered by the Advisory Planning Commission, that
member shall absent him or herself from the discussion.

10.

Remuneration
(i)
(ii)

11.

Members of each commission shall serve without remuneration, but they
may be paid reasonable and necessary expenses that arise directly out of
the performance of their duties.
The Regional District shall, in its annual budget, provide for the necessary
funds to pay for the costs of each commission.

Repeal
Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission Bylaw No. 231, 1981, Area “E”
Advisory Planning Commission Bylaw No. 257, 1983, Area “F” Advisory Planning
Commission Bylaw No. 259, 1983, Area “B” Advisory Planning Commission
Bylaw No. 260, 1983 and Area A Advisory Planning Commission Bylaw No. 272,
1984 are hereby repealed.

Consolidated 2010
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
SCHEDULE “A”
FORM OF ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
The minutes submitted to the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board must generally
contain the following information for each meeting of an Advisory Planning
Commission:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

members of the Advisory Planning Commission present;
other persons present for the duration of the meeting;
items dealt with by the Advisory Planning Commission;
delegations who have made representation to the Advisory Planning
Commission;
discussion of the items dealt with by the Advisory Planning Commission;
recommendations to the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board stating one of
the following:
Χ
Χ
Χ

items to be approved, with reasons stated
items recommended subject to various conditions, with conditions
stated
items to be denied, with reasons stated
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ANNEX R
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR JANUARY 2013
1.

Development Control
A. Please refer to the attached tables titled SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity and
SCRD Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity for a summary of development activities.
B. Crown Land/Foreshore, Water Licence Application Referrals, Pesticide Use Application
Referrals, UREP referrals.
One new Crown Referral was received
License of Occupation Application File 2410831 by T. Cumming for Private Moorage
(boathouse and moorage facility) fronting Block A, DL 6663, Plan 12107 located at
Sakinaw Lake.
Staff have been working on three UREP renewals: File 344696 Roberts Creek; File 220149
North of Sakinaw Lake and 215520 Jeddah Point.
C. Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust)
No referrals have been received this month.
D. Agricultural Land Commission Applications
An application for inclusion into the ALR for a parcel on Christmas Rd in Roberts Creek
(Lot D Block 15 DL 377 Plan 20987) was reviewed by the AAC again and will be on the
February PDC agenda.
E. Subdivision Activity
No new applications were received in January, though five went to APCs for review:
Electoral Area B
MOTI # 2012-06277 Theed for Henry and Devlin Lots 5&6, D.L. 1952, Plan 21791 (5490
& 5494Hydaway Place, Halfmoon Bay) parcel line realignment.
MOTI #2012-05866 Gordon for Burton Parcel 1, DL 6843, Plan LMP39301 (9667 Secret
Rd) three lot subdivision.
MOTI #2012-05955 Theed for Burnham Block A DL 1485 Plan 13528 (10737 Sunshine
Coast Hwy) two lot subdivision.
MOTI #2012-03467 Hutt & Horn Lot 3 DL 1952 Plan 18068 (Sutherland Rd, Blakely Rd)
parcel line realignment.
Electoral Area D
MOTI #2012-05869 Bradwell Lot B Block 16, 17 and 20-23 DL 1321 (1452 Park Ave)
two lot subdivision.
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Development Variance Permits
New Applications
Electoral Area B
310.168 (Farkas) located at 5314 Taylor Crescent to vary the building setback to the front parcel
line abutting a road. Report considered at December PDC, awaiting comments from SIB. MoTI
issued setback relief permit, survey plan submitted that confirms the setback, awaiting SIB
comments.

310.171 (Gray) located at 7884 Cooper Road to vary the maximum permitted floor area of
the auxiliary building from 100 m² to 124.9 m² to construct a play room for the family
members. The application will be forwarded to APC in Feb. and to the PDC in Mar. the
application was referred to SIB and SCRD Building Division for their comments. The
notification will be sent to the property owners within 50 m of the subject property.
Electoral Area D
310.169 (Silverthorne) located at 3172 Hansen Road to increase the max. permitted floor
area of auxiliary building to equip the existing attic space as a second floor within the
existing building envelope to be used for home occupation. Mistakenly, the report prepared
to be reviewed by the APC was missed from the Jan. meeting agenda. The notice was sent
to the applicant respecting the changed meeting schedule. The application was referred to
SIB and SCRD Building Division. Building Division expressed no concern regarding the
proposal. The notification was sent to the property owners within the 100 m of the subject
property, no written comments were received showing objection to this application. This
application will be forwarded to PDC in March.
Electoral Area D
310.170 (Mears) located at 3582A Beach Ave to increase the maximum permitted height of an
existing auxiliary dwelling unit from 4.5 m to 6.4 m. Mistakenly, the report prepared to be
reviewed by the APC was missed from their Jan. meeting agenda and will be referred to APC in
Feb. The staff sent the report to the PDC to be reviewed in the Feb. Meeting with the
recommendation that approval of this DVP should be subject to APC support. The application was
referred to SIB and SCRD Building Division. Building division expressed no concern regarding
this proposal. The notification was sent to the property owners within the 50 m of the subject
property, no written comments showing objection to this application was received.

Electoral Area F
310.167 (Christian) located at 1223 Point Road to vary the minimum building setback to
the rear parcel line contiguous to the highway (Marine Dr.) from 4.5 m to 0.71 m and side
parcel line from 1.5 m to 0 m to reconstruct a garage on the existing foundation. The
SCRD Board in their meeting in Jan. 10th approved this permit subject to meeting fire
separation and Marine Dr. bike lane requirements. After discussion with Building Division
and Park Division regarding this application, the requirements were forwarded to planning
staff to be reflected in the permit as the required conditions.
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Building Permits
Staff reviewed 17 building permit applications in January to confirm Zoning Bylaw and
Official Community Plan compliance.

I.

Development Permits
Electoral Area A
DP –A26 with variance (Mulligan for Belich) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to
re-construct a damaged dwelling located within the 20 metre setback. The applicant and
staff are working on the required covenant with survey attachment as well as re-vegetation
plan.
DP –A27 with variance (Stipec for Cohen) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to
reduce setback from natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 15 m to construct a
dwelling. The SCRD Board approved this permit at their meeting in Jan. 10th subject to
certain conditions including a save harmless covenant and a Preliminary Field
Reconnaissance Study. Following that, the applicant requested some changes to the site
plan to move the proposed building approximately 4 m to the north to preserve mature
trees on the south of the building. The staff sent the revised report to the PDC to be
reviewed in their Feb. meeting.
DP –A28 with variance (Cook for Muench) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to
legalize the already rebuilt decks, landing and stairs within the 20 m setback from the
Sakinaw Lake. The applicant contacted to send the riparian assessment. The application
will be forwarded to APC in Feb. and to PDC in March. The application was forwarded to
SIB and SCRD Building Division for their comments. The notification will be sent to the
property owners within 100 m of the subject property.
Electoral Area B
DP B-56 (Nielsen) located at 8289 Redrooffs Road to construct a garage/carport within
“Redrooffs Escarpment DPA”. Application and geotechnical assessment was received in
November. Staff is waiting for a ‘save harmless’ covenant to be put on title.
Electoral Area D
DP D-112 (Brooks) located at 3703 Heal Road for an addition to the existing dwelling
within “Lower Moscrop Creek” and “Riparian assessment area” DPA. The geotechnical
and riparian assessment were reviewed and the DP was issued in Jan.

DP-113 (Bradwell) located at 1452 Park Ave for a subdivision within DPA #1 – Stream
Riparian Assessment Areas and DPA#3A – Lower Moscrop Creek (application received in
November). Permit cannot be issued until Preliminary Layout Approval of subdivision is
issued by the Ministry.
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DP D-115 (Mcphie) located at 1518 Park Ave. to have addition to the existing dwelling.
The property is located within DPA# 1 Stream Riparian Assessment Area. The riparian
assessment was received for review.
Electoral Area E
DP E-96 (Pinto) located at Ocean Beach Esplanade to construct a new power shed within
the “Beach front and ravine/creek-eroded slopes DPA”. A geotechnical assessment was
received. the geotechnical engineer was asked to send an amendment to the report in order
to meet the SCRD ‘s Risk Assessment and Liability Policy.
J.

Bylaws
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.30/337.104 (Webb and Cunningham) located at
13121 Sunshine Coast Highway. The public hearing was scheduled in January and will be
held on February 12th.
OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.31/337.103 – Staff sent notices to two adjoining
property owners inviting them to meet to discuss any outstanding concerns related to the
proposed marina expansion. Correspondence was received from one of the two property
owners expressing general acceptance of a recently revised plan. A staff report concerning
the application will be forwarded to the February Planning & Development Committee
meeting.
Electoral Area B
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.20 and 310.137 (Brown) for 5322
Backhouse Road to permit a two-lot subdivision. SCRD reviewed and signed covenants
and applicant is working on registering them.
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.22 and 310.146 (3L Property Dev’t) to
allow for 180 residential lots (one single family dwelling and one carriage house –
potential of 360 units), commercial and community uses. Applicant provided amended
proposal based on APC and staff comments. Report considered at January APC, SCRD
staff attended. Applicant arranging a design/concept meeting to gain community input
which may lead to amended proposal. Meeting set for February 16 (Saturday) and notices
will be in newspaper and letters sent to nearby residents.
Electoral Area D

Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman) regarding amending subdivision district to allow for a two lot
subdivision in ALR. Referred to AAC and APC. Report pulled from November PDC at
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applicants’ request. Report considered at January 2013 PDC, Bylaw received 1st reading.
Board requested clarity regarding possible OCP amendment will be reported to February
PDC. Public consultation commencing in February after report considered.
Electoral Area E
Bylaw 600.2/310.138 (Penonzek) located at Sunnyside and Grandview Road. Planning
staff met with the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure staff in January to relay the
concerns of the neighbouring residents regarding the future connectivity of Sunnyside
Road. The Ministry staff have also met with the applicant on site to further examine road
network options. The bylaws remain on hold until such time that a new alignment has
been considered. At that time a report will be forwarded to the Planning and Development
Committee.
Electoral Area F
Bylaw 310.147 (Burnco) to allow mineral processing on a portion of the proposed gravel
mine site. A report will be provided to a future PDC once the environmental assessment
process has approved the application information requirements. Information added to
SCRD website (letters from public) and a link added to front page. An FAQ section will
be added in February.
K.

Tree Cutting Permits
No new applications were received.

L.

Strata Conversion Applications
No new applications were received.

2.

Long Range Planning and Major Projects
(A)

Agricultural Area Plan Stage I – Background Report:
The PDC considered a staff report along with a revised draft AAP Background Report in
January. The final report will be forwarded to the Board in February for final acceptance.
Staff also continued to communicate with the Investment Agriculture Foundation (IAF) to
coordinate a funding application for Stages II and III. A funding agreement is anticipated
to be signed in February, following which an RFP document will be issued for project
consulting.

(B)

Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan – The Halfmoon Bay OCP Advisory Group met
twice in January. At the first meeting the group established the goal of reviewing the draft
over a 5 meeting span during the winter and spring with the goal of presenting an initial
draft to the public in June. Chapter review ensued for the remainder of the meeting and
through the second meeting. Planning staff are completing an analysis of the density
within the Rural Residential designation to assist in making a recommendation on the lot
size density in the new OCP.
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Summary for

Planning and Development Division Monthly Report – January 2013

3.

Page 6 of 6

(C)

Zoning Bylaw No. 310 review – staff began meeting with APCs in January to present the
draft new ‘A Zone’ and ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture’ – initially with the Roberts
Creek APC.

(D)

Narrows Inlet Hydro Project – Report provided to December 2012 PDC. Comments will
forwarded to EAO and applicant in January 2013. Review placed on hold at applicant’s
request to allow for additional studies to be completed in response to public comments.

Other

(A)

Regional Housing Committee – Recruitment of coordinator completed, Matt Thompson
appointed. Meeting held in January to establish the committee. Recruitment commenced
and notice placed on local gov’t sections in local newspaper.

(B)

Community to Community Forum – shíshálh Nation confirmed interest and staff and Chair
confirming with Squamish Nations to determine if C2C can take place regarding
establishing new consultative body. Funding approved subject to receiving confirmation
and scheduling a meeting date.

(C)

Invasive Species meeting – Staff attended a Provincial local government meeting hosted by
the Invasive Species Council of British Columbia on January 22nd.

______________________________
Steven Olmstead,
General Manager of Planning and Development Division
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Summary for

Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity
BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED
Bylaw Amended

Year
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Zoning Amendments
310
337

12
6

6
1

7
2

2
2

3
1

4
2

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

0
2
2
2
5
0
0
29

0
0
0
1
2
0
1
11

1
1
1
2
2
0
0
16

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

0
0
0
1
2
0
0
9

2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED
Year
Zoning Bylaw
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
Bylaw 310
3
13 14 10
6
10
2
2
Bylaw 337
5
7
7
9
1
2
Totals
8
20 21 19
7
12
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED
Year
Official Community Plan 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
West Howe Sound
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek
Halfmoon Bay
Egmont/Pender Hrbr
Totals

4
4
8
7
4
23

7
6
12
3
5
33

6
5
5
8
2
26

2
4
10
10
5
31

8
2
10
6
5
29

3
3
7
5
3
21

2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
0
1
1
2

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1
2

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW
Year
Official Community Plan 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
West Howe Sound
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek
Halfmoon Bay
Egmont-Pender Hrbr
Totals

38
58
68
86
153
403

29 45 37
44 45 49
59 54 71
61 62 70
93 117 105
286 323 332

35
44
56
64
70
269

33
39
51
56
74
253

2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD
1
1
4
4
2
2
2
2
8
8
17
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
17

Crown Land Permit Applications
Electoral Area
West Howe Sound
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek
Halfmoon Bay
Egmont-Pender Hrbr
Totals

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD

1

0

0

0

0

0

1
6
8
16

1
1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1
1
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SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
TOTAL
January
8
4
8
4
3
4
1
7
3
8
5
4
2
3
8
5
5
3
0
3
21
22
22
23

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed
Year
Electoral
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
Area
TOTAL
January
YTD
A
20
8
16
8
B
7
13
2
13
D
14
24
12
8
E
6
8
15
4
F
34
5
0
6
Totals
81
58
45
39
0

YTD

0

Subdivision Application Fees Collected
Year
Amount Collected
$15,455.00
2009
$22,165.00
2010
$19,947.00
2011
$14,335.00
2012
January
2013 YTD

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivisions Receiving Final SCRD Approval
Electoral
2011
2012
2013
Area
Jan
YTD
A
3
2
B
1
1
1
1
D
3
6
E
4
4
F
3
2
Totals
14
15
1
1

Money In Lieu of Park Dedication
Year
2010
2011
2012
TOTAL
$16,875

2009

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

$16,875

$0

$0

2013

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

YTD

Jan

$0

0.985
0.985

0.0852
0

0

0.0852

0

* Does not include District of Sechelt.

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits*
Year
2013
Electoral
2009
2010
2011
2012
Area
TOTAL
Jan
YTD
A
B
D
E
$2,450
F
$2,450
$4,900
Totals
$0 $2,450
$2,450
$4,900
$0
* Does not include District of Sechelt.

District of Sechelt
Development Cost Charges
Year
$118,800
2009
$56,100
2010
$82,500
2011
$223,300
2012
$0
Jan
$0
2013

Strata Conversion Applications Reviewed
2013
Electoral
2011
2012
Area
Jan
YTD
A
B
1
D
1
E
F
Totals
1
1
0
0

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision*
Year
2013
2009
2010
2011
2012
TOTAL
Jan
$2,000
$8,000
$6,000
$6,000
$3,000
$24,000
$12,250
$2,450 $12,250
$12,250
$24,900
$7,350
$2,450
$2,450
$34,300
$2,450
$39,300
$39,600
$42,750 $30,050
$65,000
$24,000

$0

Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year
2013
2009
2010
2011
2012
TOTAL
Jan
YTD

2010

2011
1
2
1

2
1

3

4

YTD

$0

ALR Applications Reviewed
2013
2012
YTD
Jan
Subdivision
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
0

Exclusion

Inclusion

0

0

Non-Farm

0
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ANNEX S
!

Agricultural	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  
January	
  22,	
  2013	
  

	
  

3:30	
  pm	
  

Minutes	
  of	
  the	
  meeting	
  held	
  in	
  the	
  Cedar	
  Room	
  of	
  the	
  Sunshine	
  Coast	
  Regional	
  District	
  Offices,	
  	
  
1975	
  Field	
  Road,	
  Sechelt,	
  BC	
  
	
  

Present:	
  
Regrets:	
  
Also	
  present:	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  

Dale	
  Peterson	
  (Chair),	
  Betty	
  Hart,	
  Ray	
  Moscrip,	
  Jon	
  Bell,	
  Margrett	
  George,	
  	
  
Frank	
  Roosen,	
  Dave	
  Ryan,	
  Martin	
  Kiewitz,	
  Gerald	
  Rainville,	
  Nicole	
  Huska,	
  Peter	
  Doig	
  
Lynda	
  Chamberlin	
   	
  
Pat	
  Walker,	
  Applicant	
  ALR	
  #D-‐57	
  
Gregory	
  Gebka,	
  Planner	
  
Meredith	
  Seeton,	
  Planning	
  Technician	
  
Diane	
  Corbett,	
  Recorder	
  

	
  

	
  
Call	
  to	
  order	
  at	
  3:30	
  pm	
  
	
  
1.
Agenda	
  
The	
  amended	
  agenda	
  was	
  adopted	
  as	
  amended,	
  with	
  the	
  following	
  additions:	
  
3.2	
   Medical	
  Marijuana	
  
4.3	
   Agricultural	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  Membership	
  	
  
4.4	
   Vision	
  statement	
  
	
  
2.
Minutes	
  of	
  November	
  27,	
  2012	
  
	
  
The	
  meeting	
  minutes	
  of	
  November	
  27,	
  2012	
  were	
  adopted	
  as	
  circulated.	
  Staff	
  followed	
  
up	
  on	
  the	
  following	
  items	
  in	
  the	
  minutes:	
  
• 4.1	
  and	
  4.4:	
  	
  Handouts	
  entitled	
  “SCRD	
  Guide	
  to	
  Rezoning	
  Applications”	
  and	
  
“District	
  of	
  Sechelt	
  Guide	
  to	
  the	
  Rezoning	
  Process”	
  were	
  distributed	
  for	
  
information;	
  
• 4.4:	
  	
  There	
  had	
  been	
  correspondence	
  to	
  the	
  Agricultural	
  Land	
  Commission	
  
pertaining	
  to	
  the	
  Agricultural	
  Land	
  Reserve	
  Boundary	
  Review	
  project;	
  no	
  
response	
  had	
  yet	
  been	
  received	
  by	
  staff.	
  
	
  
3.
Business	
  Arising	
  From	
  Minutes	
  and	
  Unfinished	
  Business	
  
	
  
3.1 District	
  of	
  Sechelt	
  Zoning	
  Bylaw	
  Amendment	
  Application	
  for	
  Commercial	
  Retail	
  Use	
  
(1730	
  Field	
  Road)	
  
	
  
Staff	
  advised	
  the	
  Committee	
  that	
  the	
  District	
  of	
  Sechelt	
  Manager	
  of	
  Planning	
  had	
  
indicated	
  that	
  the	
  application	
  had	
  been	
  on	
  hold	
  for	
  a	
  long	
  time,	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  District	
  
would	
  be	
  inquiring	
  of	
  the	
  tenant	
  whether	
  they	
  wanted	
  the	
  application	
  to	
  be	
  withdrawn.	
  
The	
  Committee	
  agreed	
  to	
  leave	
  discussion	
  on	
  this	
  topic	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
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4.

3.2 Medical	
  Marijuana	
  Discussion	
  
	
  
3.2.1	
   Exploratory	
  discussion	
  on	
  the	
  topic	
  of	
  medical	
  marijuana	
  production	
  on	
  the	
  
Sunshine	
  Coast	
  was	
  continued	
  from	
  the	
  last	
  meeting.	
  The	
  Committee	
  brainstormed	
  pros	
  
and	
  cons	
  regarding	
  the	
  question:	
  	
  “Should	
  medical	
  marijuana	
  be	
  a	
  permitted	
  crop	
  on	
  
any	
  land	
  zoned	
  for	
  agriculture	
  on	
  the	
  Sunshine	
  Coast?”	
  
	
  
• Pros	
  
o Supplements	
  farmer	
  financially	
  
o Valuable	
  cash	
  crop	
  
o Know	
  your	
  grower	
  
o Know	
  how	
  it	
  is	
  grown	
  
o Provides	
  opportunity	
  for	
  more	
  people	
  involved	
  in	
  agriculture	
  
o If	
  on	
  ALR,	
  there	
  are	
  regulations	
  that	
  apply	
  
	
  
• Cons	
  
o Criminality	
  
o Land	
  could	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  warehouse	
  –	
  not	
  necessarily	
  the	
  best	
  use	
  of	
  
productive	
  land	
  
o Non-‐food	
  crop?	
  
o There	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  pressure	
  to	
  go	
  to	
  large	
  warehouse	
  operations	
  
o Lack	
  of	
  infrastructure;	
  what	
  happens	
  to	
  effluent?	
  	
  
o You	
  don’t	
  know	
  how	
  it	
  is	
  grown	
  or	
  what	
  sort	
  of	
  materials	
  will	
  be	
  going	
  into	
  
the	
  operation.	
  
	
  
RECOMMENDATION:	
  	
  With	
  today’s	
  regulations,	
  in	
  principle,	
  the	
  Agricultural	
  Advisory	
  
Committee	
  supports	
  medical	
  marijuana	
  production	
  on	
  the	
  Sunshine	
  Coast.	
  
3.2.2	
   Staff	
  noted	
  that	
  the	
  deadline	
  date	
  for	
  input	
  on	
  proposed	
  new	
  federal	
  regulations	
  
regarding	
  medical	
  marijuana	
  was	
  February	
  28th,	
  and	
  explained	
  that	
  proposed	
  changes	
  
specified	
  that	
  crops	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  grown	
  indoors,	
  not	
  in	
  private	
  dwellings,	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  
zoning	
  would	
  be	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  municipality.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Action:	
  	
  Staff	
  will	
  forward	
  the	
  February	
  14th	
  Planning	
  and	
  Development	
  Committee	
  staff	
  
report	
  on	
  this	
  topic	
  to	
  the	
  Committee.	
  
New	
  Business	
  
	
  
4.1 Agricultural	
  Land	
  Reserve	
  Application	
  #D-‐57	
  for	
  Inclusion	
  (Walker,	
  1723	
  Christmas	
  Road,	
  	
  
Roberts	
  Creek,	
  BC)	
  
	
  
Staff	
  clarified	
  that	
  this	
  application	
  for	
  inclusion	
  in	
  the	
  Agricultural	
  Land	
  Reserve,	
  
reviewed	
  by	
  the	
  AAC	
  in	
  February	
  of	
  2012,	
  had	
  been	
  returned	
  for	
  consideration	
  as	
  the	
  
Agricultural	
  Land	
  Commission	
  (ALC)	
  had	
  wished	
  to	
  ensure,	
  prior	
  to	
  making	
  a	
  decision	
  on	
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the	
  application,	
  that	
  the	
  SCRD	
  and	
  applicant	
  were	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  implications	
  and	
  history	
  
of	
  the	
  subject	
  property.	
  The	
  ALC	
  had	
  clarified	
  with	
  staff	
  that	
  any	
  existing	
  uses	
  (including	
  
the	
  rental	
  accommodation	
  unit)	
  would	
  be	
  grandfathered	
  in	
  the	
  event	
  of	
  inclusion	
  in	
  the	
  
ALR.	
  Discussion	
  ensued.	
  Mr.	
  Walker	
  was	
  present	
  and	
  responded	
  to	
  questions	
  from	
  
members.	
  	
  
	
  
RECOMMENDATION:	
  	
  The	
  Agricultural	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  recommends	
  support	
  for	
  
ALR	
  Application	
  D-‐57	
  for	
  Inclusion	
  in	
  the	
  ALR,	
  in	
  light	
  of	
  the	
  following:	
  

	
  

•

The	
  application	
  protects	
  the	
  applicant’s	
  right	
  to	
  farm.	
  

•

The	
  Agricultural	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  and	
  Roberts	
  Creek	
  Advisory	
  Planning	
  
Commission	
  supported	
  this	
  application	
  in	
  the	
  past.	
  

•

The	
  application	
  fits	
  with	
  the	
  developing	
  Agricultural	
  Area	
  Plan.	
  

•

The	
  application	
  suits	
  the	
  new	
  Roberts	
  Creek	
  Official	
  Community	
  Plan.	
  

•

The	
  applicant	
  advised	
  that	
  he	
  had	
  independently	
  investigated	
  the	
  information	
  
and	
  satisfied	
  himself	
  that	
  he	
  understood	
  the	
  implications	
  of	
  inclusion	
  in	
  the	
  ALR.	
  

	
  
4.2 Sunshine	
  Coast	
  Agricultural	
  Area	
  Plan	
  Background	
  Report	
  
	
  
The	
  Sunshine	
  Coast	
  Agricultural	
  Area	
  Plan	
  (AAP)	
  Background	
  Report	
  was	
  endorsed	
  at	
  
the	
  January	
  17	
  Planning	
  and	
  Development	
  Committee;	
  there	
  could	
  be	
  future	
  
amendments	
  including	
  further	
  detail	
  on	
  West	
  Howe	
  Sound.	
  Once	
  adopted	
  by	
  the	
  Board,	
  
it	
  will	
  be	
  made	
  available	
  to	
  the	
  public.	
  Copies	
  will	
  be	
  available	
  to	
  AAC	
  members	
  upon	
  
request.	
  
4.3 Agricultural	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  Membership	
  
	
  
Staff	
  reviewed	
  the	
  memo	
  on	
  AAC	
  membership,	
  dated	
  January	
  14,	
  2013.	
  
•

•
•
	
  

In	
  light	
  of	
  the	
  focus	
  of	
  an	
  Agricultural	
  Area	
  Plan	
  upon	
  policy	
  and	
  economic	
  
development	
  strategies,	
  the	
  Board	
  had	
  expressed	
  an	
  interest	
  in	
  involving	
  staff	
  
from	
  the	
  municipalities	
  as	
  non-‐voting	
  members	
  at	
  AAC	
  meetings.	
  	
  	
  
o An	
  invitation	
  to	
  participate	
  at	
  AAC	
  meetings	
  as	
  a	
  non-‐voting	
  member	
  would	
  
be	
  sent	
  to	
  planning	
  staff	
  at	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  Gibsons,	
  District	
  of	
  Sechelt,	
  Sechelt	
  
Indian	
  Band,	
  and	
  the	
  Squamish	
  Nation.	
  
An	
  advertisement	
  for	
  new	
  members	
  to	
  fill	
  vacancies	
  would	
  be	
  re-‐posted.	
  	
  
Staff	
  soon	
  would	
  be	
  sending	
  an	
  email	
  to	
  current	
  members	
  inquiring	
  about	
  their	
  
interest	
  in	
  renewing	
  memberships.	
  

Staff	
  remarked	
  that	
  in	
  the	
  recent	
  application	
  to	
  the	
  Investment	
  Agriculture	
  Foundation	
  
for	
  Agricultural	
  Area	
  Plan	
  Stage	
  2	
  and	
  3	
  funding,	
  a	
  detailed	
  work	
  plan	
  had	
  been	
  
proposed	
  that	
  outlined	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  engage	
  the	
  AAC	
  in	
  an	
  expanded	
  role	
  in	
  moving	
  
forward,	
  to	
  help	
  with	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  policy	
  development	
  and	
  the	
  implementation	
  
strategy.	
  
	
  

141

3	
  

Sunshine	
  Coast	
  Regional	
  District	
  Agricultural	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  –	
  Meeting	
  Minutes	
  of	
  January	
  22,	
  2013	
  
	
  

4.4 Vision	
  Statement	
  
	
  
Chair	
  Dale	
  Peterson	
  distributed	
  a	
  handout	
  that	
  listed	
  vision	
  statements	
  for	
  agricultural	
  
plans	
  from	
  Pitt	
  Meadows,	
  Cowichan	
  Valley,	
  Salt	
  Spring	
  Island,	
  Comox	
  Valley,	
  and	
  Alberni	
  
Clayoquot	
  Regional	
  District.	
  He	
  announced	
  he	
  had	
  spoken	
  to	
  the	
  AAP	
  Background	
  
Report	
  consultants	
  regarding	
  comments	
  made	
  at	
  the	
  last	
  AAC	
  meeting	
  about	
  a	
  vision	
  for	
  
an	
  Agricultural	
  Area	
  Plan.	
  	
  
• The	
  vision	
  statement	
  responds	
  to	
  the	
  question	
  “Where	
  are	
  we	
  going?”	
  and	
  helps	
  
to	
  direct	
  policy	
  statements	
  and	
  the	
  implementation	
  plan	
  in	
  achieving	
  goals	
  that	
  
come	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  Agricultural	
  Area	
  Plan.	
  	
  
• It	
  was	
  noted	
  that,	
  at	
  the	
  envisioning	
  exercise	
  at	
  the	
  open	
  house	
  events	
  held	
  in	
  
October	
  2012,	
  common	
  words	
  suggested	
  by	
  the	
  public	
  when	
  envisioning	
  
agriculture	
  on	
  the	
  Sunshine	
  Coast	
  in	
  twenty	
  years	
  included	
  “local	
  education”	
  and	
  
“cooperation”.	
  
	
  
Action:	
  	
  	
  	
  In	
  order	
  to	
  assist	
  with	
  the	
  initiation	
  of	
  a	
  Sunshine	
  Coast	
  Regional	
  District	
  
Agricultural	
  Area	
  Plan,	
  a	
  subcommittee	
  was	
  formed	
  (Peter	
  Doig,	
  Nicole	
  Huska,	
  Jon	
  Bell)	
  
to	
  a	
  draft	
  an	
  AAP	
  vision	
  statement	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  forwarded	
  to	
  members	
  with	
  time	
  to	
  
review	
  and	
  give	
  feedback,	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  have	
  a	
  draft	
  vision	
  statement	
  in	
  place	
  for	
  the	
  next	
  
AAC	
  meeting.	
  	
  

	
  
5.
Next	
  Meeting	
  	
  
	
  
Adjourned	
  at	
  5:10	
  pm	
  

Tuesday,	
  February	
  26,	
  2013	
  at	
  3:30	
  p.m.	
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ANNEX T

NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES
Rockwood Lodge, Sechelt, BC
Wednesday, January 23, 2013
Present:

Bill Henderson (Chair), Brett McGillivray, Dianne Sanford, Nicol Warn, Paul
van Poppelen, Sophie Hsia

Regrets:

Marina Stjepovic, Dan Bouman, Jan Williams, Mike Latimer

Guests:

Jolene Chinnick, Claus Henriksen

CALL TO ORDER
The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
Recommendation No. 1 – Adoption of the Agenda
That the Agenda be adopted with the addition of items 3.2 Seaweed Harvesting, 3.3 Local
Control of Resource-based Industry, and 3.4 Gibsons Creek.
CARRIED
MINUTES
Recommendation No. 2 – Adoption of the Minutes
That the Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of November 28, 2012 be
adopted.
CARRIED
NEW BUSINESS
Application for an Investigative Permit File 2410825 by Western Tidal Holdings for
Tidal Power Generation near Skookumchuck Narrows
Recommendation No. 3 - Application for an Investigative Permit File 2410825 by
Western Tidal Holdings for Tidal Power Generation near Skookumchuck Narrows
NRAC is fundamentally opposed to this project, and
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Due to the unique character of the Skookumchuck Narrows and its relationship with the
eponymous Provincial Park, NRAC does not consider this to be a desirable project
especially considering the potential for detrimental effects such as those outlined in the
SCRD Staff report and the following:
-

Alteration of currents and waves;
Alteration of substrates, sediment transport and deposition;
Alteration of habitats for benthic organisms;
Noise during all phases of investigation, construction and operation;
Emission of electromagnetic fields;
Toxicity of paints, lubricants and anti-fouling coatings;
Significant interference with animal movements and migration (discussed in greater
detail below); and
Strike by motor blades or other moving parts;

And,
NRAC recommends that the SCRD investigate zoning that would prohibit this kind of
activity on the foreshore, prior to the exploratory phase, in consultation with the Sechelt
Indian Government District (SIGD).
CARRIED
In discussion it was noted that:
• In the Skookumchuck, the SCRD should proceed cautiously as this area has an
abundance of recreational uses, there would be other areas of less impact that
could be considered;
• Some generalizations can be made with respect to potential environmental impacts
including navigation, noise pollution, interference with recreation, Rockfish
conservation Area 16 (RCA) – Skookumchuck Narrows – Chart 3512, exisiting
resource pressures; all of which should be considered in this application;

• Investigative technologies (ADCP, or hydro-acoustic) suggested in this
application are known to be harmful to marine mammals and fish populations.
In particular passage of juvenile Coho and Pacific white sided dolphins in and
out are of concern in this narrow sector of Sechelt inlet;
• The proposed seafloor mounted equipment is of significant concern due to its
continuous operation over the period of one year. Infrasound and higher
decibel pulses are known to confuse or frighten certain juvenile salmonids
and marine mammals.

•
•

The investigative permit is only the first step and the exploratory phase is
considered invasive in itself. The impacts at both exploratory and operational phase
is of great concern;
First nation consultation, and BC parks consultation should take place;
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The SCRD should explore foreshore zoning in this particular location, in consultation
with the SIGD;
There are concerns from members that, due to the Province’s practice of disallowing
overlapping investigative permits, the issuance of any investigative permit in this
unique area would be tantamount to a monopolisation of the energy generation
potential in this area thereby preventing development of future, less invasive green
energy projects. The members believe that the Skookumchuck Narrows deserve
stringent protection.

Seaweed Harvesting
In discussion of this item, it was noted that:
• Short term permits were granted by the Ministry of Agriculture for seaweed
harvesting along shorelines, with reissue due to happen in 2013;
• Members expressed a concern over the lack of baseline data available to be used
prior to the issuance of permits;
• Due process should be established that includes foreshore zoning;
• Clarity of jurisdictions responsible for issuance of these permits should be made;
• SCRD is part of the AVIM; this discussion should be considered an agenda item for
that groups’ discussions.
Local Control of Resource-based industry
In discussion of this item, it was noted that:
• We currently have too little to actually say in the process. Locals know what is
best/better for their immediate area;
• More local control over resources and harvesting could be sought resulting in more
allocation of funds to the local area. A will on the federal and provincial jurisdictions
to allow control at the local level would be required. A viable option might be a joint
venture;
• Monitoring and permitting could be done at the local level. Having control over how
the project is developed is important. Water and power could be more scrutinized,
and others could be less;
• Local control can also be problematic. We would not want local control in the ALR;
• Run one project for a period of time to see how viable it is. Management and
regulatory framework can be learned from and developed into future options;
• Most communities do not feel they have the capacity to invest at this level.
Gibsons Creek
In discussion of this item, it was noted that:

• Town of Gibsons and Squamish Nation own significant land along the lower
Gibsons Creek.
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Storm water run off has significantly affected volumes, times of water content
and stream bed shape and characteristics, resulting in intermittent and highly
variable flows; An inventory of all the creeks under a land-based investment
program is taking place. It has been found that hundreds of pink salmon are coming
back up the creek now;
A joint bid with Town of Gibsons and Squamish Nation is being made to improve the
riperian area, create more of a step up creek, and replace the culvert to allow proper
access for the fish and continuous flow of water. This will improve the habitat for
pinks and chum salmon.

NEXT MEETING
The Chair was thanked by the members for his long-standing and effectual leadership. Bill
Henderson will be stepping down as Chair and will take a much needed break from the
Committee. He will return later in the year.
The next meeting of the Natural Resources Advisory Committee is Wednesday, March 27,
2013 at 7:00 pm at Rockwood Lodge,Sechelt, BC.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting of the Natural Resources Advisory Committee adjourned at 8:47 pm
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AREA 'A' MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
LIBRARY, PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL, MADEIRA PARK
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 30, 2013 AT 7:00PM

Present:

G. Craig (Chair), C. McEachern, J. Hall, G. Park, J. McDonald, A. Skelley, J.
Dickin, F. Mauro (Area A Director) and C. Patterson (Secretary).

Regrets:

L. Falk, J. McOuat, D. Burnham and R. Metcalfe.

Guest:

C. Passmore

CALL TO ORDER: 7:02 P.M.

Nominations for Chair and Secretary – as per Bylaw 453, Section 8 (i) (ii)
J. Hall nominated G. Craig for Chair, seconded by G. Park
J. Dickin nominated C. Patterson for Secretary, seconded by J. McDonald
All in Favor. Both nominations accepted by acclamation.

MINUTES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of November 28, 2012
Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of November 27, 2012
Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of November 26, 2012
Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of November 28, 2012
West Howe Sound (Area F) Minutes of November 27, 2012
Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of November 27, 2012
Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of November 28, 2012
Planning and Development Committee Minutes of December 20, 2012
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by A. Skelley
To adopt the Minutes of November 28, 2012 for Area 'A' and to accept the balance of
the minutes with thanks.
PASSED

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
9.

Application for an Investigative Permit File 2410825 by Western Tidal Holdings for Tidal
Power Generation near Skookumchuck Narrows
A representative for Western Tidal Holdings was not present at the meeting. Several
Board members mentioned that they were intrigued by the concept and wanted some
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clarification on numerous points, such as possible benefits to the Egmont community,
effect of an installation on the Skookumchuck ocean floor, potential underwater noise
levels, maintenance issues, a vision of the proposed engineered design of the end project
and where it would likely exit to shore. Of strong concern is the need to keep the
Skookumchuck Narrows unchanged and unharmed.
Guest C. Passmore, representing the Egmont Community Club, spoke of how the
community would like to receive further information on the project and understand it more
clearly. C. Passmore reviewed the project’s website but found that it did not add much
clarity in answering the community’s questions, nor included any mailing address to write
to. Egmont community is challenged in receiving information due to reduced internet
access for many members and difficulty in attending meetings without availability of
transit. She will continue to try to contact Western Tidal Holdings through email
communication.
A board member mentioned the difficulty of contacting the applicant by telephone, citing
that the phone number on the application is incomplete and the cell phone number has
been disconnected.
Motion: Moved by A. Skelley and seconded by J. McDonald
Motion that this APC supports alternative energy development in general,
however in the absence of any substantial pertinent information being presented
on the project as to its scope and the infrastructure intended, and in the absence
of any representatives before the committee by the proponent, we are not
prepared to support the proposal at this time.
PASSED

DIRECTORS REPORT:
•
•
•

Budget talks, Round 1, is complete. Round 2 to start approximately in midFebruary. The Solid Waste Management Plan includes Pender Harbour Landfill
to be closed and replaced by a transfer station before the end of 2014.
B.C. Timber Sales has a cutback for auction which includes some timber located
within the McNeill lake watershed. Strongly worded concerns have been
forwarded by the SCRD to B.C. Timber Sales.
Moorage issues in Pender Harbour are currently under discussion between the
Sechelt Indian Band and the Province of B.C.

NEXT MEETING:

7:00 p.m. February 27, 2013 at Pender Harbour Secondary School

ADJOURNMENT:

motion to adjourn at 7:58 P.M. by J. Hall
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ANNEX V

Halfmoon Bay APC Advisory Group
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC
MINUTES OF TUESDAY, JAN 22, 2013
Chair
Ex Officio member
Recording Secretary
PRESENT
Elise Rudland
Alda Grames
Eleanor Lenz
Ray Moscrip
Joan Harvey
Jay Corman
Walter Powell

Elise Rudland
Garry Nohr
Katrina Walters
REGRETS
Ron Kernohan
Len Pakulak
Richard Grant
Joan Harvey

SCRD STAFF
David Raphael

GUESTS
Mike Burnham
Lorne Campbell
Kabel Atwall
Rob Howat

1. Call to Order
Elise Rudland, acting chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:02 pm.
-Nomination for Chair as per Bylaw 453, Section 8 (i) (ii):
Motion: That the APC nominate Elise Rudland and Eleanor Lenz as co-chairpersons.
Carried Unanimously
-Nomination for Secretary as per Bylaw 453, Section 8 (i) (ii):
Motion: That the APC nominate Katrina Walters as secretary.
Carried Unanimously
2. Agenda
Motion: That the agenda be accepted as amended.
Carried Unanimously
3. Minutes
Minutes from the following meetings were received for information:
3.1 Area B- Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes of Nov. 27, 2012.
3.2 Area A- Egmont/Pender Harbour APC Minutes of Nov. 28, 2012.
3.3 Area D- Roberts Creek APC Minutes of Nov. 26, 2012.
3.4 Area E- Elphinstone APC Minutes of Nov. 28, 2012,
3.5 Area F- West Howe Sound APC Minutes of Nov. 27, 2012.
3.6 Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of Nov. 28, 2012.
3.7 Agricultural Advisory Committee Notes of Nov. 27, 2012.
3.8 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of Nov. 15 and Dec. 20, 2012.
Motion: That the above Area B minutes be accepted as printed and that all other minutes
be received for information only.
Carried Unanimously
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4.

Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business
None.

5. New Business
5.1 Sunshine Coast Emergency Program regarding emergency preparedness.
APC Comments/Concerns:
-Yes, the committee requests to have a meeting at Cooper’s Green Hall.
-There is a series of meetings at the library that are accessible through the SCRD
website.
5.2 Halfmoon Bay OCP Ammendment 325.22 and Rezoning 310.146 (3L Developments
Inc.)
APC Comments/Concerns:
-The most significant concern is density. Goal No. 8 in the current OCP is clear in
wanting to preserve the rural atmosphere of Halfmoon Bay.
-The proposed density (160 acre for 180 lots) is a concern to the APC.
-Group members consider 10 acre, 5 acre, 2.5 acre as being more reasonably in keeping
with the density of the OCP.
-If lot sizes are increased, how would this work with septic? Could you have a common
pipe to a centralized sewage system to which every lot is responsible for connecting?
-What is the economic restriction (re: septic) to having larger lots?
-There is concern about servicing the proposed number of lots with water.
-There is concern that Option No. 3 could open up the possibility of litigation, and that it
should therefore not be chosen.
-The issue is not necessarily the ¼ acre lots; the concern is the uniformity of the overall
subdivision. Members would like to see a mix of housing types, from larger lots, to the
possibility of town homes closer to the highway.
-The main concern is the size of the lots and how they are arranged on the site…the
group would like to see the applicants come back with a further developed plan.
-It is suggested that the applicants consider a public consultation process prior to any
formal development application.
Motion:
That the APC advise the Regional District that they advise 3L to initiate public
consultation prior to first reading and then come back to the APC with an informed
development plan.
Carried Unanimously

5.3 HMB APC Inquiry about Illegal Dumping
APC Comments/Concerns:
-Garry Nohr is asking Crown to allow the SCRD to give fines for dumping on Crown
Lands: the RD currently has no control over dumping on Crown Lands.
-The contact person has been provided should committee members wish to look further
into the issue.
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5.4 Subdivision Application MoTI #2012-06277, Theed for Henry/Devlin, D.L. 1952
APC Comments/Concerns:
-None.
Motion: That the APC accept subdivision application MoTI #2012-06277.
Carried Unanimously
5.5 Subdivision Application MoTI #2012-03467, Hutt for Horn, D.L. 1952
APC Comments/Concerns:
-None.
Motion: That the APC accept subdivision application MoTI #2012-03467.
Carried Unanimously
5.6 Subdivision Application MoTI #2012-05955, Theed for Burnham, D.L. 1485, Block A,
Plan 13528
APC Comments/Concerns:
-None.
Motion: That the APC take no exception to subdivision application MoTI #2012-05955.
Carried Unanimously
5.7 Subdivision Application MoTI #2012-05866, Gordon for Burton, D.L. 6843.
APC Comments/Concerns:
-There is a proposed septic field on lot 'B' that appears to be located across steep terrain.
Motion: That the APC accept subdivision application MoTI #2012-05866.
Carried by Majority

6

Directors Report:
Director Garry Nohr gave his report on the following subjects:
-Asking Norm Kemp to talk about BC Timber Sales at Homesite Creek: hold up on any
sales in the area.
-Working on Budget: Halfmoon Bay expects to come up at about 3%.
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-Recycling program: there is a new process that is being brought in that might work out
better for us. There will be more in the Spring.
-Sent a letter to other municipalities on dark skies for street lighting.
-Chairs are speaking to Adrian Dicks, BC Ferries and Minister of Finance.
-Middle Point: having the water line “shovel ready” is a better approach.
-Seeing action on Parks and Rec.: Gibsons pool repair; the Sechelt Aquatic Centre: the
energy savings is significant.
-Dakota Ridge is doing well this season.
-BC Hydro: dealing with Smart Meter issue: need to protect the people that are refusing
Smart Meters.
7

APC Committee Discussions/Requests:
th
-The 19 would be preferred night for the ACP recap meeting.
-The APC would like to visit sites requesting subdivisions as well as re-zoning
applications.

8

Next Meeting
Tuesday, Feb. 26, 2013, 7PM Coopers Green Hall.

9

Adjournment
8:27 PM
________________________
Elise Rudland
HMB APC Interim Chair

____________________
Date
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ANNEX W
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Minutes of Roberts Creek (Area D) APC
Monday, January 28, 2013, 7:00 PM
1088 Roberts Creek Road, Roberts Creek
Present: Jeffrey Abbott, Heather Conn, Kye Goodwin (Alternate Chair), Dana Gregory, Marion
Jolicoeur, Barry Morrow, Brock O'Byrne, Bill Page (Chair), Gerald Rainville, and Eric Tiessen
Absent: Tzaddi Gordon
Guests: Lesley Roberts and Scott Avery (Roberts Creek OCPC members)
Also Present: Donna Shugar (Director), Dave Ryan (Alternate Director), Diedra Goodwin (Recording
Secretary), Greg Gebka (SCRD Planner)
1. The meeting was called to order at 7:05 PM.
2. ELECTION OF OFFICERS (Chair passed to D. Shugar)
2.1 Call for nominations for Chair. Bill Page was acclaimed. (Chair passed to B. Page)
2.2 Call for nominations for Alternate Chair. Kye Goodwin was acclaimed.
3. MINUTES
3.1 Roberts Creek (Area D) APC minutes of November 26, 2012 were accepted as circulated.
(GR/BP) M/S/Carried
3.2 The following minutes were received for information:
3.2.1 Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of November 28, 2012
3.2.2 Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of November 27, 2012
3.2.3 Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of November 28, 2012
3.2.4 West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of November 27, 2012
3.2.5 Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of November 28, 2012
3.2.6 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of November 27, 2012
3.2.7 Planning and development Committee Minutes of December 20, 2012
4. NEW BUSINESS
4.1 Subdivision Application MOTI #2012-05869 for Lot B, Block 16, 17, and 20 to 23, DL 1321,
Plan 9129, PID 009-823-034, located at 1452 Park Avenue, Roberts Creek, for Grainge Bradwell
MOTION: The APC approves of the Subdivision as proposed subject to compliance with conditions set
out by Planning Staff. (KG/GR) M/S/Carried
4.2 Draft 'A Zone' and Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning.
COMMENTS: The APC appreciated the presentation on the agricultural road map and Agricultural
Zoning By-law under development.
The APC requests that the topic of the A zone be added to the agenda of our next two meetings for
further discussion by APC members.
5. DIRECTOR’S REPORT
We look forward to seeing the Director’s Report in her monthly mailing.
6. The meeting was adjourned at 9:05 PM
7. The next meeting is scheduled for 7:00 PM on February 25, 2013 at Roberts Creek Library, 1088
Roberts Creek Road
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ANNEX X
Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission
Minutes of meeting held at Frank West Hall, Elphinstone, BC
January 23, 2013

Present:

Lynda Chamberlin, Co-Chair
Rob Bone
Elizabeth Nordlund
Ron Kaiser
Graham Chapman
Delegation: Bill Morris
Director:
Lorne Lewis
Alt. Director: Laurella Hay
Secretary: Diane Corbett

Call to Order

Regrets:

Alan Colleypriest, Co-Chair
Jim Gurney

Absent:

Patrick Fitzsimons

7:00 PM

Agenda
The agenda was adopted as amended, with the following changes:
• Move Delegation and Road Closure Application to top of agenda
• Add under item 4: Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee
Notes of January 16, 2013
Delegation
1. Mr. Bill Morris for Road Closure Application 1-6-20548
Mr. Morris explained that the original dwelling was built onto the road allowance. Mr.
Morris outlined work done in consultation with geotechnical consultants to stabilize the
property located at the base of a slope, including installation of a peripheral drain, and to
explore options for construction on the site. He indicated a willingness to amalgamate the
two properties on which the current structure is located, to not build a second dwelling,
and to include a “save harmless” clause on the title. A proposed new residence would be
located on the footprint of the existing dwelling, which would be completely removed. The
new structure would enhance the appearance of the property. Mr. Morris commented on
the value of the community and environment along the Esplanade.
New Business
2. Road Closure Application 1-6-20548 (Morris, 1922 Ocean Beach Esplanade)
One member inquired why the applicant would buy a property when a portion of the
dwelling was not on the lot and there was no room to build because of the slope. Mr.
Morris explained that at the time it was not realized that construction could not go back
(towards the slope) any further.
The Chair noted that, as a quorum was not reached at the Ocean Beach Esplanade
Stewardship Advisory Committee meeting on this application, the comments in the
meeting notes would not count.
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Mr. Morris responded to further questions about the property and his application.
MOTION (RB/RK): “That the application be approved.”
(3 in favor, 1 opposed, 1 abstained)
Carried
Minutes
3. Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of November 28, 2012
MOTION (EN/RB): “THAT the November 28, 2012 minutes be adopted as circulated.”
Carried
4. The following minutes were received for information:
• Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes, November 28, 2012
• Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes, November 27, 2012
• Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes, November 26, 2012
• West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes, November 27, 2012
• Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes, November 28, 2012
• Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes, November 27, 2012
• Planning and Development Committee Minutes, December 20, 2012
• Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee Notes, January 16, 2013
New Business
5. Nomination of Chair and Secretary
The APC nominated Rob Bone and Lynda Chamberlin as Co-Chairs, and nominated
Diane Corbett as Secretary.
6. Director's Report
Director Lewis commented on the following topics:
• Budget process
• Property assessments
• Gibsons Fire Hall
• Work on Chaster Park and planned work around Chaster House and along the
shoreline
• Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure plan to use Roundup on Chaster Creek
knotweed site
Next Meeting

Wednesday, February 27, 2013

Adjournment

7:45 PM
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ANNEX Y
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

Feb 5, 2013

TO:

Planning & Development Committee Meeting Feb 14th

FROM:

Teresa Agnew, acting for Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector
and Bylaw Manager

RE:

Building Department Statistics for January 2013.

RECOMMENDATIONS

THAT the Planning & Development Committee recommends to the SCRD Board that
the Chief Building Inspector’s report regarding Building Division Statistics for January
2013 be received.
BACKGROUND

Building activity by area has been tracked and reported on the attached VADIM report for the
month of January.
All areas were active this month with a total of 79 permits applied for or issued.
Construction values and permits revenues were considerably higher than values for January
last year. January permit revenues were higher than those for the two previous years and on
par with the highest permit revenue in the last five years.
Staff will continue to carefully monitor revenues and expenditures on a monthly basis.
Respectfully submitted for Peter Longhi

N:\Legislative & Regulatory Affairs\4560 Building & Bylaw Reports\4560-20 Building
Permit Reports\2012-May-01 Building Stats for April.docx
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BP5700
Page: 1
Date: Feb 01,2013 Time: 10:09am
Status Code: ALL STATUS CODES
Year:
2013
Period:
1 To 1

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Permit Type:
District:
Area:

All
All
All Areas

BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Month of: January 2013
Three Year Construction Type Comparison
Work Code Description

2013

2012

2011

25
0
0
6
4
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
27
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
15
0

13
1
0
4
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
18
1
2
0
0
0
3
0
9
1

25
0
1
6
4
2
3
0
0
0
0
0
32
0
3
0
0
0
5
0
17
1

79

54

99

ADDITION AND ALTERATION
WOODSTOVE/CHIMNEY
AUXILIARY DWELLING
COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION
DEMOLITION
AGRICULTURAL BUILDING
INDUSTRIAL BUILDING
MULTIFAMILY DWELLINGS
NEW CONSTRUCTION
SWIMMING POOL
plumbing fixtures only for SFD
PERMIT RENEWAL
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING
Special Inspection
TEMPORARY PERMIT
TENANT IMPROVEMENT
UPGRADE
RETAINING WALL
WOOD STOVE) CHIMNEY
AUXILIARY BUILDING
CHANGE OF USE
Total Permits:
TotaiBliUngs:
Total Project Values:
Cumulative Values:

$
$

$
$

7,312,800.00
7,312,800.00

8,097,469.00
8,097,469.00

$
$

15,770,500.00
15,770,500.00

District Breakdown
District Name

Total Number of Permits

Total Billings

Total Project Values

22
20
11
11
14
1

19,627.50
15,250.00
16,314.00
10,857.00
11,068.50
10,515.75

1,343,800.00
1,436,000.00
1,657,000.00
1,180,000.00
1,107,000.00
589,000.00

AreaA
AREA B
Area D
Area E
AREA F
Sechelt Indian Government District
Grand Totals:

79

$

-

$

Rate Breakdown
Rate Name
APPLICATION FEE
APPLICATION PAYMENT
MICROFILMING FEE
BUILDING PERMIT OFFICE EXPENSE
CIVICADDRESS
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE C
SUBSOIL DRAINAGE
MICROFILMING
PENALTY
COMMERCIAL BUILDING PERMIT

Total Number of Permits Using Rates

Rate Total Billings

71
50
1
33
13
1
24
53
10
7

16,50850
-9,897.50
20.00
68.00
1,785.00
3,300.00
1290.00
1,956.00
2,038.75
8,247.00
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Permit Type:
District :
Area:

BP5700
Page: 2
Date: FebOl,2013 Time: 10:09am
Status Code: ALL STATUS CODES
Year:
2013
Period:
1 To 1

All
All
All Areas

BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Month of: January 2013
Rate Breakdown
Rate Name

Total Number of Permits Using Rates

Rate Total Billings

27
27
1
55
41
1
1
9
8
29

4,210.00
3,050.00
100.00
52,215.00
369.00
100.00
627.00
135,00
940.00
-3,429.00

PLUMBING FiXTURES
RENEWAL FEE
2ND PERMIT RENEWAL
RESIDENTIAL PERMIT
TITLE SEARCH
UPGRADE PERMIT PAYMENT
UPGRADE PERMIT
WATER SERVICE
WOOD BURNING APPLIANCE! CHIMNEY
REFUND APPLICATION FEE
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
GL5330

GL Department Report

Date:

w
Year
:
Period :

Feb 01, 2013

Budget:

2013
1

Account No.

Page:

Description

TIme:

Base Budget

Year To Date

Budget

Variance

% Used

0.00
-41,819.75

-117,958.00
-495,000.00
-12,900.00
-16,000.00
-3,482.00
-600.00

-117,958.00
-453,180.25
-11,768.00
-15,550.00
-3,284.00
-548.00

0.00
8.45
8.78
2.81
5.69
8.67

-43,661.75

-645,940.00

-602,288.25

6.76

0.00
22,375.49
8,407.55
644.39
0.00

109,842.00
375,912.75
100,611.48
7,398.81
5,012.00
20.00

109,842.00
353,537.26
92,203.93
6,754.42
5,012.00

0.00

BUILDING INSPECTION
General Revenue Fund -SCRO
Revenues
01-1-520-015
01-1-520-113
01-1-520-115
01-1-520-116
01-1-520-118
01-1-520-128

Property Tax Requisition
Building Permit Fees
Other Permit Fees
Renewal Fees
Title Searches
Other Revenue

-1,132.00
-450.00
-198.00
-52.00
Revenues

Expenditures
01-2-520-200
01-2-520-220
01-2-520-225
01-2-520-227
01-2-520-235
01-2-520-257
01-2-520-266
01-2-520-281
01-2-520-293
01-2-520-314
01-2-520-317
01-2-520-320
01-2-520-335
01-2-520-338
01-2-520-345
01-2-520-347
01-2-520-381
01-2-520-458
01-2-520-461
01-2-520-464
01-2-520-570

Administrative Services
Salaries & Wages
Benefits
Wcb Building Inspection Services
Training & Development
Clothing/laundering
-

0.00
36.69
0.00
1,479.72
124.13
0.00
0.00
147.67
954.49
0.00
1,991.77

Materials & Supplies
Office Expenses
Telephone & Alarm Lines
Title Searches
Travel
Advertising
Dues & Subscriptions
Computer Software/Support
Library/publications
Legal Fees
Fuel/lubricants Vehicle
Insurance/licence Vehicle
Repairs & Mtce Vehicle
Amortization Expense
-

-

01-2-520-572 Transfer to/from Unfunded Amortizat

—

Expenditures
BUILDING INSPECTION Total

0.00
2,601.00
5,098.00
2,081.00
963.00
3,322.00
500.00
2,601.00
1,987.00
5,722.00
3,885.00
6,854.00
5,722.00
5,807.00
7,423.00

20.00
-36.69
2,601.00
3,618.28
1,956.87
963.00
3,322.00

5.95
8.36
8.71
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
29.03
5.96
0.00
0.00
29.53
36.70

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

-7,423.00

352.33
1,646.51
1,987.00
3,730.23
3,885.00
6,854.00
5,722.00
5,807.00
7,423.00
-7,423.00

36,161.90

645,940.04

609,778.14

5.60

-7,489.85

0.04

7,489.89

18724625.00
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0.00
34.81
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
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DATE:

January

TO:
FROM:

Planning and Development Committee, February ls1”, 2013
Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

RE:

Bylaw Enforcement Statistics for 2012

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receive the report from the Chief
Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager regarding Bylaw Statistics for 2012, for
information.
DISCUSSION:
This report covers Bylaw Enforcement statistics for 2012 and has a spread sheet and
graph of bylaw file volumes for the last four years.
Since 2009 the Bylaw Enforcement Department has been operating on a four day week
rotation.
The total number of files ongoing in Area A remains higher than usual as a result of
several files on Nelson Island that have not yet been resolved.
The representative for the residential group on Nelson Island has been working with his
group and the SCRD requirements of the DVP application to bring their issue forward
to the Board of Variance for review.
At year end, the number of ongoing files is shown as being higher than in previous
years for this reason.
A slight reduction in file volume is noted from previous years and is attributed to the
Regional District moving forward with Bylaw enforcement tools such as more frequent
Notice on Title registration, diligent aged permit file monitoring and BEN ticketing. The
general public is becoming more aware of the fact that the Regional District is moving
forward with enforcement on many fronts and it is seen that this action is in itself acting
as a deterrent to committing bylaw infractions. The number of people committing Bylaw
offences would appear to be on the decline as a result.
Bylaw infractions would
otherwise.
Respectfully submitted

appear to be evenly spread amongst all electoral areas

Peter Longhi
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4
5
6
15
33

October
November
December
Ith Quarter
Year Total

0
2
0
2

Yearto Date

A

12/31/2011
January
February
March
1st Quarter

3
3
1
7
25

18

2
2
0
4

A

11
13
18
18
18

10

10
8
8
8
8

II

3
2
0
5
22

17

0
1
3
4

3
2
1
6
23

17

1
2
1
4

B

5
4
3
5
5

5
5
4
4
4

5
2
5
1
8
28

20

2
5
1
8

6
22

2
4
0

16

4
5
6
E
6

4

1
06
3j
4
4
4

11

“ 11/I/I

II

2
2
2
6
24

18

1
0
1
2

4
5
0
9
23

14

1
1
1
3

Z

FILES BY AREA
D
E
II

BYLAW ENFORCEMENT
2012 QUARTERLY REPORT

4
1
3

6

2
2
1
1
1

II
II
Month_Totals

4
0
0
4
16

12

3
1
2
6
14

8

3

6
5
3

5

15
14
9
38
123

85

15!
4
34
110

76

30
29
34
34
34

30

4’New Closed Ongoing
4
21
0
1
3
3
6
18
1
1
3
9
6
21
3
2
4
8
22
7!
4
4
4
20
19
22
20
179
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TO:

Planning and Development Committee, February l4I, 2013

FROM:

Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

RE:

Dog Control Statistics for 2012

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receive the report from the Chief
Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager regarding Dog Control Statistics for 2012, for
information.
DISCUSSION:
This report covers Dog Control Statistics for 2012 and has a spread sheet and graph
of bylaw file volumes for the last four years.
Since 2009 the
rotation.

Dog Control Department has been operating on a four day week

Summer and Fall seasons seem to generate the largest number of Dog control issues,
likely due to the increased number of visitors to the Sunshine Coast with dogs.
This year we experienced a higher than normal level of dog attacks noting that a total
of 18 attacks, 9 of which resulted in injury to the dog or the owner.
There were also two destruction orders for vicious dogs this year resulting in some
costs to the SCRD to facilitate this.
A change to the location of the SCRD pound service took place in October of 2012,
with the cessation of Cedar Creek Kennels handling the SCRD pound service and a
new agreement has been struck with the SPCA.
The SPCA is a better fit for the SCRD Dog Control section as the location is very near
our Field Road offices.
The Dog Control Officer has the ability to access the Kennel at the SPCA at all times
during the week if required, even if SPCA staff are not on site.
Most of the Directors have been introduced to our new auxiliary Dog Control
Officer Krissy Kirkpatrick. Krissy is filling in for us when our regular Dog Control Officer
is away on leave or acting as the Bylaw Officer in certain instances. She brings a
wealth of experience in Dog Control from the City of Kelowna and surrounding areas.
Peter Longhi
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___________

2012
DOG CONTROL OFFICER
MONTHLY REPORT
RETURNED
TO OWNER

DOGS
IMPOUNDED

January

1

1

2

February

0

1

March

0

April

NEW FILES BY AREA

DOG

TRANSFER
TO SPCA
.:LT1$
3

B

D

E

F

S

fILE
TOTAL

0

0

7

2

1

0

10

1

0

6

5

3

1

2

17

1

1

0

0

1

1

3

2

7

4

7

11

2

2

3

3

6

2

16

May

0

4

4

0

4

10

0

5

2

20

June

0

4

4

0

9

5

6

1

0

23

July

1

5

6

0

12

5

2

4

0

23

August

1

4

5

0

4

4

5

3

2

18

September

4

4

8

1

11

9

2

6

1

29

October

4

6

10

0

5

4

9

7

0

23

November

1

6

7

0

3

6

13

0

1

23

December

0

0

0

0

6

0

2

0

1

10

At Large
At LargelReturn to Owner
At Large/Impound
Attack with injuries
Attack without injuries
Noise
j__________
Request to Sell Licenseh
Transfer to SPCA from Cedar Creek
Prohibited Dog SIGD
Assist other Municipality
Total:

B
25
2
3
1
1
21
7
1
0
1
62

D
26
5
12
4
2
7
2
1
0
0
59

AREAS
E
F
19
25
2
3
7
10
2
1
1
5
2
5
1
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
48
37

S
7
0
1
1
0
0
1
0
3
0
13

Total
102
12
33
9
9
35
11
4
3
1
219

Vicious Dog (from Aft wlinjuries)

0

3

1

6

Year Totals:
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-

164

1

1

165

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

-

2009

165

2010

223

2011

245

Dog Control Files 2009-20012

2012

219

ANNEX BB

—

FIECEIVED
:1’,2O13

Squamish Nation
Box 86131
North Vancouver, BC

V7L4J5
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Dear Chief Jacob
Re

Gibsons Creek Fish Access Impiovements

th
At the Regular Meeting held January 15
2013, Council confirmed that the Town is
willing to partner with the Squamish Nation in its proposal to improve salmon access to
Gibsons Creek and passed the following motion

“THAT a letter be sent to Chief Jacob of the Squamish Nation to confirm
their commitment to the project and stating that the Town is willing to
partner with them for the improvement of salmon access to Gibsons
Creek”
The Town of Gibsons is excited about the opportunity of working with the Squamish
nation in its effort to enhance fish habitat along the Coast
Yours truly,

I ãyne

Rowe:

Mayor

=

c.c.

Sunshine Coast RegionaLDIstrict
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
Mr. Paul van Poppelen
..
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ANNEX CC

44 Wood First commitments in B.C. and counting. Could
you be next?

JAN 242013

SCRD
R E C E I ‘I ED

I

iAN282013

1 L

CHAIR

fECEIVEDI

January2013

fl

I

9
s
p
.c
j
.

Dear Board Chair & Area Directors:

It was a pleasure to have, once again, participated in your annual
UBCM Convention at the end of September.
Our province is approaching the milestone of 50 local govern
ments representing more than 25 per cent of
B.C.’s population which have adopted Wood First commitment
s in support of the province’s Wood First Act,
with 44 local governments or regional districts adopting bylaws
, resolutions and policies since 2009. The
Wood First Act aims to increase demand for wood products
by requiring provincially-funded projects to use
wood as the primary building material within the B.C. Buildi
ng Code.
With this letter, I would like to invite your community to
officially document your intention to choose
structural and architectural wood products for your future
building projects. There has never been a better
time to take advantage of the many benefits wood has to
offer.

Why wood? Wood is good!
Choosing wood is a good choice for socio-economic, enviro
nmental, budgetary, safety and health reasons. It’s
also a good choice for our economy, as forestry is a significant
economic engine in B.C., and directly/indirectly
benefits us all.
It is the best choice for the environment, as nothing can make
a green building “greener” than optimizing the
use of wood materials. Re-growing trees absorb C02 and emit
oxygen; wood materials sequester C02
throughout their use; substituting wood for other materi
als avoids substantial amounts of C02 emissions;
wood buildings reduce energy consumption while in use
and, even if the materials cannot be re-used, they
can usually become a low carbon source of energy. The United
Nations Committee on Land Use, Land Use
Change and Forestry, the Nobel Prize-winning report from
the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change and many other international organizations
agree building with wood harvested from
sustainable forestry operations is one of the best ways to
mitigate climate change. Given this globallyaccepted reality, community plans should include the specifi
cation of wood products as the primary building
materials for all new local government buildings.
--

There is a growing body of research demonstrating that
working, learning and healing environments can be
more healthful if they include natural elements in design
, including wood. Scientific studies from around the
world have demonstrated positive impacts such as reduce
d heart rate, lower blood pressure and reduced
stress and can lead to higher levels of health, better concen
tration and generally improved occupant
performance for workers, students, patients and residents.
What’s new in the world of wood? Consider the cost advant
ages and structural possibilities.
Advances in engineered timber building materials and system
s also lead to more affordable buildings. Our
province’s wealth of leading-edge designers, supported by
organizations such as Wood WORKS! BC and

www.wood-works.ca
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1-877-929-9663

FPlnnovations can show you how to make more of your scarce building and operating budgets. Our technical
advisors can outline all the recent innovations in wood building systems to create comfortable, flexible and
effective spaces. Not only do these provide significant advantages from fire and seismic hazards, but wood
buildings can be retrofitted for new uses and more easily updated to new design styles.
Why pass a Wood First resolution, bylaw or policy in your community?
When passing a resolution, bylaw or policy, a community benefits by having guiding principles for use by
designers, engineers and contractors. Wood products and systems fit an array of local government project
types and applications. The strength, beauty and versatility of wood make projects better, and our forestdependent communities stronger. Communities in B.C. are proud to use wood. Not only is there a strong
historical context for its use, but there are compelling environmental and socioeconomic benefits as well,
leading us to a more prosperous and sustainable way of life in the future of this province.
If you’ve already passed a Wood First policy, bylaw or resolution, and don’t see it listed on our chart, or if you
need support to take the final step, please let us know. We are here to offer our technical expertise, training
and education to help your local government realize a lower carbon footprint, lower building costs, and
warm, beautiful, human-centred environments in which people thrive.
Committing to building your local government’s projects with wood can be one of the best ways to leave your
legacy for your economy, your community and our planet I have taken the liberty of attaching the text for a
resolution I would encourage your staff to adapt and for your local government to approve. If you would
prefer, it would be my pleasure to attend any of your upcoming meetings to make a presentation and provide
more information on the free services Wood WORKS! BC can provide to your project teams.

Regards,

Mary Tracey
Executive Director
Wood WORKS! BC
About Wood WORKS! BC
Wood WORKS.’ isa national ndustry-iecl initiative ofthe Canadian Wood Council, with a goal to surport innovation and
prde leadership on the use cf wood and wood products. Through workshops, seminars and case studies, Wood
WORKS.’ provides education, training and technical expertise to building and design professionals and local governments
involved v’lth. commercial, institutional and industrial construction projects throughout B.C.. For the past 14 years, Wood
WORKS: BC has facilitated practical, efficient, versatile and cost-effective building and design solutions through the use of
wood the roost sustainable, natural and renewable building material on Earth.
—

Notacie trOects with Wood WRKS.’ BC’s involvement include the international awar3-vlnnlng Richmond Oval the
araest of the 2OD Winter Olympics venues. Wood 14’ORKS, BC was also involved with the new Vancouver Convention
Centre, and has also worked extensively with .eiunicixadties on prcects ranging from fire links to a.reoas to recreation
centres. Wood IIIORKS.’ BC is a recognized resource to help BC. communitIes with the “build with wood’ requirements on
publicly-funded proeots under the Wood First .cm and our expertise is available free-of-cnarge.
—

JSI

www.wood-works.ca
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Attachment

Resolution to Build Green with Wood
Whereas: Globally, governments and the private sector alike are increasingly looking for ways to
decrease their overall impact on the environment; and
Whereas: This Local Government is already playing a central role by demonstrating environmental and
sustainability leadership; and
Whereas: As a significant builder and manager of vertical infrastructure, the Council is in a position to
ensure that its portfolio both from a construction and ongoing maintenance perspective are
managed in a manner that minimizes negative environmental burdens; and
Whereas: An effective approach to determine a building’s environmental impact is to include the
overall impact caused by the materials used to construct the building and
Whereas: Wood building materials have proven to have a substantially lower impact on energy, CO
2
emissions, water consumption and air pollution than other common building materials;
Therefore: This Local Government resolves to consider the complete environmental impact profile of all
new building projects, including:
1. Assessing the direct and indirect environmental impacts of the materials used in the
construction/renovation; and
2. Employing recognized life cycle assessment tools and methodologies to make quantitative
material comparisons; and
3. Always considering the use of structural and architectural wood materials for construction/
renovation.

www.wood-works.ca

1-877-929-9663
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