PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Thursday, January 17, 2013
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

9:30 a.m.

AGENDA
Adoption of the Agenda
1.
DELEGATIONS
BURNCO
2.
a) Jeff Gau, Future of Howe Sound Society
regarding: Staff Report – Burnco Product Rezoning Application
and “Speak Out for the Recovery of Howe Sound” Petition both
dated December 29, 2012
b) Bill McNeney, Thunderbird Yacht Club
(Regional/Rural Planning Services)

3.

Daryl and Terry Youngman
regarding Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman)
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

REPORTS
Agricultural Area Plan Background Report http://www.scrd.ca/Our-Process
4.
(Regional Planning Services)
Update on Progress of Section 9.1.2 of Integrated Transportation Study
5.
(Horizontal Curves Review) http://www.scrd.ca/ITS
(Regional Planning)
Coastal Douglas-Fir and Associated Ecosystems Conservation
6.
Partnership (CDFCP)
(Regional Planning)

ANNEX A
pp 1 – 8
(complete
petition available
in reading file)

ANNEX B
pp 9 – 31

Discussion
ANNEX C
pp 32 – 53
ANNEX D
pp 54 – 70

7.

District of Sechelt OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Referral for Fire Hall
Addition
(Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX E
pp 71 – 84

8.

Town of Gibsons OCP Amendment Referral for Subdivision and
Development Services Policies
(Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX F
pp 85 – 101

9.

Planning and Development Monthly Report for December, 2012
(Regional/Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX G
pp 102 – 109

10.

Building Department Revenues to end of 2012
(Building Inspection)

ANNEX H
pp 110 – 115

11.

Bylaw Enforcement hours specific to Smoke Control and Fire Regulations
(Bylaw Enforcement)

ANNEX I
pp 116 – 117

Planning and Development Committee Amended Agenda
Thursday, January 17, 2013

BYLAWS
12. OCP and Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 432.30 & 337.104
(Webb & Cunningham)
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)
COMMUNICATIONS
13. Sonya Bergen
regarding Dog Bylaws, dated December 12, 2012
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ANNEX J
pp 118 – 124

ANNEX K
pp 125 – 126

14.

Steve Thomson, Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations,
regarding land use at Mount Elphinstone and docks in Pender
Harbour, dated December 14, 2012

ANNEX L
pp 127

15.

Paul van Poppelen, RPBio CBiol,
regarding Gibsons Creek fish access, dated December 18, 2012

ANNEX M
pp 128
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December 29th, 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 Rezoninci Application.

Dear Members of the Planning and Development Committee:
In reference to Burnco’s application for re-zoning their lands at McNab Creek, we would
appreciate an opportunity to enter into the initial discussion and work with staff to
address each of the Core Values of the “We Envision” Regional Sustainability Plan. We
understand at this point that the issue of land is the first consideration for staff, and ““We
Envision” may provide a sustainability test ‘for the proposed zoning change. We
cannot do full justice to each of the points addressed in the staff report here, but the
highlights of our concerns are:
‘

1. Economic Vitality:
The staff report leaves the impression that there will be job creation and indirect benefits
to existing businesses such as motels and water taxis. What we would like to highlight,
is the extremely limited number of full time equivalent jobs this Burnco Mine would
create, versus the corresponding negative impacts it will have upon other
economic/employment sectors. The impacts to the Howe Sound region need to be
assessed thoroughly, in particular, the McNab Strata community and other neighbouring
communities that will have the greatest impacts imposed upon them. Because the
communities of the Howe Sound region have similar value systems, it has led us to be a
vibrant and diverse community. These impacts will also extend on a broader basis
to
tourism, eco-tourism operators, the film industry, commercial and recreational fisheri
es,
etc. These affects will very significantly affect the income currently derived from outside
sources that currently stimulates this area of Howe Sound’s economic vitality. We are
gathering more information on the negative economic impacts that a major mining
operation in the heart of Howe Sound will have on the region.
The ongoing economy of this area would be significantly damaged, in favour of an
extremely limited number of resource extraction jobs, based on relatively low skilled
labour. Provided, we will be consulted thoroughly, we anticipate that we will be able
to
www.futureofhowesound.orci
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have additional input on the economic vitality aspects of the project components that
may impact the communities potentially affected.
2. Environmental Responsibility:
For the most part, the statements made in this section of the report reflect those
submitted by the proponent, and not being inclusive of the broader meaning of having
some form of environmental responsibility. This may be because other stakeholders in
the area have not yet had the opportunity to provide additional input in your report. To
call this mine in one of the only remaining, relatively intact, natural watersheds, and
estuary areas left in the Howe Sound region, “not a sensitive activity” is a gross
understatement. The proposed development will definitely impact the environment in
significant ways, beyond the communities that are based on the principals of
sustainability. At least 20 species covered by the Species at Risk legislation will be
impacted. To re-zone the subject lands to the highest Industrial degree, is a step
backwards in protecting the current and future overall environmental interests of the
region.
Operating a clam shell dredge in an open pit / pond is a very economically attractive
way of extracting aggregate from this site. When the proponent is finished extracting
their valuable aggregate they will then leave the open pit (hopefully) filled with water and
thereby minimize any land reclamation costs or responsibilities.
How is it even possible to compensate the communities involved, and to deliver an
improved ecology? In the past few years, the tens of millions of taxpayer’s dollars that
have been spent cleaning up previous industrial damage to Howe Sound are finally
showing signs of a significant recovery. A pod of dolphins have recolonized Howe
Sound, Gray Whales (for the first time in 100 years) and Orca Whales have returned.
The sea life is coming back. Now that Canadian taxpayers have invested significantly to
repair previous environmental damage in Howe Sound it is now time to maintain the
current best use of this environment. Far more sustainable value can be gained from
continued improvement of the existing environment including uses such as residential,
recreational, tourism, eco-tourism, the film industry, commercial and recreational
fisheries, etc. These uses will provide maximum long term benefits for all Canadians
rather than allowing another gravel pit that will provide relatively short term profits for
the proponent but offer very little if any ongoing benefits to Canadian society.
Shortening the distance to market for a gravel mine operator is NOT a green initiative.
With that logic in mind, the beaches of Vancouver should also be utilized as raw
materials for construction to further reduce the distance to market. The change in gravel
pit locations will directly benefit the proponent’s costs and should make them more
competitive or profitable in the marketplace but there is no guarantee or evidence
provided that greenhouse gas emissions will be decreased. It is only logical that other
existing gravel pit operators such as Burnco’s existing suppliers in Port McNeil will
continue to transport and/or export equal or larger volumes of aggregates (since this
facility is not currently at capacity) over long distances. Gravel is not a scarce resource
in the Province of BC.
www.futureofhowesound.org
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During Burnco’s recent presentation to the SCRD it also became evident that the
proponent wished to attain an 15 zoning rather than the 14 recommended by Staff. This
difference wOuld also allow for log sorting and log booming. This would appear to
indicate that the proponent may intend at some time in the future to use their rezoned
property for other industrial uses that should also be taken into account when assessing
their Rezoning Application, as well as in the ongoing Environmental Assessment.
Although booming off McNab Creek was done in the past this activity is extremely
damaging to the marine environment principally due to reduced sunlight and the buildup
of organic material below the booming grounds. When there is intermittent logging in
the area, we are in favour of on-site sorting and grading of the logs, before going into
the foreshore log sorting area.
3. Cultural Vitality: The staff report indicates that there would be little to no impact to
the area’s cultural vitality. Additional information is needed here. There is a strong
culture in the area shared by thousands of young people attending summer camps.
Boating enthusiasts flock to the area for its abundant quiet natural
attributes. Ecotourism, canoeing, paddle boarding, kayaking, commercial and
recreational fishing, and hunting wild game, are all strong cultural activities presently
occurring in the region. Biodiversity and opportunities to experience nature are part of
our identity and values. Also, First Nations remain the stewards of the land and their
land use plans should be referred to, and integrated into, regional land use strategies.
The impact on culture should not be dismissed quickly. Much more information is
needed at this point.
4. Health and Social Well-being: The impact is by no means limited to just the McNab
Strata community, but to all communities in the Howe Sound region, not just to the
nearby property owners. The proposal will have significant impacts on communities in
the area, in addition to others that frequent the area. We live in the area, so how can
our community be easily replaced? Re- industrialization of the region will have a ripple
effect that needs to be studied and understood. The proposal is not compatible with
other activities in the area. Noise and dust are only some of the potential health effects,
but enjoyment of the whole region will be substantially reduced.
Please keep in mind that Camp Potlatch is one of the local community organizations
that will be directly affected by this potential rezoning. Carolyn Tuckwell, CEO and
President of the Boys and Girls Club of South Coast BC provided this insight:
“Camp Potlatch is one of Canada’s premiere wilderness summer camps—due in large
part to their natural wilderness location. Every year since 1941, 1,000’s of children and
youth have had transformative experiences challenging themselves while learning about
wildlife, ecology and the environment. This organization’s commitment to preserving
Camp Potlatch’s pristine surroundings is motivated by the knowledge that the
wilderness setting is a critical element to the ultimate success of our work with youth.”
www.futureofhowesound .orcj
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Land Use Strategic Directions
1. Focus Growth: Developments are to have the “least impact on biodiversity”.
Allowing industrial activity in the McNab Creek Valley will definitely have negative
impacts on growth in the surrounding areas due to the loss of well-known natural
attributes. The adjacent community of McNab Creek Estates focuses on preserving
biodiversity, clustering the residential development, in order to embrace biodiversity and
share common resources and services.
2. Concentrate new development: The current site will need extensive foreshore
infrastructure development (crushing, stock-piling, and loading facilities). The impact of
these changes needs to be studied and understood clearly, including the maximum
allowable processing and shipping capacity of this development.
3. Provide a variety of transportation choices: This area is currently used for hiking,
mountain biking, cross country skiing, and snow shoeing. The foreshore is used for
boating activities, including canoeing and kayaking. The impact of the mine activities on
these transportation choices needs to be studied and understood.
4. Create diverse housing opportunities: There are already a number of long term
unique growing communities in this area that are vibrant, diverse and inclusive. The
impacts of the requested rezoning upon these surrounding communities needs to be
studied and understood.
5. Celebrate the unique attributes of different communities: As previously mentioned
there are a large number of communities that will be impacted by the mine project. This
is far from not being relevant. We rely heavily on the other communities to be cohesive,
and to support each other in smart sustainability practices for our survival.
6. Preserve and enhance biodiversity: The mine will have an enormous impact on the
biodiversity of the region (20 species at risk so far), and have a long term direct impacts
on the natural environmental beauty of the region. The open pit mine, and processing
equipment, and barge loading terminal will be visible from many local communities
throughout McNab Valley, Howe Sound, and the Sea to Sky corridor,
including Lions Bay.
7. Discourage development and resource extraction: As previously mentioned, this is
a sensitive area and permanent damage will be done. This needs to be studied further.
8. Protect and enhance.. .conserves and provides food security: The impact on the
commercial and recreational fishery (including prawning and crab harvesting) needs to
be examined. The impact of a gravel mine in this region will likely impact food
resources and habitat. This should not be limited to purely land based food production.
Hunting and gathering natural foods is important to both local residents and to First
Nations.

www.futureofhowesound.org
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9. Enhance our marine and freshwater resources: Significant impact here and the
staff report correctly identifies that more studies are needed.
Impact on “We Envision”
In our view, this is an enormous step away from the We Envision for the future of the
Sunshine Coast. “We Envision” cannot be limited to impacts of urban sprawl. Non
renewable resource depleting activities and re-introducing degrading industrial
activities back to the region, is in our view, counter to the vision for the future of Howe
Sound area of the Sunshine Coast. It is fundamentally against the Howe Sound
Community Forum principles of cooperation, which the SCRD is a signatory to. The
vision is to preserve a healthy and natural environment and support the best sustainable
use of resources. The extraction and processing of sand and gravel in such an
environmentally sensitive area of Howe Sound fails the “We Envision” sustainability
test. We urge the SCRD to seriously take into consideration the concerns of the
surrounding communities and to seek out the full information on the significant and
irreversible long term impacts that this re-zoning would have on the local area, and the
broader regions.
Thank you for taking the time to review our comments.
Sincerely,

Jeff Gau,
Spokesperson,
The Future of Howe Sound Society
info@futureofhowesound.org
604 985-5562

www.futureofhowesound org
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December 29th, 2012

SCRD
RECEIVED

JAN03 2013

CHAIR

Planning and Development Committee Members,
Sunshine Coast Regional District

in June this year, the Future of Howe Sound Society invited people to sign the “Speak Out for the
Recovery of Howe Sound” petition. Attached are the people who completed the form on-line or on
paper. Each of the entries has been emailed to Mr. John Weston MP, West Vancouver, Sunshine CoatSea to Sky, Mr. Nicholas Simons, MLA Powell River, Sunshine Coast and Mrs. Joan Mcintyre, MLA, West
Vancouver—Sea to Sky. The intention of our petition below is for elected officials to understand:

Howe Sound is one of the most beautiful fjords in the world and a BC landmark on the Sea to Sky
corridor. Howe Sound is the home to a great variety of mammals, fish, frogs, rare birds and
invertebrates. It supports jobs in the local economy, especially tourism which has a significant ripple
effect through the region’s economy, and brings pleasure to thousands of locals and tourists every year.
We all cherish and celebrate the recovery of Howe Sound after decades of toxic pollution from heavy
industry. BC taxpayers paid millions to clean up the Britannia mine in Howe Sound and now finally those
actions, along with other conservation efforts, are paying off with the return offish stocks, dolphins,
orcos, wholes and a proliferation of bold eagles and other wildlife.
Please bring to an end the proposed Burnco open pit mine before massive economic harm is caused to
thousands of local residents and businesses including our film and tourism industries as well as countless
dollars have been spent by both BC and Federal regulators evaluating whether the environmental
destruction of a portion of this sensitive ecosystem can be “mitigated”. We support the creation of a long
term comprehensive land and water use plan for economic and social activities in the region that are
compatible with sustainable uses of the Howe Sound.
We ask you, as our elected officials, to stop this ill-advised project that will destroy a portion of this
amazing natural resource, allfor the sake of the short term profits of a mining company.
Thank you.

Cont’d.
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To date there are 1,625 entries to this petition and the list continues to grow. The names represent
recreational property owners, boaters, residents in the vicinity, tourists and business owners that
believe this proposed gravel mine is not in their interest socially or economically.
The Future of Howe Sound Society is building a coalition of groups that support the development of a
comprehensive land use plan and oppose new environmentally non-compatible activities in Howe
Sound. We will continue to build the data that illustrates the economic, social and environmental
benefits of a recovering McNab Creek watershed.
Currently this coalition, representing thousands of people, consists of:
•
•
•
•
•

The Sea to Sky Clean Air Society
Gambier Island Conservancy
Sunshine Coast Conservation Association
Marine Life Sanctuary Society
The Future of Howe Sound Society, in turn comprised of:
•
•
•
•
•

The Strata Corporation of Douglas Bay,
The McNab Creek Estates,
The Burrard Yacht Club,
The Thunderbird Yacht Club,
The Boys and Girls Club of South Coast BC

In sharing this petition our hope is that the SCRD will appreciate that due to the economic,
environmental and social impacts this heavy industry proposal is not supported by any of the Howe
Sound communities and many long established organizations active in your area and contravenes these
same set of principles within the SCRD’s “We Envision” document.
Further expanding industrial and mining activities clearly conflict with the acts of mitigation and tens of
millions of dollars that have already been invested in cleaning up past industrial sites within the Sound.
Additionally, until the Howe Sound communities as a whole have had the opportunity to participate in
and contribute to a thorough planning process to identify the future social, recreational, economic and
environmental needs of both the communities and the Sound itself, governments at all levels should
refrain from introducing new industrial impacts to the area.

21
7

In closing, The Gambler Islands Trust area, Village of Lions Bay, Squamish Council and SCRD Board
have all recently passed resolutions supporting a forum organized by the Future of Howe Sound
Society. We have now planned this event for April 13th, 2013 and look forward to your active
participation.

Sincerely,

Jeff Gau,
Spokesperson,
Future of Howe Sound Society
604 985 5562
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ANNEX B

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 10, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, January 17, 2013

FROM:

David Rafael, Planning & Development Division

RE:

Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman) to alter the subdivision designation to allow for
subdivision of 706 Leek Road, Roberts Creek

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the report titled “Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman) to alter the subdivision
designation to allow for subdivision of 706 Leek Road, Roberts Creek” be received;
AND THAT the Board gives First Reading to Bylaw 310.145;
AND THAT referrals be sent to the following agencies:
Agricultural Land Commission
Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee
Agricultural Advisory Committee
Minsitry of Transportation
Squamish Nation and
Other agencies as identified during the referral period;
AND FINALY THAT the applicant be advised to work with SCRD staff arrange a
public information meeting and place a notification sign on the property as required
by Bylaw 522 (Procedures and Fees).
BACKGROUND
Note: New information is Highlighted and set out mainly at the beginning of the report.
This report was originally on the November 15, 2012 PDC agenda, however it was
removed as the applicant was unable to attend the meeting due to personal
circumstances.
While the majority of the report remains unchanged, the applicant provided
additional comments after reviewing the report; these are in Attachment F.
In addition the applicant has developed a proposal which may secure agricultural
use of one of the two proposed properties (Attachment G). This would be a
partnership between the property owner (Mr Youngman) and a local resident who
would farm a portion of the property. The area to be farmed would be relatively
small at ¼ acre but would increase year to year up to ¾ acre. There would be a
three to five year agreement between the parties with annual reviews and Mr
Youngman would provide support in terms of labour and donation of supplies (up
to 100 hours and $1500 respectively). Mr Youngman believes that there is an
opportunity to develop small scale agriculture that is better suited for the site in
such a way as to keep the natural, treed character desired by the community.

9

Staff Report to the Planning and Development Committee (January 17, 2013)
Regarding Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman)

Page 2 of 10

In addition Mr Youngman has continued to gather community support and will
provide additional letters from local residents at the meeting; he stated that he has
almost 100 letters of support in total.
Staff note that should this proposal be considered a suitable benefit then additional
review by the Agricultural Advisory Committee will be sought and staff will
investigate mechanisms to secure the proposal, such as by legal agreement with
the SCRD as a party.
Mr Youngman also noted that he is open to discussions about additional/alternative
forms of community benefit which could be discussed as part of the public
consultation process.
Staff understand that the site was recently visited by the Agricultural Land
Commission staff when they were on the Coast for the public meetings regarding
the Agricultural Area Plan. Comments will be sought prior to the committee
meeting.
Staff updated the description of the OCP referrals, page 5 of this report.
The subject parcel is 2.35 hectares in size with access to the property from Leek Road.
Properties to the north and west are also located within the ALR while properties to the
east and south are not in the ALR. The current use of the property is residential and the
surrounding properties are all residential. Site location, zoning and subdivision patterns
are shown in Attachment A.
The property is relatively steeply sloping with about a 30 m drop from the northeast to the
southwestern corner over a distance of 230 m which equates to a 13% slope. There is one
single family dwelling and the majority of the property is treed and covered in vegetation.
The site was the subject of an application to the Agricultural Land Commission in 2012 and the
ALC approved the subdivision (Attachment B). In light of that approval the owners submitted an
application to amend the subdivision designation as set out in Bylaw 310 from minimum new
parcel size of 1.75 hectares to 1 hectare. If the bylaw amendment is approved then the owners
will submit a subdivision application to create two lots each of about 1.17 hectares (Attachment
C).
OPTIONS
1 Abandon Bylaw 310.145
There is limited ALR on the Coast and the site should be protected for future
agricultural use. Small parcels, can support agriculture, however they reduce
flexibility and can limit the range of opportunities. The new OCP supports local food
production and does not normally allow for subdivision of ALR.
The Agricultural Land Commissions comments provided at the ALR application
stage conflict with its position that the ALC’s mandate is to preserve agricultural land
and that land not suitable for one agricultural purpose today may well be suitable for
another agricultural purpose tomorrow.
Staff consider that there is a policy argument for not proceeding.
Thus staff initially supported this option.

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.145\Bylaw 310.145 2013-Jan-17 PDC Report.docx
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2 Give Bylaw 310. 145 First Reading and conduct referrals
There is a split in advice from the AAC and the Area D APC. The Agricultural Land
Commission supported subdivision of the property. The new OCP policy does not
normally support subdivision of ALR property, however it allows for exceptions.
The ALC comments that there is no need for the ALR designation for this property;
however it could support “hoppy (sic) farming for the foreseeable future”. Staff
clarified that this should have been “hobby farming”.
In light of the mixed advice, staff consider there is scope to broaden the discussion
to include input from the community and other agencies. This will include the
Agricultural Land Commission as the OCP policies have altered since they reached
their conclusion. This will allow for more detailed consideration of community
benefit and other issues, such as limiting the dwelling size, to be examined.
The applicant has taken steps to address future agricultural use of one of the
proposed lots. Staff consider that this should be pursued within the context
of the public consultation for the bylaw. Referrals to the ALC and the AAC,
specifically y asking about this option, will be pursued. Additional research
regarding a legal mechanism to secure this would also take place.
3 Place Bylaw 310.145 on hold until the Agricultural Land Commission completes a
review of Agricultural Land Reserve
The ALC will be reviewing ALR boundaries across BC. ALC staff confirmed that this
will include the SCRD. However there is no timeline available as to when this will
take place. Staff consider that delaying consideration of bylaw 310.145 until the
review is complete (or has considered this area) would be unfair to the applicant.
DISCUSSION
In light of approval from the ALC, an application to amend Bylaw 310 was submitted to
change the minimum parcel area from G (1.75 Ha) to F (1 Ha average, 8000 sq m
minimum) to facilitate a two lot subdivision. The proposal is for two equal sized lots each
of about 1.17 Ha.
The applicants have also noted that they are willing to register a covenant on Title, limiting each
lot to one single family dwelling only, with a footprint not exceeding 1800 ft² (about 170 sq m)and
a floor area not exceeding 3000 ft² (about 280 sq m).
They provided additional information in support of the proposal (Attachment D).
The new RC OCP received Second Reading as amended on September 20, 2012 and
includes a policy regarding subdivision of ALR. A public hearing was held on October 2nd
and there were no submissions made regarding this policy. The new OCP was adopted
on October 25, 2012.
Staff referred the bylaw to the AASC and Roberts Creek APC.
Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC)
At the meeting of October 23, 2012, the AAC passed the following recommendation:
“Recommendation No. 1
That the Agricultural Advisory Committee:
 work with the Agricultural Land Commission regarding the Agricultural Land Reserve
boundary review process on the Sunshine Coast; and

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.145\Bylaw 310.145 2013-Jan-17 PDC Report.docx
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 request that the Agricultural Advisory Committee can work with the Agricultural Land
Commission regarding the subject property (ALC Application 52693) as soon as
possible.”
The recommendation was based upon an understanding that the ALC as part of their new
direction would, at some time in the future, review current ALR boundaries in BC. The
applicants requested that they be invited to any meeting with the ALC regarding this property.
Staff confirmed that the ALC will conduct a review of ALR boundaries in the SCRD. ALC staff
noted that the SCRD will be informed when this review will take place and will be involved.
Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission (APC)
At the meeting of October 29, 2012 the APC passed the following motions:
“MOTION: The APC continues to support SCRD policy and the new Roberts Creek OCP
(Section 9.1.1 b) of not normally allowing subdivision in the ALR.
MOTION: The APC supports this Subdivision Application due to site specific conditions,
including its situation in an area of smaller lots within the ALR; and subject to a covenant
being placed to limit the number of dwellings to one per parcel, with limits on the size of
dwellings as proposed by the applicant, with a footprint not exceeding 1800 square feet
and a floor area not exceeding 3000 square feet.“
Staff note that the area of smaller lots are mainly those on Coach Road. This subdivision was
approved in 1971, before the ALR was designated. There are many other lots in the area that
are larger. A map of the ALR in the wider area gives an indication of property sizes (Attachment
A); other than Coach Road most are well over 1 hectare and many are over 2 hectares.
Board Policy (Resolution 505/03)
The following has been a Board policy titled “ALR Applications within Roberts Creek” since 2003
(Board Resolution 505/03):
"Subject to the rights of individuals to continue to make applications, the Regional
District in principle does not support Agricultural Land Reserve Non Farm use,
Subdivision or Exclusion applications in the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan
area until the Regional District has completed a public review of the policies in the
Roberts Creek Official Community Plan respecting the Agricultural Land Reserve
and, if required as a result of the review, has amended the Roberts Creek OCP."
The new Official Community Plan for Roberts Creek was adopted on October 5, 2012 and the
Board should revisit this policy and consider whether it is no longer required. The OCP
addresses the concerns that were covered by the Board policy and staff consider that the
resolution should be rescinded.
New OCP Policy
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;
…”

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.145\Bylaw 310.145 2013-Jan-17 PDC Report.docx
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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.
Application to Agricultural Land Commission for Subdivision
In May 2010, the Regional District received an application for Exclusion from the Agricultural
Land Reserve (ALR) with intent to subdivide in the future. Exclusion from ALR requires
application to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC). It was reviewed by the Area D APC and
Agricultural Advisory Committee.
The applicants decided to place this application on hold until the new Roberts Creek OCP
review had policies on agriculture. On October 27, 2011, the draft new Roberts Creek OCP had
First Reading; and the applicants reactivated the application. As a result, it was referred back to
the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) and Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission
(APC) in January 2012 for reconsideration, as requested by the applicants. The AAC opposed
the proposed subdivision, however the APC supported the proposed subdivision. Exclusion was
opposed by both.
The applicants provided 37 letters of support for the ALR application from neighbours and
Roberts Creek community members. These are not attached to this report but are available
from staff for review prior to the Planning and Development Committee. Almost all of the letters
were a form letter, some people added personal comments.
The applicant amended the application and no longer wished to pursue exclusion.
The SCRD Board did not offer any comments to the Agricultural Land Commission, as it wanted
to reserve comments for any future rezoning application. The ALC approved the ALR
application for subdivision on July 4, 2012 (Attachment B).
Similar Application in 1996
The property immediately to the east was excluded from the ALR in 1996 and successfully
rezoned to the ‘F’ subdivision district in 2009, similar to what the applicant now proposes. The
properties along Lower Road immediately to the south of the subject property were also
excluded from the ALR since 1994 and two were also rezoned to the ‘F’ subdivision district and
then subdivided.
Referrals
Should the SCRD Board give Bylaw 310.145 1st Reading, staff will refer the bylaw to the RC
OCPC, ALC, Squamish Nation, Ministry of Health and Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure; the Agricultural Land Commission. Other agencies may also be identified for
referral. A public information meeting will also need to be arranged by the applicant.
Community Benefit
Staff note that for a similar proposal in Roberts Creek (310.127 and 375.9 - Groom) the applicant
was asked to provide a tangible community benefit. In that case it was that a strategy to control
invasive species, be developed and implemented in consultation with DFO and SCRD staff.
The SCRD may want to provide advice on what could be a community benefit. The scale of
benefit should be relatively modest as the proposal does not increase density (in terms of
number of dwellings). The AAC and APC were asked to comment on this aspect however they
did not provide any advice.
Staff do not consider that there are obvious on-site ecological benefits (such as for the Groom
property) that can be sought. The proposal is too small to require dedication of on-site
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Staff Report to the Planning and Development Committee (January 17, 2013)
Regarding Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman)

Page 6 of 10

community farm. Provisions to restrict tree removal would be counter to potential future use of
the site for agriculture.
The applicants suggested the following:
“Daryl has suggested, and continues to offer, some financial support for an
agricultural group or organization as a community benefit.
Another alternative Daryl is willing to offer as a community benefit is a combination
of volunteer labour and financial support for the Cliff Gilker Park, or the proposed
Roberts Creek Community Garden.”
These offers could be considered during the referral process.
Bylaw Amendment – Staff Comments
The new Roberts Creek Official Community Plan was adopted on October 25, 2012 and the
policy to not normally support subdivision of ALR was not questioned at the public hearing, nor
in the community consultation immediately prior to the public hearing. Comments provided
prior to the public hearing were mainly supportive of the OCP approach; one noted the
need to be realistic about what is a commercially viable farm. Comments were received
from the applicant at the April, 2011 open house. These were considered by the working
group prior when drafting the agriculture section included in the 1st reading in October
2011.
Staff consider that it is questionable that there is sufficient reason to move away from this policy.
The Support from the APC seems to have been based, in part on a lack of information about the
historic subdivision pattern in the immediate area. The position taken by the AAC, to ask for a
review of the ALR boundaries with an early focus on this property, raises concern about the ALC
position.
Staff note that the ALC chair’s message of August 23, 2012 (considered at the PDC on
September 20, 2012) stated that:
“The first proposition is that the ALC’s mandate is to preserve agricultural land…”
and
“The ALC’s duty to preserve agricultural land requires us to take a longer term view,
and to recognize that land not suitable for one agricultural purpose today may well
be suitable for another agricultural purpose tomorrow.”
This raises a question about the position taken by the ALC in July when it supported the ALR
application for subdivision and commented on the suitability of the site for farming.
Staff consider that it would be unfair to place the application on hold pending the ALC’s
boundary review as there is no timetable and it I is unlikely that the Sunshine Coast would be
given a high priority. It is also unclear how long a review would take and when the ALC could
make a final decision as the review process is also not known.
Staff initially considered that the best option was to abandon the bylaw rather than delay
consideration. This would have allowed the applicants to move forward with alternative plans
rather than be placed on hold for an unknown period. However, the recently submitted
proposal to initiate agricultural use of one of the proposed lots is interesting and worth
considering. This there is merit in giving the bylaw first reading and starting the formal
public consultation process. The agricultural proposal would be considered within the
context of the consultation period.
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Staff Report to the Planning and Development Committee (January 17, 2013)
Regarding Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman)
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If the Board resolves to give Bylaw 310.145 First Reading then a copy of the draft bylaw is in
Attachment E and sets out the subdivision amendments and considers the proposed change in
subdivision designation. Staff also propose an amendment that limit the number of single family
dwellings (2 dwellings for parcel over 1.2 Ha and 1 for parcels equal to or under 1.2 Hectare).
The bylaw also incorporates size limits for the single family dwellings. As Bylaw 310 does not
define footprint staff suggest each single family dwelling will have a ground floor not exceeding
170 square metres and a total floor area not exceeding 280 square metres. This would achieve
the limits proposed by the applicant in a more ‘obvious’ way that avoids relying on finding out
about a covenant that contradicts the zoning.
_______________
David Rafael, Senior Planner
604 885 6804 ext 4
david.rafael@scrd.ca
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ATTACHMENT A
Location

2009 Orthophoto Map
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Zoning Map

Subdivision District Map
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ALR in Wider Area
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ATTACHMENT B
Agricultural Land Commission
133—4940 Canada Way
Burnab BrHsh CoIumba V5G 4K6

A

,

67033

di,
July 4
2012

Reply to the attention of Eamonn Watson
ALC File: 52693

Terry Youngman
410 Peberdy Crescent
Saskatoon, SK
S7K 7N6
Dear Mr. Youngman:
Re:

Application to subdivide land within the Agricultural Land Reserve. 706 Leek
Road. Roberts Creek

Please find attached the Minutes of Resolution # 14812012 and a sketch plan outlining the
Commission’s decision as it relates to the above noted application. As agent, it is your
responsibility to notify your client(s) accordingly.
Please send two (2) paper prints of the final survey plans to this office. When the
Commission confirms that all conditions have been met, it will authorize the Registrar of
Land Titles to accept registration of the plan.
Other approvals may be necessary. Prior to proceeding, the Commission suggests you
contact the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
Yours truly,
PROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION
Per:
Brian Underhill, Executive Director
Enclosure: Minutes and sketch plan
cc: Sunshine Coast Regional District
EW!
52693d1
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0

0
PROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION

Minutes of a meeting held by the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission (the
th,
“Commission”) on July 4
2012 at the offices of the Commission located at #133
4940 Canada Way, Bumaby, BC.

—

FOR CONSIDERATION
Application: 52693
(Submitted pursuant to section 2i (2) of the Agricultural Land Commission Acf)
Applicant:
Proposal:
Property
Description:
Property
Location:
Background:

Attachment:

Daryl Grant Youngman
To subdivide the subject property into two lots approximately 1 ha and
1.35 ha in size.
Lot 1, Block E, District Lot 905, Plan 17707; PID: 007-261-187.
706 Leek Road, Roberts Creek
By Resolution # 23612005, the Commission established criteria under
which the CEO could approve any or all application of any type within
the area covered by the Sunshine Coast Regional District “Roberts
Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 375”, those criteria are as
follows:
1. Decisions should reflect the fact that although the Commission
sees no need for ALR designation, the area is rural-residential
and may support isolated hoppy-farms for the foreseeable
future;
2. The CEO must consider the policies of Bylaw No. 375 or its
successor before reaching a decision; and
3. The CEO must consider the effect of any proposed exclusion,
subdivision or non-farm use on adjacent lands in farm use or
having prime-dominant agricultural capability “improved” rating
per the 1993 Schori Consultants report file in #Z-22858.
ALC Resolution # 597/2003
ALC Resolution # 236/2005
Excerpt from Robert Creek OCP, Bylaw 375 (Agricultural C)
ALC Context Map 1:20,000
Airphoto Map 1:5,000
Agricultural Capability Map 1 :25000
—

—

—

DELEGATION OF DECISION-MAKING TO THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER (CEO)
th
On June 27
2011 the Commission delegated decision-making to the CEO by Resolution
#016N/201 1 (File: 135-45IALC/CEO/APPL). In accordance with section 27 of the
Agricultural Land Commission Act the Commission has specified that the following
application may be decided by the CEO.

Criterion 2
Exclusion, subdivision, non-farm use and inclusion applications that are consistent with
a
specific planning decision of the Commission made by resolution (e.g.: Peace River- Fort
St.
John Comprehensive Development Plan).
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Page 2 of 2
ALC Application # 52693

0

0

DECISION:
After reviewing the entire file material, I, Richard Bullock, Chief Executive Officer of the
Commission, am satisfied that the proposal is consistent with Criteria #2 of Resolution
#016N1201 1 and approve the application on behalf of the Commission.
Approval is subject to the following conditions:
• The subdivision must be in substantial compliance with the plan submitted with the
application; and
• The subdivision must be completed within three (3) years from the date of this
decision.
This decision does not relieve the owner or occupier of the responsibility to comply with
applicable Acts, regulations, bylaws of the local government, and decisions and orders of
any person or body having jurisdiction over the land under an enactment.
RESOLUTION # 14812012
I CERTIFY THAT THIS IS A TRUE RECORD OF THE DECISION

ardBuIIoc,ChiefExecutiveOfficer
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ATTACHMENT C

To: SCRD Planning Department (Note: received by e-mail November 1, 2012)
From: Terry Youngman, agent for Daryl Youngman
The Agricultural Land Commission has approved Daryl's application to subdivide his 5.8 acre property
into two equal parcels.
As explained in SCRD report sent to both the AAC and the APC on August 20, 2012, the current zoning
of 706 Leek Road has to be changed from " G " to " F " to facilitate this subdivision .
The process for subdivision and rezoning of this property has been going on for over two years now--first to get subdivision approval , and secondly , to get approval for rezoning that will allow the
subdivision to occur.
That process has involved Daryl and I meeting a number of times with both the Agricultural Advisory
Committee and the Area 4 ( Roberts Creek ) Advisory Commission for recommendations about both
applications.
The AAC has opposed both of these applications, and continues to do so.
The APC has viewed the applications differently and supported subdivision within the ALR, with
covenants, and now supports rezoning.
Two years ago ( Sept 14, 2010 ), the AAC opposed subdivision and at that time made a recommendation
rejecting exclusion of 706 Leek Road from the ALR on the basis :
''--there is no benefit to agriculture with removal from the Agricultural Land Reserve; and that the area is
farmable; ".
We met with the AAC last week.
The AAC strongly disagrees with the ALC approval of subdividing 706 Leek Road into two smaller
parcels in the ALR.
The AAC states this as means the Agricultural Land Commission is not protecting the land for true
agricultural development because small parcels are not viable for agricultural development.
Therefore the AAC is not willing to accept the ALC approval of subdivision within the ALR.
The Agricultural Land Commission does have a long range plan of doing a Boundary Review of ALR
lands -- a process for determining which properties are truly agricultural land, and excluding those which
are not properly classified.
The AAC now wants 706 Leek Road to be subject to such a review, and if the review decides this
property will stay in the ALR, then the AAC believes it must remain as one 5.8 acre parcel.
If , instead , the review determines that this property should be excluded from the ALR, then the
subdivision and rezoning process can start all over again but this time with the decisions being made
solely by the SCRD Board.
We are concerned that a Boundary Review, once initiated, will apply to all ALR properties on the
Sunshine Coast , and could result in many properties currently in the ALR-- such as all of Coach Road
and other small parcels -- being removed from the ALR.
We are puzzled by this AAC recommendation for a Boundary Review that has the possibility of removing
land in Roberts Creek and elsewhere from the ALR forever.
The AAC perspective up until now, and always when discussing our subdivision request , has been that
even poor quality land has the potential for agricultural development at some future time as farming
practices evolve.
At the time when exclusion was being discussed, the AAC told us that land designated as ALR must not
be allowed to lose that designation in order to ensure the long term preservation of land for future
generations of persons wanting to farm.
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When Daryl applied for subdivision in 2010, he submitted a plan that he thought would meet with both
community and neighbor approval.
The reasons for wanting to subdivide into two equal sized parcels were :
-- the existing forest would continue to be preserved,
-- the rural character of both properties would be continued,
-- this would make the best use of existing infrastructure,
-- two 2.9 acre parcels would be more affordable individually than one 5.8 acre parcel,
-- agricultural development could be achieved by using gardens and greenhouses,
-- large parcels of land are not required for modern day intensive food production,
-- creating a field or pasture would require environmentally destructive tree clearing,
-- extensive clearing would expose the land to serious erosion because of its topography,
-- discussion with neighbors indicated they would approve of dividing the property in half.
In January, 2012, the APC supported Daryl's application for subdivision, within the ALR, and with
covenants; the APC is now supporting rezoning as well.
The APC accepts that with covenants restricting the number and size of dwellings on each parcel, there is
a reasonable likelihood that two families can afford the properties and realistically use the land for viable
food production through gardens and greenhouses.
The APC agrees that creating two 2.9 acre parcels is consistent with the sizes of surrounding properties,
and respects the neighbors signed letters of support for subdividing 706 Leek Road into two parcels.
The APC supports developing the two parcels through tree removal that is limited to what is needed for a
yard site, a residence, and a greenhouse/garden.
The APC also understands that if this property remains as a 5.8 acre parcel, it has more appeal at some
future point, for an affluent owner to develop it as a hobby farm with a pasture and view and little interest
in food production.
The APC understood that when it recommended having the subdivision request be decided by the ALC,
that the ALC decision should be accepted.
The new OCP statement on subdivision within the ALR is to " not normally " allow it.
While the APC agrees with this policy, the APC has concluded Daryl's application for rezoning of his
property, that has already been approved for subdivision, constitutes a " not normal " circumstance .
Hence, the APC supports rezoning so that the subdivision can occur.
Re: Community Benefit -- Neither the AAC nor the APC offered opinions for a community benefit.
Daryl has suggested, and continues to offer, some financial support for an agricultural group or
organization as a community benefit.
Another alternative Daryl is willing to offer as a community benefit is a combination of volunteer labour
and financial support for the Cliff Gilker Park, or the proposed Roberts Creek Community Garden.
I am hopful this info will be of assistance , and that the staff report to the PDC is able to support the
rezoning application.
Thank you,
Terry Youngman
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ATTACHMENT E
SCRD Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.145, 2012

Page 1

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 310.145, 2012
A bylaw to amend the Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District in open meeting assembled enacts as
follows:
PART A – CITATION
1.

This bylaw may be cited as the “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No.
310.145, 2012”.

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Schedule B of Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area Zoning Bylaw 310, 1987 is hereby
amended rezoning Lot 1, Block E, District Lot 909, Plan 17707, PID 007-261-187 from the ‘G’
subdivision district to the ‘F’ subdivision district, as denoted on Appendix ‘A’ to this Bylaw.

3.

Insert the following into Section 21021 RU3 Zone (Rural Three):

“Site Specific Conditions
1021.10
a) Lot 1, Block E, District Lot 905, Plan 17707, PID 007-261-187 and any subsequent
parcels created by subdivision
i.
Despite the provisions in Section 1021.3 the parcel is limited to one single
family dwelling where the parcel are is less than or equal to 1.2 hectare and
two dwelling if exceeding 1.2 hectares; and
ii.
Each single family dwelling will have a ground floor not exceeding 170
square metres and a total floor area not exceeding 280 square metres
PART C – ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this
READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF
DAY OF

2011
2012

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of the
TRANSPORTATION ACT this
PUBLIC HEARING held pursuant to
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

DAY OF

2012

DAY OF

2012

READ A THIRD TIME this
ADOPTION this

DAY OF
DAY OF

2012
2012
____________________________
Corporate Officer
____________________________
Chair

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.145\Bylaw 310.145 2012-Nov-15

26

first reading.docx

SCRD Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.145, 2012
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Attachment F
November27, 2012
To: PDC Members

SCRD
RECEIVED

NOV 282012

From: Daryl and Terry Youngman
PLANNING DIVISION

Re: Application to rezone 706 Leeic r%oau
1

-I

On December 20, 2012 the PDC vill be making an important decision about the rezoning application for 706 Leek Road.
,

The request is to change the zoning from” G’to F” so that this property can be divided into two equal sized parcels. The purpose
for rezoning is to facilitate subdivision of the existing parcel and create another residential property on Leek Rd, with both properties
remaining in the ALR.
“

This property is not big enough to do so within the current zoning. If the rezoning is approved, the resulting two parcels will remain in
the ALR and will be larger than the I hectare minimum required for land in the” F” zone.
In our discussions with the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC), and the Advisory Planning Commission for Roberts Creek
(APC) over the past 3 years, both groups have been adamant that this property should stay in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).
The PDC has received a Staff Report from the SCRD Planning Department about this rezoning application. The staff report is
recommending the rezoning request be abandoned.
We disagree with several of the conclusions in the staff report which lead to this recommendation. We want to provide the PDC with
the following additional information to explain why we disagree with the recommendation to abandon the rezoning process.
Our points of disagreement are:
1. The staff report states the new Roberts Creek OCP was not questioned in the community consultation that occurred prior to the
public hearing of October 2nd.
In 2011, we submitted letters on 3 separate occasions with our concerns about the removal of
all of the existing policies and land classification system for ALR lands from the new OCP.
We pointed out that the policies that existed then made it possible for the ALC to exclude marginal ALR land after a careful
assessment of an application made by a land owner.
We urged the OCP Committee to support these, or similar, policies that would be flexible enough to serve the best interests of the
community and the owner when developing poorer quality ALR property.
The staff report uses the new OCP policy that: “subdivision of ALR land will not normally be supported” as a primary reason for
abandoning the rezone application.
Since we did identify that this kind of policy would create problems, we can not agree that this policy should be now used to simply
dismiss this application.
2. the staff report interprets the not normally” language of the OCP policy as now requiring” exceptional circumstances” to exist
before subdivision can be supported.
“

We believe this is an interpretation of the words of the OCP policy that goes beyond a reasonable understanding of what” not
normally” should mean when considering a subdivision proposal.
We believe this rigid approach is being used to recommend abandoning the application rather than recommending
the rezoning application be allowed to proceed.
The Roberts Creek APC clearly supports the new OCP, but at the same time, the APC recognizes that the unique circumstances of this
property does meet a reasonable understanding of the “not normally” language of the OCP policy.
As a result, the APC is continuing to support subdivision and now rezoning.
3. The staff report does note that there is limited ALR land on the Coast, and that this property should be protected for future
agricultural use. It also agrees that small parcels can support agriculture.
The report then decides that this property must remain as one parcel because the range of opportunities for agricultural use will be
limited if the property is subdivided.
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Je strongly disagree with this conclusion because it is an opinion that is not taking into account the identified limitations of this land.
A number of previous SCRD staff reports have detailed the poor soil quality of this property, that it is sandy and very rocky, it has a
clay base and is steeply sloped, and is mostly covered in forest.
In the discussions we have had with the advisory bodies over the past 3 years, we have maintained that developing this property for
agricultural use will require the use of greenhouses and gardens or other intensive farming methods. This kind of agricultural
development could be economically feasible and would be a realistic development plan for this land.
We believe our position is supported by the comments of the AAC member who stated, at our January 24, 2012, meeting with the
AAC, that one hectare lots still provide substantial farming potential and may be affordable for a young farmer.
We think that subdividing this property into two 1.17 hectare parcels will actually increase the likelihood of this property being used
for agricultural purposes by two families, compared to it being held as one parcel by one owner.
4. The staff report agrees with the AAC concern that the ALC decision to allow subdivision may be contrary to the ALC duty to
preserve ALR land. The report then concludes the rezoning application should be abandoned rather than cause the applicants to wait a
long time for this concern to be resolved.
We do agree that the AAC concern about the ALC decision needs to be resolved.
The process for doing this is by having the ALC complete a boundary review on 706 Leek Road.
We want this to happen because the outcome will lead to very different developmental plans for this property.
We are prepared to be patient and we can wait until it is determined whether this property will remain in the ALR, with the
existing subdivision approval, or be removed.
5. The staff report suggests the continuing support of the APC for subdivision was based on a lack of information about the historic
subdivision pattern in the immediate area.
This conclusion is contrary to the over 1 hour discussion that we had with the APC on October 29, 2012. At that meeting, the APC
voted to support of our subdivision plan and the rezoning application.
These members did know the history of the ALR designations and what lands were in the ALR in the immediate area.
This meeting was also attended by a spokesperson for the AAC (Dave Ryan) who provided the APC members with information
about the manner in which ALR lands were haphazardly designated.
We are very concerned that the staff report gives a wrong impression about the competence of the APC, and unfairly diminishes the
support by the APC for the rezoning application.
6. The staff report identifies that there are parcels of land, 2 hectares in size, in a wider area away from Leek Road. This is then given
as a reason for opposing subdivision.
We note that the report also identifies that many of the lots in the immediate area are about I hectare in size.
These are smaller than the two parcels this subdivision will create.
In our opinion, this fact demonstrates that allowing this subdivision is not creating an anomaly on Leek Road.
We believe that referencing the larger size lots in a wider area (across HWY 101) is not a sufficient reason for opposing this rezoning
application.
7. The staff report refers to the letters of support from the neighboring property owners and other Roberts Creek citizens in a manner
that seems to imply limited importance is given to the support of these people and their preferences about the development of this
property and community.
It is interesting that the February 1, 2012 staff report to the PDC did not qualify the letters of support, and in fact, that report went on
to recommend that the subdivision application be” forwarded to the ALC for a final decision.” The application did in fact travel to
the ALC where as stated we rcvd the support of the ALC. We now find the wording of the staff report confusing as clearly it was not
sent for “final decision”
We want the PDC to know that the people who signed those letters continue to be very interested in what is going to happen with this
subdivision plan.
In ongoing discussions, the neighbors are expressing frustration about why a simple plan for subdivision that would add one home and
a family to Leek Road is so difficult to get approved.
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Jiey are concerned that that their preferences will be ignored. They do not want the result to be the removal of a long standing
férest to develop one large view property or hobby farm.
Conclusion:
We are hopeful the PDC will allow this rezoning application to proceed.
Any PDC member is most welcome to tour this property before December 20th to personally assess the merits of the subdivision and
rezoning plan.
Request:
We are requesting that the PDC support a recommendation that will resolve the concern of the AAC about the ALR status of this
property and then a final decision can be made about the rezoning application.
Thank you.
Terry & Daryl Youngman
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ATTACHMENT G

r9
RECEIVED
Dec 21/12

JAN 09 2013
PLcDvj2.!_J

To Whom it may concern:
This is a letter of intention and good faith.

Daryl Youngman and Steve Brewis have entered into a partnership to develop and manage a small plot
intensive farm. The partnership will be see Steve Brewis act as farmer and Daryl Youngman will provide
the lands.
This would be a 3-5 year agreement reviewed at the end of each year.
Daryl Youngman would provide $1 500/yr for first 3 years to Steve Brewis for farm supplies and also
support the farm with 100 hrs of labor/yr.
Steve Brewis would manage and develop small plot intensive farm being responsible for all aspects of
farm food production.
This organic vegetable farm will start with 1/4 acre to be planted as a potato crop in the spring of 2013. It
would expand by another 1/4 acre for spring 2014.
******************************

General Proposal ideas:
-development of small plot intensive organic farm
-land provided rent free for first 3 yrs then examine model and see if there is room to begin
paying rent in 4th year
-non profit
-food/harvest goes to farmer (Steve Brewis).
***

FIRST YEAR: spring
retention system.

clear land prepare and plant 1/4 acres of potato.develop water
,

fall— plant winter crops-garlic, kale, leeks, winter cabbage.
winter

prepare 2nd 1/4 acre plot, build small support out-buildings.

***

SECOND YEAR: spring: plant 1/2 acre of mixed vegetables fall: plant 1/2 acre winter crop.
Begin development of greenhouse to augment farming needs.purchase small tractor.
.

***

THIRD YEAR: follow and develop previous 2 yrs planting models + look at possibility of
developing 3rd 1/4 acre plot, see about bringing in more farmers.non paid labor paid in food.
-

This partnership is subject to approval of rezoning of 706 Leek Rd and this farm would be
developed on the newly formed parcel of land.
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ANNEX C
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 4th, 2013

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – January 17th, 2013

FROM:

Parissa Shafizadeh, Planning Technician

RE:

Update Report on Progress of Section 9.1.2 of Integrated Transportation
Study (Horizontal Curves Review)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report titled “Update Report on Progress of Section 9.1.2 of Integrated
Transportation Study (Horizontal Curves Review) and dated Jan. 4th, 2013 be
received and be forwarded to MOTI to assist in its curve warning sign review.

Integrated Transportation Study (2011) provides the following recommendations to
increase the road safety in selected sharp bends of highway 101(as shown in Appendix
E):
•

The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) ensure the approaches
to all the horizontal curves (bends) along the highway shown in Appendix E of
the study are sign posted with curve warning signs and recommended speeds
according to their design speeds.

•

The MOTI maintenance crews monitor that all severe curve warning signs are in
place and provide the necessary reflectivity.

•

The MOTI reduce the posted speed limit at Trout Lake to 60 km/h, and erect ice
warning signs on the north and southbound approaches to the lake.

Following planning staff’s communication with MOTI Area Manager, SCRD was
informed that:
•

The MOTI does not intend to reduce the posted speed limit of 80 km/h to 60 km/h
in Trout Lake area. However, erection of ice warning sign will be considered by
ministry in future.

•

The MOTI will review Appendix E of the Integrated Transportation Study to
identify the selected curves were recommended to equipped with curve warning
sign with design speed.
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Staff Report to January 17, 2013 Planning and Development Committee regarding Update on Progress of
Section 9.1.2 of Integrated Transportation Study (Horizontal Curves Review)

In November 2012, the planning staff conducted site review to record the location, type
and conditions of the existing curve warning signs in the selected sharp bends to
prepare an inventory map. This inventory was completed along the Highway 101 in both
directions towards east (which leads to Port Mellon HWY) and west (which ends at
Earl’s Cove) in regards to the ITS study’s selected sharp curves. The conditions of the
existing curve warning signs in the selected curves along the Hwy 101 are reflected in
the “Curve Warning Sign in Selected Curves” map. This report which includes planning
staff recommendations and the “Curve Warning Sing in Selected Curves” map will be
forwarded to the MOTI as assistance in its review of the curve warning signs in the
selected curves as shown in Appendix E.
The planning staff provided the following recommendations that may be considered at
the MOTI discretion:
•

To erect an appropriate warning sign with recommended speed on the approach
of the following curves including 2a-westbound (2a-w), 2b-westbound (2b-w), 3cwestbound (3c-w), 1a-eastbound (1a-e), 1b-eastbound (1b-e) and 2c-eastbound
(2c-e).

•

To review the existing signs configuration as dictated by the roadway of the
following curves including 1a-westbound (1a-w), 1b-westbound (1b-w), 2cwestbound (2c-w), 2d-westbound (2d-w), 3f-westbound (3f-w), 2b-eastbound (2be) and 3f-eastbound (3f-e).

•

In general, to review the recommended speed and the distance of the existing
warning signs from the approaches of the selected sharp curves.
To view full report with maps (pages 34-53) please visit http://www.scrd.ca/ITS.
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ANNEX D
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 9, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee January 17, 2013

FROM: Teresa Fortin, Planner
RE:

Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems Conservation Partnership
(CDFCP)

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report titled “Coastal
Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems Conservation Partnership (CDFCP)”;
AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends that the Sunshine
Coast Regional District join the Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems
Conservation Partnership.

BACKGROUND
In December 2012, the province initiated the formation of a multi-agency Coastal Douglas-fir
and Associated Ecosystems Conservation Partnership (CDFCP).
As described by Darryn McConkey, Senior Ecosystem Biologist with the Ministry of Forests,
Lands and Natural Resource Operations (who is organizing this new group) the partnership
evolved as it was recognized that a more strategic and collaborative approach “among those
who are involved and interested in the conservation efforts in Coastal Douglas-fir
ecosystems…who believe that by working together, we can more effectively achieve our shared
conservation goals”. Please see his full email in Attachment A.
Mr. McConky has circulated a Terms of Reference for this new group (see Attachment B) and a
Statement of Cooperation (see Attachment C) for interested participants to sign and submit by
January 25, 2013.
DISCUSSION
CDF
The CDF biogeoclimatic zone is one of the smallest zones in BC, covering only 0.3% of the
province (approx 252, 021 ha). It is located on low elevation (0 to 260m) areas on parts of the
southern mainland coast, the Gulf Islands, and along the southeastern coast of Vancouver
Island. This area has seen considerable growth in population over the last 20 years and
continues to grow at a high rate which has negative impacts of the long term viability of the
zone.
The climate of the CDF and the neighbouring Coastal Western Hemlock (CWH) zone is strongly
influenced by the Pacific Ocean. Both have cool climates with mild winters. The CDF zone lies
in the rainshadow of Vancouver Island and the Olympic Islands and is much drier, warmer and
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sunnier that the neighbouring CWH zone. The mean annual precipitation in the CDF is 1000
mm, compared to 2200mm in the CWH zone. Winters in the CDF are wet (800mm of
precipitation) and the summers are long, sunny, warm (mean warmest month temperature of
16.9°C) and dry (200mm of precipitation).
The CDFmm (moist maritime variant) is currently listed as critically imperilled in a global context
by British Columbia Conservation Data Centre (CDC). Out of 85 species and ecosystems listed
as species at risk under the Forest and Range Practices Act, nine are CDFmm related.
Attachment D is a map of the CDFmm on the Coast. According to our GIS information, the
distribution of CDF on within the Regional District is as follows:
Dataset

CDF in
CROWN
(ha)

CDF in
Private
Property
(ha)

CDF in
Parks (ha)

Total CDF
(ha)

CDF in
OGMAs
(ha)

% CDF in
OGMA and
Parks

% of
Provincial
CDF in
SCRD

1

SEI
(2005)
2
BEC
(1995)

527.00

1,043.35

368.59

1,938.94

82.18

23%

0.7%

658.33

1,249.63

854.40

2,762.36

128.31

36%

1.1%

CDFCP
The Regional District has been very supportive of initiatives to protect the remaining Coastal
Douglas-fir zone along our Coastline. Planning staff recommend that the SCRD join this new
organization with the hopes of sharing information and management strategies for this special
coastal zone. Staff have notified both the Sunshine Coast Conservation Association and the
Sechelt Indian Band of this new group.
CONCLUSION
The Regional District has approximately 1% of the Provincial CDF zone within its boundaries
and that the Regional District should be represented in the Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated
Ecosystems Conservation Partnership.
____________________________
Teresa Fortin
Planner

1
2

SEI: Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory
BEC: Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification

N:\Infrastructure & Public Works\5287 Forestry - Environmental\5287-02 Forestry Studies & Plans\2013 jan pdc rpt coastal douglas fir
conservation partnership cdfcp.docx

55

Attachment A

TeresiFoitiW
Subject:
Attachments:

—_______

FW: Introducing the CDFCP!
CDFCP Statement of Cooperation.doc; CDFCP Terms Of Reference.doc

From: Elise Rudland [mailto:eliserudland©dccnet.com]
Sent: January-03-13 2:05 PM
To: Teresa Fortin
Subject: Fwd: Introducing the CDFCP!

Begin forwarded message:

Subject: Introducing the CDFCP!
Happy New Year Everyone!
r email to (re)introduce the
Now that the holidays are over (for some of us) 1 thought it would be good to send anothe
organization or individual
ment,
CDFCP and remind folks that we are requesting you distribute this email to any govern
ent of Cooperation be signed
who may be interested in the CDFCP and that, if possible, we are requesting the Statem
th
25
2013 (see below for more details).
and returned by January
Thanks for your time. Please let me know if you have any questions.
On behalf of the CDFCP,
Da rryn
Darryn McConkey, RPB1o
Senior Ecosystem Biologist
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations
(250) 751-3104
Darrvn.McConkey@gov.bc.ca
From: McConkey, Darryn J FLNR:EX
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2012 4:11 PM
Subject: Introducing the CDFCP!
Greetings,
It is with pleasure that we announce the formation of the multi-agency

Coastal Douglas-fir and

Associated Ecosystems Conservation Partnership(CDFCP)!
rative approach among those
The CDFCP arose from the recognition of a need for a more strategic and collabo
developed through
involved and interested in conservation efforts in Coastal Douglas-fir ecosystems, and was
vernment
a series of discussions and workshops including different levels of governments, non-go
r, we can more
conservation organizations, and community residents who believe that by working togethe
1
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effectively achieve our shared conservation goals. The CDFCP prom
shar shipaiidwi[Iidentiiy_
of effort, share resources and information, and provide support to
its participants.
CDFCP Terms of Reference
A Terms of Reference (TOR) that describes the purpose, structure, operating proced
ures, geographic scope
and short term goals of the CDFCP is attached for your review. The TOR represents
a fairly broad mandate,
and through collaborative strategic planning we will determine priorities and focus
resources where they are
most needed. This breadth is also reflected in the geographic scope of the CDFCP,
which goes beyond the
borders of the Coastal Douglas-fir biogeoclimatic zone to include portions of the Coasta
l Western Hemlock
biogeoclimatic zone.
CDFCP Statement of Cooperation

Also attached is a Statement of Cooperation (SOC) which the CDFCP is asking your organi
zation to sign. The
SOC avoids making direct, enforceable commitments, but will provide strong eviden
ce that many government
and non-government organizations support working collaboratively to help conserve
essential elements of
Coastal Douglas-fir and associated ecosystems. The SOCcan be signed both by Partici
pants, who represent a
government or organization, and Supporters, who have no such affiliation. To give
the SOC weight, we hope
the SOC will be signed at the Director-level (or equivalent) within organizations or
governments. Signatures
and, where applicable, position and affiliation can be sent via fax to (250) 751-31
03 or email
to Darryn.McConkey@gov.bc.ca with the heading/subject line “CDFCP SOC” by Januar
y 25th, 2013. At that
point we will compile all Participants and Supporters signatures into one document.
Given the request for Director-level endorsement, some signatories will likely
require more time for
organizational review and may not be able to sign the SOC by January 25th. Take
the time you need; January
25th is not a deadline and the CDFCP will certainly welcome additional Participants
and Supporters in the
future.
Our Expectations of Participants

We expect that participants will support the work of the CDFCP either throug volunt
h
ary in-kind or financial
support of CDFCP projects and initiatives.
In addition, the CDFCP is looking for volunteers to be members of the Steering Comm
ittee. If you are
interested, please review the TOR for a description of the composition, role and respon
sibilities of the
Steering Committee and let me know if you are interested.
The TOR also describes some potential working groups that may be formed in
the future. Please review these
and let me know if you would be interested in participating on one of these groups
in the future.
Website

We are currently developing a website for the CDFCP. (A big thanks to Adam
Taylor of the Habitat Acquisition
Trust for spearheading this.) Our website will be up and running soon.
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The CDFCP is also looking for Website Administrators to help populate and update the website. Please let me
know if you are interested aidvailableto
Logo
The CDFCP needs a logo and seeks submissions and ideas. Please email me your ideas and suggestions by
th
2013.
January 25
Distribution
We recognize and apologize that our initial email distribution list is incomplete and does not cover all
governments, organizations or individuals who may be interested in supporting the CDFCP. The CDFCP has an
inclusive approach and our goal is to have this email distributed more widely. Please help us by distributing
this email and the TOR and Soc to any organizations, governments and individuals who you think may be
interested in supporting the CDFCP. Please cc myself on the email so I can track the recipients and follow up
with a reminder/update in the New Year.
A big thanks to the many people who made this possible. The list is long and, without mentioning individuals,
I would like to recognize their contributions that collectively made the CDFCP possible.
Thanks for your time and consideration of this new conservation partnership. We welcome any questions or
suggestions you may have.
Happy Holidays!
Sincerely, on behalf of the cDFcP,
Darryn Mcconkey
Darryn McConkey, RPBio
Senior Ecosystem Biologist
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations
(250) 751-3104
Darryn. McConkeygov.bc.ca
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Attachment B

Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems Conservation
Partnership (CDFCP)
Terms of Reference
Background
The Coastal Douglas-fir biogeoclimatic zone (CDF zone) is the smallest and most at risk zone in
BC and is of conservation concern (Biodiversity BC, 2008). The CDF zone is home to the
highest number of species and ecosystems at risk in BC, many of which are ranked globally as
imperiled or critically imperiled (BC CDC, 2012). The global range of the CDF lies almost
entirely within BC, underscoring both its global uniqueness and BC’s responsibility for its
conservation. Of all the zones in BC, the CDF has been most altered by human activities. Less
than 1% of the CDF remains in old growth forests (Madrone, 2008) and 49% of the land base
has been permanently converted by human activities (Hectares BC, 2010). The trend of
deforestation and urbanization continues and has resulted in a natural area that is now highly
fragmented with continuing threats to remaining natural systems. Approximately 9% of the CDF
zone is protected in conservation areas (MFLNRO, 2011). The extent of disturbance combined
with the low level of protection places the ecological integrity of the CDF zone at high risk (Holt,
2007).
In response to complaints to the Forest Practices Board related to logging of endangered plant
communities on Crown Land in the CDF zone, the province of BC released its CDF
Conservation Strategy in 2008. Along with the protection of an additional 1600 ha of CDF under
a Land Use Order and completion of terrestrial ecosystem mapping for 80% of the zone
(excluding CDF in Lower Mainland), the strategy included a commitment to raise awareness
and promote CDF stewardship to private land owners, local governments, and environmental
non-government organizations (ENGOs). Since 2010 the province has hosted a series of
workshops to both share information and solicit ideas on how to better address CDF
conservation issues on a land base with a unique land ownership pattern where approximately
80% of the CDF zone is private land, 9% is provincial crown land and 11% is owned by other
levels of government. A growing awareness of these issues has resulted in an increased
interest in stewardship amongst the people, organizations and governments in the CDF zone.
One of the highest priority recommendations, from the feedback received at the workshops
since 2010, relates to the need for a more strategic and collaborative approach amongst those
working on CDF conservation issues to identify shared priorities, reduce duplication of effort and
share resources and information. Another recommendation was to include the Coastal Western
Hemlock Eastern Very Dry Maritime (CWHxm1) variant in the discussion because of the
transitional area between the two biogeoclimatic units, the anticipated changes in boundaries
due to the effects of climate change, and in many areas, similar levels of loss and fragmentation
to that of the CDF. A key difference between the CWHxm1 and the CDF is that the CWHxm1 is
much broader in range in BC and extends into the Pacific Northwest of the USA.
With these recommendations in mind, an ad hoc group of representatives from various levels of
government, community residents, and ENGOs have met since the fall of 2011. At a workshop
in March 2012 attended by a wide range of organizations, governments, resource professionals
and private citizens, the concept of a partnership was widely endorsed. One of the action items
from the workshop was to task a small group to develop a DRAFT Terms of Reference (TOR) to
be presented back to the larger audience by June, 2012. The workshop participants requested
that the TOR address options for the group’s name, its mandate and its geographic scope. The
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concept of the Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems Conservation Partnership
(CDFCP) had been launched.

Purpose
The CDFCP is intended to be a forum for communication and collaboration regarding the
maintenance and restoration of healthy Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems
(CDFAE) (see map in Appendix A). The CDFCP recognizes the need for shared stewardship of
CDFAE and will strive to focus resources collaboratively, strategically and transparently so as
not to duplicate existing conservation efforts and to maximize conservation gains.
The CDFCP will strive to strategically address ongoing threats to CDFAE conservation due to
growing human populations, development, and resource use through collaborative engagement
of parties with the goal of raising awareness of conservation issues and promoting conservation
objectives in a respectful manner.
The CDFCP will endeavour to support and explore synergies with its partners and will recognize
existing conservation planning and initiatives and will endeavor to build upon, promote and
support those initiatives whenever possible and incorporate existing plans into CDFCP
outcomes. The Partnership will strive to not negatively impact a partner’s ability to carry out
their mandate.
The CDFCP recognizes the importance of basing decisions on the best available science and
will provide an information sharing forum to disseminate information such as mapping resources
and provide advice to support conservation initiatives occurring throughout the CDF and
CWHxm1.

Conservation Partnership Composition, Roles and Responsibilities
Participants and Supporters:
The CDFCP will be an affiliation of a broad range of stakeholders who share a common
focus on CDFAE conservation. It includes agencies and individuals that are interested in
promoting and protecting healthy CDFAE into the future. Land trusts, government (federal,
provincial, regional, local), environmental stewardship groups, resource industry
professionals, First Nations, private landowners and academic institutions are encouraged
to become CDFCP Participants or Supporters and are invited to participate in related
working groups. Participants are affiliated with a government or organization whereas
Supporters have no such affiliation.
Steering Committee:
The Steering Committee will consist of a maximum of 12 people, preferably with at least one,
or possibly two, member from the various sectors listed in Table 1 who will serve as a
working executive for the Conservation Partnership. The Steering Committee will be
responsible for developing the overall approach of the Conservation Partnership and provide
a forum for decision making which reflects the direction the Conservation Partnership
chooses. The Steering Committee will be responsible for the day to day management of the
Conservation Partnership as well as establishing Working Groups and will provide direction
to them. Ideally, the Steering Committee will in part consist of Chairs and/or Co-Chairs of the
various Working Groups. The Steering committee and the Conservation Partnership will
CDFCP Terms of Reference
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have no regulatory authority but will provide leadership, strategic guidance and assistance to
partners through potential activities such as:
• Guiding development and implementation of plans and/or strategies
• Recommending priorities
• Engaging and providing advice to governments and local stakeholders
• Securing funding where required
• Providing and accessing specialized expertise
• Facilitating the collection and dissemination of data and information
• Facilitating public outreach and education
• Supervising and directing the CDFCP Coordinator

Table 1. Potential Composition of CDFCP Steering Committee (may be more
than one representative per sector)
Name

Organization

Role

All TBD

Ministry of Environment
Ministry of Natural Resource Operations
Federal Government
Local Government
First Nation
ENGO
Resource Sector
Academia
Private Land Owner (member at large)

See Appendix B (to be developed later) for contact information for each Steering
Committee member.
CDFCP Coordinator:
The Conservation Partnership Coordinator will be responsible for:
• Coordinating meetings for the:
o CDFCP Steering Committee
o CDFCP Working Groups
• Coordinating communications materials with direction and input from the Steering
Committee
• Acting as a flow-through for information dissemination to CDFCP Participants and
Supporters
• Other activities outlined in the CDFCP Coordinator job description
The Conservation Partnership Coordinator will report directly to the Chair(s) of the Steering
Committee.
Working Groups:
Working Groups which report to the Steering Committee will be established to complete specific
priority activities laid out in subsequent plans and/or strategies. Working groups will select
Chairs or Co-chairs who will be responsible for guiding the group to carry out identified priority
tasks and report back to the Steering committee.

CDFCP Terms of Reference
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A number of possible Working Groups have been discussed. These will need to be refined and
approved by the stakeholders of the Conservation Partnership and Steering Committee. They
include:

a) Restoration and Stewardship group
The Restoration and Stewardship Working Group will focus on active restoration of CDFAE
as well as promoting stewardship of CDFAE through existing organizations and information
sharing between organizations.
b) Science/Technical
The Science/Technical Working Group (STWG) will provide advice and data to the
Conservation Partnership, the Steering Committee and Working Groups, based on the best
available science and mapping. Where the STWG does not have the appropriate level of
expertise in-house for a particular subject, it will consult with appropriate experts.
c) Local Government
Due to the overlap of objectives, the Local Government Working Group (LGWG) may
consist of the same membership as and be associated with regional implementation of the
Species and Ecosystems At Risk Local Government Working Group (link:
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/wld/searl_gwg/ ) and will respect the recommendations and TOR
that guide that group, while also meeting the recommendations and TOR of the CDFCP.
d) Resource Sector
The Resource Sector Working Group (RSWG) will be associated with natural resource
extraction industries active in CDFAE. The RSWG recognizes economic activities exist
within CDFAE and are an important part of local economies. The RSWG will engage others
in the resource sector to:
• raise awareness of CDFAE conservation issues
• increase awareness of the impacts of resource extraction activities on CDFAE
• develop and promote best management practices to reduce impacts on CDFAE
• seek ways to increase the compatibility of resource activity outcomes with CDFAE
conservation objectives
• explore and promote alternate economic opportunities that are more consistent with
the CDFAE conservation objectives
e) Outreach and Education
The Outreach and Education Working Group (OEWG) is responsible for increasing
awareness of CDFAE and CDFAE conservation issues as well as promoting CDFAE
conservation objectives amongst all parties including the general public, all levels of
government, CDFAE private landowners, First Nations and the Resource Sector
f) Securement
The Securement Working Group (SWG) will consist of land trust organizations who will
collaborate on land securement priorities for CDFAE and methods for land securement
including conservation covenants, land donations, eco-gifts, land acquisition, Crown Land
securement and other voluntary conservation methods. Representatives of this Group will
liaise with the Land Securement Subcommittee of the Conservation Partners of BC.
CDFCP Terms of Reference
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Geographic Scope
The Geographic Scope of the CDFCP includes the CDF and CWHxm1 biogeoclimatic
zone/subzones, featured on the map in Appendix A.

Operating Policies and Procedures
Meetings
•
•
•
•
•
•

Regular meetings of the Steering Committee at a minimum of every 3 months
Meetings of the Conservation Partnership (open to the public) once a year
Meeting procedures by consensus of CDFCP members
Regular meeting dates established at start of the year
Other meeting dates at the call of the Co-Chairs
Members who are unable to attend can be represented by an alternate or can provide
their written input prior to a meeting or join via teleconference
• Resource people or community representatives may be invited to attend specific
meetings where their input would be of benefit

Decision-making
• Consensus model as much as possible
• If decision-making by consensus cannot be achieved, quorum for the decisions of the
steering committee will be 50%+1 of active members
• Steering Committee members will be mindful and make best efforts to act in
accordance with the following “Ground Rules”

“Ground Rules”
• Steering Committee members will:
o come well prepared to discuss issues.
o recognize concerns & interests of others, whether or not they agree with them.
o share discussion time, encourage full participation and search for common
understanding.
o state their own views clearly, listen carefully to others, and explore issues fully
before forming conclusions.
o work in a spirit of collective problem solving.
o communicate with respect and courtesy – no interrupting or side conversations.
o strive to reach consensus.
o support a decision, strategy or plan once it is adopted.

Communications outside Partnership
A spokesperson or spokespersons chosen by the Steering Committee may communicate on
behalf of the CDFCP for the purposes of advancing a plan or strategy endorsed by the
Conservation Partnership. In the absence of a plan or strategy, the spokesperson(s) may
communicate on behalf of the CDFCP to provide support for conservation initiatives occurring
within the CDFAE.
Participants can promote the Conservation Partnership but may not communicate on behalf of
the Conservation Partnership without the approval of the Steering Committee. CDFCP
participants will not use their participation in the CDFAE Conservation Partnership to advance
their own interests without first consulting and receiving approval of the Steering Committee.
CDFCP Terms of Reference
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Funding
Funding will initially be secured through CDFCP participants. As the CDFCP matures, other
funding models may be considered.
The Conservation Partnership will exist independently of operating and project funding. Where
funds are sought, they will support the interests outlined in this Terms of Reference or will
advance the goals and objectives of a CDFCP conservation plan or strategy. Where synergies
exist, the Conservation Partnership will endeavour to seek funds that will also support its
partners and wherever possible, fundraising for the CDFCP will be done in novel ways and
efforts will be made to seek funds from sources not available to partner groups. Members of the
CDFCP participate on a voluntary basis and are not financially compensated for their time by
the partnership. Steering Committee members may be reimbursed for travel costs in order to
attend the face-to-face meetings or workshops if funds are available.

Short Term Outcomes
The Steering Committee, in collaboration with CDFCP Participants and
Supporters and Working Groups will work to produce the following outcomes:
1. CDFCP Interim Budget:
Within three months, the Steering Committee will complete an interim budget to define
the financial resources required to implement the interim work plan, establish and
resource priority working groups and hire a Conservation Partnership Coordinator.

2. CDFCP Interim Work Plan:

Within three months, the Steering Committee will complete an interim work plan to guide
its work prior to the adoption of a CDFCP Conservation Plan/Strategy. This interim plan
will include:
• A communications statement indicating how the Conservation Partnership will
communicate with funders, the public, Conservation Partners and other agencies
in absence of a CDFCP Conservation Plan/Strategy. Communications may
include website development, indications of support to partners requesting
endorsement of CDFCP related projects and CDFAE information materials.
• Information on immediate action items and responsibilities of the CDFCP Working
Groups

3. Establishment of CDFCP Working Groups:

Within 6 months, the Steering Committee will establish the membership of the CDFCP
Working Groups. Within one year, the CDFCP Working Groups will create their own
Terms of Reference which will include information about:
• Goals and objectives
• Member responsibilities
• Meeting frequency and attendance
• Decision making
• Communication within the working group, with other working groups, outside
agencies and with the Steering Committee

CDFCP Terms of Reference

64

Page 6 of 9

4. CDFCP Coordinator:
Within 6 months, the Steering Committee will create a job description and funding plan
for a CDFCP Coordinator. Within one year, a Coordinator position will be funded and
filled.

5. CDFCP Conservation Plan/Strategy:
Within one year, the Steering Committee will complete a CDFCP Conservation
Plan/Strategy that includes:
• A vision statement
• Conservation goals
• Measureable targets
• Assessment of threats
• Recommended actions and lead agencies for the actions
• Proposed budget and financing plan
The CDFCP Conservation Plan/Strategy will incorporate and recognize existing conservation
plans and will not duplicate work that has already been done. CDFCP Participants and
Supporters will be asked to provide input into the Plan/Strategy and endorse the CDFCP
Conservation Plan/Strategy upon its completion.

6. Implementing the CDFCP Conservation Plan/Strategy:
By the spring of 2014, the Conservation Partnership will begin implementing the
Conservation Plan/Strategy through the Steering Committee in collaboration with the
Working Groups.

CDFCP Terms of Reference
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Appendix A
Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems Conservation Partnership Boundary

Please note: Except for the Howe Sound area the CDFAECP boundary follows the
CWHxm1 Biogeoclimatic boundary (FLNRO, 2012).

CDFCP Terms of Reference
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Appendix B

Steering Committee Contact Information

CDFCP Terms of Reference

67

Page 9 of 9

Attachment C

STATEMENT OF COOPERATION for the
COASTAL DOUGLAS-FIR AND ASSOCIATED ECOSYSTEMS CONSERVATION PARTNERSHIP (CDFCP)
We believe that:
1) biodiversity is a key component of Canada’s national heritage.
Both Canada and British Columbia have made international and national commitments to conserve biological diversity. Biodiversity includes all species
and ecological communities and the interactions between them and has both inherent and economic values that justify its conservation. We are
committed to preserving this rich component of our national heritage for future generations.
2) the Coastal Douglas-fir Biogeoclimatic Zone is a unique and special place.
The Coastal Douglas-fir biogeoclimatic zone (CDF zone) is unique and found almost exclusively in British Columbia. It is an area of extremely rich
biological and ecological diversity and supports species and ecosystems that do not occur elsewhere in Canada. It has international significance because
of its limited range in North America. This zone is also home to an increasing number of people drawn by the quality of life and the mildest climate in
Canada. This area supports a wide range of agricultural, forestry, mining, recreation and tourism activities.
3)

the future integrity of the Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems is threatened.

We will not take the future health of the Coastal Douglas-fir and Associated Ecosystems (CDFAE) for granted. Although the area’s economic wealth has
long been based on its abundant natural resources, population growth and associated human activities now threaten the natural environment which has
made it so special and attractive. There are 43 Red and Blue-listed ecological communities in the CDF zone alone and 278 species at risk, of which 107
are listed by COSEWIC and 99 are listed under the federal Species At Risk Act (SARA) (BC CDC, 2012)
4) it is not too late to secure the ecological integrity of the CDFAE for future generations.
All the necessary elements of a Conservation Partnership are in place. Governments, non-government organizations, community groups and individuals
are aware of the many conservation issues facing the CDFAE and recognize the need to preserve this special place. There is adequate scientific
information to make informed decisions. We are strongly committed to cooperation and partnership for conservation of the CDFAE.
5) protecting this special place is our shared responsibility.
With this Statement of Cooperation, we are focusing the energies and efforts of an emerging Conservation Partnership so that we can make a coordinated
contribution toward addressing the conservation issues facing the CDFAE. We wish to engage the considerable skills, energy and resources of our
governments, ENGOs, community groups, educators, youth, workers, industry and business. We intend to work through cooperative mechanisms
currently in place to inform and involve others. This will produce an open and transparent process of establishing priorities, identifying opportunities for
effective cooperative action, and measuring progress. We will work with, and be guided by, existing conservation planning initiatives that affect
conservation of the CDFAE.
6) the Aboriginal peoples of the Coast play a special role in the future of the natural system.
1
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Through their long historical relationship with the lands and resources, the Aboriginal peoples of the CDFAE have acquired a special knowledge. To
conserve and protect the area, we will work closely with the Aboriginal peoples of the CDFAE, so their unique perspective can contribute to our common
efforts.
7) we will build on the progress made to date.
In our efforts to work closely together for the future of the CDFAE, we will build on the conservation activities and working relationships that have already
been established in the area. Many programs and initiatives have protected portions of the landscape, implemented successful stewardship projects,
created conservation plans, produced research results, and produced an array of informative publications.
We intend to work together to facilitate practical and effective conservation of the CDFAE
This Statement of Cooperation states our shared principles, goals and challenges. It provides a framework for collaboration on future initiatives through
this Conservation Partnership, and will establish common priorities and a means to coordinate many of the initiatives already underway. We will be guided
by our Terms of Reference, we will cooperate in an open and accountable manner, translate our commitments into actions, and monitor our progress.
Research, monitoring and evaluation activities will provide new information and we are committed to considering and incorporating new information in our
conservation approaches, priorities and management.
In working together towards the goals set out in this Statement of Cooperation, we welcome the ideas and efforts of all residents and
organizations concerned about the future of the CDFCP. It is our intention to add new signatures to the Statement of Cooperation as new
partners adopt the principles outlined in this document.

[Signature]
____________________________
Name
Position
Affiliation

[Signature]
____________________________
Name
Position
Affiliation

[Signature]
____________________________
Name
Position
Affiliation
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Attachment D
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ANNEX E
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 4th, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – January 17th, 2013

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner

RE:

District of Sechelt OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Referral for
Fire Hall Addition

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Planning and Development Committee the report dated January 4th, 2012
entitled “District of Sechelt OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Referral for Fire Hall
Addition” be received;
AND THAT the District of Sechelt be advised of the following comments concerning the
development proposal:
(1) Regional District water is available to the subject property for the proposed
development;
(2) The Regional District has no concerns related to the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan;
(3) The Regional District has no specific land use concerns;
AND THAT the District of Sechelt Fire Department be encouraged to prepare a ‘statement
of significance’ for its historic fire engine and any other apparatus, which could
potentially be added to the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Register.
____________________________________________________________________________
BACKGROUND
The District of Sechelt recently referred an OCP and zoning bylaw amendment application to
Regional District for comment.
The subject property located at 5525 Trail Avenue, Sechelt, contains the District of Sechelt Fire
Hall. The District of Sechelt has plans to add on to the fire hall, in order to accommodate its
historic fire engine (“Engine No. 1”) and additional fire training area (see details Attachment A).
Currently, however, the site is zoned R-1, and designated under the OCP half as “residential”
and half as “institutional”. In order to add onto the building and extend its use as a fire hall, the
District of Sechelt proposes to re-designate half of the property from “residential” to
“institutional”, and to rezone the property from R-1 to PA-1 (Park, Recreation & Assembly).
DISCUSSION
Regional District Community Water Services
The Infrastructure Services Department confirms that Regional District water is currently
supplied to the subject property and readily available for the proposed addition.
N:\Administration\0420 District of Sechelt\0420-20 Referrals\2012-05 Firehall Lot D Plan EPP8836\2013 PDC Report Jan 17
13.docx
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Regional District Solid Waste Management
The Sustainable Services Manager, Infrastructure Services Department, expressed no concern
with the proposal with regards to Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. The Manager

noted that the fire hall will be arranging for its own garbage and recycling collection
services. Any development on the property should ensure sufficient space is provided
to collect garbage and recycling generated by the fire hall itself. The amount of space
required will depend on the amount of waste generated. It may be that this can be
stored indoors. However, if the intent is to store waste outside using conventional
overhead dumpsters or wheeled totes, then there must be a location for these bins that
is accessible to collection vehicles. In addition, any bins kept outside should be secured
against wildlife.
Sunshine Coast Transit
Regional District Transit is not affected by this application.
Regional District Land Use Planning
The development has no implications on land use planning within the Regional District.
Planning staff note, however, that the proposed fire hall addition is in part intended to
accommodate the Sechelt Fire Department’s historic “Engine No. 1”, which has heritage value.
Planning staff recently contacted Sechelt’s Fire Chief with information related to the Sunshine
Coast Community Heritage Register. The Fire Chief expressed interest in working with
Planning staff to prepare a ‘statement of significance’ for possible addition to the Register.
SUMMARY
The proposed development poses no major policy implications for the Regional District. The
Regional District should encourage the Sechelt Fire Department to prepare a statement of
significance for its historic fire engine and any other equipment or apparatus having heritage
value.

___________________________
Gregory Gebka
Planner
Planning & Development Division
GG/
Attachment

N:\Administration\0420 District of Sechelt\0420-20 Referrals\2012-05 Firehall Lot D Plan EPP8836\2013 PDC Report Jan 17
13.docx

72

SCRD

of SECHELT

S he1L

LA

P.O. Box 129, Sechelt, B.C. VON 3A0
Phone: 604-885-1986 Fax: 604-885-7591
X
OCP
X
Zoning

APPLICATION NO: 3360-20 2012-05 Rzn (Main File)
APPLICANT

Sechelt Fire Department

SITE
ADDRESS

5525 Trail Ave

LEGAL

Lot
District Lot
Zoning
OCP Designation

D
303
Existing
Existing

APPLICANT’S
ADDRESS
Date

R-I
i4 residential
%_Institutional

REFERRAL FORM

Block
Plan
Proposed
Proposed

P0 Box 944,
Sechelt BC

—

December 18, 2012
II
EPP8836
PA-I
Institutional

X
X

Subdivision
Dev. Permit
Dev. Variance
Permit
OTHER:

PLEASE RESPOND TO THIS REFERRAL BY January 18, 2013
Please comment on the attached referral for potential effect on your agency’s interest. We would appreciate your response within 30 days. If no
response is received within that time, it will be assumed that your agency’s interests are unaffected.

PURPOSE OF APPLICATION:
-

to amend the OCP land use designation and the zoning of the property to reflect the

fire hall use,

to apply for a development permit to guide the form and character of a proposed addition to the
fire hail, and
-

-

to apply for a variance to the sideyard setback of PA-I zone from 7.5 m to 3m.

GENERAL LOCATION: Trail Avenue at Mermaid Street, Downtown Sechelt
OTHER INFORMATION:

If your agency’s interests are uUnaffect no further information is necessary. In all other cases, we would appreäiate
receiving additional information to substantiate your position and, if necessary, outline any conditions related to your
position. Please note any legislation or official government policy which would affect our consideration of this bylaw.

Development Planner
This rl’a1..has)also been sent to the following a
X
District of Sechelt Engineering
X
District of Sechelt Public Works
X
X
District of Sechelt Building
XX
X
SC Regional District (Planning & Water Depts)
X
X
Sechelt Indian Government
XX
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority
X
Ministry of Environment
X
Ministry of Transportation & infrastructure
X
X
Department of Fisheries & Oceans
X
Agriculture Land Commission
X

I

Community Associations
Downtown Village
X

encies:
Archeology Branch of SB, T, C
Sechelt Volunteer Fire Department
FortisBC Energy / Energy Services Advisor
Telus
B.C. Hydro I BC Transmission Co
Coast Cable -Eastlink
Canada Post
School District #46
APC
Council
Accessibility Advisory Committee

I
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5525 Trail Ave
Lot C, DL 303, P1 EPP8836
SECHELT FIRE DEPT.
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EXISTING floor area: 6676 sq ft
ADDITION floor area: 752 so ft
TOTAL floor area:

PROPERTY U NE

MAX. HEIGHT: 36’
PROPOSED HEIGHT: 22’-6

-

SETBACKS:
FRONT-5M
REAR-5M
SIDES 15M & 3M

ZONING: RI

PROPOSED SITE COVERAGE: 30%

)
0
6676 sq ft (620.2 m
Addition Floor Area:
752 sq ft ( 69.8 m’)
TOTAL BUILDING AREA: 7428 sq ft (690.0 m
)
0

Existing Building Axes:

SITE AREA: 24,585 sq ft (2284 m9

PROJECT STATISTICS

MERMAID

LOT C
BLK II PT
DL. 303
PLAN EPP8836

202.8’

ST.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

5525 Trail Aye,
Sechelt, BC
SITE PLAN
114

A-AG W*IDOW/I)OORSCHED(LE

c’J

1.

I-

—

-J

ui
>

1/4

V
1/4

-

ELEVATiONS NORTH. SOUTh

A.50

1/4

DETAILS

1/4

1/4

A-41

UPPER FLOOR PLAN

MAIN FLOOR PLAN

I/IS

SCALE

A-40 SECTiON P.6.6 WEST EIEVATION

A-12

A-Il

lIfl.E

DRAWING UST

A-Il) FOUNDA11ON PLAN

A-al

NAME

________

t

DATE OAIEEI1

SCALE 1/IFTEI’

Site PIa
AOl

DRAWN BY

Sehft

C4EEI(ED:

PIIDJECTNIE TIE

DATE

EIT PR PIE

SEALS

SIGNED

THIS DRAWING IS NOT TO BE USED FOR
CONSTRUCTION UNTIL COUNTERSIGNED

ALL DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATiONS ARE ThE
PROPERTY OF ThE ARCHITECT AND MUST BE
RETURNED AT THE COMPLETION OF THE WORK

JS

PT

CONTRACTOR MUST VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON THE
JOB AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCY TO ARCHITECT
BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORE

FEE 604 6064312

SETEELT. BCIAGGA2
PHT20E 604 6054

MOBIUS ARCHITECTURE
3.4720 FRG/1,VAY 1St

78

ATTACHMENT 'A'

79

ATTACHMENT 'A'

SIGNED

DATE

ThIS DRAWING IS NOT TO ES USSO FOR
CONSTRUCTION UNTIL COUNTERSIGNED

PROPERTY OF ThE ARCHITECT ANO MUST BE
RSTURNEO AT THE COMPLETION OF THE WORK

CONTRACTOR MUST VERIFY All DIMENSIONS ON ThE
JOB AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCY TO ARCHITECT
BEFORE PROCSEOINO WITH ThE WORK

80

ATTACHMENT 'A'

81

ATTACHMENT 'A'

82

ATTACHMENT 'A'

83

ATTACHMENT 'A'

TypMA

WI

Saeen WaS

Foundation Wall

Shear WaD

W3

W4

W5

WEST ELEVATION

Inleolor2a4 Pa,liIIon Web

W2

Eotertor2xf Frame WaS
Ralnosreen CIaddIITg

TITLE

NO.

doo.Va

SI,WNI1GooIA1OAOIr4

EaoGenaoa,

and Epanboofy

V

V

V

V

lI2’plywoal

112’ p1100001
204th010@lO’o.ar

SHEAR WAIl. CONSTRUCI1DE

V

ii ———

WEAAR ebooreeneem

2 aruta o(blruninra,o rbr,eadb.g at neqraled
5 oEWnIo oWl (.aadrothaWdtardrGHl
• ato ileruhoal thuodngaborfoatkrg fOot red mIdroortad

CONCRETE FOUNONnON:

V

V

EXTERIOR
2nd abutS
1O’a
lI2’pIraod.I—ri. WI 112’

V

204dt,la16,,.o.
US oyrean d eAR fOe
eSeUbIN
dranbofO ImBRI.

INTERIOR WALL COtRIVIOWCITON

V

W

ba000an WreN

1J2’5y.n md
1G’b,dWbAr

100 baG inarAulEni, 0 IS
IO rard.ot alE oIraotnIog
anal p*jalJryRIeesm.mANm.
PANWna

poolS oUdr moorhooa WebS paaoholira,a
pminNI,odIIaahiW at ORor and oAmlmado
l1g.iebbSaoorpaooN

• it

V

V

V

EXIERIGH WALL CONSTRUCI1ON:
210
oT3U mAr. bAring paw, Np emeaetoabyoo

V

V

HORIZONTAL SIDING, RAJNSONEDE

COMPOSITION & REMARKS

SCHEDULE OF WALL ASSEMBLIES

r

P2

Fl

NO

‘

INS rniao IonnalohraIaIhrg

.

V

:

.

Tapofslab
W4

I

I

---.---

I

V

I

r,An_4’oordd

V

!

upper floor

‘

garage bay

T000r 01 roof nanbiene

-

V

‘

2040NTHRWALL

204 RIEAKWELJ-.

I

g

LL

I

e xisting

I

LVLLJ

-/

a,qoIT.barobSng

SIR TAO pdootdreaWng
• ooremed00fRNtot24’erar
bentoIlto
otteqd
RIO
.

• bulling PEe00urREked

V

COMPOSITION & REMARKS

ENGR EXIS11NG CANT
REVEWWflH OMIHECIVR
C000FING 0NIRNCIDR

Roof C000IIUEIA,o
Ingaloled

TITLE

EZ EZ’

SECTIONAA
scie:1I41’-O°

.

RI

NO.

SCHEDULE OF ROOF ASSEMBLY

LVJI

datb’pood poIyethAlnebe mooloatS mIalaiGHA

Trljr-eaeftnlehaol,edrja

• SWTtpaXgopebnn boned

:

.

COMPOSITiON & REMARKS

Topoffloor

ConseteSlab
00 Glade, irIBIdalad

Wood Framed Floor

TITLE

SCHEDULE OF FLOOR ASSEMBLIES

.M,aGwEtErnnea

—
Section AA
SATIN Od*IN12

SCALE 1IPREI’

Wt Eleeumtfnn
OWE

Assemblies

ISTEAONIOW&RIISbebAae,,SedteIl
CUBfTI

JO

PT

A40

RE

VWOO

DRBWNaY

Secheit Fr

CiROGS

G.BUPBNRI
‘-

DATE

PEDdECINRI hIS

SIGNED

This DRAWING IS NOT TO BE USED FOR
CONSTRUCTION UNTIL COUNTERSIGNED

ALL DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS AIlS ThE
PROPERTY OF 11€ ARCHITECT AND IAUST BE
RETURNED AT THE COMPLETION OF THE WORK

CONTRACTOR MUST VERFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON THE
JOB AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCY TO ARCHITECT
BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH ThE WOfB(

Canrena

flCTANALBGIEEX

2-4720 HIGHWAY 101
SECRET. BC,ER03A2
PHONE fOR 8IN42fO
FAX1fO4MS4312

MOBIUS ARCHITEC1IJHE

84

ATTACHMENT 'A'

DETAIL1

scale:1”olO’

DETAIl. 2
scale:1”=1O

(N

SCaIe:114’=1’4J

SECTION B

O

scaIe:114”=l’-O”

SECTION C

OFFSE1 FOOliNG
SEE ST000TIMAL
600705855

O

DTAIL3

sca1e:riu

JiW

REMOVE RESTNO aFOOt
REVEWWrnI CONIRACmR
4000RNS OONTR0CTThO

IMM85JEZ85HCALD85tCt

DATE 0c6*2S12

WALE IIITEQI

Details
DEQ:

A41

66508560:

Sechit Fire H1l

CHEGIBE
ISJBITPIINIE

DATE

PROJECTNW hID

SIGNED

THIS DRAWING IS NOTTO BE USED FOR
CONSTRUCTION UNTLCOUNTERSIGNED

AI.L DRAWiNGS AND SPECIFICATIONS ARE THE
PROPERTY Of ThE ARCHITECT AND MUST BE
RETURNED AT THE COMPLETION OF THE WORK

iD

PT

CONTRACTOR MUST VERIFY All DIMENSIONS ON THE
JOB AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCY TO ARCHITECT
BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

mnREL Dan

MOBIUS ARCHITECTURE
3.4720 HIGIMIAY 101
SECHSLT. BC,VON3A2
PHONE 60408543W
FAK.BI40004312

ANNEX F

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 7, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, January 17 2013

FROM:

Meredith Seeton – Planning Technician

RE:

Town of Gibsons OCP Amendment Bylaw #985 Revision to Subdivision and
Development Services Policies

RECOMMENDATION
1. THAT the report Titled, “Town of Gibsons OCP Amendment Bylaw #985 Revision
to Subdivision and Development Services Policies" be received; and
2. that the SCRD support the amendments to the Town of Gibsons Official
Community Plan and direct staff to continue to work collaboratively with the Town
of Gibsons and the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure to align crossboundary streets and subdivision planning.

BACKGROUND
On December 21st, the SCRD received a referral from the Town of Gibsons regarding an OCP
amendment bylaw revising subdivision and development servicing policies. The amendment
bylaw is to bring the OCP into alignment with a proposed Subdivision and Development
Servicing and Stormwater Management Bylaw (bylaw 1175).
Key points of the amendments are as follows:
•
•
•

Changing road classifications and associated maps to match the classifications proposed
in the Subdivision and Development Bylaws
Removing all policy references needed to revise subdivision standards
Removing detailed suggested servicing standards and road cross sections from the
Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan, as the spirit of these items is now contained within
the proposed Subdivision and Development Bylaw.

Revisions to the Subdivision and Development Servicing and Stormwater Management Bylaw
have been underway for some time, and the bylaw has now received third reading. The Town of
Gibsons has undertaken public consultation and collaborated closely with the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) and community groups. The amendments to the OCP
are meant to create consistency, facilitate the adoption of the revised subdivision servicing bylaw
and remove redundancies from the higher level planning document.

DISCUSSION
The bylaw amending the OCP is included as Attachment 1. The table below, showing the
differences between the existing OCP and the proposed bylaw 1175, was taken from a
December 18th report to the Gibsons Council. The proposed OCP amendment would align the
OCP with bylaw 1175, creating consistency between the two bylaws.
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Summary of Official Community Plan Policies versus Proposed Bylaw 1175
OCP Council Policies
Bylaw 1175
Major and Minor Arterial Classifications
A single Arterial classification
Require sidewalks to be developed for Local Sidewalks are eliminated in favour of “shared
Roads
space”
Require sidewalks on both sides of Collector Urban Collector calls for sidewalks on two
Roads
sides
Rural Collector requires a sidewalk on one
side
No special provisions for cyclists on Collector Urban Collector proposes grade-separated
Roads
bike lanes
Road classification map
Revised Road Classification Map
Promotion of permeable sidewalks and roads
No permeable sidewalks or roads included
Relocate all overhead wiring to underground Relocate overhead wiring to underground on
where feasible
selected roads only
UGNP section has many specific references In most instances the SD Bylaw meets the
for development standards
intent of the OCP but varies in the method
A key cross-boundary issue is the classification of roads that flow between the SCRD and
Gibsons. The table below outlines the changes in the Town of Gibsons’ Council Policies
regarding road classification:
Summary of Major and Minor Arterials and Urban and Rural Collector and Local Roads
versus Arterials and Type 1 and Type 2 Collector and Local Roads
Road
Classific
ation

Council Policies

Road
Classification

Existing OCP

Amended OCP

Major and Minor Arterials

Arterials

To provide for high mobility but low access to
adjacent properties, to accommodate major traffic
movement from collectors and minor arterials

To provide for high mobility but low
access to adjacent properties, to
accommodate major traffic movement
from collectors
Minimum right-of-way of 20 meters

Minimum right-of-way width of 25-30 meters on
Major Arterials, 20-25 meters on Minor Arterials
Full sidewalk development on both sides
Bicycle facilities shall be provided in the form of
designated lined bike lanes on Major Arterials and
wide curb lanes on Minor Arterials
With the exception of Gower Point Road (Gibsons
Landing), on-street parking be restricted on Major
Arterials, on-street parking may be restricted during
peak traffic periods on Minor Arterials
Typical traffic volumes range in the order of 5,000
to 20,000 vehicles per day for Minor Arterials, and
10,000 to 30,000 for Major Arterials
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Full multi-use trail development on
both sides
Bicycle facilities shall be provided in
the form of multi-use trails
On-street parking be restricted

Typical traffic volumes range in the
order of 10,000 to 30,000 vehicles per
day
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Council Policies

Road
Classification

Council Policies

Road
Classification

Collector Roads (Rural and Urban)
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Collector Roads (Type 1 and Type 2)

Provide a balance of access and mobility
Collect traffic from local roads and flow into arterials
Are located to serve all neighbourhoods of the Town and reduce through traffic on local
streets
Minimum right-of-way width of 20-25 meters
Right-of-way width of 20 meters
Sidewalk development on both sides of new roads, Sidewalk development on both sides in
and at least one side of existing roads
areas with higher activity levels
Untraveled portion of right-of-way suitable for bike Grade separated bike lanes on both
sides in areas with higher activity
lanes
levels
Motorists and cyclists to share low volume roads Bicycle facilities and sidewalk via multiuse trail in areas where residential
with no special provisions for cyclists
development is the anticipated land
use focus
To accommodate on-street parking
On-street parking to be accommodated
via pull-out bays designed to minimize
impervious surfaces
Typical traffic volumes range in the order of < 8,000 vehicles per day for residential areas and
1,000 to 12,000 vehicles per day for industrial / commercial areas
Local Roads (Urban and Rural)
Local Roads (Type 1 and Type 2)

Provide high access and low mobility
Accommodate traffic from individual properties and flow on to collectors
Accommodate pedestrians and other non-vehicle Emphasize and prioritize pedestrians
uses on the roadway; sidewalks to be developed for and other non-vehicle uses on a
shared roadway, ensuring that cars are
new subdivisions
slowed to safe speeds through
appropriate design
Parking and pedestrian amenities to be determined Designed to minimize impervious
on the basis of localized need and neighbourhood surfaces
consultation
Typical traffic volumes for local roads servicing residential areas are < 1,000 vehicles per day
and for those servicing industrial / commercial areas are < 3,000 vehicles per day.

In Regional Districts, the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) is responsible for
local road network planning and subdivision approval with the participation of the Regional
District. MOTI is also directly responsible for road maintenance, construction and major road
network planning under the Transportation Act.
Despite the lack of direct responsibility for road classification, the OCPs for SCRD communities
and Electoral Areas do identify major road networks. There are no policies regarding servicing
levels for the hierarchy of road classifications in the SCRD OCPs, though there are maps
showing cycling and walking trail route priorities. The table below considers the classification
and policies regarding roads that flow between both Gibsons and SCRD Electoral Areas and
roads that bisect the Town and regional district:
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Classification and Policies Regarding Cross-boundary and Bisecting Roads
Road

Current Gibsons
OCP

Gower Point Rd

Rural Collector

Gibsons OCP with
proposed
amendments
Type 2 Collector

Chaster Rd

Rural Collector and
Rural Collector
Future Extension
Rural Collector
Future Extension
Rural Collector

Type 2 Collector and
Type 2 Collector
Future Extension
Type 2 Collector
Future Extension
Type 2 Collector

Oshea Rd

Urban Collector
Future Extension

Type 1 Collector
Future Extension

Payne Rd
(southbound
into
Elphinstone,
becomes Pratt
Rd)
Sunshine Coast
Hwy
(westbound into
Elphinstone)
Venture Way

Arterial

Arterial

Arterial

Arterial

Hwy 101
Existing Cycling & Walking Trail
Routes

Urban Collector
Future Extension
Arterial

Type 1 Collector
Future Extension
Arterial

Not shown on Transportation Map

Reed Rd
Park Rd

Arterial
Urban Collector

Arterial
Type 1 Collector

Sunnycrest Rd
(to extend north
and align with
Gilmour Rd)

Urban Collector
Future Extension

Type 1 Collector
Future Extension

Kearton Rd
Inglis Rd

Payne Rd
(northbound
into SCRD)
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Elphinstone or West Howe Sound
OCP
Major Collector
Proposed High Priority Cycling &
Walking Trail Route
Cycling and walking route along
Gower Point Rd identified as priority
in Elphinstone OCP policy C-1.1.15
Transportation Route along Gower
Point Rd identified as high priority
project in the Trail Network Plan
Major Collector

Proposed Major Collector (Kearton
Rd flowing into Inglis Rd)
Proposed Major Collector flowing into
Inglis
Proposed Medium Priority Cycling &
Walking Trail Routes
Medium Priority Unpaved Path in
Trail Network Plan
Not designated on Transportation
Map (road does not currently extend
into SCRD)
Major Collector and Transit Route
Existing Cycling & Walking Trail
Routes

Existing Major Collector
Policy 8.3.1 in the West Howe Sound
OCP calls for a closer examination of
the location of the extension of the
Highway 101 Bypass as part of the
detailed planning for construction of
the next phase of the Bypass to
Payne Rd
Existing Major Collector
Joins Reed Rd at Gibsons Boundary
(does not extend)
Not designated on Transportation
Map (road not yet built)
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North Rd

Arterial

Arterial

Marine Dr

Urban Collector

Type 1 Collector
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Existing Major Collector
(Elphinstone), Existing Collector
(West Howe Sound)
Transit Route
Existing Collector
Policy 8.3.8 in the West Howe Sound
OCP prioritizes Marine Dr for the
development of cycling and walking
routes
Transportation Route along Marine
Dr identified as high priority project in
the Trail Network Plan

Given that the Elphinstone and West Howe Sound OCPs do not include policies or standards for
the various road classifications, it is difficult to point to a match or mismatch in classifications
across the boundary with Gibsons. There are no clear mismatches in designations, though there
is more planning to be done in some areas, such as Oshea Rd and the connection between
Kearton Rd and Inglis Rd.
SCRD priority areas for cycling are Gower Point Rd and Marine Dr. The SCRD's Trail Network
Plan calls for Shoulder Bikeways on both of these routes. In Gibsons, Gower Point Rd is
designated as a Type 2 Collector. The amended OCP calls for bicycle facilities and sidewalk via
multi-use trails in areas where residential development is the anticipated land use focus.
Gibsons designates Marine Dr as a Type 1 Collector, which suggests that a grade-separated
bike lane on both sides might be planned for.
Timing of Comments
The Town of Gibsons has scheduled a public hearing on January 22nd. Comments from the
SCRD need to be received before then. The SCRD Board does not meet until January 25th. As
such, it will only be possible to forward the comments from the PDC to the Town before the 22nd.
Board members could consider attending the January 22nd public hearing to provide further
comments. Planning staff will forward the comments from the Board to the Town of Gibsons
after the January 22nd deadline regardless.

PLANNING STAFF COMMENTS
The proposed amendments to the Town of Gibsons OCP bring the document into alignment with
their proposed updated Subdivision and Development Servicing and Stormwater Management
Bylaw (bylaw 1175). None of the changes proposed are unaligned with the Elphinstone or West
Howe Sound OCPs. Policies in the amended Town of Gibsons OCP reflect an adherence to
similar objectives outlined by the SCRD Board - supporting alternative modes of transportation
and prioritizing low-impact development standards that minimize disturbance to natural drainage
patterns. Planning staff will continue to collaborate with the Town of Gibsons and MOTI to
ensure that roads and subdivisions that straddle the Town of Gibsons and the SCRD boundary
meet the standards and policies outlined by both the Town Council and the regional Board.

____________
Meredith Seeton
Planning Technician
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TOWN OF GIBSONS
474 SOUTH FLETCHER ROAD
P.O. BOX 340
GIBSONS, B.C. V0N 1V0

604-886-2274
FAX: 604-886-9735

DATE:

DECEMBER 20, 2012

TO:

SCHOOL DISTRICT # 46
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
SQUAMISH NATION
MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT
DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES AND OCEANS
AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION
GIBSONS AND DISTRICT VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT
GIBSONS RCMP
BC AMBULANCE SERVICE
SUNSHINE COAST CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION
VOICE ON THE COAST
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
VANCOUVER COAST HEALTH
COAST COMMUNITY BUILDERS ASSOCIATION
TRAC – TRANSPORTATION CHOICES SOCIETY

RE:

TOWN OF GIBSONS
OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW # 985 REVISION TO
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICING POLICIES

www.gibsons.ca

Dear Sir / Madam:
At its meeting on 18 December 2012, the Town Council passed a resolution that
identified the above noted list of organizations and agencies that should be consulted
regarding the Official Community Plan Bylaw #985 Amendment Bylaw 985-12. The
Bylaw is to facilitate the adoption of the updated Subdivision and Development
Servicing and Stormwater Management Bylaw # 1175, 2012, and Council has instructed
staff to initiate a referral process.
The purpose of this OCP amendment bylaw is to allow for changes and updates to the
Subdivision and Development Bylaw to be consistent with the OCP. The changes align
transportation objectives and neighbourhood plans in the OCP with the revised
Subdivision and Development Servicing and Stormwater Management Bylaw.
Key points of the amendments are as follows:
-

Changing road classifications and associated maps to match the classifications
proposed in the Subdivision and Development Bylaws
“The World’s Most Liveable Town” 2009
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-

Removing all policy references needed to revise subdivision standards

-

Removing detailed suggested servicing standards and road cross sections from
the Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan, as the spirit of these items is now
contained within the proposed Subdivision and Development Bylaw.

Attached to this package is the Bylaw #985-12 that was reviewed by Council at the
December 18th meeting. For further information, please see following website to see
the two relevant bylaws:
Original Bylaws:
Official Community Plan (current version)
http://www.gibsons.ca/images/stories/2012bylaws/1065%20Zoning%20Bylaw%20Updat
ed%20October%2019,%202012.pdf
Subdivision and Development Bylaw (current version)
http://www.gibsons.ca/images/stories/bylaws/Subdivision%20&%20Devlopment%20Byl
aw.pdf?phpMyAdmin=578c4ef10034t5c99462br3103
Agenda showing Staff Report and Official Community Plan with proposed changes:
http://www.gibsons.ca/images/stories/2012council/2012.12.18%20Regular%20Agenda
%20Final%202.pdf
We will email these links to you directly and can provide you with an electronic copy of
the Official Community Plan showing the changes proposed in Bylaw 985-12, 2012
incorporated.
The Town would appreciate receiving comments by 11 January 2012 as a public
information meeting is scheduled for 22 January 2012.
For further information, please contact the undersigned or our Municipal Planner –
Michael Epp at mepp@gibsons.ca . We look forward to receiving your comments.
Yours truly,

Jeffrey Paleczny
Planning Department
Town of Gibsons
cc:

Mayor and Council
Michael Epp - Municipal Planner

Attachments:
1) Bylaw # 985-12, 2012
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TOWN OF GIBSONS
Bylaw No. 985-1 2, 2012
A bylaw to amend Town of Gibsons Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 985, 2005

WHEREAS the Council of the Town of Gibsons has adopted Town of Gibsons Official
Community Plan Bylaw No. 985, 2005;
AND WHEREAS the Council of the Town of Gibsons deems it desirable to amend Bylaw No.
985;
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Town of Gibsons, in open meeting assembled, enacts as
follows:
1.

This bylaw may be cited as “Town of Gibsons Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 985,
2005 Amendment Bylaw No. 985-12, 201?.

2.

Town of Gibsons Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 985, 2005 (“Smart Plan”) is
amended as follows:
a. Section 11.1.2 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety and replaced as
follows:
“11.1.2 Within the limitation posed by existing established roadways, develop a
road network with the following major functions and characteristics:
a. Major Network Roads (Arterials)
• to provide for high mobility but low access to adjacent properties
• to accommodate major traffic movement from collector roads
• minimum right-of-way width of 20 metres
• full multi-use trail development on both sides
bicycle facilities shall be provided in the form of multi-use trails
• on-street parking be restricted
• typical traffic volumes range in the order of 10,000 to 30,000 vehicles per
day
b. Collector Roads (Type I and Type 2)
• provide a balance of access and mobility
• collect traffic from local roads and flow into arterials
• are located to serve all neighbourhoods of the Town and reduce through
traffic on local streets
• right-of-way width of 20 metres
• sidewalk development on both sides in areas with higher activity levels
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•
•
•
•

grade separated bike lanes on both sides in areas with higher activity
levels
bicycle facilities and sidewalk via multi-use trail in areas where residential
development is the anticipated land use focus
on-street parking to be accommodated via pull-out bays designed to
minimize impervious surfaces
typical traffic volumes range in the order of < 8,000 vehicles per day for
residential areas and 1,000 to 12,000 vehicles per day for industrial/
commercial areas

c. Local Roads (Type 1 and Type 2)
• provide high access and low mobility
• accommodate traffic from individual properties and flow on to collectors
• emphasize and prioritize pedestrians and other non-vehicle uses on a
shared roadway, ensuring that cars are slowed to safe speeds through
appropriate design
• designed to minimize impervious surfaces
<
• typical traffic volumes for local roads servicing residential areas are
commercial
I
1,000 vehicles per day and for those servicing industrial
areas are < 3,000 vehicles per day”
and replaced as
b. Section 11.1.4 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety
follows:
“11.1.4 Where possible in future subdivisions, avoid direct access from
residential lots to arterials roads and provide property access via lanes.”
replaced as
c. Section 11.1.11 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety and
follows:
“11.1.11 Continue to work towards ensuring the Town’s road designs are easily
maintained, cost effective, minimize environmental impacts by reducing paved
surface areas, incorporating natural systems and other design innovative
elements, and prioritize non-vehicular modes of transit wherever possible.”
d. Section 11.1.12 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety.
and replaced as
a. Section 11.4.1 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety
follows:
“11.4.1 Create a safe, linked and convenient system of pedestrian sidewalks,
pathways, and pedestrian priority streets in the Town. Emphasis shall be placed
areas.
on sidewalk development in the Gibsons Landing and Upper Gibsons core
accessible.”
be
shall
and
Sidewalks and pathways may be permeable
f.

are deleted
The legend headings “Urban” and “Rural” in Map 4 “Future Road Network,”
and replaced to read “Type 1” and “Type 2,” respectively.
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g. Section 12.0 “Council’s Objectives” is amended by the addition of the following objective
1
“Minimize operational expenses, maintenance costs and replacement costs of
infrastructure.”
h. Section 12.1.1 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety and replaced as
follows:
“12.1.1 Require the land owner or developer in any development to provide
connection to the municipal water supply system and the sanitary sewer system.
As municipal services are extended in proximity to areas currently serviced by
wells or septic fields, require property owners to connect to municipal systems.”
i.

Section 12.1.3 is deleted in its entirety and replaced as follows: “Ensure than any
services extended are at the expense of the developer or through Development Cost
Charge reserve funds.

j.

Section 12.1.5 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety and replaced as
follows:
‘12.1.5 Continue to review policies to reduce water consumption and incorporate
innovative approaches to stormwater collection and disposal and drainage.”

k. Section 12.4.3 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety.
I.

Section 12.5.1 of Part B of the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety and replaced as
follows:
“12.5.1 Work toward relocating overhead distribution wiring underground. For all
new development in unserviceci areas, this should be done at the time of
subdivision or building permit. With respect to areas of the community where
there are existing overhead wires, utility wiring should be placed underground
where feasible, as indicated in the Subdivision and Development Servicing and
Stormwater Management Bylaw.”

m. Section 13.3 of Part C of the Smart Plan is amended by the deletion of the following
text:
“Review Subdivision and Development Bylaw to incorporate alternative road and
drainage design standards.”
n. Section 1.0 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of the Smart Plan is
amended by the deletion of the following text:
“The intent is to amend the OCP to include the Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood
Plan once it is completed.”
o. Section 2.0 of Part D (Upper Gibsoris Neighbourhood Plan) of the Smart Plan
is deleted
in its entirety.
p. Section 3.0 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of the Smart Plan is deleted
in its entirety.
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d Plan) of the Smart Plan is deleted
q. Section 4.0 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhoo
in its entirety.
Plan) of the Smart Plan is
Section 6.0 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood
amended to read:
by conventional
“This plan calls for a departure from the concepts embraced
residential
to
ch
approa
tive
subdivision development through an alterna
general terms
In
th.
grow
’
3
“smart
as
ribed
neighbourhood design loosely desc
should use smart
development in this area (as with other areas in the Town) , and land, with
energy
water,
of
vation
growth guidelines to encourage conser
and allow for a
design schemes that promote walking and social interactions
and occupations. These,
wide cross-section of occupants in terms of age, roles,
Neighbourhood Plan.”
broadly speaking, are the goals of the Upper Gibsons

r.

s. Figure 9.1 (Map 4) is deleted in its entirety.
t.

y, “The major road network
The following text in Section 9.2.1 is deleted in its entiret
are described as follows. The
components both adjacent to and surrounding the site
provided in Figure 9.1 (Map
Major Road Network Plan for the Town of Gibsons has been
ections below describe the
4) for reference,” and replaced as follows: “The subs
Neighbourhood Plan Area.
components of the road network within the Upper Gibsons
rk configuration and road
See Map 4 in Part B for the Town-wide Major Road Netwo
designations.”

D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood
u. Sections 9.2, 9.2.1, 9.2.2, 9.2.3, 9.2.4, 9.2.5 of Part
replaced as follows:
Plan) of the Smart Plan are deleted in their entirety and
“Section 9.2 Traffic Conditions
ing safety, volume
Traffic conditions on key routes within the study area, includ
future traffic volumes
and capacity are described briefly below. Full projected
d in a technical
based on an annual growth rate of two percent are detaile
Appendix to this document.
9.2.1 Highway 101
ay 101 (Gibsons Way
The study area is bounded to the south and east by Highw
Provincial Highway
is
a
101
ay
in the south and North Road in the east). Highw
the east of the site, it
To
Coast.
ne
and provides regional access along the Sunshi
towards the District
es
continu
it
west
continues to the Ferry Terminal, and to the
s several roles,
serve
101
ay
Highw
of Sechelt. Through the Town of Gibsons,
s, goods and
vehicle
of
ent
movem
al
region
ranging from the broad provincial and
l roadway for the Town.
services on the coast through to acting as a major arteria
r have existed for
corrido
Way
s
Gibson
the
Functional and safety concerns along
ection with a posted
several years. North Road has a two-lane urban cross-s
and Payne Road is
Road
North
n
betwee
speed limit of 50 km/hr. Gibsons Way
terized by
generally comprised of a two-lane cross-section and is charac
gh plans are
Althou
es.
activiti
tional
institu
and
significant commercial, residential,
Road discussed
proposed for a possible future Highway ‘Bypass’ (via Payne
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below), the details have not been finalized, nor is the time frame known. It is
anticipated that significant development of the Plan Area will occur before the
bypass comes to fruition. As such, it has been assumed to not be a factor within
the planning horizon for this study.
Key locations where a higher number of traffic conflicts have been recorded
include the intersections of Gibsons Way and Shaw Road as well as Gibsons
Way and Payne Road. These two roadways form the remaining north and west
boundaries of the study area, and are currently classified as Arterial roadways in
the road network plan. However, activity and traffic volumes on these two
roadways are generally low under current and foreseeable time frames. This is
based on the understanding that the highway bypass will not likely be
implemented within the 20 year horizon considered in this study. Reed Road
provides access to low density residential development only, and is a rural twolane roadway (see photo). Payne Road provides access to fight industrial and
commercial uses (including Gibsons Park Plaza, a retail facility located on the
northwest corner of the Payne and Gibsons Way intersection), with higher activity
as it approaches Gibsons Way in the south. The Pratt Road / Payne Road /
Gibsons Way intersection has a steep vertical crest for northbound vehicles. This
causes poor sightlines for southbound left-turning vehicles when attempting to
cross opposing traffic. As well, westbound vehicles on Hwy 101 have a small
merging area after the intersection before the curb lane ends. Over a 20 year
time horizon, significant delays and movement failures are expected for both the
northbound and southbound movements along Payne Road. In addition, queues
in excess of 200 metres are expected along Gibsons Way at the intersection of
Payne Road and Gibsons Way.
Historically, Highway 101/ Gibsons Way has had a collision rate substantially
higher than the Provincial Average (5.06 accidents per million entering vehicles
from 2000 2004 compared with 2.1 per million Province-wide). Following the
reconfiguration of the Gibsons Way to a two land cross-section in 2009, the
overall crash rate was alleviated.
—

9.2.2 Reed Road
The Reed Road approach to North Road will begin to be problematic by the
forecast horizon as a result of the relatively high demand for the eastbound to
northbound left turn movement. Signals were installed in 2011 and no additional
improvements are anticipated.
9.2.3 Park Road
Park Road is an existing roadway that bisects the Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood
between Gibsons Way in the south, and Reed Road in the north. It is currently
classified as a Collector roadway, and has a two-lane rural cross-section with
intermittent curb and gutter on the southern portion of the roadway (as It
approaches Gibsons Way).
9.2.4 Sunnycrest Road
Sunnycrest Road, which currently provides access to the Sunnycrest Mall and
other commercial properties off of Gibsons Way, is designated as Collector road
in the road network plan for the Town. Sunnycrest Road extends from Gibsoris
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Way in the south, with the potential for future extension to Reed Road in the
north.
9.2.5 Shaw Road
Shaw Road extends from a signalized intersection at Gibsons Way and the
Sunnycrest Mall access to south of Gibsons Way. It is classified as a Collector
and has a two-lane cross-section.
9.2.6 Venture Way
Venture Way is classified as a Collector roadway and currently serves light
industrial uses in the southwest corner of the study area. At a signalized
intersection on Gibsons Way, Venture Road changes to Mahon Road, which is a
Collector running north-south. A future extension of Mahon Road is planned as
shown in the Major Roadway Network Plan, to connect with Shaw Road. The
to
timing of this future extension is unknown at this point, and is currently subject
actions by the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
North-south roads outside the study area which continue to the Gibsons landing
area are School Road, Shaw Road, Mahon Road and Pratt Road. The full road
classification network within the study area is discussed in subsequent sections.
v. Table 9.3 and Table 9.4 are deleted in their entirety.
Neighbourhood
w. Sections 9.3, 9.3.1, 9.3.2, 9.4, 9.4.1, 9.4.2 of Part D (Upper Gibsons
Plan) of the Smart Plan are deleted in their entirety.
Smart Plan is
x. Section 9.4.3 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of the
deleted in its entirety and replaced as follows:
Recommended Upgrades
Through a review of existing and forecast (+20 years) traffic conditions on the
key roadway network surrounding the site, a set of recommended roadway
upgrades and provisions was established. To address the expected future
conditions as outlined in the previous sections (and further detailed in the
Technical Appendix attached to this document) Council will pursue the following
policies:
•
•
•
•

•

Minimize additional access points onto Gibsons Way.
Explore improvements to Gibsons Way and Shaw Road intersection.
Explore improvements to the Gibsons Way and Payne Road intersection at
Payne Road, including improving sightlines and designating northbound and
southbound left turn lanes to reduce excessive queuing on Gibsons Way.
Gibsons Way and Venture Road I Mahon Road Laning Upgrades
Reconfigure the Venture Way approach to provide a designated left turn
lane with a shared through/right turn lane, and widen the eastbound Gibsons
Way approach be to two lanes (shared left/through, and throughlright).
Gibsons Way and School Road I North Road Laning Upgrades Widen the
northbound School Road approach to provide a designated northbound left
turn storage lane and a shared through/right turn lane.
-

-
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•
•

Traffic calming on Aurora Way.
Upgrade Park Road Cross-Section to Collector Standard (approximately 700
metres) The recommended cross-section can be accommodated in the
existing 20 metre right-of-way. No property acquisition will be required. in
the southern limit of Park Road, a portion is already built to an urban
standard. At the Town’s discretion, the opportunity exists to make best use
of existing infrastructure.
Upgrade Kiwanis Way Cross-Section to Collector Standard (approximately
100 metres) The existing right-of-way on Kiwanis Way is 15.0 m.
Depending on the cross-section option chosen for this link, a maximum 5 m
additional right-of-way will need to be acquired to achieve a full collector
standard. This roadway connection to Road C, however, is not essential and
does not need to be upgraded immediately, allowing for the upgrade to be
completed when there is redevelopment on the street or when it is required
from the new development. Until such time, the existing right-of-way can be
made to work in the interim.”
—

•

—

y.

Section 9.5 is amended by the deletion of the following text: “Wfth the recommended
closure of Park Road at Gibsons Way”.

z.

Section 9.5.2 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of the Smart Plan is
deleted in its entirety.

aa.

Section 9.5.3 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of the Smart Plan is
amended by replacing the following text: “Although not implemented specifically for
bicycle use, the use of bicycles on these corridors will not be discouraged. As such, they
should be designed to accommodate all users and should conform to the minimum 3.Om
width for off-road multi-use pathways” as follows: “Although not implemented specifically
for bicycle use, the use of bicycles on these corridors will not be discouraged. As such,
they should be designed to accommodate all users and should conform to the minimum
widths outlined in the Subdivision and Development Servicing and Stormwater
Management Bylaw for off-road multi-use pathways.”

bb.

Maps 9.19, 9.20, and 9.21 in Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) and all
associated references are deleted in their entirety.

cc.

Section 9.6 of Part D (Upper Gibsoris Neighbourhood Plan) of the Smart Plan is deleted
in its entirety.

dci.

The following text in Section 10.2.2 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of
the Smart Plan is deleted in its entirety: “Given that a new road link is proposed from
Park Road to Venture Way, it is most efficient that the new sanitary sewer follow this
same alignment, however, an alternate servicing alignment may also be defined. If a
roadway corridor is not secured, it is recommended that an independent utility right-ofway be sought for the sole purposes of the sanitary sewer.”

ee.

Section 14.1.3 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of the Smart Plan is
amended by the deletion of the following text:”
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

if.

and
Roadside biofiltration swales are to be located between the roadway
pedestrian sidewalk, where required.
Minimum base width of 0.5 meters.
Maximum side slope of 3:1.
driveway
Minimum depth from top of slope to invert of 0.25 m (0.55 m where
culverts required).
Maximum depth from top of slope to invert of 0.75 m.
Minimum hydraulic profile grade is 1.0%. if less, lawn drains and an
water.
underdrain shall be provided to prevent extended period stagnant
similar
or
dams,
check
,
greater
If
Maximum hydraulic profile grade is 5%.
.
uration
config
pool
structures, are required to create a step
Accepted surface treatment (to BCLNA standards):
• Sod, reinforced where profile grade exceeds 5%.
• Mm. 450 mm thick organic topsoil and landscape plantings, with
e
an ornamental landscape stone invert (not side slopes) to provid
erosion control where profile grade exceeds 1.5%. Landscaped
planting shall provide variety of low maintenance species, with
consideration for maintaining sight lines for vehicles entering and
exiting the roadway, as well as bark mulch top dressing to assist
with weed control and moisture retention.
Minimum 250 mm diameter culverts required at driveway crossings.
ized
Acceptable driveway culvert material shall include ductile iron, galvan
te.
CSP, steel, DR PVC, and concre
um
Minimum 300 mm diameter culverts required crossing roadways. Minim
for
d
selecte
riately
approp
ication
300 mm cover, provided that pipe classif
H20 loading.
te.
Acceptable roadway culvert material shall include DR PVC, or concre
tapered
with
slopes
fill
Headwalls are required at all road crossing, while 3:1
ay
culverts and rock treatment at ends of the pipe are permitted for drivew
not
and
bank
nding
culverts. Pipe ends shall be trimmed flush with surrou
protrude.’
3

of the Smart Plan is
Section 14.1.4 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan)
deleted in its entirety and replaced as follows:
•

•

•
gg.

to
Roads, sidewalks and pedestrian trails will be designed and aligned
size
empha
nds,
tree-sta
and
minimize disturbance of existing vegetation
connectivity, reduce runoff and promote bicycle and pedestrian activity
following the specifications outlined in the Subdivision and Development
pments
Servicing and Stormwater Management Bylaw. Access to develo
shall be primarily via lanes.
riate
Roundabouts and traffic circles should be implemented where approp
where
ation
biofiltr
and
and should incorporate centre landscaping
ing
possible and as required by the Subdivision and Development Servic
.”
and Stormwater Management Bylaw

the Smart Plan is
Sections 14.1.8 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of
deleted in its entirety and replaced as follows:
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“Street lighting shall be in accordance with the current Subdivision and
Development Servicing and Stormwater Management Bylaw, and shall
emphasize a “dark sky” approach to minimize spill light, glare arid sky glow.
Other lighting systems, both private and public, shall be designed to minimize
obtrusive spill light, glare and sky glow.”
hh.

Sections 14.1.10 of Part D (Upper Gibsons Neighbourhood Plan) of the Smart Plan is
deleted in its entirety and replaced as follows:
‘All trails shall be designed as outlined in the SubdMsiori and Development Servicing
and Stormwater Management Bylaw and oriented to avoid disturbance of existing
vegetation and provide safe and convenient off-street routes for pedestrians and cyclists.
Trails designs shall consider accessibility for residents who are mobility impaired,
avoiding loose gravels and slippery surfaces.”
Sections 9.2.2, 9.2.3, 9.2.4, 9.3 and all of its subsections, and 9.4 and all of its
subsections, are copied and added as a Technical Appendix within the Appendices of
the Smart Plan.

jj.

All other additions, alterations and changes necessary to give effect to the above
including changes to page numbering, figure headings, references and table of contents.
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a

READ A FIRST TIME this the

day of

2012

READ A SECOND TIME this the

day of

2012

PUBLIC HEAR1NG held this the

day of

2012

READ A THIRD TIME this the

day of

2012

ADOPTED THIS the

day of

2012

Corporate Officer

Wayne Rowe, Mayor

Certified a true copy of
“Town of Gibsons Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 985, 2005
Amendment Bylaw No. 985-1 2, 2012”

Corporate Officer

Regular Meeting of Council Agenda
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ANNEX G
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR DECEMBER 2012
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.
No new Crown Referrals were received.
C. Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust)
D. Two new referrals were received.
Town of Gibsons – regarding OCP Amendment Bylaw #985 Revision to Subdivision
Development Services Policies.
District of Sechelt - regarding an OCP /Zoning Bylaw amendment referral for Fire Hall
Addition (3360-20-2012-05)
D. Agricultural Land Commission Applications
An application for inclusion into the ARL for a parcel on Christmas Rd in Roberts Creek
(Lot D Block 15 DL 377 Plan 20987) was reviewed again (originally received in February
of 2012).
E. Subdivision Activity
Two new applications were received in December:
Electoral Area A
File number not yet assigned: Theed for Sladey Lot B, Block 34, District Lot 1392, Plan
22426 (12712 Harbour View Road, Madeira Park) two lot subdivision.
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.
F.

Development Variance Permits
New Applications
Electoral Area B
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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
and survey plan.

310.166 (Cunliffe) located at 8607 Redrooffs Road to vary the building setback to a side
lot line abutting an undeveloped road right of way. Following receipt of a preliminary
field reconnaissance from a qualified archaeologist, the Development Variance Permit was
issued in December.
Electoral Area D
310.169 (Silverthorne) located at 3172 Hansen Road to increase the max. permitted floor
area of auxiliary building to create the second storey within the existing auxiliary building
envelope for a shop. The application will be referred to Area D APC in Jan. 2013.
Referrals were sent to Squamish Nation and property owners within the 50 m of the subject
property. The report will be provided to Feb. PDC.
Electoral Area E
310.165 (Gaylie) located at 1256 Gower Point Road to vary the maximum permitted
auxiliary dwelling floor area. The Development Variance Permit was issued in December.
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 APC
had no objection to the application in their Nov. meeting. The Squamish Nation didn’t
have any specific concerns about the application either. The notification was sent to the
neighbouring properties within 50 m radius for comments and there was no written
comments received. The Ministry of Transportation has already issues the setback permit
to relax setback from Marine Drive. The application was considered by Planning and
Development Committee in December.
H.

Building Permits
Staff reviewed 16 building permit applications in December 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 dwelling was
damaged by fire earlier this year and the applicants now propose to re-construct the
dwelling. A variance is required to re-construct within the 20 metre setback. A report
pursuant to the Riparian Areas Regulation has been prepared, which provides
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recommendations for the site development. The application was considered at the
December Planning and Development Committee. Prior to issuance the owners must
register a covenant on title and supply a re-vegetation plan to compensate for the presence
of the dwelling within the SPEA.
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 Egmont/Pender Harbour APC reviewed the application in their Nov.
meeting and didn’t have any objection to the application providing that the septic system
conform to the Ministry of Health current standards. Referrals were sent to the Shishalh
Nation and property owners within 100 m of the subject property. The application was
considered at the December Planning and Development Committee. Prior to issuance the
owners must register a covenant on title and prepare a Preliminary Field Reconnaissance
Study in order to determine if any archaeological deposits will be impacted by the
proposed development.
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
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.
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 is received.
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
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OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.30/337.104 (Webb and Cunningham) located at
13121 Sunshine Coast Highway. A public information meeting was held on December
11th. The adjacent property owners attended the meeting to ensure that they properly
understood the bylaw amendment requests. They expressed no concern or objection.
OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.31/337.103 – A staff report was considered at
the December PDC meeting. Staff also sent a letter appealing to the Ministry of
Transportation & Infrastructure to reconsider its approach to driveway construction
requirements on the 14th Street right of way, which adjoins the subject property.
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
proopsal based on APC and staff comments. Report will be sent to January APC.
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
applicants’ request. Report will be provided for January 2013 PDC at applicant’s request.
Electoral Area E
Bylaw 600.2/310.138 (Penonzek) located at Sunnyside and Grandview Road. A public
information meeting was held on December 5th at Frank West Hall. The meeting was well
attended, with over 25 people. There were significant concerns expressed over the
proposed road network and the potential to connect Sunnyside Road to the intersection at
King and Chaster. Staff indicated that the next step would be to meet with the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure to determine the future road network for the area. This
will be determined prior to proceeding to a public hearing on the bylaws and therefore the
bylaws will not proceed to the Planning and Development Committee for further
consideration until such time that the question of the future road network has been
resolved.
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.
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K.

Page 5 of 6

Tree Cutting Permits
Staff reviewed TCP E-10 located at 1413 Sunshine Coast Hwy, Elphinstone, to cut one fir
tree. A TCP was issued in December.

L.

Strata Conversion Applications
No new applications were received.

2.

3.

Long Range Planning and Major Projects
(A)

Agricultural Area Plan Stage I – Background Report:
The PDC considered a staff report along with draft AAP Background Report in December.
Staff also continued to communicate with the Investment Agriculture Foundation to
coordinate a tentative funding application for Stages II and III.

(B)

Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan – The Halfmoon Bay OCP Advisory Group did
not meet in December; however staff spent time refining the chapters based on input at the
November 28th meeting. The document was consolidated from a group of chapters into a
single document and the OCP is now starting to take shape. More review with the
advisory group is required in the coming weeks. It is anticipated that the document can be
available for review by the public this spring.

(C)

Zoning Bylaw No. 310 review – A staff report concerning possible new agricultural
regulations was considered at the December PDC meeting.

(D)

Narrows Inlet Hydro Project – Report provided to December 2012 PDC. Comments will
be forwarded to EAO and applicant in January 2013.

Other
(A)

Roberts Creek Pathway and Streetscape Improvements – Staff continued to liaise with the
contractor to finally resolve certain minor deficiencies, which were completed in
December.

(B)

Regional Housing Committee – Recruitment of coordinator completed, Matt Thompson
appointed. Meeting to be held in January to establish the committee.

(C)

Community to Community Forum – shíshálh Nation confirmed interest and staff
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.

(D)

Howe Sound Community Forum – The Village of Lions Bay has offered to host and are
considering February 26 or 27, 2013 as potential dates. SCRD staff will confirm with
Directors once the date has been selected.

N:\Planning & Development\6970 Planning Reports & Statistics\6970-20 Reports\December 2012\2012-DEC Planning Monthly Summary for DECEMBER.docx

106

Planning and Development Division Monthly Report – December 2012

(E)

Page 6 of 6

Invasive Plant meeting – Staff have been working with the Coastal Invasive Plant Council
in setting a date for a ‘tailgate’ meeting in February for SCRD’s outside works crews.

______________________________
Steven Olmstead,
General Manager of Planning and Development Division
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Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity
BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED
Bylaw Amended

Year
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

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

5
3

12
6

6
1

7
2

2
2

3
1

0
0
0
0
2
0
0
10

0
2
2
2
5
0
0
29

0
0
0
0
0
0
1
8

1
1
1
2
0
0
0
14

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
1
1
1
1
1
1

1

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED
Year
Zoning Bylaw
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
YTD
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
Bylaw 310
7
3 13 14
10
3
1
1
1
3
Bylaw 337
8
5
7
7
9
1
1
Totals
15
8 20 21
19
4
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
1
0
3
DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED
Year
Official Community Plan 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
YTD
West Howe Sound
3
4
7
6
2
8
Elphinstone
6
4
6
5
4
2
Roberts Creek
3
8 12
5
10
10
Halfmoon Bay
4
7
3
8
10
6
Egmont/Pender Hrbr
3
4
5
2
5
5
Totals
16
23 33 26
31
29

2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
1
1
3
5
1
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
7
3
1
2
1
1
5
1
2
3
3
4
1
0
2
0
1
3
0
1
5
2
22

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW
Year
Official Community Plan 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
YTD
West Howe Sound
44
38 29 45
37
35
Elphinstone
75
58 44 45
49
44
Roberts Creek
57
68 59 54
71
56
Halfmoon Bay
83
86 61 62
70
64
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 111 153 93 117 105
70
Totals 370 403 286 323 332 269

2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD
0
1
1
5
2
2
0
5
3
6
1
7
33
2
5
4
3
3
4
4
5
1
4
1
3
39
5
5
3
10
8
5
1
3
51
3
2
1
5
5
6
4
5
3
2
4
5
4
6
10
2
56
4
8
5
7
4
16
6
4
4
8
7
1
74
14
22
15
25
17
29
17
29
20
29
20
16 253

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

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
YTD
1

0

0

0

0

0

1
6
8
16

2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD
1
1
1
4
0

3
3

5

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1

1
1
2

1
1

0
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1
6
9
17

SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
TOTAL
December
12
8
4
8
1
2
3
4
1
1
5
3
8
5
4
2
3
8
6
5
3
0
29
21
22
22

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed*
Year
Electoral
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
Area
TOTAL December YTD
A
55
20
8
16
2
8
B
7
7
13
2
2
13
D
15
14
24
12
8
E
10
6
8
15
4
F
42
34
5
0
6
Totals
129
81
58
45
39

YTD
4
7
4
5
3
23

Subdivision Application Fees Collected
Year
Amount Collected
$31,489.00
2008
$15,455.00
2009
$22,165.00
2010
$19,947.00
2011
$1,730.00
December
$14,335.00
YTD

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivisions Receiving Final SCRD Approval
Electoral
2010
2011
2012
Area
Dec
YTD
A
5
3
2
B
2
1
1
D
2
3
6
E
0
4
4
F
1
3
2
10
14
0
15
Totals

Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication
Year
2012
2008
2009
2010
2011
TOTAL
Dec
$16,875
$32,500
$29,000
$49,600 $77,500
$49,600 $139,000

$16,875

$0

$0

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

YTD

$0

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision*
Year
2012
Electoral
2008
2009
2010
2011
Area
TOTAL
Dec
YTD
A
$2,000
$4,000
B
$6,000
$6,000
$3,000
D
$4,900 $12,250
$2,450
$12,250
$7,350
E
$24,900
$7,350
$17,250
F
$4,900
$2,450 $34,300
$2,450
$31,850
Totals
$9,800 $39,600 $42,750
$30,050
$0
$63,450

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits
& Subdivision - District of Sechelt
Subdivision
Building Permits
Totals
$241,200
$101,100
$341,320
$69,851
$37,400
$107,251
$97,350
$21,450
$118,800
$21,450
$34,650
$5,600
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

2009

2010

2012

2011
YTD

Dec

1

0

2
1

2
1

3

4

0

Subdivision

0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0.985

0.0852
0

0

Strata Conversion Applications Reviewed
2012
Electoral
2010
2011
Area
Dec
YTD
A
1
B
1
1
D
1
E
F
1
Totals
4
1
0
0

ALR Applications Reviewed
Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

0.985
0

0.0852

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits*
Year
2012
Electoral
2008
2009
2010
2011
Area
TOTAL
Dec
YTD
A
$66,500
B
D
E
$2,450
F
$2,450
Totals
$66,500
$0
$2,450
$2,450
$0 $2,450
* Does not include District of Sechelt.

* Does not include District of Sechelt.

Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
DEC
2012

Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year
2012
2008
2009
2010
2011
TOTAL
Dec
YTD

Exclusion

0

Inclusion

0

0

Non-Farm

0
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ANNEX H
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 02, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, January

FROM:

Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager
Building Department Revenues to end of 2012

RE:

th,
17

2013

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receive the report from the Chief Building
Inspector regarding Building Permit revenues to end of 2012, for information.

DISCUSSION:
Permit revenues excluding taxation were down from previous years. However after a slow start
in Spring things picked up and held right into December with November and December posting
better than average revenues for these months.
The attached Excel spreadsheet Building Permit Billings YTD without taxation added.
The value of construction overall and hence permit revenues generated thus far in Electoral
Area A once again seem to dominate the building department permit revenue sources.
Training on the new release of the BC Building Code for the Building Department staff over a
th
two day period in Richmond has taken place. The legislation will take effect on December 20
and will apply to any new permits submitted after this date.
Just as a reminder, an information meeting will be hosted by the Building Department is
scheduled for January 1 7” in the evening in the Board Room to go over changes to the Code
and how it may affect builders and designers as well as the general public. All three local
governments will be represented at the meeting.
We hope that builders, other local governments, engineers, designers and members of the
public will attend as the changes will impact future design and construction of homes and
additions.
Changes to the seismic design requirements of all residential structures, including single family
homes, is expected to impact on new construction the most. This, along with higher energy
saving measures being implemented later this year will add to the cost of construction and will
ultimately be passed on to the new home owner.
Respectfully;
Peter Longhi
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BP5700
Date: Jan 02,
Status Code:
Year:
Period:

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
All
All

Permit Type:
District:

Page: 1
2013 Tlme:12:56 pm
ISSUED
2012_______
1 To 12

BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Period: Jan uary to December2012
Three Year Construction Type Comparison
Work Code Description
ADDITION AND ALTERATION
WOOD STOVE/CHIMNEY
AUXILIARY DWELLING
COMMERCIALCONSTRUCTION
DEMOLITION
AGRICULTURAL BUILDING
INDUSTRIAL BUILDING
MULTIFAMILY DWEWNGS
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:

Total Project Values:
Cumulative Values:

$
$

2012

2011

2010

104
0
0
15
18
1
0
0
1
2
4
0
101
4
3
0
1
0
13
0
63
5

97
0
1
16
16
4
0
0
0
3
3
0
107
2
4
0
0
0
15
0
79
4

108
0
2
19
15
2
0
0
1
4
4
0
113
0
7
2
0
1
17
2
85
1

335

351

383

$
$

46,009,874.00
46,009,874.00

44,968,440.00
44,968,440.00

$
$

59,036,380.00
59,036,380.00

District Breakdown
District Name

Total Number of Permits

Total Billings

Total Project Values

100
66
56
45
62
6

143,390.75
96,731.00
61,175.25
81,113.75
105,496.25
16,589.05

13,572,949.00
9,116,000.00
5,758,425.00
7,418,500.00
9,209,000.00
935,000.00

Area A
AREA B
Area D
Area E
AREA F
Sechelt Indian Government District
GrandTotals:

Cô

Rate Breakdown
Rate Name
APPLICATION FEE
APPLICATION PAYMENT
BUILDING MISC
BUILDING PERMIT OFFICE EXPENSE
SPECIAL& REINSPECTION
CIVIC ADDRESS
CHANGE OF USE
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE C
SUBSOIL DRAINAGE
MICROFILMING

Total Number of Permits Using Rates

Rate Total Billings

273
265
1
267
1
58
1
3
121
288

58,300.33
-57,440.33
459.00
534.00
100.00
10,150.00
100.00
11,500.00
7,010.00
12,984.00
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BP5700
Date: Jan 02,
Status Code:
Year:
Period:

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Permit Type:
District:
Area:

All
All Areas

Page:1
2013 Time: 2:47 pm
ISSUED
2012
l2To 12

BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Month of: December 2012
Three Year Construction Type Comparison
Work Code Description

2012

2011

2010

5
0
0
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
7
1
1
0
0
0
1
0
8
0

3
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
9
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
4
0

3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
4
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
6
0

26

19

16

ADDITIONANDALTERATION
WOOD STOVE/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:

.54’

TotaiBillings:
Total Project Values:
Cumulative Values:

$
$

$
$

2,202,080.00
46,009,874.00

4,769,000.00
44,968,440.00

$
$

1,968,275.00
59,036,380.00

District Breakdown
District Name

Total Number of Permits

Total Billings

Total Project Values

9
5
2
3
6
1

3,632.00
10,154.50
888.00
1,007.50
2,130.50
14,361.00

211,080.00
995,000.00
40,000.00
68,000.00
88,000.00
800,000.00

Area A
AREA B
Area D
Area E
AREA F
Sechelt Indian Government District
GrandTotals:

26

2,22,080.00

Rate Breakdown
Rate Name
APPLICATION FEE
APPLICATION PAYMENT
BUILDING PERMIT OFFICE EXPENSE
CIVIC ADDRESS
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE C
SUBSOIL DRAINAGE
MICROFILMING
PENALTY
COMMERCIAL BUILDING PERMIT
PLUMBING FIXTURES

Total Number of Permits Using Rates

Rate Total Billings

24
18
18
5
1
6
21
4
3
6

5,339.00
-4,679.00
36.00
875.00
6,600.00
360.00
924.00
738.00
9911.00
853.00
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2012
12

Description

639,039
639,039

520 Building Inspection Servic

Expenditures

52,627

52,627

0

6,076
25,603

-

-

01-2-520-464 Repairs & Mtce Vehicle
01-2-520-550 Deficit Prior Year

0
0
0
544
0
0

2,871

1,633
913
3,548
2,030
6,624
3,583

Computer Software/Support
Legal Fees

Telephone & Alarm Lines
Travel
Advertising
Dues & Subscriptions

37
1,582
4,786
1,365
1,633

578
-450
0
0
0
0
0
0

7,714
3,882
37
1,582
4,786
1,365

107,955
8,292
3,432

8,463

99,491

691,666

691,666

25,603

7,168
3,583
6,076

913
3,548
2,030
2,871

386,461

10,361
33,130

124,330

-686,924

-51,564

01-2-520-458 Fuel/lubricants Vehicle
01-2-520-461 Insurance/licence Vehicle

01-2-520-314
01-2-520-320
01-2-520-335
01-2-520-338
01 -2-520-345
01 -2-520-381

-

01-2-520-227 Wcb Building Inspection Services
01-2-520-235 Training & Development
01-2-520-266 Deliveries/transportation
01-2-520-281 Materials & Supplies
01-2-520-293 Office Expenses

01-2-520-200 Administrative Services
01-2-520-220 Salaries & Wages
01-2-520-225 Benefits

-686,924

-4,650
-3,080
-985

-11,848

-149,905
-516,456

Year to Date

-51,564

0
-144
-40

-12,492
-37,790
-1,098

Current

113,969
353,330

-635,360

Revenues

520 Building Inspection Services

-635,360

-945

-137,413
-478,666
-10,750
-4,650
-2,936

Open Bal

520 Building Inspection Servic

Renewal Fees
Title Searches
Other Revenue

Property Tax Requisition
Building Permit Fees
Other Permit Fees

Expenditures

01-1-520-015
01-1-520-113
01-1-520-115
01-1-520-116
01-1-520-118
01-1-520-128

520 Building Inspection Services

BUILDING INSPECTION
Revenues

Account No.

Year
Period

GL Department Report

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
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0

0

0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0
0
0
0
0

Budget

-691,666

-691,666

-25,603

-7,168
-3,583
-6,076

-913
-3,548
-2,030
-2,871

-3,432
-37
-1,582
-4,786
-1,365
-1,633

-107,955
-8,292

-386,461

-124,330

686,924

686,924

149,905
516,456
11,848
4,650
3,080
985

Time:

Page:

0

0

0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0
0
0
0
0

% Used

Default

Variance

Actual Amount

Group by:

Jan 02, 2013

Budget:

Date:

GL5330
12:32

pn
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ANNEX I
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 02, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, January 17th, 2013

FROM:

Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

RE:

Parking lot item regarding Bylaw Enforcement hours specific to
Smoke Control and Fire Regulations.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff report to a future Planning Committee Meeting on the method of allocating
Bylaw Enforcement between smoke control and fire regulations.
DISCUSSION:
There are currently two Electoral Areas that are actively engaged in Smoke Control issues,
(Area D and Area B).
Smoke Control
While these two functions have small budgets associated to them, the funds are largely meant
to cover modest communications costs and any costs associated to the dispatch of a Bylaw
Officer to deal with a particular complaint.
Costs associated to complaints are handled in one of two ways:
1. If the complaint occurs during the regular work hours of the Bylaw Officer, the Bylaw
Officer will attend the complaint and will code his/her time to the appropriate Smoke
Control Function.
2. If the complaint takes place after hours, on a weekend or statutory holiday, it becomes
more complex.
i. The complaint is taken by the Regional District answering service
responding to after-hours inquiries/complaints and forwarded to the Cell
phone of the Manager responsible.
ii. At the same time, an e-mail is copied to the Manager for future reference.
iii. The Manager will then, if he receives the call and is able to contact the
Bylaw Officer, request the Bylaw Officer to attend to the complaint.
iv. The Bylaw Officer will charge the minimum call out time to deal with the
infraction to the function.
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v. In the event the Bylaw Officer is not able to attend the site, the Manager
will attend in her/his stead, to witness the action.
vi. It may occur that no contact with the Manager or Bylaw Officer can be
made. If this rare event takes place, the only opportunity to enforce would
be retroactively the next business day and could only take place through
the issuance of a BEN ticket. Presently, no BEN tickets for Smoke Control
are able to be issued in Electoral Area D or Area B. (see option below).
vii. An MTI ticket may be issued if necessary when the owner is in breach of
any infraction listed under the schedule of fines for the MTI system and
the Officer is able to serve the ticket in person.
History will show that there have been few complaints regarding smoke control bylaws and
those complaints taken have been dealt with during regular working hours hence minimizing the
cost impact to these functions.
Presently, budgeted funding has been enough in these functions to cover costs of enforcement
to date.
Ticketing Option:
The Area Directors participating in Smoke Control may wish to consider including the ability of
Bylaw Enforcement Officers and Fire Chiefs to issue a BEN ticket for smoke/fire related issues
through an amendment to the Schedule of Fines for BEN. This could help the Officer or Chief to
deal with smoke control issues retroactively where there is proof based on the balance of
probability of the offence occurring. (This methodology is consistent with the Provincial BEN
legislation).
Under the MTI bylaw and legislation, there is no ability to issue a ticket retroactively. To meet
the test of the MTI ticketing system, attending the site and witnessing the offence as it is taking
place is mandatory for the fine to be enforceable in the event of a fine dispute.
Fire Regulations
There may be a situation where the fire generating smoke is in contravention of the Fire Bylaw
either directly, or in conflict with a Provincial ban on fires currently in force at the time.
This matter would escalate to the Fire Chief. The Fire Chief, (perhaps with assistance from the
Bylaw Officer attending), has the authority under the Fire Bylaw for the Regional District to
assess a fine using MTI, or has the further option where necessary to direct his Crew to
extinguish the fire and charge the offender a Crew and Truck time fee of $600 per hour
consistent with Provincial regulations. (The truck and crew charge out time is currently part of
Fire Bylaw 631 under section 10.2).
Respectfully Submitted
Peter Longhi
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ANNEX J
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

January 8, 2012

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – January 17, 2013

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

OCP and Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 432.30 & 337.104 for Webb
and Cunningham, District Lot 2801

RECOMMENDATION
1. THAT Bylaw Amendment Nos. 432.30 and 337.104 be forwarded to the Board for
consideration of First and Second Readings;
2. AND THAT Bylaw 432.30 be considered to not have an impact on the SCRD’s
financial and waste management plans;
3. AND THAT a public hearing be scheduled for 7:00 p.m., February 12, 2013 at the
Pender Harbour Satellite Office, located at 12828 Lagoon Road, Madeira Park.
4. AND FURTHER THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend a
Chair and Alternate Chair for the public hearing.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application by Rod Webb and Wendy Cunningham to
amend the OCP designation and rezone their property (District Lot 2801) from Industrial to
Residential in order to enable the construction of an single family dwelling. The subject
property is located at 13121 Sunshine Coast Highway in proximity to Menacher Road and
adjacent to Nature Trust of BC Park Land, which fronts onto Gun Boat Bay (see location map
attached).
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
EXISTING OCP
PROPOSED OCP
EXISTING ZONING:
PROPOSED ZONING:
PARCEL AREA:

District Lot 2801 Group 1 New Westminster District
A – Egmont/Pender Harbour
13121 Sunshine Coast Highway
Light Industrial
Comprehensive Residential B
I1 – G1
R3– G1
1.75 hectares

DISCUSSION
The subject property is currently designated as Light Industrial in the Egmont/Pender Harbour
OCP and zoned I1, which is a corresponding light industrial zoning. The I1 zone permits one
dwelling unit auxiliary to the industrial use. Currently there are shops and one mobile home
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dwelling located on the property; however the primary use of the property is residential. The
owners of the property would like to construct a retirement dwelling in the undeveloped western
portion of the property, while maintaining the shops and the mobile home. The buildings are
currently being used for auxiliary residential purposes rather than industrial. A change to the R3
zone would enable the second dwelling to be constructed, while maintain the mobile home and
the shops.
There are two shops on site totaling 317 square metres in size; one is 139 square metres and
the other 178 square metres. The R3 zone in Zoning Bylaw 337does permit auxiliary light
industrial; however a maximum floor space for that permitted use is 250 square metres;
whereas the maximum floor space for residential auxiliary buildings on a property of this size is
350 square metres. This means that the buildings would be lawful as residential auxiliary
buildings in the R3 zone but combined would be too large to qualify for auxiliary light industrial
use. If a future business were to be established on the property after the proposed zoning
change one building could considered as residential auxiliary and the other light industrial, this
would enable full zoning compliance. There are options for future use of the shop buildings and
they do not preclude the OCP and zoning being changed from industrial to residential.

Process to Date
The bylaw amendments were considered by the Advisory Planning Commission in April of 2012
and were forwarded for first readings to the Board in the following month of May. A procedural
error saw the bylaws recommended for readings; however the reading did not occur. This can
be resolved at this time without impacting the process. Section 879 of the Local Government
Act requires that when an OCP amendment is being considered the local government must
consider appropriate consultation with persons, organizations and authorities that may be
affected by the proposed change. After consideration by the Egmont/Pender Harbour APC and
first reading the bylaws were referred to the Sechelt Indian Band, Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure and the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority. The referrals were established by
Board resolution, pursuant to the Local Government Act.
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure did not object to the bylaw amendments and
requested that the applicants apply for an access permit for the existing driveway and an
encroachment for the small shed located on the undeveloped portion of the Highway right of
way. Both of these requests have been addressed by the applicant. The Ministry must also
sign off on Bylaw 337.104, pursuant to the Transportation Act as the property is located within
800 metres of the Sunshine Coast Highway.
The Sechelt Indian Band requested that a preliminary field reconnaissance (PFR) be
undertaken on the property. The applicant arranged for the Band’s consulting archaeologist to
review the property. The PFR was complete and no further work is recommended.
The Vancouver Coastal Health Authority indicated that it had no objection to the bylaw
amendment requests.
A public information meeting was held on December 11, 2012. Property owners and occupiers
within a 100 metre radius of the subject property were notified of the meeting and it was also
advertised in the Harbour Spiel newspaper. The information meeting was attended by the
applicant, Director Mauro and SCRD Planning staff. The adjacent owners to the west, whose
N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 337\3360-20 337.104\2013-Jan-17 PDC Report.docx

119

Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee
Regarding OCP and Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application 432.30 & 337.104

Page 3 of 3

property would potentially be most impacted also attended the meeting. The neighbours had
some questions about the proposal and a brief discussion ensued. The neighbours determined
that the proposal does not impact their property and thus expressed no objections or concerns.
No other property owners or neighbours attended the meeting, although one individual did come
into the office the following week asking for information on the meeting and the bylaw
amendments.
Pursuant to Section 882(3) of the Local Government Act, Bylaw 432.30 was considered in
conjunction with the Financial and Solid Waste Plans by the respective department manager
and the proposal was considered to not have an impact on either plan.

Next Steps
The process for the bylaw amendments is nearly complete and the next step is to consider
Bylaws 432.30 and 337.104 for Second Reading and to schedule a public hearing. It is
recommended that a public hearing be held at the Pender Harbour Satellite Office in Madeira
Park on February 12th. Notices will be sent out to property owners and occupiers in advance of
the public hearing and an advertisement will appear in two consecutives editions of the Coast
Reporter.

________________
Andrew Allen, Planner
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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

DAY OF

JANUARY

2013

READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF JANUARY

2013

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

DAY OF

2013

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

DAY OF

2013

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2013

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2013

JANUARY

____________________________________
Corporate Officer

___________________________________
Chair
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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 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

DAY OF

JANUARY

READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this

DAY OF

2013

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this

DAY OF

2013

READ A THIRD TIME this

DAY OF

2013

ADOPTED this

DAY OF

2013

JANUARY

2013
2013

__________________________
Corporate Officer
__________________________
Chair
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ANNEX K
usan nunt
Subject:
Attachments:

FW: Dog bylaws
SCRDtethering.doc

From: Sonya Bergen [mailto : sbercien 1telus. net]
Sent: December-12-12 11:17 PM
To: SCRD General Inquiries
Cc: Peter Longhi
Subject: Dog bylaws

SCRD
RECEIVED

DEC 1 3 2012

CHAIR

Dear Members of the Board,
Attached is a letter that I wrote to the board January 6th of this year.

Peter Longhi responded in an email to me that his dept drafted new Dog Control Bylaws that deals more effectively with the public
concerns over dogs in general and that my concerns would be met. He hoped that staff would bring this to Committee before May
2012. Almost a year later nothing has been done.
I urge the Board to please put this matter onto an agenda so it can be dealt with.
It saddens that a year has gone by and there are dogs out there that still remain chained and tethered because there is no bylaw to
protect them. In particular is the pup in my neighbourhood that prompted me to write the attached letter and is now a year.older and
still out there tethered 7/24.
Please help stop this abuse.
Sincerely,

Sonya Bergen

1
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January 6, 2012
Board of Directors of the SCRD
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1
Dear Board Members,
RE: Tethering of dogs
I live in Area E in the Sunshine Coast Regional District. I am upset at the number of dogs I see
tethered to either a pole or on a running line. One particular circumstance is a young pup in my
neighborhood that is tied to a line most of the day and stays overnight outside. Animal Advocates
have a term for such a situation “backyard dog”. This is situation is cruel and abusive with grave
repercussions for the unfortunate dog. I have attached reference material from various sources
stating the negative emotional, mental and physical affects.
I contacted Sue Spurgeon the SCRD Dog Control Officer inquiring if there was anything that could
be done regarding this very sad situation. Unfortunately the SCRD does not have a bylaw
regarding this matter. The District of Sechelt does and reads as follows:
District of Sechelt Licensing & Control Bylaw No. 221. 1.994, page 5 Item (10). No person
may cause an animal to be hitched, tied or fastened to a fixed object for longer than 6 hours
within a 24 hour period.
I also contacted the local SPCA in Sechelt and was surprised that they do not deem this a cruelty
case because the dog has food, water and outside shelter. The irony is that the BCSPCA is
currently involved in a campaign to eliminate the tethering of dogs. Even if the BCSPCA is
successful in adopting such a policy I was informed by Sarah Martin, Development Coordinator,
Donor Relations, BSCPCA that the local SPCA does not have a Cruelty Investigations Constable.
Sarah also informed me that cruelty concerns should be reported to the local RCMP. After
inquiring to the Gibsons RCMP branch I discovered that they are unable to involve themselves in
such matters. Therefore I ask the Board of Directors to protect backyard dogs within the SCRD
since no one else that can do it for them.
I strongly urge the Board to review the attached reference material and provide a bylaw against
the tethering of dogs or running lines. And to also go further than the District of Sechelt and
adopt a bylaw similar to Lions Bay which states: prohibits the unattended tethering of dogs
entirely.
“The greatness of a nation and its moral progress can be judged by the way its animals are
treated”. (Mahatma Gandhi).
Sincerely,

Sonya Bergen
1255 Chaster Rd
Gibsons, BC
604-886-3917
cc: Sue Spurgeon, SCRD Dog Control Officer
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ANNEX L

BRITISH
COLUMBIA
December 14, 2012

Garry Nohr, Chair
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Rd
Sechelt, British Columbia
VON 3A1

QJ

t$f

-“

“-c Copy

Dear Mr. Nobr:
Thank you for meeting with me on Tuesday, September 25 at the 2012 UBCM Convention to
discuss land use at Mount Elphinstone and docks in Pender Harbour.
As discussed during our meeting, the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations is not currently contemplating any new land use planning process for Mount
Elphinstone. We believe that current resource designations, such as the establishment of Mount
Elphinstone Provincial Park and old grown management areas in the vicinity, adequately balance
environmental, economic and social values. I can assure you that ministry staff, including BC
Timber Sales, are available to answer inquiries and assist with any land use conflicts as they
occur.
With regard to Pender Harbour docks, the Province is continuing to work with shIshálh Nation to
resolve the various issues to the benefit of all parties.
Again, thank you for coming. It was a pleasure to meet with you.
Sincerely,

Steve Thomson
Minister
pc:

Craig Sutherland, Assistant Deputy Minister, Coast Area
Heather MacKnight, Regional Executive Director, South Coast Region
Alec Drysdale, Director, Authorizations, South Coast Region
Mike Falkiner, Executive Director, BC Timber Sales

Ministry of Forests, Lands and
Natural Resource Operations

Office of the Minister

Mailing Address:
P0 BOX 9049 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria, BC V8W 9E2
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Tel:
Fax:
Website:

250 387-6240
250 387-1040
www.gov.bc.ca/for

ANNEX M
From: Paul vanp [mailto:paulvanp1@hotmail.com]
Sent: December-18-12 10:27 AM
To: wrowe@gibsons.ca; Gerry Tretick; SCRD General Inquiries
Cc: wendy G
Subject: Gibsons Creek attn Mayor, Gibsons Rep SCRD and Director Area F
Importance: High
Good morning;
I met last Saturday with the contractors team from the provincial land-base investment program for fish access which
is looking to identify streams on the Sunshine Coast for potential improvement of fish access.
Gibsons Creek is one of the ones that will potentially be considered. At this point they are collecting the various
measurements (and Gibsons Creek was completed), following which they will be doing the write up in
January/February for the various streams.
The work required to improve salmon access to Gibsons Creek and restore its status as a salmon stream is relatively
simple although not cheap. Squamish Nation's intentions for Chekwelp include a significant budget for restoration
work to the riparian area, to be implemented at the time of (or prior to) redevelopment of part of the Reserve. At
the same time though some work to the stream itself is required to provide access to the section above Marine Drive
and restore Gibsons Creek as a true salmon stream (Pink most definitely, possibly Chum and sea-run Cutthroat at
this stage) again. The (grant-funded) Pink release program in Gibsons Harbour in 2013, aiming to establish an oddyear Pink run, introduces an extra degree of urgency to physical stream improvements required being undertaken.
The three governments, Squamish Nation, Town of Gibsons and the SCRD, all have interests in Gibsons Creek.
Squamish Nation owns and operates the land near the mouth of the stream and a short stretch upstream of Marine
Drive, the Town of Gibsons and the SCRD both own land and parks adjacent to the stream inside the ravine.
We suspect that, given a suitable amount of interest and representations on Gibsons Creek to the provincial Ministry
it may be possible to actually get the funding for the stream improvements (including repairs and repairs
to/replacement of the marine Drive culvert) approved and provided by BC from the Investment Program (with
possible additional funds from MoT who are currently also looking at this culvert).
We believe that a joint two- or three-pronged approach (Squamish Nation, the Town of Gibsons and the Regional
District, all of which have a direct interest in Gibsons Creek) could potentially be very helpful in attempting to obtain
the necessary investment from the program. It may therefore be opportune to make an approach to province prior
to, at or shortly after the time the reporting is complete and submitted, which will be some time late February 2013.
Chief Jacob has requested and authorized me to make some enquiries as to and explore whether the Town of
Gibsons and the SCRD would be willing to undertake and participate in such a joint approach with Squamish Nation.
Should this be the case, I will urgently prepare, jointly with the Squamish fisheries department, a briefing note on
Gibsons Creek and the case that can be made for consideration.
We would appreciate if you could let me know whether you or your organisations are (in principle) prepared
to participate in a joint approach as soon as possible, as the timescale and window of opportunity are fairly short.
regards
Paul van Poppelen RPBio CBiol
cell 604 740 4907
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