PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Thursday, May 16, 2013
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

9:30 a.m.

AGENDA
Adoption of the Agenda
1.

PART 1 (pages 1 – 168) for pages 169 – 287 see Part 2
PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.109 (Box Canyon IPP)
2.
i. Representative from Box Canyon Hydro Corp.
ii. Staff Report
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)
REPORTS
Sunshine Coast Regional District and BC Timber Sales Communication
3.
Protocol
i. Correspondence from BCTS, Timber Sales Manager, April 19, 2013
ii. Staff Report
(Regional Planning)
Soil Removal and Knotweed (Recommendation No. 5 TAC meeting April 29, 2013)
4.
(Regional Planning)
5.

6.

Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce – Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU)
(Economic Development)
Potential Funding for Food Policy Council Forum
(Regional Planning)

7.

Potential Community Demonstration Farm – Shirley Macey Park
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)

8.

OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Nos. 325.23 325.24 / 310.149 310.150
Public Information Meeting of May 8, 2013 (Backhouse Road)
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)
OCP / Zoning Bylaw Amendment Nos. 432.31 & 337.103 (Bel Investments
Ltd.
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)
OCP / Zoning Bylaw Amendment Nos. 375.9 & 310.127 (Groom)
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

9.

10.
11.

Regional District Authority regarding Development Variance Permits
Electoral Area A-F (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX A
pp 1 – 20

ANNEX B
pp 21 – 28
ANNEX C
pp 29 – 50
ANNEX D
pp 51
ANNEX E
pp 52 – 57
ANNEX F
pp 58 – 76
ANNEX G
pp 77 – 113
late item
ANNEX H
pp 114 – 141
ANNEX I
pp 142 – 160
ANNEX J
pp 161 – 168
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PART 2 (pages 169 – 287) for pages 1 – 168 see Part 1
12.

Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.140 (Zanen)
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX K
pp 169 – 187

13.

Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.173 – (Rempel)
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX L
pp 188 – 206

14.

Development Permit with Variance Application No. DP D-118 (Sayer)
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX M
pp 207 – 223

15.

Highway Frontage Waiver– Subdivision 2012-03287 (Butler)
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX N
pp 224 – 225

16.

Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control
(Bylaw Enforcement)

ANNEX O
pp 226 – 234

17.

Demolition Permits and Management of Demolition Waste
(Building Inspection)

ANNEX P
pp 235 – 252

18.

Building Department Revenues for April, 2013
(Building Inspection)

ANNEX Q
pp 253 – 256

19.

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

ANNEX R
pp 257 – 265

20.

Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of April 23, 2013
(Regional Planning Services)

ANNEX S
pp 266 – 269

21.

Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of April 23, 2013
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX T
pp 270 – 271

22.

Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of April 23, 2013
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX U
pp 272 – 274

23.

Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of April 29, 2013
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX V
pp 275

24.

Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of April 24, 2013
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services)
West Howe Sound (Area F) APC AMENDED Minutes of March 26, 2013
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)
West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of April 23, 2013
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)

ANNEX W
pp 276 – 278
ANNEX X
pp 279 – 282
ANNEX Y
pp 283 – 287

25.
26.

IN CAMERA
ADJOURNMENT

ANNEX K
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

May 1, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – May 16, 2013

FROM:

Parissa Shafizadeh – Planning Technician

RE:

Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.140 (Orca Road, EgmontPender Harbour)

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the staff report dated May 1, 2013 titled “Development Variance Permit Application
No. 337.140 (Orca Road, Egmont-Pender Harbour” be received;
AND THAT the DVP 337.140 for Lot 9 and an undivided 1/5 interest in and to Lot 14
District Lot 3923 Plan 18551:
(a) To reduce the setback from the natural boundary of the ocean for building or any
part thereof, from 7.5 m to 5.88 m at the south east corner of the southern stair to
replace the southern stair and rebuild the existing sunroom; and
(b) To reduce side parcel line setback where the steps project beyond the face of the
building, from 0.75 to 0 m to rebuild and extend the existing stairs,
be issued subject to receipt of shíshálh Nation comments and meeting the required
conditions by the applicant.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary section 516(1)(a) of Zoning Bylaw No.
337 to reduce the setback from the natural boundary of the ocean for building or any part
thereof, except a boathouse or wharf located solely on a waterbody, from 7.5 m to 5.88 m at the
south east corner of the southern stair and to vary section 515(2)(b) of Zoning Bylaw No. 337 to
reduce side parcel line setback where the steps projects beyond the face of the building, from
0.75 m to 0 m.
Owner/Applicant:

Wouter Zanen

Legal Description:

Lot 9 and an undivided 1/5 interest in and to Lot 14 District Lot
3923 Plan 18551 PID: 007-139-632

Electoral Area:

Egmont/Pender Harbour

Location:

4294 Orca Road

Zone:

R-1A

Parcel Area:

1877 m²
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DISCUSSION
The property is a waterfront lot in Garden Bay with drive way access from Orca Road. The
property which is zoned R1A (single family residential) contains a single family dwelling which
was built in 1982. On the south side of the building, there is an approximate 47 m² attached
deck and stairs surrounding a 15.16 m² sunroom projecting beyond the face of the building to
the south. According to Local Government Act the existing deck, stairs and sunroom which are
located partly within the 7.5 m setback from the natural boundary of the ocean are considered
legally non-conforming siting building/structure.

In March 2013, the applicant applied for a DVP to replace the existing decks, stairs and
sunroom which involved further contravention of the bylaw than that existing at the time the
replacement started. The proposed developments included reconstruction and increasing the
elevation of the eastern deck, eliminating the stair next to the sunroom on the south and
extending the sunroom within the eliminated stair’s footprint and replacing the western deck.
The proposed developments were contained within the existing footprint but with enlargements
in the building mass due to increase of building height and floor area of the sunroom. Following
receipt of objections from two neighbours regarding the impact of the proposed developments
on their view to the ocean, the applicant requested the PDC at their meeting of Apr. 18th to defer
the application in order to change the proposal to meet the neighbours’ concerns.
Zoning Bylaw No. 337 establishes a 7.5 m setback from the natural boundary of the ocean for a
building or any part thereof except a boathouse or wharf located solely on a waterbody, to be
constructed, reconstructed, moved, located or extended. According to the amended proposal,
the applicant plans to increase height of sunroom from 2 m (6.54 ft.) to 2.7 m (9 ft.) within its
existing footprint. In the current condition, the existing sunroom is located outside the 7.5 m
oceanfront setback except an approximate 1.1 m² at its south east corner which requires
variance due to minor increase of the building mass and further contravention to the bylaw
(Appendix “B”).
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The amended proposal in addition to the replacement of the existing sunroom with higher
building height is as follows:
• Re-construction of the eastern deck within its existing footprint including: (1) replacement
of the upper deck with the same size and elevation; (2) replacement and partly removal
of the stairs connecting the sunroom to the lower deck which reduces the stairs’ width
from 4 m to 1.1 m; and (3) replacement of the lower deck and it’s extension into the area
gained from partly removal of the stairs. The proposed changes will not impose further
contravention to the bylaw than that existing at the time the replacement was started
and does not require variance.
• Replacement of the stair on the south of the sunroom and changing its direction to
connect the eastern deck to the ground; change of stair’s direction within its existing foot
print will not impose further contravention to the bylaw and will open up additional view
to the ocean for the neighbouring properties.
• Replacement and extension of the western deck which is completely outside the 7.5 m
setback from the ocean.

In addition to the proposed works on the deck area and sunroom, the applicant intends to
rebuild and extend the existing staircase and landing within the west side parcel line setback
area. Subject to the section 602.3(c) of Zoning Bylaw No. 337, no structure may be located
within 1.5 m of a side parcel line. Section 515(2)(b) of the Zoning Bylaw No. 337 as “siting
exception” reduces 1.5 m setback to an abutting side parcel line by not more than 50% for steps
projecting beyond the face of a building. According to the site plan (Attachment “A”) the
proposed stairs and landing projected beyond the west side of the building are situated within
the side parcel line setback even after considering “siting exception”. The actual setback from
the west side parcel line following rebuilding and extension of the staircase will be 0 m.
The applicant submitted the rational in support of its DVP. The applicant attempted to consider
the neighbours’ concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed development on their view to
the ocean. According to the new plan, the proposed changes are confined within the existing
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decks’ footprint to avoid further environmental impacts to the foreshore area. According to the
applicant, rebuilding the existing deck, sunroom and the foundation on the south side of the
building and also stairs and landing on the west side will improve the structural and aesthetic
quality of this over 30 years old building. The planning staff discussed with the applicant and his
designer to ensure that the construction and all associated works on the west side will be placed
within the property lines. The subject property is not located within any geotechnical or
environmental Development Permit Areas.

REFERRAL AND NOTIFICATION
APC Comments
At its meeting of Mar. 27th, the Egmont/Pender Harbour APC supported approval of the DVP
No. 337.140 as presented.
SCRD Building Division
A referral was sent to the SCRD Building Division for review. The Building Division has no
objections to the issuance of the variance permit provided that any construction less than 1.2 m
from the property line on the west side should be a non-combustible construction (concrete or
metal). The applicant discussed the issue with Building Division to revise the building plan in
order to meet the BC Building Code requirements.
shíshálh Nation
The variance application has been referred to the shíshálh Nation for review and comment.
Pursuant to the protocol agreement between the SCRD Board and the shíshálh Nation,
rezoning applications and development variance permit applications are referred to the Band
with an allowance for a 60 day return period which will be terminated on May 10th. The response
will be considered when determining conditions if the variance request is to be considered for
approval.
Adjacent Property Owners
Adjacent property owners and residents located within 100 metres of the property were notified
of the application by letter for the opportunity to comment on the proposed variance. Two letters
were received from the neighbours particularly on the east side of the subject property
expressing objection to the approval of this application (Appendix “E”). The main justification to
argue against this application is as follows:
•

The four homes immediately east of the subject property are situated further than 7.5 m
from the natural boundary of the ocean. In addition, the lot on which the subject building
is located projects further into the ocean compared to the adjoining lots on the east side.
As a result of this situation, the oceanview from the neighbouring properties is partly
diminished and future renovation may impose even further interference to the oceanview
for these lots. The value of the waterfront properties is significantly related to the view of
the ocean. The applicant’s building already imposes negative impacts on the view from
neighbouring properties. The applicant wishes to add value to his property but it should
not come at the expense of others.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT COMMENTS
In the amended proposed plan, the applicant attempted to consider the neighbours’ concerns
regarding their view to the ocean. The proposed developments including increasing the height
of the existing sunroom will increase the sunroom’s building mass fairly slightly which may
impact the neighbour’s ocean view (Appendix “F”). In return, changing the direction of the
southern stair and its replacement with a new stair connecting the eastern deck to the ground,
will create an unobstructed ocean view and will open up additional view. The proposed
development has slight impact on the environment and the neighbouring properties and the
Planning Department recommend approval of the DVP 337.140 as presented.

Shafizadeh
Parissa Shafizadeh
Planning Technician

ATTACHMENTS:
Appendix “A”: site Plan
Appendix “B”: proposed site Plan
Appendix “C”: photos
Appendix “D”: proposed building drawings
Appendix “E”: objection letter from neighbours
Appendix “F”: approximate outline of building mass after reconstruction
Appendix “G”: draft DVP 337.140
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Appendix "C"
Photo 1: The south
edge of the
building located
within 7.5 m from
the natural
boundary of the
ocean

Photo 2: the west
side staircase and
landing to be
renovated within
1.5 m side property
line setback area
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Photo 3: the height
of the existing
solarium (sunroom)
will be increased
from 2 m to 2.7 m
within its existing
footprint. The
sunroom is located
outside the 7.5 m
setback area except
1.1 m² of the south
east corner of the
sunroom

the exsting sunroom

Upper
deck

the area to be gained
from removal of the stairs,
as an addition to the lower
deck

Lower deck
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Photo 4: during
replacement of the
eastern deck, the
upper deck will be
rebuilt the same,
the stairs will be
partly removed and
the lower deck will
be extended into
the gained area

the western edge
of the suroom
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Photo 5: in the
amended proposal
the western deck will
be ended at the west
edge of the sunroom;
and the stairs south
of the sunroom will
be replaced with a
new stair going down
to connect the
eastern deck to the
ground. Removal of
the southern stair
and part of western
deck will open up
some view to the
neighbouring
properties
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SCALE: 1" = 1 FOOT

12

7

F
12

Fascia Backing

EXISTING HOUSE

CAP FLASHING

SUNROOM BEYOND
PATIO STONE
AND PEDESTAL

DROP HEIGHT OF DECK
TO MAKE SURFACE OF PATIO
STONES FLUSH WITH FINISHED
SUNROOM FLOOR
MIN 2.75" FROM SURFACE OF
SUNROOM FLOOR PLYWOOD
TO SURFACE OF DECK PLYWOOD

LEDGESTONE

MEMBRANE

ST

EXI

BLUESKIN

CERAMIC TILE FLOOR
WITH DITRA

BUILD NEW SUNROOM WALLS
LEDGESTONE
BREATHER PAPER
1/2" PLYWOOD
2 X 6 STUDS
R20 FG INSULATION
6 MIL POLY
1/2" GYPSUM BOARD

SUNROOM

Solid Blocking
@Midspan
6 x 6 Post
with Saddle
Typical

Existing Foundation

2 x 12 JOISTS
@16" OC
3 PLY 2 x 10
DROP BEAM

CROSS SECTION A
SCALE: 1/4" = 1 FOOT

ENGINEERED
CONCRETE PIERS
Typical

5/8" T&G PLYWOOD
GLUED AND NAILED

ADJUST HEIGHT OF SUNROOM
TO MAKE FINISHED FLOOR
MATCH WITH FINISHED
FLOOR OF HOUSE
APPROX 1" FROM SURFACE OF
HOUSE PLYWOOD TO SURFACE
OF SUNROOM PLYWOOD

Min 2 - 5/8" HDG Bolt @3 Ft OC
Solid Blocking
@Midspan

STOP CUT
1" x 9.5" FASCIA
VERT 2 x 4 PT @16" OC
VERT 2 x 10 PT @CENTER
OF RAILING POSTS

VERT 2 x 4 PT @16" OC
VERT 2 x 10 PT @CENTER
OF RAILING POSTS

Existing Pony Wall

2 x 12 JOISTS @16" OC
MIN R28 INSULATION
COVER INSULATION WITH
SCREENING OR VENTED SOFFIT

Existing Foundation

3 PLY 2 x 10 DROP BEAM
1" x 9.5" FASCIA
6 x 6 POST
WITH SADDLE

DRIP FLASHING
6 x 6 Post
With Saddle

CALLOUT
SCALE: 1" = 1 FOOT

CALLOUT
SCALE: 1" = 1 FOOT

6 x 6 Post
with Saddle
Typical

ENGINEERED
CONCRETE PIERS
Typical

Lot: 9
D.L.: 3923
Plan: 18551

EXISTING HOUSE

CROSS SECTION B
SCALE: 1/4" = 1 FOOT

CEAN VIEW
DRAFTING

2 Layers of 5/8"
T&G Plywood
Glued and Nailed
Run Same Direction
Stagger Joints

2" x 11.5" Cedar Fascia
Dato for 1" x 9.5"
Fascia Below

CONSTRUCT 2 X 6 16"OC
PONY WALL
FOR ROOF SUPPORT

1/2" Gypsum Board
6 Mil Poly
Min R28 Insulation

DRIP FLASHING

DECK

Existing Pony Wall

INFINITY
RAILING

9' 0 3/4"

ENGINEERED WALL
AND HEADER

WINDOW

ENSURE BLOCKING
BEHIND BOLT

12

2
5" Eavestrough
2" x 11.5" Fascia

Min 2 - 5/8" HDG Bolt @3 Ft OC

2

R
ING
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custom home design

ROO

F

OO

EXISTING DOOR

NG

12 Ft x 7 Ft Window

STI

Metal Roofing
Match Existing
2 x 4 Purlins
1/2" Plywood
2 x 12 Roof Joists @16" OC

7' 1 1/2" (LINTEL)

EXI

7

Customer Name/s:
Wouter and Karen Zanen
Lot Address: 4294
Orca Road, Garden Bay

12

Bruce & Shirley Giesbrecht
www.oceanviewdrafting.com
email: bruce@oceanviewdrafting.com
#306 - 5710 Teredo St, Sechelt
604-885-5686

CROSS SECTION C
SCALE: 1/4" = 1 FOOT

ENGINEERED
CONCRETE PIERS
Typical

4" Concrete Pad
Min 6" Compacted
Sand or Gravel

Legal Description

ENGINEERED
CONCRETE PIERS
Typical

APRIL
2013

BUILD NEW STAIRS
2 x 12 Stringers
2 x 10 Treads
Run = 9.5"
Rise = 7"

Date
Drawn

6 x 6 POST
WITH SADDLE

MARCH
2013

6 x 6 Post
With Saddle
Typical

Builder/ Owner Information

6 x 6 Post
With Saddle
Typical

3 PLY 2 x 10
DROP BEAM

3 Ply 2 x 10
Drop Beam

REVISED

DECK

MEMBRANE

NEW SUNROOM
AND DECKS

Patio Stone
And Pedestal

Infinity Railing
Beyond

Membrane
2 Layers of 5/8"
T&G Plywood
Glued and Nailed
Run Same Direction
Stagger Joints
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3' 6"

DECK

INFINITY
RAILING

PATIO STONE
AND PEDESTAL

Appendix "E"
Nick Loenen

Date:
To:
Attention:
Re:

April 3, 2013
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Parissa Shafizadeh Parissa.shafizadeh@scrd.ca
DVP 337.140

We, Jayne and Nick Loenen, own Lot #7, located two lots east of the subject
property.
We recommend that this application not be approved.
For the flowing reasons:
The four existing homes immediately east of the subject property all have a setback ‘from the natural boundary of the ocean’ much greater than the current
minimum 7.5 m. In addition, the lot on which the subject house is located projects
forward into the ocean relative to the lots of the four houses east of it.
These two facts combine to place the subject house considerably forward of our
home and that of our neighbours. Should this application be allowed, it will place
that house even more forward and diminish the view from neighbouring homes
more than is currently the case.
Waterfront value is directly related to views of the natural surroundings. Houses
and sundecks detract from the natural surroundings. Because of its forward
location the applicant’s house already negatively affects the view from
neighbouring properties.
Allowing this application is to further deprive neighbouring properties of value.
The applicant wishes to add value but it should not come at the expense of
others.
In addition, the reduction asked for is substantial, nearly half of the current setback. And that is only for supporting posts; how far can the building, sundeck,
rails and sunroom project into the set-back space and how high up? What
diminishes neighbouring views is not a post but the construction supported by the
post, projected who knows how far into the required set-back and the air above it.
All residents want to be as close to the water as possible. This is understandable
but it needs to be regulated with fairness. Equal treatment for all and special
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privileges for none! To allow one person to build much closer to the ocean than
the others runs counter to basic fairness.
This application has no merit and should be denied.
Sincerely,

Nick Loenen

Jayne Loenen
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From: Charlie Talbot
To: Parissa Shafizadeh
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013
We the undersigned do not wish to have the application for development variance permit DVP
337.140 .Lot 9. 4294 Orca Rd.Garden Bay,B.C.
The week-end cottage on lot 9 is already further forward than the rest of the properties on Lee
Bay water front.Further construction on that
property will only interfere with the ocean view for our selves and our close neighbours
properties.The ocean view is why we bought the properties
in the first place.
We were not allowed a variance from the lot line in 2010 for a deck that was built with the
house in 1994 and approved at that time.Forcing us to
remove a portion of the deck by the bylaw people from S.C.R.D. at considerable expense to us.
Why should one full time permanent property owner be denied ,and a week-end cottage owner
approved ?
We live at 4310 Sea Otter Rd. Lot 8 .
Charles Talbot
Joy Talbot

184

Appendix "F"

the building mass to be
added to the top of the sunroom
after reconstruction

the structures
to be eliminate
after reconstruction

Approximate outlines of the new building/structure after reconstruction
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Appendix "G"
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
NO. 337.140

DRAFT
TO:

Wouter Zanen

ADDRESS:

101-20759 – 40th Ave.
Langley, BC, V3A 2X9

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

Lot 9 and undivided 1/5 interest in and to Lot 14 District
Lot 3923 Plan 18551
007-139-632
4294 Orca Road, Garden Bay, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the provisions, terms
and conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached hereto as a schedule and
which forms part of this Permit.
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local Government
Act for the purpose of reconstruction and increasing the height of the existing sunroom,
replacement of the existing eastern deck and southern stair and replacement and extension of the
western stair on those lands described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District (Electoral
Area A) Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is specifically varied as follows:
To reduce setback from the natural boundary of the ocean for building or any part
thereof, except a boathouse or wharf located solely on a waterbody, as required in
Section 516(1)(a) of Zoning Bylaw 337, from 7.5 metres to 5.88 meters at the south
east corner of the southern stair to rebuild the existing eastern deck within its
footprint, replace the southern stair and rebuild and increase the height of the
existing sunroom; and to reduce the setback from west side parcel line, as required
in Section 515.(2)(b) of Zoning Bylaw No. 337, from 0.75 metres to 0 metre to
rebuild and extend the existing western staircase and landing.
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit. No construction shall commence
without prior written consent of the Building Inspector.
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If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2)
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse.
The owner is responsible for ensuring that all constructed works under this Permit 337.140 are
on the owner’s Land or receiving necessary approval from the Province of BC if the works are
located on public foreshore land. Of note, the boundary of the owner’s Lands is formed by the
current registered subdivision plan, but where the “natural boundary” of the ocean (as defined
under SCRD Zoning Bylaw No. 337 and the BC Land Act) is now located within the current
subdivision plan, the natural boundary may then form the property boundary between the
owner’s Lands and public Crown foreshore land.
This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and
conditions:
Prior to Issuance
(1) Receipt and consideration of the Sechelt Indian Band’s comments.
General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to site plan prepared by the applicant attached hereto as Appendix ‘B’,
and the image showing the outlines of building/structure after reconstruction
attached hereto as Appendix ‘F’.

(2)

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

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

(b)

The Right and Title Department, shíshálh Nation at (604-740-5600)

Except as specifically provided above, this Development Variance Permit in no way relieves the
owner or occupier of the responsibility of adhering to all other legislation of responsible
authorities, which may apply to the land.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL
DISTRICT BOARD THE nn DAY OF Month, 2013.
ISSUED THIS ___________ DAY OF ________________________, 2013.
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 337\337.140 (Zanen)\DVP 337.140
Draft Permit.docx
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ANNEX L
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 30th, 2013

TO:

Planning & Development Committee – May 16th, 2013

FROM:

Gregory Gebka, Planner

RE:

Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.173 – Rempel
(Electoral Area B)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT Development Variance Permit No. 310.173 to reduce the minimum rear lot line
setback from 2 metres to 0 metres for a retaining wall on Lot 6, Block 10, District Lot 1427
be issued, subject to the following ‘prior to’ conditions:
(1) Comply with any applicable requirements of other jurisdictions including
Fisheries & Oceans Canada, shíshálh Nation, and Ministry of Forests, Lands &
Natural Resource Operations;
(2) Submit a revised site plan including all planned improvements adjoining the
retaining wall, such as guard rails, safety glass and any deck surrounding existing
(non-conforming) swimming pool.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District received an application to vary Section 611.5(2) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310,
in order to relax the minimum required structural setback to a rear lot line.
OWNER/APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
ZONE:
PROPOSED VARIANCE:
PARCEL AREA:

Beverlee Rempel and Donna Levene
Lot 6, Block 10, District Lot 1427, Plan 7360, PID: 010-650-997
(“the property”)
Halfmoon Bay
8981 Noble Road
R1
to vary the minimum required structural setback to a rear lot line
from 2 metres to 0 metres
4073 m² +/- (1 acre +/-)

DISCUSSION
The waterfront property is located on Noble Road, off Redrooffs Road (see Attachment ‘A’
showing site location). According to the original survey plan that created Lot 6 (Attachment ‘B’),
the rear lot line was established over the natural boundary of ocean. Riparian rights along the
foreshore dictate that when land is eroded by an adjoining waterbody, the natural boundary of
waterbody becomes the property line. As is the case for Lot 6, any original lot area beyond the
natural boundary becomes Crown foreshore land. The applicant indicates a portion of the
N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.173 (Rempel)\PDC Report May 16
13.doc
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foreshore abutting their property was blasted in the 1960s to make room for a boat house that
was never completed. The land alteration resulted in shifting part of the natural boundary
further inland, which makes it more difficult now to meet the required rear lot line setback.
The lot has undulating rocky topography with a moderate slope to the foreshore, containing two
dwellings under construction – one of which appears at or near final occupancy. An old existing
in-ground swimming pool is located in the rear yard, part of which appears to be non-conforming
with respect to the minimum 2-metre setback to rear lot line. A riparian assessment area
intersects the very front of the property abutting Noble Road, but is well back from any current
improvements including rear lot line setback for which a variance is being requested.
In 2010, the applicant obtained a building permit for demolition of original house and the
construction of two new single family dwellings. In the process, a geotechnical assessment was
prepared along with structural engineered plans, which included replacing old treated-wood
decking and support posts straddling (or over) the rear lot line (natural boundary of ocean) with
an approximate 70-foot long rock retaining wall having a height up to 12 feet. The previous
treated deck and supports were located closer to the foreshore, but were replaced by the
engineered rock wall, part of which was located further back from the rear lot line (natural
boundary of ocean). Although eliminating the non-conformity of previous treated deck and
supports, according to the applicant’s land survey (Appendix ‘A’ to draft development permit), up
to about 7.5 metres (25 feet) of the rock wall length is located within 2 metres of the rear lot line,
including a small portion that appears to be on the rear lot line (natural boundary of ocean).
According to the geotechnical assessment, an engineered rock wall is necessary to retaining
the property’s waterfront slope, which contains an existing (non-conforming) swimming pool and
new on-site waste water treatment plant. Given the rocky topography of the site, locating the
waste water treatment plant near the waterfront was considered as the only feasible location.
The plant pumps waste water to a disposal field located upland within the front yard. Following
construction, the applicant’s geotechnical engineer submitted their assurance of professional
field review and compliance with their geotechnical specifications and Building Code (Schedule
C-B to the related Building Permit).
Near the time of construction, the applicant had also submitted notice to Fisheries and Oceans
Canada of their intent to construct a retaining wall near tidal waters and to comply with DFO
guidelines and best practices. According to the applicant, Fisheries and Oceans staff supported
the improvement, noting that stacked rocks were a relatively benign alternative to treated wood.
Despite obtaining a building permit for new house construction and related site work in 2010, an
oversight appears to have occurred during construction of the retaining wall. While Building
staff did not ask the applicant to discontinue all house construction at the time, they did advise
that the matter would need to be resolved either through reconstruction and/or a relaxation of
the rear lot line setback to permit certain portions of the retaining wall within 2 metres of the rear
lot line.
The applicant submitted rationale and photographs in support of their development variance
application, which are enclosed as Attachment ‘C’. The applicant will attend the May PDC
meeting to answer any questions.
If considering recommending approval, a site plan should be submitted that includes all planned
improvements adjoining the retaining wall, such as guard rails, safety glass and any deck
surrounding existing swimming pool.

N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.173 (Rempel)\PDC Report May 16
13.doc
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CONSULTATION

APC Comments
At its meeting of April 23rd, the Halfmoon Bay APC expressed no objection to the requested
setback variance, noting that it would be much more environmentally detrimental to require
removal or retrofitting portions of the retaining wall.
Adjacent Neighbour Notification
Adjacent neighbours within 50 metres of the subject property were notified of the requested
setback variance. To date, no neighbours comments have been received.

Referral Agencies
The development variance permit application was referred to the shíshálh Nation, Ministry of
Forests, Lands & Natural Resource Operations, Fisheries & Oceans Canada and SCRD
Building Division for comments. According to provincial records, a registered archaeological
site exists at or near the property. In all likelihood, the shíshálh Nation will request a preliminary
field reconnaissance to determine the presence of any archaeological deposits within the area.
If considering approval of Development Variance Permit No. 310.173, it is recommended that
issuance of the permit be subject to any other applicable requirements from these other
jurisdictions.

SUMMARY
The Regional District received a development variance application to permit an existing
retaining wall, part of which is located within 2 metres from a rear lot line abutting the natural
boundary of ocean. The applicant’s rationale for the variance focuses on the limited lot area for
on-site waste treatment plant and existing non-conforming swimming pool structure, both of
which need to be retained properly on the sloped waterfront lot. The applicant also stresses the
relatively benign nature of the rock retaining wall, indicating that local Fisheries staff were
previously consulted and had no major concerns.

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

N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.173 (Rempel)\PDC Report May 16
13.doc
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ATTACHMENT 'C'

DRAFT

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
NO. 310.173

TO:

Beverlee Gayle Rempel

Donna Lynn Levene

ADDRESS:

8981 Noble Road
Halfmoon Bay, BC
V0N 1Y1

5671 Rutherford Road
Halfmoon Bay, BC
V0N 1Y2

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

Lot 6, Block 10, District Lot 1427, Plan 7360
010-650-997
8981 Noble Road

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the provisions, terms
and conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached hereto as a schedule and
which forms part of this Permit.
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local Government
Act for the purpose of permitting a rock retaining wall, swimming pool deck and safety rail on
those lands described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987
is specifically varied as follows:
Relax the minimum required structural setback to rear lot line from 2 metres to 0
metres, as shown on Appendix ‘A’.
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit. No construction shall commence
without prior written consent of the Building Inspector.
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2)
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse.
This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and
conditions:
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Prior to Issuance:
Submit a site plan that incorporates the site survey prepared by Martin Harrichhausen, BCLS,
Arbutus Land Surveying Ltd., dated July 30, 2010, and includes plans for any other planned
improvements within the required 2-metre rear yard setback, such as new deck surrounding
existing swimming pool and safety glass and guard rail.
General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to site survey prepared by Martin Harrichhausen, BCLS, dated July 30, 2010,
attached hereto as Appendix ‘A’ (to be replaced by additional site plan);

(2)

Except as may be authorized by the minister responsible for heritage conservation, no
person may damage, alter, or remove from a site any object, artifact, feature, material or
other physical evidence of unknown origin that may be protected under the Heritage
Conservation Act. In the event of finding a possible archaeological site or artifact
immediately stop work and contact:
(a) the Archaeology Branch, Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations; and
(b) the shíshálh Nation (604-740-5600).

Except as specifically provided above, this Development Variance Permit in no way relieves the
owner or occupier of the responsibility of adhering to all other legislation of responsible
authorities, which may apply to the Lands.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. ______ ADOPTED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST
REGIONAL DISTRICT BOARD THE ____ DAY OF_______________, 201__.
ISSUED THIS _____ DAY OF ________________, 201_.

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

N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.173 (Rempel)\Draft
DV Permit.doc
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SUNS HINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
HI Len
Hope you had a good holiday.

PERMIT

Attached Is the sketch you asked for.
Cheers,
Martin Hanichhausen, BCLS, CLS
Arbutus Land Surveying Ltd.
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Ph: 604-989-0390

SITE PLAN SHOWING PROPOSED BUTTRESS
LOCATION ON BLOCK 6. BLOCK 10.
DL 1427. GROUP 1. NWD, PLAN 7360.
SCALE 1
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ANNEX M
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

May 2, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – May 16, 2013

FROM:

Parissa Shafizadeh – Planning Technician

RE:

Development Permit with Variance Application No. DP (V) D-118 (Edmonds Rd,
Roberts Creek)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the staff report dated April 30, 2013 titled “Development Permit with Variance
Application No. DP (V) D-118 (Edmonds Rd, Roberts Creek)” be received;
AND THAT DP (V) D-118 for Lot A Block 1 District Lot 810 Plan 5605, to reduce the west
side parcel line setback contiguous to a highway (Edmonds Rd) from 4.5 m to 1.83 m to
build a new auxiliary dwelling unit and rebuild the existing single family dwelling, be
issued subject to conditions prior to issuance as follows:
a. Receipt of the shíshálh Nation’s comments and meeting the conditions by the
applicant; and
b. Register a Section 219 restrictive covenant to the satisfaction of the SCRD to save
harmless the SCRD for the possibility of geotechnical hazards.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary section 601.4(3) of Zoning Bylaw No.
310 to reduce the west side parcel line setback contiguous to a highway (Edmonds Rd), from
4.5 m to 1.83 m to build a new auxiliary dwelling unit and rebuild the existing single family
dwelling.
Owner/Applicant:
Legal Description:
Electoral Area:
Location:
Zone:
Parcel Area:

Wendy and Roger Sayer
Lot A Block 1 District Lot 810 Plan 5605
PID: 011-114-070
Roberts Creek
1038 Edmonds Rd
R1
2034 m²
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DISCUSSION
The subject property is located at the intersection of Beach Ave. and Edmonds Rd. in Roberts
Creek. The property is bounded by Beach Ave. on the north, Edmonds Rd. on the west and
Strait of Georgia on the south. The property with approximate length of 135 m and width of 15 m
contains an existing single family dwelling, a boathouse, a wood shed, a shop and a studio.
These buildings, except the legally non-conforming boathouse which partially encroaches into
the Edmonds Road’s right of way (on the west) and foreshore (on the south), are within the
property lines and sited minimum 10 m from the natural boundary of the ocean (Appendix “A”site plan).There is a seawall at the southern end of the property that consists of a concrete wall
with grouted riprap along most of the length of the shoreline and butts into a stacked-rock
seawall at the southern end. The natural boundary is taken as coinciding with the existing
seawall.

The property is situated at the top of and extends to the foot of a coastal bluff. The lot is
relatively flat for the most part of its length with the terrain dipping 3 degree for the northern 100
m before dropping down almost 45 degree for the southern 10 m to the beach. The latter 10 m
are shaped in the form of a series of steps or terraces, descending to the upper level of the
seawall. The entire property is vegetated with conifers and deciduous trees while the southern
half of the property is relatively sparsely wooded with a few stumps scattered around the
clearing where the existing structures are located.
According to the site plan, the proposed works include reconstruction and extension of the
existing single family dwelling, building a new auxiliary dwelling unit, demolition of the existing
wood shed, shop and studio and building a new work shop. According to the applicant, due to
the narrowness of the property (15 m wide where the proposed buildings will be located)
meeting 4.5 m setback on the west side and 1.5 m on the east side from the property lines, to
build a decent size single family dwelling and auxiliary dwelling unit, is difficult. In addition, water
line passing 4 m (13 ft.) from and along the east side property line confines the area to locate
the auxiliary dwelling unit and the main house outside the 4.5 m side property line setback
abutting Edmonds Rd. Reducing Edmonds Rd’s setback which particularly at its section
contiguous to the subject property is used as a walking trail, from 4.5 m to 1.83 m will provide
sufficient space for construction of the proposed buildings. The MOTI has granted a setback
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permit to vary setback from Edmonds Rd. from 4.5 m to 1.83 m for construction of the proposed
buildings.
According to section 507(2)(a) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310, for parcels with an existing waterfront
dwelling as of May 13, 2010 located between 7.5 m to 15 m of the natural boundary, any
addition thereto or any dwelling constructed after that date, shall be sited at least at the average
waterfront siting of the existing waterfront dwelling. As an exception to this provision, any
unenclosed sundeck or balcony attached to any building shall be sited at least 7.5 m from the
natural boundary of the ocean. In the subject property, the average waterfront setback of the
existing dwelling is 11.7 m and the proposed
single family dwelling and any part thereof except
an attached sundeck, will be sited further back to
avoid further encroachment into the ocean
setback .
The applicant submitted the rational in support of
its DVP, which is enclosed as Appendix “D”. The
applicant’s main justification is that the Edmonds
Rd. is mostly used as a walking trail to provide
beach access for passengers and also excavator
repairing seawalls, and reducing its setback will
not adversely impact the traffic flow and road
accessibility. This variance application is a
practical solution to construct the proposed
buildings with the intended size within this narrow
lot. The proposed building is situated an
appropriate distance from the rear and east side
property lines and the ocean; and would meet all
of the zoning bylaw requirements including density
and lot coverage. The subject property will not
impose any adverse impact to the foreshore
ecology and the environment.
OCP Policies
The Roberts Creek Official Community Plan (OCP) identifies an assessment area extends 15 m
landwards of the natural boundary of the ocean as the Development Permit Area (DPA) # 4 Roberts Creek Shoreline. The OCP requires as assessment prepared by a qualified coastal
professional for construction of a dwelling within this area, addressing any natural hazards and
the marine environment. Due to the location of the proposed dwelling, an assessment by a
Qualified Coastal Professional was prepared for the subject property.
In addition to the DPA#4, the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan (OCP) delineates an area
between Beeman Rd. and Edmonds Rd. as the DPA# 2A – Beach Front and Ravine Slopes.
This area is subject to erosion by ocean wave attack, soil landslides and ground water seepage.
The OCP requires a geotechnical assessment prepared by a qualified geotechnical professional
preferably with experience in hydraulic engineering, for land alteration and building permit for
dwelling and other structures within the designated area. According to the site plan, all of the
proposed buildings including single family dwelling, shop and auxiliary dwelling unit are located
within DPA# 2A. A geotechnical assessment addressing the conditions and requirements of the
development permit was prepared for the proposed developments.
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Qualified Coastal Professional’s Comments
In the assessment prepared by a qualified coastal professional, concluded that reconstruction
and extension of the dwelling within the Shoreline DPA, generally comply with the requirements
of the OCP and there is no objection from an environmental point of view and for the purpose of
preserving the foreshore ecology. However, removal of the non-native invasive alien species
English (or Irish) Ivy which is crowding out the residual native Nootka Rose (a valuable plant for
fish habitat) on the lower water front is highly recommended. The proposed recommendations of
the coastal assessment will be incorporated into the Development Permit, should it be
approved.
Qualified Geotechnical Professional’s Comments
In the assessment prepared by a qualified geotechnical professional, concluded that there are
no geotechnical hazards (general instability or deep-seated mass wasting) that would preclude
development of the property as described in the report. The subgrade soil at this site is
competent to support the loads associated with typical 1-2 levels single family residential
buildings with a full basement on conventional shallow footings. The proposed
recommendations of the geotechnical assessment will be incorporated into the Development
Permit, should it be approved.

REFERRAL AND NOTIFICATION
Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission
At its meeting of April 29, 2013, the Roberts APC supported the application as proposed.

SCRD Building Division
A referral was sent to the SCRD Building Division for review. The Building Division has no
objection to the issuance of this permit provided that the owner be aware that there may be
considerable restrictions to the number of windows permitted in the east elevation of the two
dwellings to meet BC Building Code fire separation requirements.
shíshálh Nation
The variance application has been referred to the shíshálh Nation for review and comment.
Pursuant to the protocol agreement between the SCRD Board and the shíshálh Nation,
rezoning applications and development variance permit applications are referred to the Band
with allowance for a 60-day return period which will be ended on May 21st. The SCRD Planning
and Development Committee will consider the shíshálh Nation’s response particularly if
determining conditions for approval.
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Adjacent Property Owners
Adjacent property owners and residents located within 50 metres of the property have been
notified of the application by letter for the opportunity to comment on the proposed variance. No
written comments respecting objection to the application have been received by the date of this
report.

Shafizadeh
Parissa Shafizadeh
Planning Technician
Attachments:
Appendix “A”: existing site plan
Appendix “B”: proposed site plan
Appendix “C”: photos
Appendix “D”: variance criteria
Appendix “E”: draft DPV D-118

N:\Land Administration\3060 Development Permits\3060-20 DP Area D\D-118 V (Sayer)\DPV D-118 May. 16 PDC Report .docx

211

Appendix "A"

r
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Appendix "B"

Proposed auxiliary
dwelling unit

proposed workshop

proposed single
family dwelling

Appendix "C"

existing house

existing
boathouse

Photo 1: location of the
existing dwelling to be
rebuilt, and the existing
boathouse and seawall to
be remained.

Edmonds
Rd.

existing seawall

existing house

Photo 2: location of the
existing dwelling
regarding the west side
property line

the west side property line,
the new house will be sited
1.83 m further back from this point
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approximate location of
the new auxiliary dwelling

Photo 3: approximate
location of the proposed
auxiliary dwelling unit and
the septic field

approximate location
of the septic field

approximate
location of the new
workshop
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Photo 4: location of the
existing shop and studio
to be rebuilt as one new
building in the new place
between two buildings

Photo 5: Edmonds Rd.
contigous to the subject
property used as a access
to the beach for
passanger and excavator

subject
property

Edmonds Rd's
right of way which is
used as a driveway
for the subject property

Edmonds Rd.,
provides access
to the beach
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Appendix "D"
DPV D-118.172 Variance Criteria:
1. The variance should not defeat the intent of the bylaw standard or significantly depart from
the planning principle or objective intended by the bylaw. Please elaborate how the
requested variance meets this criteria.
Edmonds road is not a throughfare but is a walking trail. it is used for excavator access to the
beach for seawall repair.
2. The variance should not adversely affect adjacent or nearby properties or public lands. Please
elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria.
The proposed cottage has been discussed with adjacent neighbours and approved.
3. The variance should not be considered a precedent, but should be considered as a unique
solution to an unusual situation or set of circumstances. Please elaborate how the requested
variance meets this criteria.
The lot is 49.5’ wide with a 15’ setback on one side and a 5’ on the other, the property is difficult
to provide siting.
4. The variance represents the best solution for the proposed development after all other
options have been considered. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this
criteria.
With reference to 3 above the lot is quite narrow with little to offer for siting yet attempting to
maximize site lines for neighbours.
5. The variance should not negatively affect the natural site characteristics or environmental
qualities of the property. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria.
The proposed cottage will not negatively affect the natural site, and will offer the opportunity to
connect existing non-compliance septic issues with a newly installed system.
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Appendix "E"
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
No. D-118

DRAFT
TO:

Wendy Jane Sayer and Roger Keith Sayer

ADDRESS:

3195 Mossy Rock Rd,
Sechelt, BC
V0N 2W2

This Development Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the Bylaws of the Sunshine
Coast Regional District applicable thereto, except those specifically varied or supplemented by this
Permit.
This Development Permit Area # 2A (Beach Front and Ravine Slopes) and Development Permit
Area # 4 (Roberts Creek Shoreline) applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional
District described below:
Legal Description:
P.I.D.:
Civic Description:

Lot A Block 1 District Lot 810 Plan 5605
011-114-070
1038 Edmonds Rd, Roberts Creek

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions
and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this Permit which shall
form a part thereof.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is varied or supplemented, and conditions
and requirements pursuant to Section 920 of the Local Government Act are imposed in accordance
with the guidelines specified in the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows:
To vary section 601.4(3) of SCRD Bylaw No. 310 to reduce the west side parcel line setback
contiguous to a highway (Edmonds Rd.), from 4.5 metres to 1.83 metres only to build a new
auxiliary dwelling unit and rebuild the existing dwelling as shown in the proposed site plan,
attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix “B”.
This Development Permit for construction of the auxiliary dwelling unit and reconstruction of the
existing dwelling is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and conditions:
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Draft Development Permit with variance No. D-118 (Sayer)

General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the geotechnical assessment report
prepared by Geotachtics Media Engineering (2007)Ltd. and dated June 20, 2012
(revised Oct. 16, 2012) attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix “F”,
with particular attention given to:
i. Site preparation should consist of clearing and stripping of all vegetation
and deleterious material from beneath the footprint of the building to
expose the underlying undisturbed native soil. It is anticipated that the
minimum depth of excavation below the existing ground surface would be
in the order of about 0.15 to 0.3 m (6 inches to 1 foot) below the existing
ground surface to expose undisturbed native soil that is free of deleterious
material (roots and organics).
ii. Where excavation is required and exceeds a depth of 1.2 m, WorkSafe BC
guidelines for stable excavation should be followed to ensure a safe working
area. Unsupported temporary excavated slopes in the native soils may be
excavated to ¾(H):1(V) to depths not exceeding 1.5 m. For greater depths of
excavation for this project, shoring may be required depending on the
findings of the geotechnical engineer.
iii. Final excavation should remove any loose disturbed soil prior to
construction of footings or slabs. The excavated surface should be proofrolled and only clean granular structural fill should be used where site
grading fill is required. The excavated surface should be inspected and
approved by the geotechnical engineer prior to placement of any structural
fill and/or forms for footings.
iv. All site-grading fill should be compacted to at least 95% of the material’s
Modified Proctor Maximum Dry Density (MPMDD) value in lifts no thicker
than 300 mm. all site grading fill (and backfill) should meet the appropriate
Master Municipal Contract Documents (MMCD) Specifications.
v. In general, the native soils underlying the site may be re-used as structural
fill or general backfill provided the following requirements are met:
1. The material is free of any deleterious materials such as roots and
organics.
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2. The moisture content of the material is within the range suitable for
compaction. This is to ensure that proper compaction of the
material can be achieved.
3. The material meets MMCD specifications for its intended purpose.
vi. Topsoil and fill mixed with roots, organics, and other deleterious material,
are not suitable to be reused as backfill; however can be reused for site
grading fill in non-structural areas such as yards and boulevards.
vii. For the site preparation, for Serviceability Limits State Design, the maximum
allowable soil bearing pressure for design of footings may be taken as 120
kPa (2,500psf) for unfactored loads. For Ultimate Limit State Design and
factored loads, the ultimate bearing capacity may be taken as twice the
maximum allowable soil bearing capacity. The minimum width of wall
footings should not be less than 450 mm (1.5 feet). The minimum
dimension of pad footings for columns should not be less than 900 mm (3
feet). Exterior footings should be placed at least 450 mm (18 inches) below
final site grade for frost protection.
viii. Foundation walls and retaining walls should be designed to resist lateral
earth pressure due to the backfill behind the walls. For walls up to 3 m (10
feet) in height, the lateral earth pressure should be calculated based on a
triangular pressure distribution due to a material with an equivalent fluid
pressure of 720 kg/m³ (45 pcf) acting over the face of the wall. The backfill
should be compacted, with attention not to damage the concrete wall, and
drainage should be provided at the base of the walls.
ix. For slab-on-grade, a 150 mm (6 inches) layer of compacted 19 mm clear
crushed gravel, or an approved equivalent should be placed as bedding. A
vapor barrier consisting of minimum 0.15 mm polyethylene sheeting should
be placed between the bedding and the underside of the slab-on-grade.
x. Footing drains are required and should consist of 100 mm (4 inches)
perforated drain pipe surrounded by at least 300 mm (12 inches) of nominal
19 mm (3/4 inch) drain rock or clear crushed gravel wrapped in filter fabric.
A minimum 600 mm (2 feet) wide zone of free-draining backfill should be
placed against foundation walls above the drain rock and extended to final
site grade. Water collected in the footing drains and roof drainage should
be discharged through non-perforated pipe to the existing drainage system.
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Roof drainage should be conveyed to discharge in a separate nonperforated pipe and should not be discharged into the footing drains
around the buildings.
xi. The following minimum pavement section is recommended:
Driveways
85 mm
150mm

Pavement structure
asphaltic pavement
19 mm minus crushed gravel base course

The above recommended pavement section assumes that the native soils
are suitable as road sub-base and have also been compacted to at least
95% MPMDD. The 19 mm minus crushed gravel base course should be
placed on a cleared, stripped and compacted surface free of loose soil
and deleterious material. Base and sub-base course materials should be
properly compacted to at least 95% of the material’s Modified Proctor
Maximum Dry Density value. Construction materials for the road should
also meet all MMCD specifications and requirements.
xii. In order to sign off the work, GME must be provided with building
drawings for review to ensure compliance with the geotechnical
requirements described in this report dated June 20, 2013 (revised Oct.
16, 2013) prior to construction. Furthermore, GME must inspect
foundation excavation and preparation and should be notified when the
work is ready for inspection.
(2)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the environmental appraisal (marine
shoreline) prepared by Geotachtics Media Engineering (2007)Ltd. and dated March 31,
2013 attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix “G”, with particular
attention given to:
i. The removal of English or Irish Ivy and its replacement by native species,
preferably Nootka Rose already present or similar, is highly desirable.
ii. The works will highly likely require the pouring of concrete footings. No
concrete, concrete laden water or run-off from curing concrete must be
allowed to reach the foreshore which is fish habitat. Suitable precautions
must be taken and concrete pours should be monitored to verify the
effectiveness of these at the time of construction.
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iii. Provision of a significant enhancement to fish habitat (food and nutrients)
through a comprehensive re-vegetation scheme of the non-concrete lower
terraced sections, in consultation with the qualified environmental
professional, is required.
(3)

Adhere to the site plan prepared by the applicant attached to and forming part of this
permit as Appendix “B”.

(4)

No dwelling or any part thereof shall be constructed, reconstructed, moved, located or
extended within 11.7 metres average waterfront setback from the natural boundary of
the ocean. As an exception, any unenclosed sundeck or balcony attached to any
building shall be sited at least 7.5 metres from the natural boundary of the ocean.

(5)

The underside of the floor system of any area used for habitation, business or storage
of goods damageable by floodwaters, or in the case of a mobile home the top of land
fill elevation or top of pad on which it is located or in the case of a mobile home
constructed on a poured-in-place concrete perimeter footing the top of the footing
wall shall not be lower than 2.0 metres above the natural boundary of the ocean.

(6)

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

(7)

The Geotechnical Engineer or Qualified Coastal Professional provides a final letter to
confirm that all construction is consistent with standard engineering practice and
with Appendix “F” and “G” (geotechnical report and environmental appraisal) and
this letter must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD prior to SCRD approval of
the final inspection for the building under Building Permit #xxxxx which is the subject
of Development Permit with variance No. D-118.

(8)

Except as may be authorized by the Minister responsible for heritage conservation,
no person may damage, alter, or remove from a site any object, artifact, feature,
material or other physical evidence of unknown origin that may be protected under
the Heritage Conservation Act. In the event of finding a possible archaeological site
or artifact immediately stop work and contact:
a.
The Archaeology Branch, Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations; and
b.
The Rights and Title Department, shíshálh Nation (604-740-5600) or the
Land Management Division, Squamish Nation (604-982-0510).
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(9)

Of note: retaining walls greater than 1.2 m in height also require a building permit
and retaining walls greater than 2.0 m in height must meet the structure setback
requirements of Section 601.4 under Bylaw No. 310. It is understood that the works
as proposed meet these Building and Zoning Bylaw requirements but would require
a building permit and variance to the zoning setback if the work exceeds these
zoning thresholds.

(10)

The owner is responsible for ensuring that all constructed works under this Permit
D-118 are on the owner’s Land or have received the necessary approval from the
Province of BC if the works are located on public foreshore land. Of note, the boundary
of the owner’s Lands is formed by the current registered subdivision plan, but where
the “natural boundary” of the ocean (as defined under SCRD Zoning Bylaw No. 310 and
the BC Land Act) is now located within the current subdivision plan, the natural
boundary may then form the property boundary between the owner’s Lands and public
Crown foreshore land.

(11)

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

(12)

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

(13)

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

(14)

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

This Permit is not a building permit.
ISSUED THIS

XX

THIS PERMIT EXPIRES ON

DAY OF

XXX, XXXX.

DAY OF

____________________________________
Steven Olmstead, General Manager, Planning and Development
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ANNEX N
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 30, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – May 16, 2013

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Planner

RE:

Highway Frontage Waiver– Subdivision 2012-03287 (David and Marjorie Butler)

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Board waive the requirement for 10% parcel frontage on a highway for subdivision
application MOTI File #2012-01002, for Lot 1, District Lot 687, Plan 3306, located at 767
Courtney Road in West Howe Sound.

DISCUSSION
Section 944 of the Local Government Act requires that all newly created lots fronting onto a
highway to have a minimum 10% of the parcel fronting onto the highway unless otherwise
waived by local government. This requirement must be waived for the above referenced
subdivision to proceed.
This application (see Attachment A) is for a two lot subdivision to divide a property into two
parcels, each slightly less than 1 hectare in size. There is one dwelling on the parent parcel, in
proximity to Courtney Road on proposed Lot B. The rear parcel (proposed Lot A) requires a pan
handle access due to Courtney Road being the only possible access point and thus the
subdivision requires a parcel frontage waiver. The panhandle as proposed is approximately 910 metres in width, which is a generous width for a access and suitable for this proposal.
Planning staff support the layout as proposed.
The subdivision application was made in July 2012 after several years of waiting for the West
Howe Sound Official Community Plan to be adopted and implemented. Waiving of the
requirement will enable this lengthy planning process to come to a conclusion. The property is
now zoned for subdivision and has been reviewed by SCRD staff and the West Howe Sound
Advisory Planning Commission.
At is meeting in September 2012 the West Howe Sound APC supported the subdivision
providing all conditions noted in the staff report were achieved. One of the conditions was the
frontage waiver for proposed Lot A. At this time it is requested that the Planning and
Development Committee recommend to the Board that the parcel frontage requirement be
waived.
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ANNEX O
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 19, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, May 16th, 2013

FROM:

Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

RE:

Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Bylaw

RECOMMENDATION:
1. THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector regarding Halfmoon Bay
Smoke Control Bylaw be received for information,
2. THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend the proposed
Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Bylaw be referred to the Board for first and further
readings towards adoption,
3. THAT the fines for infractions related to the Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control

Bylaw Enforcement be added to the SCRD Bylaw Notice Enforcement Bylaw No.
638 Schedule B, Designated Bylaw Contraventions and Penalties. (This Schedule
applies only to Electoral Area B – Halfmoon Bay.)

DISCUSSION:
The Robert’s Creek Smoke Control Bylaw has been in place for several years now and
based on the complaint volume the Bylaw Enforcement Officer has received, the bylaw
has been regarded as successfully tempering burning, and hence smoke, outside the
prescribed windows of burning as stated in the Robert’s Creek Bylaw.
With this success of smoke control in Roberts Creek, the Halfmoon Bay Electoral Area
Director has recommended to staff to proceed with a similar bylaw for the Electoral Area
of Halfmoon Bay with some modifications as set out below.
The decision to move forward on a Smoke Control Bylaw for Halfmoon Bay is the result
of an extensive survey conducted a year ago indicating a desire of the residents to still
permit burning, but with some restrictions including fines.
The modifications over the Roberts Creek Smoke Control Bylaw are listed as:
•
•

The time has been restricted for continuous burns to a maximum of
48 hours, after which a 24 hour period of no burning must occur,
A definition of “nuisance airborne smoke emission” has been
added,
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•

The proposed ticket fines for infractions are higher, consistent with
SCRD Bylaw Notice Enforcement Bylaw No. 638 Schedule B,
Designated Bylaw Contraventions and Penalties.
(This Schedule applies only to Electoral Area B – Halfmoon
Bay, see attached proposed fines.)

A Clean Air Bylaw Guide prepared by West Coast Environmental Law Group framing
some of the tools local governments can apply to regulate air quality is available in the
Director’s reading room and on line at:
http://www.wcel.org/sites/default/files/publications/The%20Clean%20Air%20Bylaws%20
Guide.pdf.
The survey conducted in Halfmoon Bay indicated that there has been considerable
concern over smoke, airborne particulates as a result of burning such as ash and
embers and other potential airborne contaminants that could cause respiratory concerns
among those residents sensitive to these.

Fundamental powers given to Municipalities and Regional Districts by the Province
identify powers to “regulate, prohibit, and impose requirements in relation to:
1.
2.
3.
4.

public nuisances or disturbances,
public heath,
protection of the natural environment and
buildings and other structures.”

Clearly most local governments regulate some of these, but where there are gaps, it is
important to know that local governments have the authority to take any necessary
steps they feel they need to for the sake of environmental, public health or nuisance
issues. (See pages 32-40 of the attachment).
A best practices guide is also identified in the attachment to regulate many of the public
health concerns, (pages 41– 48 in the attachment).
Staff are not advocating wholesale implementation of all possible regulations but
recommend that where interest on certain public health issues have been identified,
regulations dealing with the concerns may be implemented. Most certainly any
contemplated regulations would be consistent with the direction the Province is taking
regarding public health.
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Under Section 11 of the Proposed Bylaw:

11. A person who causes, commences, maintains or is otherwise responsible for any
of the following:
•

a back yard or outdoor fire;

An “outdoor fire” is a defined term in this proposed Bylaw as any fire that burns in the open air, or
outside a ‘building’, whether or not it is completely enclosed in an incinerator furnace or other device,
but does not include a campfire, a barbecue, or a fire for the purpose of a ceremony, where all
regulations of the applicable Fire Department and any other Authority Having Jurisdiction are
observed. These fires are also regulated by the SCRD Fire bylaw.

•

burning garbage, waste or refuse,
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

using a built in masonry chimney,
using an airtight, free standing or insert heating appliance, or
outside

Burning of garbage, waste or refuse would be prohibited under this proposed Bylaw, in any instance
within or outside a building in an incinerator or other appliance.

must ensure that the activity does not result in nuisance airborne smoke
emissions that cause, or which tend to cause, physical discomfort or an adverse
health effect to any person in the neighborhood or vicinity of the activity.
The term “nuisance airborne smoke emissions” in this Bylaw historically has been interpreted by
the Courts in other jurisdictions as those activities which are seen to be inconsistent with typical
residential uses and appear to be regular and ongoing.
Some of these activities include the following:
• Burning of household garbage tends to be included in the scope of inconsistent and this
activity falls into the category of “nuisance airborne smoke emissions”.
• Smoke containing particulates such as soot, embers, ash, etc. are intended to be regulated
by this proposed bylaw.
• Foul smelling smoke as a result of incomplete combustion.
The Bylaw is not meant to regulate someone painting their house, mowing the lawn, burning
consistent with the Burning regulations contained in this Bylaw or the SCRD Fire Bylaw or starting
and operating equipment normally associated with the maintenance of a residence as these
activities are seen as consistent with typical residential uses.
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The Courts have rejected challenges to Bylaws initiated by individuals who may be hypersensitive
to certain airborne emissions unless there is some support from the Local Government involved that
reasonably speaks to ongoing air quality issues generating from other than smoke from burning.

12. Burning of firewood for the purposes of heating a residence, outdoor cooking or
barbeques, or for special ceremonial fires are permitted, provided that:
a) If using a wood stove or insert, it is an approved appliance installed in
accordance with the manufacturers installation manual;
b) if using a masonry chimney, it is kept in good repair and regularly cleaned;
c) the firewood used as fuel is well seasoned and dry; and,
d) if using a propane or natural gas fired appliance, the appliance is an approved
device, has been installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions
and installation manual, and is used in strict accordance with these
instructions.

Local Governments have the authority under Provincial Air Quality Regulations to:
a) outright ban wood burning appliances within buildings entirely,
b) ban any new installations of wood burning appliances permitting and /or
grandfathering existing ones, or,
c) permit the use with the provisions as set out in this Bylaw under section 12,
particularly if the fireplace or appliance is the only source of heat for the building.
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BYLAW NO. 622
A bylaw to regulate the emission of smoke or smoke related nuisances in the Electoral Area
of Halfmoon Bay

WHEREAS the Sunshine Coast Regional District has established a service for the purpose of
regulating the emission of smoke or smoke related nuisances in the Electoral Area of Halfmoon
Bay;
NOW THEREFORE, the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board in open meeting assembled,
enacts as follows:
1. This bylaw may be cited as Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Regulations Bylaw No. 622,
2013.
2. Interpretation
(a) In this bylaw:
Bylaw Enforcement Officer:
Means the person employed by the Regional District to enforce the bylaws of the
Regional District, or his or her designate.
Class B Burn Pile:
Means a burn pile composed of non toxic garden waste material which originated on the
property on which the fire is to be located.

Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Service Area:
Means the service area established by Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Service
Establishing Bylaw No. 1078, 2010 (the entire Electoral Area of Halfmoon Bay).
Nuisance Airborne Smoke Emission:
Means smoke, smoke containing particulates that causes, or tends to cause irritation to
the eyes, nose or respiratory system.

Outdoor Fire:
Means any fire that burns in the open air, or outside a ‘building’, whether or not it is
completely enclosed in an incinerator furnace or other device, but does not include a
campfire, a barbecue, or a fire for the purpose of a ceremony, where all regulations of
the applicable Fire Department and any other Authority Having Jurisdiction are
observed.
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Regional District:
means the Sunshine Coast Regional District.
Toxic Materials:
includes but is not limited to rubber tires, tar, asphalt shingles, batteries, electrical wire
insulation, various plastic compositions, painted or treated wood and all other similar
substances which may produce heavy black smoke when burnt.
Ventilation index:
means a climatic condition determined by the Ministry of Environment and posted on
their website that indicates when it is possible to undertake a clean burn.
(b) Except as otherwise defined in this Bylaw, words and phrases are to be construed in
accordance with their meanings under the British Columbia Building Code, Fire
Code, Fire Services Act, Community Charter and the Sunshine Coast Regional
District Fire Protection Bylaw No. 631, 2011, all as amended or replaced from time
to time.
Regulations:
3. No person shall start, permit or maintain an outdoor fire whether within an incinerator or
otherwise for the burning of a Class B burn pile, except in accordance with this bylaw.
4. A Class B burn pile must take place in accordance with:
(a) the Sunshine Coast Regional District Fire Protection Bylaw No. 631, 2011, as
amended or replaced from time to time; and
(b) any additional restrictions, conditions or requirements imposed under a Provincial
enactment or a Regional District Bylaw.
5. Despite section 6.3 (a) of the Sunshine Coast Regional District Fire Protection Bylaw No.
631, but subject to section 8 of this Bylaw, for the purposes of the Halfmoon Bay Smoke
Control Area, the burning of Class B burn piles is permitted only from April 1st - 15th and
October 15th - November 15th when the Ventilation Index as issued by the Province of BC
is rated as ‘good’ for the central Vancouver Island Coastal Region.
6. The owner or occupier of a parcel on which a Class B burn pile fire is to be located must
ensure that:
(a) any materials to be burned originate only from that property; and
(b) the fire is attended at all times by a responsible person 19 years of age or older with
suitable tools and water available, for the full duration of the burn.
7. The owner or occupier, or another person who starts, maintains, or otherwise is
responsible for a Class B burn pile must ensure that:
(a) the burn does not continue for more than two (2) consecutive days after which the
fire must be completely extinguished.
(b) if any additional burn is contemplated during the permitted periods, a 24 hour ‘no
burn’ period must elapse before any further burning on the same property.

231

8. If conditions of weather are suitable and an owner or occupier of land on which a Class B
burn pile satisfies the Fire Chief and the Regional District Board that an extension of the
burning period is warranted and is unlikely to jeopardize public safety, the Regional
District may, by Board resolution, extend the burning period if circumstances warrant an
extension.
9. The Fire Chief or a Bylaw Enforcement Officer may, upon receipt of a non-refundable
$25 application fee, issue a permit for ‘special’ burning related to a site or safety factors.
Every application for a permit pursuant to this Bylaw shall be made to the Fire Chief or
Bylaw Enforcement Officer in the form prescribed by him/her for such purpose. The Fire
Chief or a Bylaw Enforcement Officer is hereby authorized and empowered to grant or
refuse any such permit, taking into account conditions of weather, geography, personnel,
equipment, access by the Fire Department, available resources to deal with unexpected
hazards or emergency,
and any conditions affecting fire and life safety in the
circumstances.
10. No person shall cause, allow, permit or suffer the manufacture, storage, transfer or
disposal of a substance that emits smoke or smoke containing particulate matter in or
around a building or premises that disturbs, or would tend to disturb, the health, comfort or
convenience of individuals in the vicinity of the building.
11. A person who causes, commences, maintains or is otherwise responsible for any of the
following:
•
•

a back yard or outdoor fire;
burning garbage, waste or refuse,
A. using a built in masonry chimney,
B. using an airtight, free standing or insert heating appliance, or
C. outside
must ensure that the activity does not result in nuisance airborne smoke emissions
that cause, or which tend to cause, physical discomfort or an adverse health effect to
any person in the neighborhood or vicinity of the activity.

12. Burning of firewood for the purposes of heating a residence, outdoor cooking or
barbeques, or for special ceremonial fires are permitted, provided that:
e) If using a wood stove or insert, it is an approved appliance installed in accordance
with the manufacturers installation manual;
f) if using a masonry chimney, it is kept in good repair and regularly cleaned;
g) the firewood used as fuel is well seasoned and dry; and,
h) if using a propane or natural gas fired appliance, the appliance is an approved
device, has been installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions and
installation manual, and is used in strict accordance with these instructions.
13. The Bylaw Enforcement Officer is hereby authorized to enter, at all reasonable times on
or into any property within the Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Service Area where he or
she reasonably believes that an offence under this Bylaw has been or is being committed.
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14. No person shall purposely withhold or falsify any information required by the Fire Chief or a
Bylaw Enforcement Officer, or refuse to assist in the carrying out of any inspection
pursuant to this Bylaw.
15. No person shall obstruct or interfere with the Fire Chief or a Bylaw Enforcement Officer
while carrying out any inspection pursuant to this Bylaw.
16. Every person who contravenes any provision of this Bylaw is guilty of an offence, and each
day that a contravention exists or is permitted to continue shall constitute a separate
offence.
17. A person found guilty of a contravention of this Bylaw is liable to pay a fine of not less than
$100.00 and not more than $10,000 or to imprisonment of not more than six months.
18. Without limiting other means of enforcement available at law, this bylaw may be enforced
by means of a ticket in the form prescribed for the purpose of Section 264 of the
Community Charter.

19. This bylaw shall come into force and effect on XXXX, 2013
READ A FIRST TIME

this

day of

READ A SECOND TIME

this

day of

READ A THIRD TIME

this

day of

ADOPTED

this

day of

_____________________________________
CORPORATE OFFICER

_____________________________________
CHAIR
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Proposed change to ticket fines

Current Offence Fine under the MTI Bylaw (Robert’s Creek Smoke Control Bylaw only)
Burning without a permit
Burning when Ventilation Index is rated below “Good”
Burning material not originating on site
Unattended fire
Burning Construction Waste
Burning Toxic Material

$ 100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00

Proposed Offence Fine under the BEN Bylaw (to be formatted and included under the
BEN bylaw for HMB only)
Schedule of fines for Offences under the Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control and
Airborne Emissions Bylaw
Offence

Fine

Early
payment

Late
payment

Compliance Second
agreement infraction

Third
infraction

Burning
without a
permit
Burning when
venting index
is below good
Burning
material not
originating
from site
Unattended
fire
Nuisance
airborne
particulates
stemming
from burning

$100

$90

$110

no

$200

$300

Fourth or
more
infraction
$400

$100

$90

$110

no

$200

$300

$400

$100

$90

$110

no

$200

$300

$400

$100

$90

$110

no

$200

$300

$400

$100

$90

$110

no

$200

$300

$400
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ANNEX P
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

April 29th, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, May 16th, 2013

FROM:

Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

RE:

Demolition Permits and Management of Demolition Waste

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector regarding Demolition Permits and
Management of Demolition Waste be received for information.

DISCUSSION:
The Solid Waste Management section of the SCRD Infrastructure Services Department has
recently submitted a report entitled “Asbestos Exposure Control Plan Implementation” to
Infrastructure Services Committee setting out a recommended process surrounding the
tracking of building demolition waste bound for the disposal sites within the SCRD.
This report submitted to Committee is meant to advise of future possible legislative
requirements regarding compliance with Work safe BC regulations, as we move forward
towards the regulation of exposure to asbestos and other hazardous materials resulting
from, at least initially, the demolition of buildings as these kinds of activities represent a
large component of hazardous waste generation.
Furthermore, this report outlines the use of demolition permits as a tool in the management
of potentially hazardous materials, in support of Solid Waste development of screening
procedure changes, proposed acceptance procedure changes and disposal procedure
changes.
Demolition waste is seen as the generating the lion’s share of potentially hazardous
materials for disposal throughout the province.
Work safe BC is extremely interested in seeing that workers are no longer exposed to many
of the hazardous waste materials that have historically caused long term health related
issues among workers dealing with construction materials that may contain such hazards.
One method to control where and how hazardous waste is collected and disposed of is
through a permit process that many local governments already have in place. The issuance
of a demolition permit is where construction waste seen as often containing hazardous
materials, could be regulated. Where a demolition, partial or complete, is contemplated as
part of a further building permit process, a risk assessment report would need to be
generated to identify any hazardous material potential through the demolition or partial
demolition of the structure. The demolition permit would be procured prior to any demolition
taking place and the responsible demolition contractor or owner would be obliged to produce
a report analyzing demolition contents, elements of risk and any containment, handling or
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disposal methodology for review by a qualified individual. Work Safe BC staff are in a
position to evaluate these reports, however are not equipped to handle the volume of
referrals expected to number in the tens of thousands per year from all local governments.
Work Safe BC is seeking assistance from local governments to this end establishing a more
local qualified individualto review and forward/approve submitted reports.
After review, the qualified individual would approve or deny the issuance of a demolition
permit under which any and all recommendations regarding handling of waste be followed in
a worker healthy and environmentally safe manner.
Metro Vancouver has developed a model bylaw setting out how this may be achieved
throughout the greater Vancouver area. A model bylaw is attached to this report for
reference and how Metro Vancouver sees the effective control of hazardous waste collected
and disposed of throughout the region.
The attached Bylaw has had the review of several lower mainland local governments.
There are some concerns as to who the “qualified individual reviewing submitted reports”
may be or if this individual may reside under the umbrella of Work Safe BC. It is seen that
considerable liability is attached to the approval process, as well as a component of time to
review a report, should the local government designate a staff person to be the evaluator.
At this time, these and many of the other concerns of local governments are being
discussed with a view to reviewing and perhaps modifying the Model Bylaw, and permit
issuance processes. The bylaw should be universal in application throughout out all
jurisdictions to insure a consistent level of protection of workers and the environment.
Later this fall, the Committee will see some options for effective regulation and disposal of
these hazardous materials through draft Bylaw proposals based on the evolution of the
Metro Vancouver model. There will be considerable discussion at local government levels
and Work Safe BC as to how best to control hazardous materials handling at the source.
Whether it be administered at the Building Permit counter, through the Environmental
Section of Infrastructure Services or completely at the Work Safe BC level using a filing
number process much like provincial electrical and gas permits, health board approvals, or
home owner protection registration numbers all need to be considered as options.
This discussion at the local government level is ongoing and it is hoped that it will be fruitful
in resolving hazardous material waste controls.

Respectfully;
Peter Longhi
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_____

___________

______________“.

Attachment 1

Sample Municipal Bylaw
A Bylaw for the Management of Waste and Recyclable Materials from
Demolition Work
Whereas Part 2, Division 1, Section 8 of the Community Charter confers authority to, by bylaw,
regulate, prohibit, and impose requirements in relation to the protection and enhancement of the well
being of its community in relation to refuse, garbage or other material that is noxious, offensive or
unwholesome, and in relation to the use of waste disposal and recycling services;
Whereas Part 7, Division 2, Section 194 of the Community Charter confers authority to, by bylaw,
impose a fee in respect of the exercise of authority to regulate, prohibit or impose requirements;
Whereas the Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District, Greater Vancouver Regional
District, and their respective member municipalities have set a target in the Integrated Solid Waste
and Resource Management Plan of 70% diversion of municipal solid waste from disposal by 2015;
and
Whereas it is deemed desirable to regulate, prohibit, and impose requirements with respect to the use
of waste disposal and recycling services to ensure that waste and recyclable materials resulting from
demolition work are managed in a manner that enhances and protects the well-being of the
community and the target diversion rate is achieved;
Now therefore, the Council of the [Municipality of...], in an open session assembled, enacts as
follows:
Citation
1.
1.1
2.

This Bylaw may be cited as the “Demolition Waste and Recyclable Materials Management
Bylaw No.
Definitions

In this Bylaw:
2.1
“Authorized Agent” means a person authorized in writing to act on behalf of the Owner in connection
with a Permit, including a hired tradesman or contractor;
“Building Bylaw” means the Municipality’s Building Bylaw No.
“Compliance Report” means the form of report attached to this Bylaw as Schedule “_“;
“Disposal” means:
(a) the abandonment, discard, or destruction of any materials, substances, or objects;
(b) the application, release, or incorporation of materials, substances or objects in or to land,
unless such application, release, or incorporation is authorized under the Municipality’s Bylaw
[Municipal bylaw concern ing the use of construction and demolition waste from the
No.
Site for backfill or other purposes on the Site];
attached to this Bylaw or in writing by the Building
(c) the conduct prescribed in Schedule
Official as Disposal;
“_“
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______________________

“Disposal Facility” means a Facility that:
(a) has a valid and subsisting permit, licence, or operational certificate issued under GVS&DD’s
Municipal Solid Waste and Recyclable Material Regulatory Bylaw No. 181, 1996 for the
operation of a disposal facility regulated under that bylaw;
(b) is approved as a disposal facility under the Integrated Solid Waste and Resource
Management Plan;
(c) destroys or landfills Waste or Recyclable Materials in the course of conducting an industry,
trade, or business;
(d) is prescribed in Schedule
attached to this Bylaw [Municipality can seek a list from
GVS&DD] or in writing by the Building Official as a Disposal Facility;
““

“Facility” means any land, building, site, or structure;
“Fee Refund” means the refund of a Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Fee paid in respect of a
Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan as calculated in accordance with Schedule
attached to this Bylaw;
“GVS&DD” means the Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District;
“Hazardous Materials” means any material, product, or substance regulated as a controlled product
or hazardous waste under the B.C. Workers Compensation Act and B.C. Environmental Management
Act, respectively, that is present on a Site or is produced, originates, or results from Work;
“Hazardous Materials Report” means the form of report attached to this Bylaw as Schedule
“Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan” means GVS&DD’s approved Integrated
Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan;
“Municipality” means the
“Owner” means the registered owner in fee simple of land;
“PermW’ has the same meaning defined in the Building Bylaw;
“Project Completion” [has the same meaning defined in the Building Bylaw] or [means the date of
completion and final approval of Work as determined in accordance with the Building Bylaw];
“Recyclable Material” means a material, substance, or object that is produced, originates or results
from Work and satisfies at least one of the following:
(a) is organic material from residential, commercial or institutional sources and is capable of
being composted;
(b) is managed as a marketable commodity with an established market by the Owner or operator
of a Recycling Facility;
(c) is being used in the manufacture of a new product that has an established market or is being
processed as an intermediate stage of an existing manufacturing process; or
(d) is a material, product or substance prescribed in Schedule ‘L” attached to this Bylaw as a
Recyclable Material;
““

“Recycling Facility” means a Facility, other than a Disposal Facility, that:
(a) has a valid and subsisting permit, licence, or operational certificate issued under the
GVS&DD’s Municipal Solid Waste and Recyclable Material Regulatory Bylaw No. 181, 1996
for a Facility regulated under that bylaw;
(b) is approved as:
(i) a new organics processing facility; or
(ii) a publicly-owned transfer station,
under the Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan for purposes other than
Disposal;
(c) is prescribed in Schedule ‘L” attached to this Bylaw [Municipality can seek a list from
GVS&DD]or in writing by the Building Official as a Recycling Facility;
“Site” means any land, building, structure, or improvements where Work is or is intended to be
performed;
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‘Waste” means any discarded or abandoned material, substance, or object that is produced,
originates, or results from Work, and any other prescribed material, substance or object;
‘Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Fee” means the fee calculated in accordance with Schedule
attached to this Bylaw;
‘Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan” means the form of plan attached to this Bylaw as
Schedule “_“;
‘Work” means the demolition, deconstruction, or systematic disassembly of a building, structure or
improvement regulated by the Building Bylaw.
2.2
References in this Bylaw to enactments, bylaws of the Municipality, or the bylaws or plans of
GVS&DD, include those enactments, bylaws, and plans as they may be amended or
replaced from time to time.
“__“

2.3

Unless otherwise defined herein, all words or expressions used in this Bylaw have the same
meaning as the same or like words or expressions used in the Building Bylaw.

3.

Application

3.1

No person shall commence or continue, or cause or allow the commencement or continuation
of, any Work except in accordance with the provisions of this Bylaw.

3.2

This Bylaw does not apply to:
(a) any demolition, deconstruction, or systematic disassembly of a building, structure or
improvement that the Building Official deems is required to protect public health or safety
in an emergency; or
(b) any other demolition, deconstruction, or systematic disassembly of a building, structure or
improvement approved in writing by the Building Official.

3.3

Nothing in this Bylaw precludes or relieves a person from complying with any provision of the
Building Bylaw, other bylaws of the Municipality, or any federal, provincial, or local
government laws or regulations applicable to Work.

3.4

Neither the review nor acceptance of a Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan,
Hazardous Materials Report, or Compliance Report constitutes a representation, warranty,
assurance or statement by the Municipality that the Owner has complied with the Building
Bylaw, this Bylaw, or any other applicable enactment, law, or regulation respecting safety.

4.

Mandatory Recycling

4.1

At the time of submitting an application for a Permit, a properly completed Waste Disposal
and Recycling Services Plan regarding the management of Waste and Recyclable Material
must be signed by the Owner or Authorized Agent and submitted to the Building Official.

4.2

If Recyclable Material is removed from a Site, the Recyclable Material must be removed:
(a) to a Recycling Facility; or
(b) in accordance with an approved Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan.

4.3

No person shall commence or continue, or cause or allow the commencement or continuation
of, any Work unless the Building Official has approved a Waste Disposal and Recycling
Services Plan for that Work.

4.4

Notwithstanding the provisions of any other bylaw of the Municipality, no Permit issued under
the Building Bylaw for Work with respect to which a Waste Disposal and Recycling Services
Plan is required under this Bylaw is valid unless the Building Official has approved the Waste
Disposal and Recycling Services Plan for that Work.
Compliance Reporting and Record Keeping

5.
5.1

To ensure compliance with this Bylaw, records of the surveying, removal, handling,
management, and Disposal of Waste and Recyclable Material must be kept, including:
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_____

_____

(a) payment receipts, donation receipts, weigh bills, inspection reports, clearance letters,
sampling reports, and Waste transport manifests;
(b) photographs, if applicable, recording:
(i) the use of Recyclable Material on the Site for backfill or for those purposes
[optional if municipal bylaw
authorized under the Municipality’s Bylaw No.
concerning the use of construction and demolition waste exists]; or
(ii) the removal of Recyclable Material from the Site and used as backfill or for those
purposes authorized under the Municipality’s Bylaw No.
[optional if municipal
bylaw concerning the use of construction and demolition waste exists] or as specified
in an approved Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan; and
(c) any other records that the Building Official specifies at the time of application for a Permit
must be kept.
5.2

Within ninety (90) days after Project Completion, the following must be submitted to the
Building Official:
(a) a properly completed Compliance Report; and
(b) originals of the records required to be kept under section 5.1.

6.

Hazardous Materials

6.1

At the time of submitting an application for a Permit, a properly completed Hazardous
Materials Report regarding the surveying, removal, handling, management, and Disposal of
Hazardous Materials must be signed by the Owner or Authorized Agent and submitted to the
Building Official.

6.2

No person shall commence or continue, or cause or allow the commencement or continuation
of, any Work unless the Building Official has received a completed Hazardous Materials
Report for that Work to the satisfaction of the Building Official.

6.3

Notwithstanding the provisions of any other bylaw of the Municipality, no Permit issued under
the Building Bylaw for Work with respect to which a Hazardous Materials Report is required
under this Bylaw is valid unless the Building Official has received a completed Hazardous
Materials Report for that Work to the satisfaction of the Building Official.

6.4

To ensure compliance with this Bylaw, the Owner or Authorized Agent must keep records of
the notification to WorkSafe BC regarding the surveying, removal, handling, management,
and Disposal of Hazardous Materials, including:
(a) a completed WorkSafe BC “Notice of Project’ for Work that is or is intended to be
performed on a Site, where a “Notice of Project’ is required by WorkSafe BC;
(b) if 6.4(a) applies, confirmation from WorkSafe BC that it has received the “Notice of
Project” for that Work; and
(c) any other records that the Building Official specifies at the time of application for a Permit.

6.5

If 6.4(a) and (b) apply, a copy of the confirmation from WorkSafe BC that it has received the
“Notice of Project’ for Work that is or is intended to be performed on a Site must be posted on
the Site for inspection by the Building Official.
Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Fee

7.
7.1

Every person who performs, or causes or allows the performance of Work, must pay the
Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Fee at the time of submitting the Waste Disposal and
Recycling Services Plan.

7.2

A person who has paid the Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Fee and completed:
(a) a Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan; and
(b) a Compliance Report,
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ted in
to the satisfaction of the Building Official, is eligible for a Fee Refund as calcula
.
attached to this Bylaw
accordance with Schedule
A person who is eligible for a Fee Refund must:
l for the Fee
ng
(a) within ninety (90) days after Project Completion, apply to the Buildi Officia
“_“

7.3

Refund; and
s required to
(b) within seven (7) days of being requested to do so, submit any of the record
the Fee
be kept under this Bylaw to the Building Official in order to evaluate eligibility for
Refund.

8.
8.1

Offences
offence and is
Any person who gives false information required under this Bylaw commits an
.
liable on conviction to a fine not exceeding $2,000
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Schedule A
Sample Form 1: Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan
Date
Demolition Project Site Address

LI

Building Type

Residential

Q Other______________________________

LI Commercial

Project Square Footage
Type of Structure (Wood frame, Concrete, Steel, etc)
Expected Project Completion Date (DD/MMJYYYY) __/__I__
(please print)

Name of Permit Applicant:
Signature of Permit Applicant
NOTE TO APPLICANT: Please complete the other side of the form
STAFF USE ONLY
Building Permit No.
Waste
LI Form 1 Project
LI Package provided
information and checklist
to applicant
Disposal and
received from permit
Recycling
applicant
Services
Package
LjFee Received
Total Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Fee
—

LI Form 2— Completed Form 2 (Hazardous
Materials) received from permit applicant

$

Fee Calculation

Fees range from $200 $50,000
-

For Demolition Projects Fee based on calculation in Schedule

Permit

—

In other jurisdictions,
depending on prolect

No

Waste Disposal and Recycling Services that will be required:
LI Removal of all recyclable materials to an authorized recycling facility or to a disposal facility for a purpose other than
disposal
LI Re-use of recyclable materials as proposed in this Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan or in another
acceptable manner

Signature

of

Application

Reviewer:

Keep a copy of this page and Form 2 in file
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Planning how you will manage the recyclable materials generated at your site will help you meet the recycling
requirements. Please complete the following checklist of the types of recyclable materials that your project is
expected to generate and submit as part of Form 1. Use this checklist for discussion with waste collection, recycling
and disposal companies. A list of recycling facilities is available from the Permits Department or
httx//www. metrovancouver.org/services/I,erm its/Perm its%20%2ORegulations/ActiveSolidWasteLicenceList.Qdf
You must keep track of all materials generated over the duration of the project by keeping receipts from all
recycling and disposal facilities or signed forms from all salvagers for material re-use (Form 3 —Compliance Report).
Materials

Will the
Work
generate
this
material?

Will this material be reused or
used as backfill?
If yes, specify how and
where.

Banned or prohibited from
jjJ
disposal
Asphalt
Cardboard
Cement and concrete
Clean fill and soil
Drywall
Green waste (shrubs, lawn, small
trees)
Other Materials
Appliances
Cabinetry
Bricks, blocks and ceramic tile
Doors

All must be recycled
All must be recycled.
All must be recycled
All must be recycled
All must be recycled.
Can be reused or composted
Can be reused or recycled
Can be reused or recycled
Can be reused or recycled
Can be reused or may be
recyclable
Can be reused or recycled
Can be reused or recycled
Can be recycled
May need to be cut prior to
recycling
Can be recycled

Fixtures (lighting and plumbing etc)
Windows in frames
Asphalt roofing shingles
Cable and wiring
Metals steel, aluminum, copper,
brass, etc.
Metal cable and wiring
—

May need to be cut prior to
recycling
Can be recycled
Can be recycled
Can be recycled
Can be recycled
Can be recycled
Can be recycled
Can be recycled

—

Metal window frames
Paper
Plastic rigid buckets, pails, etc
Plastic wrapping and bags
Plywood, particle board, OSB
Wood structural (md pallets)
Wood plywood, particle board,
OSB
Glass
Carpeting and underlay
Plastic foam packing and
insulation
Other
Other
Other
Hazardous Materials
(Refer to Form 2)

For information

-

-

-

—

—

May be recyclable
May be recyclable
Some types of foam packing are
recyclable

—

All hazardous wastes must be disposed of according to Work Safe
BC and BC Ministry of Environment requirements, as well as any
additional requirements imposed by the disposal facility.
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Schedule B

Sample Form 2— Hazardous Materials Report
Project Site Address
CONDITIONS
1.

Every Person who applies for a demolition permit must have a Hazardous Materials Survey completed by a
qualified person, as defined in WorkSafe BC Guideline 6.6(4).
http://www2.worksafebc.com/publications/0HSReciulation/Part6.aw D

2.

The Hazardous Materials Survey applies to the work area of the project defined in the application. For
demolition projects, this corresponds to the entire Site.
3. If the project must submit a “Notice of Project” to WorkSafe BC, a copy of the confirmation from
WorkSafe BC that it has received the “Notice of Project” for Work that is or is intended to be performed
on a Site must be posted on the Site for inspection by the Building Official.
Refer to Part 20 of the WorkSafe BC Guideline at
httr://www2.worksafebc.com/publications/OHSRegulation/Part6.asI for information on the types of
projects that must submit a “Notice of Project” to WorkSafe BC.

4.

All Hazardous Materials identified in the Hazardous Materials Survey shall be handled and disposed of in
accordance with all applicable rules and regulations. In the event that the hazardous materials are found during
the demolition process, work must cease until they are removed.

5.

A copy of the documentation indicating that a survey of Hazardous Materials was completed by a qualified
person and that WorkSafe BC was notified of the handling, removal and disposal of hazardous materials (i.e.
WorkSafe BC “Notice of Project’ and a copy of the confirmation from WorkSafe BC that it has received the
“Notice of Project’) must be submitted for inspection with the Compliance Report in Schedule C after project
completion.
Signature of Permit Applicant

Date__________________

STAFF USE ONLY
Form 2
Permit

—

Hazardous Materials Report

#_________

Li

Form received

Municipal Stamp of Reception
Keep a copy of Form 2 on file.
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_________
_________
________

________
___________

DRAFT Schedule C
Sample Form 3— Compliance Report
Submit this form following the completion of project and attach documentation (copies of receipts, weigh
bills, etc.)
ElOther_______________________
DResidential
ElCommercial
Building Use
Building Type

El Wood frame

ElOther______________________

LjConcrete

Project Site Address
Name of permit holder:__________________________

Building Permit No._________________
Project Floor Space (square feet)
Project Start Date (DD/MMIYYYY)_/__/__

Project Completion Date (DD/MMIYYYY)__/__/__

Hazardous Materials Report Compliance
Were any hazardous materials identified on the Site?
NoEl
YesLJ
Submit copies of hazardous materials documentation (check those obtained).
If “no” checked above:
If “yes” checked above:
ElSigned letter from qualified professional (WorkSafe BC
El WorkSafe BC Notice of Project
Certification No.
_), or
El WorkSafe BC confirmation number (proof
LjStatutory Declaration by Owner
that Notice of Project received)
stating that no Hazardous Materials were identified on the
Site
Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan Compliance

El

Diversion Form and documentation (i.e., receipts and weigh bills) attached

Tonnes managed as authorized (i.e. non-hazardous material removed to a Recycling Facility or as approved
= “A”
in Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Plan) =
=
“Total”
=
s
Total non-hazardou tonnages
Level of Compliance = (A ÷ Total) x 100 =
Refund Calculation
= “C” (use for refund
$
Waste Disposal and Recycling Services Fee paid (from Form 1)
calculation)
Refund calculated as follows:
(Non-hazardous tonnages managed as authorized / Total non-hazardous tonnages) x (C) = Refund

(

tonnes I

CITY STAFF USE ONLY
Compliance Report
El Complete
ElApproved

tonnes) x

($

Amount of fee paid (Form 1)
Amount of fee ref unded=

=

=

$_________

$__________
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$

______________________

Compliance with Waste Disposal and
Recycling Services requirements
Hazardous Materials Compliance
Information Received

L Yes

Partial

El Yes

No

LI No

Signature of Permit Holder

Signature of Compliance Report Reviewer
DATE:

DATE:
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______________________________________________

Diversion Form Example
Permit #.

Project Site Address

Calculate your achieved recycling rate as described below. Use recycling and disposal facility receipts to fill out the
information below. Ask your hauler, recycler or site cleanup vendor to assist you.
A volume to weight conversion table, if required, is on the next page.
COMPLETE AND RETURN WITH RECEIPTS WITHIN 90 DAYS OF PROJECT COMPLETION
Note: Each receipt must show the type and quantity of materials received and permit #
B

A
Tonnes taken
to Reuse or
Recycling
Facility

Material Type

Reuse or Recycling
Facility used for purposes
other than Disposal
(name, location)

Asphalt
Cardboard
Cement and concrete
Clean soil and fill
Drywall I Gypsum
Green waste
G lass
Metal Scrap metals
Metal Cable and wiring
Paper
Plastic rigid (no PVC)
Plastic wrapping and bags
Roofing asphalt shingles
Wood Clean
Wood Roofing
Salvaged fixtures, windows, doors
Other recycled/reused materials
(Please list)

DRAFT
SAMPLE

-

-

—

—

-

-

—

Mixed materials (excluding
hazardous materials)
TOTAL non-hazardous
MATERIALS
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Tonnes
taken to
Disposal
Facility

Disposal Facility
Used
‘name location

L

Column Totals A

J(_B_) X 100=

--

% Materials managed as authorized

TOTAL HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS
TOTAL MATERIALS*
(non-hazardous +
hazardous)
*

The Building Official will compare the total quan ; of materials
the project, based on estimates in Table 1 of Schedule C.
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‘

u the amount of waste expected from

I

TABLE 1

ESTIMATING WASTE GENERATION

-

Quantity

• Material type

Lbs

Kg

New Construction
New Structure (with foundation)

1 sq ft

8

3.6

New Structure

1 sq ft

4

1.8

New Deck/Similar (wood)

1 sq ft

2

0.9

Complete Wood-frame Demolition

1 sq ft

40

18.2

Demolition per linear foot of wall

1 sq ft

20

9.1

Concrete slab

1 lin ft

50

22.7

Asphalt

1 sq ft

50

22.7

Brick/masonry

1 sq ft

50

22.7

Spread footing

1 sq ft

150

68.2

Mixed Debris (interior remodel)

1 sq ft

20

9.1

Remodel

2 sq ft

10

4.5

Carpeting

3 sq ft

0.5

0.2

CeilingTiles

4sqft

1.1

0.5

Sheetrock/Drywall

1 cu yd

394

179.1

Tile Flooring

1 sq ft

3

1.4

Demolition

-

Remodel

TABLE 2 VOLUME TO WEIGHT CONVERSION
-

Lbs

Mixed C&D

Quantity

Mixed C&D (structural)

1 Cu yd

500

227.3

Mixed inerts (concrete, brick, dirt, asphalt)

1 Cu yd

2000

909.1

Separated inerts

1 Cu yd

2000

909.1

Wood

1 cuyd

375

170.5

Metals

1 cu yd

906

411.8

Asphalt shingles/Composition

1 cu yd

419

190.5

Asphalt shingles/Composition

1 sq ft

3

1.4

Asphalt Tar Roofing

1

yd

2919

1326.8

Wood Shake/Shingle Roofing

1 cu yd

435

197.7

Wood Shake/Shingle Roofing

1 sq ft

2

0.9

Tiles (Concrete roofing)

1 cu yd

10

4.5

Kg

Roofing Materials
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CU

Tiles (concrete roofing)

1 sq ft

2900

1318.2

Green waste (shrubs, turf, etc.)

1 cu yd

500

227.3

Yard trimmings

1 cu yd

108

49.1

Yard Waste

Source: City of Santa Monica and Foster City Building Inspection Division
(CA)
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ANNEX Q
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

May 1st, 2013

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, May 16th, 2013

FROM:

Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

RE:

Building Department Revenues to end of April, 2013

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector regarding Building Permit revenues to end of
April 2013, be received for information.

DISCUSSION:
Permit revenues are showing a good start for 2013 with revenues for April up over the last two
years, based on historical data collection since 2007. The attached Excel spreadsheet Building
Permit Billings YTD without taxation added.
Late posting of permit revenues for March have skewed the April PDC report for March
revenues. Totals for April reported herein will include some of the revenues intended for end of
March, and will show up as revenue for April instead on the VADIM report district breakdown.
The total revenue to date however remains correct.
The value of construction overall, and hence permit revenues generated thus far in Electoral
Area F and Electoral Area A, seem to dominate the Building Department permit revenue
sources. This would be a result of some higher end residential projects recently issued on
Gambier Island and in Pender Harbor in particular, Malibu Resort.
New building code requirements at this stage are still presenting some problems for applications
where building sites are small and owners are needing to build close to property lines, (even
though the lots are large), to take advantage of views or level building sites.
Staff are continuing to work with applicants on these issues trying to head off any problems with
construction at the pre permit stage on paper.
These concerns are expected to work themselves out over the coming year once applicants
and design/building community become more conversant with the changes.
Staffing levels will be down one FTE over the summer as holiday season is upon us, and more
senior staff who have accrued large holiday time over the years are taking advantage of their
holiday time and the good weather on a rotating basis. Remaining staff will be expected to
manage current workloads in their absence.

Respectfully;
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Building Permit Revenues (without taxation) 20072013

BP5700
Page: 1
Date: May 06, 2013 lime: 11:35 am
Status Code: ISSUED
Year:
2013

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Permit Type:
District:
Area:

AU
AU
A!IAreas

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

2013

2012

2011

10
0
0
1
4
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
14
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
6
0

6
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
11
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
4
0

6
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
8
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
5
0

37

23

23

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
WOODSTOVE/CHIMNEY
AUXILIARY BUILDING
CHANGE OF USE
Total Permits:

$

Total BIllings:
Total Project Values:
Cumulative Values:

$
$

$

75,584.00

$
$

6,893,975.00
16,458,175.00

$

38,651.25
3,917,000.00
12,699,389.00

$
$

28,901.50
3,072,000.00
13,609,100.00

District Breakdown
District Name
Area A
AREA B
Area D
Area E
AREA F
Grand Totals:

Total Number of Permits

Total Billings

Total Project Values

8
9
7
4
9

26,977.00
12,162.00
10,551.50
5,122.00
20,771.50

2,213,000.00
1,157,125.00
983,850.00
469,000.00
2,071,000.00
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$

75,584.00

$

6,893,975.00

2013
4

Description

126,531
126,531

520 Building Inspection Servic

Expenditures

-

76,668

76,668

203,199

203,199

573

215
1,851
3,377

0
0
0
0
1,851
3,377
573

31-2-520-458 Fuel/lubricants Vehicle
31-2-520-461 Insurance/licence Vehicle
)1-2-520-464 Repairs & Mtce Vehicle

-

1,992

0
0

3,123
2,091

356

1,665
372
23

37
42
45

1,992
215

0
0

0
0

0
0
0
0

2,091

1,665
372
23
356
3,123

37
42
45

0

-0

-0

2,457
765

613
0

24,695
1,845
765

30,543
8,858

36,654
114,009
33,554

-185,420

-185,420

36,654

-46,508

-46,508

-600
-847
-281

-178,972
-4,720

Year to Date

31-2-520-345 Computer Software/Support
31-2-520-347 Library/publications
31-2-520-381 Legal Fees

01-2-520-266 Deliveries/transportation
01 -2-520-281 Materials & Supplies
01-2-520-284 Meeting Expense
01-2-520-293 Office Expenses
01-2-520-314 Telephone & Alarm Lines
31-2-520-320 Travel
31-2-520-335 Advertising
31-2-520-338 Dues&Subscriptions

-

01-2-520-200 Administrative Services
01-2-520-220 Salaries & Wages
01-2-520-225 Benefits
01-2-520-227 Wcb Building Inspection Services
01-2-520-235 Training & Development
01-2-520-251 Cash Over/short
0
83,465

-138,912

Revenues

520 Building Inspection Services

Expenditures

-138,912

-152

-150
-250

-450
-597
-129

-44,686
-1,270

Current

-134,286
-3,450

Open Bal

520 Building Inspection Servic

01-1-520-113 Building Permit Fees
01-1-520-115 OtherPermitFees
01-1-520-116 Renewal Fees
01-1-520-118 Title Searches
01-1-520-128 Other Revenue

520 Building Inspection Services

BUILDINGINSPECTION
Revenues

Account No.

Year
:
Period :

GL Department Report

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
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0

0

0
0
0
0

0
0

-203,199

-203,199

-215
-1,851
-3,377
-573

-1,992

-356
-3,123
-2,091

-45
-1,665
-372
-23

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
37
-42

-33,554
-2,457
-765

-36,654
-114,009

185,420

185,420

281

600
847

178,972
4,720

Variance

0
0
0

0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0

Budget

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

0

Page:
Time:

% Used

Actual Amount
Default

May 01,2013

Budget:
Group by:

Date:

GL5330
5:05pm

ANNEX R
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT
FOR APRIL 2013
1.

Development Control
A. Please refer to the attached tables titled SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity and
SCRD Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity for a summary of development activities.
B. Crown Land/Foreshore, Water Licence Application Referrals, Pesticide Use Application
Referrals, UREP referrals.
The SCRD didn’t receive any Crown referrals in April.
C. Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust)
D. Agricultural Land Commission Applications
D-57 (Walker) 1723 Christmas Rd (Lot D Block 15 DL 377 Plan 20987) Awaiting
response from ALC.
E. Subdivision Activity
One new application was received.
Electoral Area F
Lynn Perez for Perez Holdings and Kalvia Investments of Lot H, D.L. 1402, Plan
BCP11617, located at 1346 Burns Road in Hopkins Landing. The application was referred
to the West Howe Sound APC in April. Discussion has ensued with the applicant about
the presence of a registered archaeological site on the property and development permit
requirements.
F.

Development Variance Permits
New Applications
One new DVP was received in April:
Ongoing Applications
Electoral Area B
310.173 (Rempel and Levene) to vary the minimum rear lot line setback in order to permit
portions of an existing retaining wall located at 8981 Noble Road. The Halfmoon Bay
APC considered the application in April. The Planning & development Committee will
consider the application in May.
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Planning and Development Division Monthly Report – April 2013

Page 2 of 7

Electoral Area A
337.140 (Zanen) located at 4294 Orca Rd. to vary setback from the natural boundary of the
ocean from 7.5 m to 5.88 m at the south east corner of the southern stair to rebuild the
existing deck and stair; and to vary the west side parcel line setback where the steps
projects beyond the face of the building from 0.75 m to 0 m to rebuild and extend the
existing stairs and landing. The application was reviewed by the APC in their Mar. 27th
meeting and they didn’t show any objection to the application. A notification was sent to
properties within 100 m of the subject property for comments. Two objections were
received from adjoining neighbours regarding the impacts of development on their ocean
view. The application was deferred from the Apr. 18th PDC to May 16th due to the
applicant’s request to change the drawings to meet the neighbours’ concerns. A referral
was sent to the SIB and the SCRD’s Building Division for comments. Building division
has no objection to the application providing that any structure within 1.2 m setback from
the property line should be non-combustible.
337.139 (Pearce) located at Nelson Island to vary the setback from the natural boundary of
the ocean from 7.5 m to 0 m to legalize construction of a new workshop, storage and wood
shed, reconstruction and expansion of the existing walkways and decks which include
increasing the walkway’s elevation and renovation of the existing dwelling within its
previous footprint. The application was referred to DFP, SIB, Ministry of Natural
Resource, and SCRD Building Division for comment. A notification was sent to the
neighbours within 100 m from the subject property for comment. The application will be
reviewed at May 29th APC and Jun 20th PDC meeting.
Electoral Area B
310.172 (Kingsley) located at 7878 Fawn Road to vary the maximum permitted floor area
of all auxiliary buildings from 100 m² to 118.85 m² to construct a new 12.19 m X 9.75 m
garage/workshop. The Board approved the application as presented subject to preparing a
preliminary field reconnaissance study and meeting the conditions and receipt of a letter of
credit/cash to the amount of $1000 as a security to ensure removal of the existing shipping
container upon completion of the works regarding construction of the new auxiliary
building to the satisfaction of the SCRD. According to the prepared PFR, no further
archaeological works is required on the site. The applicant is going to pay $1000 bond to
issue the DVP.
H.

Building Permits
Staff reviewed 14 building permit applications in March to confirm Zoning Bylaw and
Official Community Plan compliance.

I.

Development Permits
New Applications
Three new DPs were received in April.
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Electoral Area A
DP –A27 with variance (Stipec for Cohen) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to
reduce setback from natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 15 m to construct a
dwelling. The SCRD Board approved this permit at their meeting in Feb. 14th subject to
certain conditions including a save harmless covenant and a written confirmation from SIB
as the result of PFR. A PFR was completed and recommended that no further
archaeological work is recommended. The applicant registered a save harmless covenant to
indemnify the SCRD for probability of geotechnical hazards. The applicant was asked to
confirm that the septic system meets the current Ministry of Health Standards to issue the
DPV.
DP –A28 with variance (Cook for Muench) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to
legalize the already rebuilt decks, landing and stairs within the 20 m setback from the
Sakinaw Lake. The application was referred to Mar. 27th APC. The APC did not approve
this application as presented. They requested more details on current improvements,
especially in regard to making it more accessible for a person with disability. At their
second meeting of Apr. 23rd, the APC approved the variance conditional to the owners’
agreement that this is a one-time only addition to the max. size of 300 sq. ft. to their
grandfathered building. The applicant requested to apply to the Ministry of Natural
Resource Operation to legalize the existing deck and floats. The SIB didn’t support the
application and requested to demolish the illegal structures. Staff requested the SIB to refer
the application again to their referral committee for further investigation. The notification
was sent to the property owners within 100 m of the subject property. No written
comments showing objections have been received. The application will be reviewed by the
PDC at their meeting of May 16th.
DP A-29 (Rossi) located at 6270 Maple Rd. to demolish the existing cabin and shed and
construct a new cabin and a garage. The proposed development is in within the riparian
DPA. The riparian assessment was received. The applicant requested to send an
amendment to the riparian assessment. A draft permit was prepared to be issued by the
manager of Planning.
DP A-30 (Bickerton & Lewis) located at 4823 Shady Lane for a house addition. Most of
the house addition is within a 30-metre riparian assessment area adjoining Sakinaw Lake.
A draft permit was prepared to be issued by the manager of Planning.
Electoral Area D
DP D-116 (Brockley/Leech) located at 3733 Beach Avenue for repairing and upgrading
the existing rock revetment along the natural boundary, demolition of an existing dwelling
and excavation for a new foundation and construction of a new dwelling. The development
is located within the Shoreline DPA. The geotechnical and coastal assessment were
reviewed and the DP was issued. The applicant registered a save harmless covenant to
indemnify the SCRD for the possibility of geotechnical hazards.
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DP D-117 (Ketchen) located at 3365 Beach Ave within DPA# 2A: beach front slopes and
DPA# 4: shoreline. The application is to build a retaining wall on the property line abutting
foreshore. The geotechnical and coastal assessment was review and a draft permit was
prepared to be issued by the manager of Planning.
DP D-118 with variance (Sayer) located at 1038 Edmonds Road. This application is to
relax west side setback from property line abutting Edmonds Rd from 4.5 m to 1.83 to
construct a guest cottage and rebuilding the existing house. This property is located within
DPA# 2a: beach front slopes and DPA#4: shoreline. The applicant sent a geotechnical and
ecology assessment prepared for the property. The application was referred to the SCRD
Building Division and the SIB. A notification was sent to the properties within 50 m from
the subject property for comment. The application was reviewed by APC in their meeting of
Apr. 29th. The APC supported the application as presented. The application will be reviewed
by the PDC at their meeting of May 16th.
Electoral Area E
DP E-96 (Pinto) located at Ocean Beach Esplanade to legalize the already built power
shed, deck and access to beach within the “Beach front and ravine/creek-eroded slopes
DPA”. 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 E-97 (Burtnick) located 969 Keith Rd. to construct a 1323.8 m² pre-engineered steel
building for equipment maintenance and repair and two 74.3 m² buildings as garage in the
Rural Industry DPA (form and character). The application was reviewed at the Mar. 27th
APC and they support the application. The application was approved by the Board at their
meeting of Apr. 25th subject to receipt of a letter of credit equal to 100% of the cost of
completing landscaping, issuance of building permit for three existing mobile homes,
providing 1 loading space upon the completion of the works and receipt of confirmation
from the MOE that the proposed development meets the requirements of the Contaminated
Sites Regulation. The applicant applied for the building permit for the existing mobile
homes. Staff received MOE’s confirmation regarding the Contaminated Site Regulation’s
requirements. The applicant advised the staff that the landscaping works are completed. A
site visit will be conducted to investigate if the landscaping works is consistent with the
proposed plan. The DP will be issued upon meeting all of the required conditions.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area D
DP D-111 (Matheson) with variance located at 1815 Sunshine Coast Hwy to relax setback
from natural boundary of all other watercourses from 15 m to 0 m and also to relax the
front parcel line setback from 5 m to 0 m to legalize an already built retaining wall. This
application was approved by the Board at their meeting on Jun. 6, 2012 subject to receipt
of creek’s history through MOTI, receipt of Landslide Assessment by a geotechnical
engineer and engineer’s assessment of the structural integrity of the retaining wall. Two
first items were received by the staff. After several meetings, the geotechnical engineer
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sent a letter discussing that investigating the wall’s integrity would cause disturbance to the
stream protection and enhancement area. The suggested that the best path roward for all
parties is approval of the structure based on the information that has been provided to date
without asking for structural integrity confirmation. According to the investigation
conducted by the Chief Building Inspector, he required structural integrity confirmation
before issuance of DP. The owner will be informed about the result of this investigation.
J.

Bylaws
New Applications
4 new bylaws were initiated by the SCRD.
Electoral Area B
325.23, 325.24, 310.149, 310.150 (SCRD – Backhouse Road) regarding 5322 Backhouse
Road. A discrepancy was brought to staff’s attention regarding recently adopted Bylaw
325.20. To remove uncertainty, SCRD gave 1st and 2nd readings to the 4 bylaws that
would repeal 325.20 and 310.137 and reintroduce the same terms but correcting the
discrepancy. Public information meeting arranged for May 8, 2013 and a public hearing is
scheduled for June 5, 2013. Report will be provided to May PDC regarding the info
meeting.
On-Going Applications
Electoral Area A
Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 337.102 (Ornstein, Harris and Milligan) located on Copper
Island. The covenants which were a condition of 3rd reading were registered in April and
the bylaw will be forwarded to the Board for adoption in May.
OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.31/337.103 (Bel Investments Ltd.) – a public
hearing was held on April 24th. A report of public hearing, along with other follow-up
information will be forwarded to the Planning & development Committee in May.
Electoral Area B
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.22 and 310.146 (3L Property Dev’t). A
report regarding the open house held in February and the revised proposal was sent the
March APC. Discussions were held with the applicant. A report will be provided to the
June PDC (at the applicant’s request).
Electoral Area D
OCP Zoning Bylaw Amendment Nos. 600.1 & 310.127 (Groom). The applicant submitted
a strategy for riparian area protection and enhancement in April. A follow-up report will
be forwarded to the Planning & Development Committee in May.
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Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman) regarding amending subdivision district to allow for a two lot
subdivision in ALR. Application provided additional detail regarding community benefit
and agriculture plan. Public information meeting held on April 30, 2013 and a report will
be provided to the May PDC.
Electoral Area E
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 600.2 and 310.138 (Penonzek and Johnson)
were referred back to the Elphinstone APC for additional consideration. The three options
shown on the staff report to the Planning and Development Committee in April were
considered by the APC. The APC recommends Option B, which is the ½ acre lot layout.
Staff will follow up with the applicant and schedule a public information meeting.
Electoral Area F
Bylaw 310.109 (Box Canyon Power Project) Applicant provided updated development
plan and supporting information. Staff sent referrals to the Area F APC and NRAC in
March and placed copies of the reports on CD in the Gibsons and Sechelt libraries. SCRD
website updated to include the new information. Staff awaiting input from the province’s
Regional Hydrologist regarding the water license related aspects of the information and
will provide a report to the PDC when all information is available. Public information
meeting arranged for May 7.
Bylaw 310.147 (Burnco) to allow mineral processing on a portion of the proposed gravel
mine site. Staff reviewed the draft Application Information Requirements and provided
report to the April 4th, Infrastructure Services Committee. FAQ section on the SCRD
webpage was updated. Board resolved to place consideration of the bylaw on hold until the
EA is completed. SCRD comments regarding dAIR forwarded to the EAO.
K.

Tree Cutting Permits
No new applications were received.

L.

Strata Conversion Applications
No new applications were received.

2.

Long Range Planning and Major Projects
(A)

Agricultural Area Plan Stage II and III – An RFP process for consulting work on Stage II
and III was completed, which reviewed two submissions. Information on the RFP and
successful submission will be presented to the Planning & Development Committee in
May.

(B)

Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan – The Halfmoon Bay OCP Advisory Group met
twice in April. Additional chapters were reviewed and the development permit areas
chapter was distributed. A draft with all of the chapters is now in place and the advisory
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group will be reviewing it in between meetings to ensure consistency and completeness.
An upcoming meeting will be devoted to reviewing the draft as a whole to ensure that all
aspects of the vision and goals are addressed and to improve upon the quality of the
document. It is the goal of the working group to present the draft to the public in late June
and have the Board consider it for first reading in July followed by referrals throughout the
summer and into September.

3.

(C)

Zoning Bylaw No. 310 review – staff continued corresponding with local advisory groups
on agricultural regulations.

(D)

Narrows Inlet Hydro Project –Review placed on hold at applicant’s request to allow for
additional studies to be completed in response to public comments. The proponent has
withdrawn two sites (CC and SS creeks) from the project. Copy of the report and
comments forwarded to the applicant

Other
(A)

Community to Community Forum –held on Monday April 8, at Roberts Creek Hall. Notes
of meeting were forwarded to shíshálh and Squamish Nations’ staff for review prior to
placing on an SCRD Committee agenda

(B)

Staff worked with local Vancouver Coastal Health staff to prepare a tentative application
for funding a local food policy forum. A related report will be forwarded to the Planning
& Development Committee in May.

______________________________
Steven Olmstead,
General Manager of Planning and Development Division

263

N:\Planning & Development\6970 Planning Reports & Statistics\6970-20 Reports\May 2013\2013-May Planning Monthly Summary.docx

Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity
BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED
Bylaw Amended

Year
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Zoning Amendments
310
337

12
6

6
1

7
2

2
2

3
1

4
2

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

0
2
2
2
5
0
0
29

0
0
0
3
2
0
1
13

1
1
1
2
2
0
0
16

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
6

0
0
0
1
2
0
0
9

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

0

0

0

2

2

2

2

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED
Year
Zoning Bylaw
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
Bylaw 310
3
13 14 10
6
10
2
0
2
Bylaw 337
5
7
7
9
1
2
2
2
Totals
8
20 21 19
7
12
2
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED
Year
Official Community Plan 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
West Howe Sound
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek
Halfmoon Bay
Egmont/Pender Hrbr
Totals

4
4
8
7
4
23

7
6
12
3
5
33

6
5
5
8
2
26

2
4
10
10
5
31

8
2
10
6
5
29

3
3
7
5
3
21

2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
0
1
1
1
3
6
2
1
2

1
4

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2
9

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

38
58
68
86
153
403

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

35
44
56
64
70
269

33
39
51
56
74
253

2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD
1
0
4
1
6
4
4
5
5
18
2
5
3
1
11
2
5
1
1
9
8
6
7
6
27
20
20
14
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
71
17

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

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

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

1

0

0

0

0

0

1
6
8
16

1
1

1
1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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0

0

0

2
2

SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

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

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed
Year
Electoral
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
Area
TOTAL
April
YTD
A
20
8
16
8
1
B
7
13
2
13
D
14
24
12
8
E
6
8
15
4
F
34
5
0
6
2
Totals
81
58
45
39
0
3

2013
YTD
1

1
2

0

Subdivision Application Fees Collected
Year
Amount Collected
$15,455.00
2009
$22,165.00
2010
$19,947.00
2011
$14,335.00
2012
April
$1,715.00
2013 YTD

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

Subdivisions Receiving Final SCRD Approval
Electoral
2011
2012
2013
Area
April
YTD
A
3
2
1
B
1
1
1
D
3
6
E
4
4
F
3
2
Totals
14
15
0
2

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

2009

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

$16,875

$0

$0

2013
Apr

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

YTD

$0

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

$0

2010

0.985
0.985

0.0852
0

0

0.0852

YTD
$24,000
$2,450

$26,450

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

2011
1
2
1

2
1

3

4

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

0

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits
Year
2013
Electoral
2009
2010
2011
2012
Area
TOTAL
April
YTD
A
B
D
E
$2,450
F
$2,450
$4,900
Totals
$0 $2,450
$2,450
$4,900
$0

District of Sechelt
Development Cost Charges
Year
$118,800
2009
$56,100
2010
$82,500
2011
$223,300
2012
April
$24,750
2013

Electoral
Area
A
B
D
E
F
Totals

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

Exclusion

Inclusion

0
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0

Non-Farm

0

0

ANNEX S
Agricultural Advisory Committee
April 23, 2013

3:30 pm

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

Present:

Regrets:
Delegation:
Also present:

Dale Peterson (Chair), Betty Hart, Jon Bell, Margrett George, Frank Roosen,
Dave Ryan, Martin Kiewitz, Gerald Rainville, Dawn Myers, Katie Latham, Jade Bisson,
Nicole Huska
Peter Doig
Tony Pellett, Agricultural Land Commission
Donna Shugar, SCRD Area D Director (part)
Lorne Lewis, SCRD Area E Director (part)
Lee Turnbull, SCRD Area F Director (part)
Jeffrey Paleczny, Planner, Town of Gibsons (part)
Ray Parfitt, Director of Development Services, District of Sechelt (part)
Steve Olmstead, General Manager, SCRD Planning and Development (part)
David Rafael, Senior Planner, SCRD (part)
Scott Avery, Sunshine Coast Housing Committee (part)
Terry Youngman, Applicant, Bylaw No. 310.145 (part)
Greg Gebka, Planner, SCRD
Diane Corbett, Recorder

Call to order at 3:31 pm
1.

2.

Agenda
The agenda was adopted as amended:
• 5.3 Declaration of the Day of the Honey Bee
Delegation
2.1 Tony Pellett, Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) regarding impending Agricultural Land
Reserve Boundary Review for the Sunshine Coast
Mr. Tony Pellet, ALC Regional Planner for the South Coast, presented a history and
overview of the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) regulations and legislation that
included a discussion of: soil capability classes and sub‐classes; history and mapping
regarding ALR on the Sunshine Coast; ALR boundary review; ALC procedure for
inclusion in or exclusion from the ALR.
Following the presentation, Mr. Pellet responded to questions and comments, many
of which pertained to the role and authority of the Agricultural Land Commission.
Other topics included the ALR boundary review process, ALC criteria for subdivision
and exclusion, use of Crown land for agriculture, farming on the Sunshine Coast,
housing on ALR, and ALR mapping issues.
Regarding an ALR boundary review on the Sunshine Coast, it was noted that there
had been no request from the SCRD for a review, and that a review was not being
required by the ALC. If a review were to proceed, it was suggested by Mr. Pellet that
this be done in concert with the Agricultural Area Plan process.
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Regarding the Youngman application for subdivision within the ALR (ALC File 52693
for 706 Leek Road, Roberts Creek), Mr. Pellet explained that the ALC had considered
it to be “minor”. Thus the application was reviewed by the Chief Executive Officer
rather than the whole Commission, as per 2011 regulations. The site was a relatively
minor property being subdivided in an area with residential across the road, and
with not a big impact on adjacent properties. The ALC would not have been looking
at the application had it not been forwarded by the Regional Board.
Directors and AAC members expressed to the ALC Regional Planner an interest in
receiving information on rationale for ALC decisions on ALR applications. Mr. Pellett
indicated that every application was decided on its own merits, with a view to
cumulative impacts. Mr. Pellet emphasized the need for the SCRD to be clear in its
submissions to the ALC if advice is being requested.
Mr. Pellet’s presentation notes were made available for reference.
The Chair thanked Mr. Pellet for his presentation.
The meeting recessed at 5:10 pm at which time Directors and other non‐Committee members
left the meeting.
The meeting reconvened at 5:15 pm.
3.

Reports and Minutes
3.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 26, 2013
The meeting minutes of March 26, 2013 were adopted as circulated.

4.

Business Arising From Minutes and Unfinished Business
4.1 Board Actions on Agricultural Issues
The Board Actions on Agricultural Issues report was received for information.
4.2 Agricultural Advisory Committee Workshop (Langley)
Greg Gebka, Jon Bell and Dave Ryan commented on the recent workshop held in
Langley for Agricultural Advisory Committees (AAC’s) from across the province. Staff
indicated the workshop package was available for review. How AAC’s can work with
elected officials on agricultural issues was one of the topics at the workshop.
4.3 Draft ‘A Zone’ & Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning – Deferred
4.4 Potential Community Opinion Survey on Regulating Agriculture – Deferred

Members Nicole Huska, Dawn Myers, Kathy Latham and Margrett George left the meeting at
5:33 p.m.
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5.

New Business
5.1 Potential Community Demonstration Farm – Shirley Macey Park
5.1.1 The staff report, dated March 18, 2013, entitled “Potential Community
Demonstration Farm – Shirley Macey Park” was received for information. Staff
explained that part of an ALC decision in 1997 to allow non‐farm use at Shirley
Macey Park was approval that the SCRD develop a “Community Demonstration
Farm” in the northwest corner of the property. Staff was not aware of any plan in
place for the forested 1.5‐hectare site and noted that research for related historical
information would continue to be conducted.
5.1.2 The Agricultural Advisory Committee recommended by consensus: That a
Community Demonstration Farm be designated for the Shirley Macey Park site as
a pilot project as part of Stages II and III of the Sunshine Coast Agricultural Area
Plan.
5.2 Potential Funding For Food Policy Council Forum
The staff report dated April 12, 2013 on potential funding for a Food Policy Council
Forum through a grant application to the Healthy Communities Capacity Building
Fund was received for information.
5.3 Proclamation of the Day of the Honey Bee
5.3.1 The staff report dated April 23, 2013 regarding the proclamation of the “Day
of the Honey Bee” was received for information.
5.3.2 The Agricultural Advisory Committee recommended by consensus: That
the SCRD Board bring to the attention of Gibsons, Sechelt and Sechelt Indian
Government District Councils and School District No. 46 Board of Trustees the
information on the proclamation of the “Day of the Honey Bee” and encourage
them to declare the “Day of the Honey Bee” on May 29th.

6.

Unfinished Business
6.1 ALC Youngman Decision (ALC File 52693 for 706 Leek Road, Roberts Creek)
6.1.1 The Agricultural Advisory Committee recommended by consensus: That
the SCRD Board file for a reconsideration with the Agricultural Land Commission
on the Youngman decision (ALC File 52693 for 706 Leek Road, Roberts Creek)
based on:
• That the decision was made by the ALC Chief Executive Officer and not the
whole Commission, which was the intent of the SCRD Board;
• That the new Roberts Creek Official Community Plan was not taken into
account;
• That the Regional District Board did not provide evidence that it was seeking
guidance from the Commission in light of mixed reviews on the application by
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•
7.

the Agricultural Advisory Committee and the Roberts Creek Advisory Planning
Commission;
And that the recommendation of the Agricultural Advisory Committee was not
attached to the SCRD submission.

Next Meeting

Tuesday, May 28, 2013 at 3:30 p.m. at SCRD Cedar Room

Action: Staff will provide Agricultural Area Plan Background Reports at next meeting.
Adjourned at 5:55 p.m.
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ANNEX T

Area ‘A’ Minutes

April 23, 2013

AREA 'A' MINUTES
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
LIBRARY, PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL, MADEIRA PARK
TUESDAY, APRIL 23, 2013 AT 7:00PM

Present:

G. Craig (Chair), C. McEachern, J. Hall, D. Burnham, A. Skelley, L. Falk, F. Mauro
(Area A Director) and C. Patterson (Secretary).

Regrets:

R. Metcalfe, G. Park, J. McDonald, G. McBain, J. McOuat and J. Dickin.

CALL TO ORDER: 7:00 P.M.

MINUTES
1. Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of March 27, 2013
2. Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of March 26, 2013
3. Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of March 25, 2013
4. Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of March 27, 2013
5. West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of March 26, 2013
6. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 26, 2013
7. Natural Resources Advisory Committee of March 27, 2013
8. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of March 21, 2013
Motion: Moved by C. McEachern and seconded by L. Falk
To adopt the Minutes of March 27, 2013 for Area 'A' and to accept the balance of the
minutes with thanks.
PASSED

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
9.

Zoning Options for Medical Marijuana Production
A March 2014 date for regulation has been confirmed. Discussion included appreciation for
a method the City of Kamloops is proposing where industrial zoning permits medical
marijuana production, but any agricultural zoning would need to approve applications on a
case-by-case basis.
This APC feels that medical marijuana production should not be permitted in proximity to
residential usage areas or other areas with high degree of human activity. We agree that
RCMP monitoring is important and areas used would ideally be readily available for that
purpose. This APC would like to see opportunity for public input on large scale proposed
installations, perhaps along the lines of a newspaper announcement, but requiring a
complete rezoning process might be an unnecessary expense to the applicant.
We agree for the most part with the proposals of the Planning Staff, however there may be
legal challenges to the definition of Horticulture as it is written in this report. It was
suggested that Medical Marijuana Production be defined in the bylaw and it will be
necessary to create a framework of zoning rules.
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More research into how these large scale operations function is welcomed. It is difficult to
comment or plan without greater clarity from the federal government on what they mean by
large scale. We support the suggested process for aligning zoning regulations by Planning
Staff.
As stated in the Area A APC minutes of February 27, 2013, we reiterate our previous
motion:
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by J. McDonald
This APC supports Planning Staff’s position that more analysis needs to be done
and also supports the initial land use considerations in the table on page 44 of the
Staff Report to the Planning and Development Committee of February 14, 2013.
“Grandfathering” currently operating licensed growing facilities might be needed as
the new regulations go forward. R3 Zones, or larger lots, where proper detached
facilities can be installed, would be the only residential zone this APC would
consider as acceptable for production sites. Smaller residential lots would not be
recommended for this industry.
PASSED

10. Development Permit with Variance Application No. DPA-28 (Sakinaw Lake,
Egmont/Pender Harbour
It is our understanding that in a situation where a building is grandfathered, a one-time
allowable change, up to 300 square feet, is permitted.
Motion: Moved by J. Hall and seconded by L. Falk
We approve the variance, conditional to the owners agreeing and acknowledging
that this is in lieu of their one-time allowed increase in size of 300 square feet to their
grandfathered building, as per Sec. 4.17 of the OCP. Also, Planning Staff
recommendations must be followed as found on page 37 of the Staff Report to
Electoral Area A Advisory Planning Commission Regarding DPV Application No.
A.28 (Muench).
Furthermore, we recommend the SCRD look at creating significantly severe
penalties in these situations where property owners fail to comply with proper
procedures and permit applications. Current penalties are not stopping or deterring
this activity.
PASSED

DIRECTORS REPORT:
•
•
•
•

Met with Chamber of Commerce who are looking to implement a "shop local" initiative.
The OCP Review this year will need to look at encouraging local commercial industry.
Attended the Association of Vancouver Island Coastal Communities Conference.
Draft version of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan is complete and almost ready for
community consultation.
• Regional Water Master Plan is in draft form with the next step being community
consultation.
• Contract has been awarded for the South Pender Water treatment plant.

NEXT MEETING:

7:00 p.m. on May 29, 2013 at Pender Harbour Secondary School

ADJOURNMENT:

motion to adjourn at 8:40 P.M. by C. McEachern
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ANNEX U
Halfmoon Bay APC Advisory Group
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC
MINUTES OF TUESDAY, APRIL 23, 2013
Chair
Ex Officio member
Recording Secretary
PRESENT
Elise Rudland
Alda Grames
Eleanor Lenz
Ray Moscrip
Joan Harvey
Lorne Campbell
Wendy Pearson
Len Pakulak
Ron Kernohan

Elise Rudland/Eleanor Lenz
Garry Nohr
Katrina Walters
REGRETS
Richard Grant
Walter Powell
Jay Corman

SCRD STAFF

GUESTS
Ron Brown
Lynn Bauhnman
Ken Rempel
Bev Rempel

1. Call to Order
Eleanor Lenz, co-chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:05 PM and chaired the
meeting until item No. 5 (Subdivision referral (2012-005533) -2 lot subdivision of 522
Backhouse Road (Brown) ). Co-chairperson Elise Rudland, chaired item No. 5.

2. Agenda
Motion: That the agenda be accepted as printed.
Carried Unanimously
3. Minutes
Minutes from the following meetings were received for information:
3.1 Area B- Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes of March 26, 2013.
3.2 Area A- Egmont/Pender Harbour APC Minutes of March 27, 2013.
3.3 Area D- Roberts Creek APC Minutes of March 25, 2013.
3.4 Area E- Elphinstone APC Minutes of March 27, 2013.
3.5 Area F- West Howe Sound APC Minutes of March 26, 2013.
3.6 Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes March 27, 2013.
3.7 Agricultural Advisory Committee Notes of March 26, 2013.
3.8 Planning and Development Committee Minutes None.

Motion: That the above Area B minutes be accepted as printed and that all other minutes
be received for information only.
Carried Unanimously
4. Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business
1.

Pickup location for the APC agenda packages: The APC suggests the Halfmoon
Bay store as a pickup location for the packages.
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5. New Business
5.1 Development Variance Permit 310.174 (Garcia)
Note: Co-chair Eleanor Lenz declared a perceived conflict of interest and Elise Rudland
assumed the chair position at this time.
APC Comments/Concerns:
-Considering the situation, it is a reasonable that we consider this application.

Motion: That the APC takes no exception to Development Variance Permit 310.174
Carried Unanimously
5.2 Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.173 (Rempel)
APC Comments/Concerns:
-It could be detrimental to the environment if we ask that they remove the material in
question.
Motion: That the APC takes no exception to this application.
Carried by Unanimously

5.3 Subdivision referral (2012-005533) -2 lot subdivision of 522 Backhouse Road
(Brown)
APC Comments/Concerns:
-The committee supports the application as presented.
Motion: That the APC receives this information as presented and that the APC supports
the application for subdivision.
Carried by Majority
5.4 Zoning Options for Medical Marijuana Production
APC Comments/Concerns:
-If it is a question of large scale production, it should be located in industrial areas.
-We need more information regarding size, and who is able to produce.
-Feel that anyone who needs it (medically) should be able to grow it.
-Forcing marijuana to be grown indoors is insane: this is the way it has been presented to
us by the federal government. As a counter, we should allow it to be grown everywhere
except in R1.
-We should not be taking ALR lands and allow it to be grown in large greenhouses; ALR
land should be kept for growing food.
-Don’t think we should allow it to be grown on the Sunshine Coast at al.

Motion: That the APC accepts this information and that the APC will revisit this subject
when the federal government and the provincial ALR Commission make their final
decision thus giving the committee more information.
Carried Unanimously

273

6. Directors Report:
Director Garry Nohr was unable to give a report.
7. APC Committee Discussions/Requests:
None
8. Next Meeting
Tuesday, May 28, 7 PM.
9. Adjournment
7:25 PM

________________________
Elise Rudland/Eleanor Lenz
HMB APC Co-Chairs

____________________
Date
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ANNEX V
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
Minutes of Area D Advisory Planning Commission Meeting of Monday April 29, 2013
1044 Roberts Creek Road, Roberts Creek
Present: Jeffrey Abbott, Kye Goodwin (Alternate Chair), Barry Morrow, Brock O'Bryne, Eric Tiessen,
and Denise Woodley
Regrets: Bill Page (Chair), Marion Jolicoeur, Gerald Rainville, and Dave Ryan
Absent: Heather Conn and Dana Gregory
Delegations: Wendy and Roger Sayer
1. The meeting was called to order at 7:05 PM.
Denise Woodley was welcomed as newly appointed to the APC, and the resignation of Tzaddi Gordon
was received upon conclusion of her term of service to the Commission.
2. Minutes
2.1 Roberts Creek (Area D) Minutes of March 25, 2013 were accepted as circulated.
(BO/BM) M/S/Carried
2.2 The following were received for information:
2.2.1 Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of March 27, 2013
2.2.2 Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of March 26, 2013
2.2.3 Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of March 27, 2013
2.2.4 West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of March 26, 2013
2.2.5 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 26, 2013
2.2.6 Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of March 27, 2013
2.2.7 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of March 21, 2013
3. NEW BUSINESS
3.1 Development Permit with Variance Application No. DP D-118 for Wendy and Roger
Sayer for Lot A Block 1 District Lot 810 Plan 5605, located at 1038 Edmonds Rd., Roberts Creek, BC.
MOTION: The APC supports the application as proposed. (BM/BO) M/S/Carried
3.2 Zoning Options for Medical Marijuana Production
MOTION: The APC defers this discussion until next month, to allow everyone to have the
opportunity to read the report. (JA/BO) M/S/Carried
NOTE: The Secretary will resend this report by email, ask for acknowledgement of receipt, and
determine if any additional printed copies are required.
3.3 Agricultural Zoning will be discussed at next months meeting.
NOTE: Barry suggested each of the members focus on areas near their homes to facilitate discussion.
The Secretary will provide Denise with the related documents, including Road Map.
4. DIRECTOR'S REPORT
The Director’s Report was received.
5. NEXT MEETING
The next meeting is scheduled for 7:00 PM on May 27, 2013, at 1044 Roberts Creek Road.
6. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 PM.
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ANNEX W
Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission
Minutes of the meeting held at Frank West Hall, Elphinstone, BC
April 24, 2013
Present:

Lynda Chamberlin, Co‐Chair
Regrets:
Patrick Fitzsimons
Jim Gurney
Rob Bone, Co‐Chair
Elizabeth Nordlund
Graham Chapman
Absent:
Clemens Mauel
Rod Moorcroft
Ron Kaiser
Alison Sawyer
Alan Colleypriest
Delegation:
Larry Penonzek (Bylaw Nos. 600.2 & 310.138)
Director:
Lorne Lewis
Alt. Director: Laurella Hay
Members of the Public: 2
Secretary:
Diane Corbett

Call to Order

7:00 p.m.

Agenda

The amended agenda was adopted as amended:
•
Move Unfinished Business to end of agenda

Minutes
1. Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of March 27, 2013
MOTION (GC/EN): THAT the March 27, 2013 minutes be adopted as circulated.
Carried Unanimously
2. The following minutes were received for information:
• Egmont / Pender Harbour APC Minutes, March 27, 2013
• Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes, March 26, 2013
• Roberts Creek APC Minutes, March 25, 2013
• West Howe Sound APC Minutes, March 26, 2013
• Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes, March 26, 2013
• Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes, March 27, 2013
• Planning and Development Committee Minutes, March 21, 2013
New Business
3. Zoning Options for Medical Marijuana Production
Points raised in discussion included:
• Doing hydroponics on agricultural land is contrary to the objective of the ALR to
enhance the quality of the soil … Medical marijuana is a controlled substance
and not for consumption by the general public. It may not be compatible with
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•

•

2

other uses….Given that at this point there is much we don’t know about this and
what this involves, but it still has the appearance of industrial land use, suggest
that this only be considered for industrial zones at this time.
Makes sense to me it is industrial. I don’t agree with any of the proposed
changes to the legislation. Think the staff report is really good, seems to steer us
to an industrial use… From my own experience, these (points mentioned by
staff) are factors that come up in a lot of cases. …This would be more
anonymous in an industrial zone; nobody will know for sure that it is there.
You’d think they’d like the plants grown in the sun. This is going to turn this into
an industrial activity… it has nothing to do with health. Think (the proposed
regulations) replace legislation that was designed to fail.

4. BURNCO Gravel Mine Proposal – Draft Application Information Requirements
The staff memo dated April 16, 2013 with staff report dated March 26, 2013 on
BURNCO draft application information requirements was received for information.
5. OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 600.2 & 310.138 (Johnson, Penonzek & Penonzek for
Lot Z, District Lot 909, Plan LMP24870, near Grandview and Sunnyside Roads, Elphinstone)
5.1 A proposal by the applicant for development of this site originally came before the
APC in 2011, at which time the APC supported a proposal for half‐acre lots. The APC
now reviewed three proposed development options for the property:
• 2‐lot subdivision (current zoning RU1, ‘F’ Subdivision District)
• 5‐lot subdivision (would require zoning and OCP amendments for proposed
Residential Two, ‘C’ Subdivision District)
• 12‐lot subdivision (would require rezoning; consistent with Comprehensive
Development and Cluster Housing Area provision in the OCP).
5.2 Applicant Larry Penonzek discussed the application and responded to questions.
5.3 Members of the public residing on Sunnyside Road expressed concern about the
road becoming an east‐west collector road, contrary to the Official Community Plan
(OCP) and in spite of widespread opposition in the neighborhood; they noted they were
also speaking on behalf of other residents unable to attend the meeting.
5.4 Extensive discussion ensued regarding possibilities for the road network, and the
requirements of the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) in response to
proposed development options on the site. In light of the concern raised at the public
information meeting in December 2012 about Sunnyside Road being extended, the
applicant had proposed a private narrow emergency access road and cul‐de‐sac that
would have “removed the concept” of Sunnyside becoming a collector road
(Attachment B in the staff report); MOTI had rejected the plan. It was noted the issue of
a road going through was a moot point; even under the present zoning that could occur.
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MOTION (EN/AS): THAT the Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission supports the half‐
acre lot sizes.
Carried Unanimously
Director's Report
6.

Director Lewis commented on the following topics:
• Future of Howe Sound Forum April 13
• Recent economic development forum organized by provincial government
• Federation of Canadian Municipalities meeting in Vancouver May 31 to June 3
• Shoreline planting at Chaster Park April 27

Unfinished Business
7. Draft ‘A Zone’ and Road Map for Supporting Agriculture
The APC resumed discussion of the “Draft ‘A Zone’ and Road Map for Supporting
Agriculture” from the last meeting, and completed its review of the proposed zoning
regulations. Co‐Chair Chamberlin advised that a summary of the notes from these APC
discussions would be distributed with the next agenda. After a concluding discussion at
the next meeting, the feedback will be submitted to SCRD Planning and Development
Division.
Action: APC Members were requested to review the feedback summary that will be
provided by the Chair and distributed with the next agenda, and to prepare any further
feedback for discussion at the next meeting.
Next Meeting

Wednesday, May 22, 2013

Adjournment

9:05 p.m.
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ANNEX X

Amended Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, March 26, 2013
PRESENT:

Mike Comerford (Co-Chair)
Judith Kenly
Charlie Collura
Leonie Croy
Fred Gazeley (Co-Chair)
Ian Winn
Lynda Coote, Recording Secretary

REGRETS:
DIRECTOR:

Bruce Wallis
Chris Barlow
Lee Turnbull

1.

Call to Order
Fred Gazeley, Co-Chair called the meeting to order at 7.30 pm.

2.

Agenda
MOVED by Mike Comerford, SECONDED by Judith Kenly
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission Agenda be approved as circulated.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Minutes
The following minutes were received for information:
3.1.
West Howe Sound, Area F APC, February 26, 2013
3.2.
Egmont/Pender Harbour, Area A APC, February 27, 2013
3.3.
Halfmoon Bay, Area B APC, February 26, 2013
3.4.
Roberts Creek, Area D APC, February 25, 2013
3.5.
Elphinstone, Area E APC, February 27, 2013
3.6.
Agricultural Advisory, February 26, 2013

3.

MOVED by Judith Kenly, SECONDED by Mike Comerford
THAT “The minutes noted above be received for information purposes.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
MOVED by Judith Kenly, SECONDED by Leonie Croy
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of February 26, 2013 be
approved as circulated.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
4.

Business Arising
There was no business arising from the minutes.

5.

New Business
5.1.

Voting at APC meetings
The March 14, 2013 report from David Rafael on voting at APC meetings was
received for information purposes only.

5.2.

Islands Trust – Gambier Associated Islands Draft Land Use Bylaw 120
The March 14, 2013 report from David Rafael on the Islands Trust – Gambier
Associated Island Draft Land Use Bylaw 120 was received for information
purposes. It was noted that the APC Chair and Secretary did not receive an
email copy of the Planning and Development Committee (PDC) draft minutes as
indicated in the report.
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APC comments included:

What has changed?

This is a brand new bylaw

PDC draft minutes were not received

Courtesy referral to the SCRD

What has been the response from the Squamish Nation?
5.3.

Box Canyon Power Project – Bylaw 310.109
Fred Gazeley spoke to this project, noting it has been ongoing for ten years. He
also provided an excellent explanation of the location of this power project, site
details and terminology.
APC comments included:

What about the DFO report regarding water flows and volumes?

Final reports are done and all details are available on SCRD website and
the two CD’s available at the libraries

Three streams come together at the headwater

Three penstocks come into one with a new valve system

A penstock is a large pipe carrying the water

There are no salmon bearing streams where the water comes into the
system

High mountain streams with steep waterfalls

Fish bearing streams from the last waterfall at McNab Creek to the ocean

Weirs will be created where the water is reintroduced into the streams

25 year contract to sell power to BC Hydro

Power line right-of-way adjacent to the BURNCO property

Environmental assessments will be done independently

What is the combined effect of this power project and the BURNCO
project in the same area?

Penstocks will be in the existing road

A very small project that is not too invasive

Will cost approximately $35-50 million dollars to build with a 25 year pay
back

Bylaw 310.109 is specific to the Box Canyon Power Project

Bring more questions to the Public Information Meetings

A date has not been set but APC and public will be notified

Elk and wildlife habitat will be assessed

Time frame for construction will be 2-3 years

Concerns will come out in the public meetings.
Fred was thanked for sharing his extensive local knowledge and experience in
relation to the proposed project.

5.4.

Updated Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning
APC members received the updated “Road Map for Supporting Agriculture” and
the City of Vancouver’s urban bee keeping regulations and guidelines.
APC comments included:

Still don’t know why all this work in being done on agricultural zoning

Official Community Plans (OCPs) address this issue
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More money being spent on consultants
Road Map clarifies a lot of the unknowns
Do not want to see chickens, poultry, rabbits or roadside selling in R1
zone
It comes down to food security and community resiliency, especially
during disasters
Creating a more secure community food source that is not so vulnerable
to suppliers, transportation and ferries
Forward thinking and visionary and applaud the process
Gives people a choice
What about animal slaughtering?
Animal slaughtering for own consumption only as selling it will trigger
Federal regulations
There must be some local means of slaughtering
We are out-of-step with what is going on in the cities
Some of these activities will affect neighbours
Independence is good with appropriate controls
SCRD asking for input now and the process will evolve into bylaws with
controls
Then it becomes an enforcement issue
Community education is key and it happening now, i.e. raising chickens
workshops
Will individuals need a “Permit” or does the term “permit” mean allows?
Point is not to get a lot of red tape so no “Permit” will be required
It will be a complaint driven system
Opening up to the possibility of abuse without enforcement
What are the benefits?
Use farmer’s markets to sell extra goods instead of selling at the end of a
driveway
SCRD is encouraging individuals and APCs to fill in the grey areas on the
sheets
All general comments would be welcomed.

The Area F Advisory Planning Commission committed to review the
document over the next three months, completing at least three pages per
meeting.
6.

Director’s Report
Director Turnbull reported on the following items:

SCRD Budget

Reduction in landfill hours

Grantham’s Water System

Recreation Facilities

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

Howe Sound Forum and BURNCO.
Director Turnbull confirmed there had been no discussion at the SCRD with regard to a
region wide burning ban this summer.
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APC members expressed their concern about the disposal of gyprock and asbestos
materials in the forests as the current disposal options are cost prohibitive.
7.

Next Meeting
APC members discussed the option of starting the meeting at 7 pm instead of 7.30 pm
and given a consensus among the members present, it was decided to try this new
starting time for the summer months.
The next scheduled Area F APC meeting will be April 23, 2013 at 7 pm, Eric Cardinall
Hall, Shirley Macey Park.

8.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 9.10 pm.

……………………………………………..
Fred Gazeley, Co-Chair

………………………………………….
Date

APCMar2613
27/03/13; 24/03/12
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ANNEX Y

Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, April 23, 2013
PRESENT:

Fred Gazeley (Co-Chair)
Bruce Wallis
Judith Kenly
Charlie Collura
Leonie Croy
Ian Winn
Lynda Coote, Recording Secretary

REGRETS:

Mike Comerford
Chris Barlow

DIRECTOR:
GUEST:

Lee Turnbull
Lynn Perez

1.

Call to Order
Fred Gazeley, Co-Chair called the meeting to order at 7.06 pm.

2.

Agenda
The circulated agenda was amended with the following:

Addition of Planning & Development Minutes, March 21, 2013

Addition of Agricultural Road Map to New Business

Move Subdivision Application MOT #2013-01483 up on agenda.

3.

MOVED by Leonie Croy, SECONDED by Judith Kenly
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission agenda be approved as amended.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Minutes
The following minutes were received for information:
3.1.
West Howe Sound, Area F APC, March 26, 2013
3.2.
Egmont/Pender Harbour, Area A APC, March 27, 2013
3.3.
Halfmoon Bay, Area B APC, March 26, 2013
3.4.
Roberts Creek, Area D APC, March 25, 2013
3.5.
Elphinstone, Area E APC, March 27, 2013
3.6.
Agricultural Advisory, March 26, 2013
3.7.
Natural Resources Advisory, March 27, 2013
3.8.
Planning & Development, March 21, 2013.
MOVED by Bruce Wallis, SECONDED by Ian Winn
THAT “The minutes noted above be received for information purposes.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
There was one revision to the Area F APC Minutes, dated March 26, 2013, page 3, third
bullet down, remove “RU1” and replace with “R1”.

4.

MOVED by Leonie Croy, SECONDED by Ian Winn
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of March 26, 2013 be
approved as amended.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
New Business
4.1.

Subdivision Application MOT #2013-01483
Lynn Perez was invited to speak to this subdivision application for the property
located at 1346 Burns Road, Gibsons, Lot H, District Lot 1402, Plan BCP11617,
PID:025-966-383.
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Ms. Perez provided a larger version of the plan for easier reference and
orientated the APC members to its location. Further comments included:

Lot H stands alone

Dedicated 6 metre road right-of-way (ROW)

Property purchased in 2010

Proposed subdivision would split the property down the middle

Existing mobile home on the site since 1975 as well as a storage shed

Dedicated and existing septic field areas will be decommission

Site plan shows a speculative building site

Access to each property will be via two separate, new driveways

Purpose of the ROW was for public access to the beach

Two separate titles on two separate lots

Two separate water connections

No plans for three bedroom residence just speculative placement on site

Two septic reports completed

Septic covenant on each property with Type 2 septic requirement

MOT required two access points

BC Hydro did not want a shared access.
APC comments included:

What is the frontage?

70 feet x 340 feet so over the required 2,000 square metres

Where is this property in relation to the Salvation Army property?

It would help if Planning could provide a map indicating relationship to
other properties

What is the grade? Fairly flat, 2.6%

What about the neighbours views on the proposed subdivision?

How many trees would need to be removed?
Ms. Perez provided a brief summary regarding the neighbours and indicated only
small hemlock and alders would need to be removed for the driveways. It was
the applicant’s intention to save the trees and a full assessment of the trees
would be completed, once subdivision was approved.
Further APC comments:

Will trees need to be removed for the septic fields? No, already on
cleared land

When is the public meeting?

APC comments will go to the Planning Meeting for review first.

What about the low bank and possible flooding issues?

What is involved with decommissioning the septic fields?’

Is the beach access clear? Only small hemlocks and dense nonindigenous shrubs

Considering climate change, how will you address the low bank and
shoreline?
Ms. Perez stated there were overgrown wild rose bushes and logs on the
shoreline and there were no plans for their removal. The only consideration was
given to the addition of large shoring rock behind the roses on the property.
Three small breaks in the rose bushes were identified for beach access.
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It was recognized that the Department of Fisheries would have requirements for
shoreline protection and the SCRD will continue to monitor the shoreline during
the next 5-10 years considering the concerns of climate change.
The SCRD will also consider the clean-up and development of the ROW for
beach access.
APC members noted there is a registered archaeological site along the foreshore
and Ms. Perez stated contact with the Provincial Archaeology Branch had been
tried. It was recommended that she contact the Squamish Nation directly to
request information on the possible archaeological site and that an observer may
be required during any construction phase.
It was noted that the prospective building site on the site plan was speculative
and any buildings would comply with the Development Permit setbacks and
Building Permit requirements.
The Area F Advisory Planning Commission had no issues with subdivision
application MOT #2013-01483 providing it meets the following Planning
Department conditions:
1. Compliance with Bylaw 310 regarding density, useable area and setbacks
2. Water Supply
3. Development Permit Area #4: Aquifer Protection and Storm Water
Management
4. Development Permit Area #5: Shoreline Protection and Management
5. Building Department Comments
6. Registered Archaeological Site.
Ms. Perez left the meeting at 7.55 pm.
5.

Business Arising
5.1.

Area F APC February 26, 20s13 Minutes Memo
Members agreed it was unlikely that a consensus would be reached between all
the electoral areas and that Area F would require its own variations in regard to
the propose agriculture policy. The Area F APC wants to be in a position to make
decisions regarding agricultural land use and policies that are suitable for Area F.
There was concern expressed about when the residents and community get to
make comments on the proposed agricultural land use policy. Are public
information sessions scheduled? What is the process? These important changes
require public information meetings and/or open houses.

6.

New Business
6.1.

Zoning Options for Medical Marijuana Production
This report was received for information. The City of Kamloops comments in
Attachment 1 was very useful in outlining specific criteria and requirements for
Medical Marijuana Grow Operations (MMGO).
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APC comments included:

Marijuana is not a food

Concern that is could be using agricultural land

Clarify auxiliary uses

Commercial operation not agricultural

Serious issues regarding water and power usage

Use of pesticides and artificial fertilizers a concern

Light industrial park areas

Security issues

Proposal good for big operations but what about the individual users?

What about the medical needs of the individual

New territory

Production will go underground if costs increase

Federally regulated so decision not in our hands

No zoning

Are Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) taking ownership and control of
this as they have clarified it as “farm use”?

Unusual process to address the problem

Not whether, just where

What about First Nations input?

Fire and police also have concerns

Stops anyone growing for their own supply

Has any company put forward an application for a MMGO?
MOVED by Leonie Croy, SECONDED by Bruce Wallis
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission expressed grave concerns
about the use of agricultural land for the commercial growing of medical
marijuana;
AND THAT it sees serious concerns with safety, security and costs associated
with proposed Medical Marijuana Grow Operations.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
MOVED by Judith Kenly, SECONDED by Ian Winn
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission request that the Sunshine
Coast Regional District write to the Member of Parliament and the Federal
Government expressing the concerns of the Area F APC regarding Medical
Marijuana Grow Operations.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
6.2.

BURNCO gravel mine proposal – draft application information requirements
This information was received for information purposes. The draft application
information requirements (dAIR) can be requested from staff and it is posted on
the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) website
http://www.scrd.ca/BURNCO-Aggregate-Mine .
The SCRD are participants in this process and it is important to include all the
concerns and comments now.
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What about the cumulative effect of the Box Canyon project, BURNCO and
WoodFibre in the same area?
MOVED by Ian Winn, SECONDED by Leonie Croy
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission request that the Sunshine
Coast Regional District write to the Member of Parliament and the Federal
Government regarding the cumulative effect of having the Box Canyon project,
BURNCO and WoodFibre happening in the same area, at the same time.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
6.3.

Agriculture Road Map
APC members recognized the challenge of addressing the Agricultural Road
Map adequately at their regular APC meetings, especially when there are other
agenda items that need to be addressed first.
It was suggested by Director Turnbull that Area F APC members attend a
specific meeting to work on the Agricultural Road Map and it was requested that
Andrew Allen assist them in a three hour workshop scheduled from 10 am
– 1 p on a Wednesday before May 28, 2013.

7.

Director’s Report
Director Turnbull reported on the following items:

Budget

Recreational Review Report

Draft Master Recreation & Parks Report

Association of Vancouver Island & Coastal Communities (AVICC) meeting

Agricultural Advisory Committee Meeting

Community to Community Forum

Comprehensive Water Plan meeting, April 29.

8.

Next Meeting
The next scheduled Area F APC meeting will be May 28, 2013 at 7 pm, Eric Cardinall
Hall, Shirley Macey Park.

9.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 9.20 pm.

……………………………………………..
Fred Gazeley, Co-Chair

………………………………………….
Date

APCApr2313
24/04/13; 25/04/13
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