
 
 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 

Thursday, June 9, 2011 
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 

 
         AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 1:30 p.m. 

AGENDA 

1.  Adoption of the Agenda  
 

PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS 

2.  Mr. Larry Penonzek, applicant, 
 Regarding Witherby Point Subdivision Parcel Frontage waiver 

 

 

REPORTS  

3.  Highway Frontage Requirement for Witherby Point Subdivision – District 
Lot 1637, Except Part in Plan 9899, Proposed Lots 1 – 14 
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex A  
Pg 1 - 7  

COMMUNICATIONS 

4.  Letter from Sara Filbee, Assistant Deputy Minister, Lands and Economic 
Development, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada   

Regarding Lower Mainland Treaty Advisory Committee 

Annex B  
Pg 8    

REPORTS  

5.  Discussion Paper on Fringe Area Agreements for Collaborative Planning 
Between Municipalities and Electoral Areas 
(Regional Planning Services) 

Annex C  
Pg 9 - 15 

6.  Powell River Regional District Southern Region Official Community Plan 
Bylaw 454 
(Regional Planning Services) 

Annex D  
Pg 16 

7.  Planning and Development Monthly Report for May 2011 
(Regional/Rural Planning Services) 

Annex E  
Pg 17- 23 

8.  Parcel Frontage waiver for  Subdivision Lot 3, Block 6, D.L. 691, Plan 
BCP19776 (Andrews) 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex F  
Pg 24 - 25 

9.  Heritage Register Designation for the Madeira Park Ranger Station 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex G  
Pg 26 - 27 
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10.  Agricultural Land Reserve Application #D-55 for Non-Farm Use (2nd 
dwelling) located at 2338 Sunshine Coast Hwy, Roberts Creek, BC 
(Berdahl) 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex H  
Pg 28 - 40 

11.  Mobile and Auxiliary Food Sales in Zoning Bylaw 337 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex I  
Pg 41 - 43  

12.  Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of May 24, 2011 
(Regional Planning Services) 

Annex J  
Pg 44 - 46   

13.  Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of May 24, 2011 
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex K  
Pg 47 - 48   

14.  Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of May 30, 2011 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex L  
Pg 49    

15.  Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of May 25, 2011 
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex M  
Pg 50 - 52   

PERMITS 

 
16.  Development Permit with Variance No. E-92  located at Ocean Beach 

Esplanade, Elphinstone. (McLean) 
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex N  
Pg 53 - 57 

BYLAWS  

17.  “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.109, 
2011” (Box Canyon IPP) 
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex O  
Pg 58 - 70   

18.  “Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A Zoning Amendment 
Bylaw No. 337.83, 2005” and “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw No. 310.105, 2005” (Subdivision for a Relative) 
Electoral Areas A, B-F (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex P  
Pg 71 - 81 

19.  “Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 375.11, 
2010” and “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw 
No. 310.135, 2010, 2010” (Morrissey for Various Applicants) 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

Annex Q  
Pg 82 - 88 
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ADJOURNMENT  

IN CAMERA 

 THAT the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in 
accordance with the Community Charter, Section 90 (1) (k) - as 
"negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed 
provision of a municipal service that are at their preliminary stages 
and that, in the view of the council, could reasonably be expected to 
harm the interests of the municipality if they were held in public”   
are  to be discussed. 

 

 

 

 



SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  May 4, 2011 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – May 12, 2011 

FROM:  Andrew Allen, Planner 

RE: Highway Frontage Requirement for Witherby Point subdivision District Lot 1637 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT, with respect to subdivision application MoTI File #2009-03900, for District Lot 1637, 
except part in Plan 9899, PID: 015-931-846, located on Witherby Point, West Howe Sound, 
the requirement for 10% parcel frontage on a highway be waived under Section 944 of the 
Local Government Act for proposed Strata Lots 1 – 14 and forwarded to the Board for 
approval. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Application to subdivide Witherby Point was made in the June of 2009 with Preliminary Layout 
Approval issued by the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure in December of that year.  
At the time of subdivision application, the property was zoned RU2-I, which enabled properties 
with a 4 hectare minimum parcel size and containing up to 3 dwellings and an auxiliary dwelling 
on a parcel exceeding 4 hectares.  After the subsequent implementation of the Twin Creeks 
Area OCP, the zoning on the property was changed to RU4B-J.  The RU4B land use zone is 
currently in effect limits the number of dwellings to one dwelling and one auxiliary dwelling on 
all future parcels.  However the property owners have one year from the change in subdivision 
district from I to J (December 9, 2010) to complete the subdivision with a 4 hectare parcel 
density under the I district before the minimum parcel size of 25 hectares in the J subdivision 
district applies.  
 
Therefore, the subdivision based on the 4 hectare subdivision zoning, is progressing and is 
approaching the final stages.  The subdivision is a Bare Land Strata Subdivision, which enables a 
4 hectare average parcel size instead of the standard 4 hectare minimum size.  Many of the 
properties along the point are in fact slightly larger than 2 hectares but are balanced with 
several much larger parcels above the road network. 
 
The subdivision includes both public roads (highways) and internal private strata access roads. 
Section 944 of the Local Government Act requires that all newly created lots have a minimum 
10 per cent parcel frontage onto a public highway unless otherwise waived by local government 
or the Approving Officer. The properties along the point of Witherby Point are long and narrow 
by virtue of their size and the geography of the land and consequently do not meet the 10 per 
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cent road frontage requirement.  The applicant has requested that the frontage requirement be 
waived for the subject application in order for it to proceed. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A 10 per cent parcel frontage at subdivision stage is generally achievable on smaller residential 
properties (2,000 square metres and smaller), however on larger properties (2 hectares and 
larger) it becomes a greater challenge unless there are multiple road frontages.  As the parent 
parcel (District Lot 1637) is an irregular shape and not a square or rectangular district lot it 
becomes even more difficult to create parcels with road frontages that are functional and that 
do not further hinder the natural attributes of the property. 

 
The subdivision layout was designed to provide parcel with views of the ocean and a functional 
road network that provides access to lands beyond and to an internal strata access network 
that leads to building and septic sites.   As the internal private strata road is not a public road 
network it does not contribute toward frontage.  
 
The following diagram shows the configuration and topography of the parent parcel while the 
detailed draft subdivision plan is included within Attachment A.   
 

 
  
All parcels in the subdivision are greater than 2 hectares in size and thus the park dedication 
requirement does not apply.  However, throughout the course of the subdivision review, 
Planning staff and the property owners have negotiated amenities on the property which will 
preserve some of the forested and environmental attributes of the property and provide  
the ability for future public access.   
 
There are three areas featuring substantial portions of land that will be subject to no tree 
cutting and land clearing under restrictive covenants.  The first area is at the southwest corner 
of District Lot 1637 below Witherby Beach Road on Lots 20 & 21 comprising of greater than 12 
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hectares of land.  This area will also include a statutory right of way, pedestrian trail to the 
waterfront with land set aside adjacent to Witherby Beach Road for 4 - 6 parking spaces.   
 
The second area is located in the central part of the district lot between Witherby Road and the 
internal strata common road.   For visual and environmental reasons this area is being 
preserved as a ‘no cut’ area.  There are pockets of land within this area that are reserved for 
septic fields, which may be cleared in the future, however generally speaking this area will 
forested.  The preserved area equates to 9.5 hectares of land. 
 
The third area is the coastal bluff area along the waterfront of Lot 1-14 this is a geotechnical 
setback area unsuitable for construction. Extending along the foreshore areas of Lots 1-18 this 
equates to approximately 15.6 hectares of land.  It is also the primary view of Witherby Point 
from the south and noted on the Provincial Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory as Woodland 
Habitat. 
 
Attachments B-D shows the three areas of proposed conservation, which equates to 37 
hectares or at minimum 45% of the parent parcel.   There are further geotechnical covenant 
areas to be established in the future on the larger parcels Lots 19-21, which will lead to a 
greater than 50% protection on the parent parcel.  
 
It is felt that the attributes negotiated at during the subdivision review are sufficient in absence 
of park dedication requirement and that the subdivision should proceed as planned. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The zoning has changed in this area as part of the implementation of the Twin Creeks Official 
Community Plan.  The Local Government Act does provide a provision for protection of on-going 
subdivision applications and thus this application may proceed in its current form if the parcel 
frontage waiver is granted. 
 
Due to the topography of the subject property creating a layout containing parcels with a 10% 
parcel frontage would result in a difficult development pattern which would reduce the amount 
preserved lands that Planning staff have achieved through negotiations with the property 
owners. 
 
Planning staff have no objections to the SCRD Board waiving the requirement for 10% parcel 
frontage on a highway for proposed Strata Lots 1 – 14 in the subject subdivision application in 
its current form. 
 

 
______________________ 
Andrew Allen 

3



Attachment A

4



Attachment B

5



Attachment C

6



Attachment D

7



 



r-4U[LZcQPy
I

-I Affaires indiennes Indian and Norther
et du Nord Canada Affairs Canada

Sous-ministre adjoint Assistant Deputy Minister

Ottawa, Canada
- -K1AOH4

AVR fl fli
APR , LJII

Mr. Gary Nohr
Chair II
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road

J :jSECHELT BC VON 3A1 •1

Dear Mr. Nohr:

I am writing on behalf of the Honourable John Duncan, Minister of Indian Affairs andNorthern Development and Federal Interlocutor for Métis and Non-Status Indians.Thank you for your letter of March 25, 2011, in which you advise that the SunshineCoast Regional District Board endorses the Lower Mainland Treaty Advisory Committeediscussion paper on the First Nations Commercial and Industrial Development Act andthe First Nations Certainty of Land Title Act.

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada is currently engaged in modernizing tools thatfacilitate Aboriginal economic development. I appreciate the detailed analysis andrecommendations made by the Lower Mainland Treaty Advisory Committee which I amcertain will prove useful as these initiatives move forward. I agree that opencommunication and maintaining strong relationships with both local and regionalgovernments is important to the successful and timely implementation of theseinitiatives.

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada is already engaged in dialogue with the Committeeregarding its concerns, and we will continue to consider these issues as we moveforward with implementing projects under the First Nations Commercial and IndustrialDevelopment Act.

Sincerely,

AçJ ISara Filbee
Assistant Deputy Minister
Lands and Economic Development

c.c.: Honourable Mary Polak, MLA, Minister of Aboriginal Relations andReconciliation, British Columbia
Mayor Ralph Drew, Chair, Lower Mainland Treaty Advisory Committee

Canad
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: June 2, 2011 
TO: June 9, 2011 Planning and Development Committee  
FROM: Mark McMullen, Manager of Planning and Development 
RE: Discussion Paper on Fringe Area Agreements for  
 Collaborative Planning Between Municipalities and Electoral Areas  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
THAT the staff report entitled “Discussion Paper on Fringe Area Agreements for  
Collaborative Planning Between Municipalities and Electoral Areas” dated June 2, 
2011 be received; 
 
AND THAT Planning and Development Committee recommend whether a draft 
Fringe Area Agreement to guide collaborative and proactive planning be 
prepared; 
 
AND THAT, if direction is given to proceed on preparing a draft Fringe Area 
Agreement for review, that the Planning and Development Committee provide 
guidance on which of the following, and any additional issues identified by 
Committee, should be included: 
 
 

1. Which municipal governments to participate (Town of Gibsons, District of 
Sechelt and Sechelt Indian Government District) along with the Regional 
District? 

 
2. How far should the scope of such an agreement reach into each 

jurisdiction’s area? 
 

3. What areas of planning should be included?  OCPs and zoning bylaw 
amendments, local parks planning, road planning and development, other 
local transportation issues, protection of environmentally sensitive areas, 
impacts on delivery of municipal and Regional District services? 

 
4. When should consultation take place?  At the initial application stage or 

closer to adoption of a bylaw or other approval of a large development? 
 

5. Who should be involved for given stages and types of planning issues?  
Regional Board and Councils, Regional district and municipal staff, other 
agency staff, other community stakeholders? 
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June 9, 2010 Report Planning and Development Committee  
Fringe Area Agreements 
  
 

 

AND FURTHER THAT the Regional District’s Planning and Development Division 
2011 Work Plan be revised to include the development of a Fringe Area 
Agreement if such is desired by the Planning and Development Committee.   
 
Background  
Since March, the issue of planning along fringes of municipalities and adjacent rural 
areas has again risen with the recent revised Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan being 
referred to the Regional District.  Given this the following recommendation of the 
Corporate and Administrative Services Committee was adopted by the Board on May 
26th:   

Recommendation No. 16  Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan 

THAT a letter be sent to the Town of Gibsons advising that: 
• the Sunshine Coast Regional District is still considering the concept of a 

fringe-area agreement and will seek the input of the Town of Gibsons 
Planning staff in this work; 

• a staff report on fringe-area agreements is coming to the Regional District 
June 9th Planning and Development Committee meeting; and 

• the Town of Gibsons can expect further discussion on this concept for the 
proposed development. 

This report is presented as a discussion paper to allow the Planning and Development 
Committee to explore the possibility of developing a fringe-area agreement to formalize 
practices for collaborative, pro-active planning near the boundaries between 
municipalities and electoral areas. 
Discussion 
Currently, the Regional District and municipalities cooperate in planning along their 
boundaries in a number of ways at both the staff and elected official levels in both 
practice and as required by law. Key areas of regular collaboration include: 
 

• As established by legislation and Board policy, the Planning and Development 
Committee includes both municipal and rural elected officials and includes both 
regional and rural planning issues.  All Directors can vote at both the Committee 
and Board level on regional issues. For rural issues, all Board members can 
become involved in discussions of rural issues, but only electoral area Directors 
can vote on rural issues at both the Committee and Board level.  
  

• As a practice, rezoning applications and some subdivision applications along 
municipal boundaries are referred to adjacent jurisdiction staff with 30 days 
notice to respond with comments.   
 

• As required by legislation, referral of OCP bylaws and amendments to staff and 
elected officials before a public hearing is required by the Local Government Act.  
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June 9, 2010 Report Planning and Development Committee  
Fringe Area Agreements 
  
 

 

 
• As a practice, discussion of new OCPs at the early stage at the start of public 

consultation at either an ad-hoc “Technical Advisory Planning ” or more regular 
“Regional Technical Working Group” meetings is undertaken with adjacent local 
government and senior government staff to scope out policy and technical 
issues. 
 

• As a practice, invitations to staff and elected officials to participate in larger 
development applications and planning initiatives such as the previous Gospel 
Rock planning process in 2006 and on regional initiatives such as the Integrated 
Transportation Study.  
 

• As a practice, discussion of larger development applications and planning 
initiatives on occasion at the elected official level at Intergovernmental Meetings. 
 

With this context in mind, the concept of “fringe area agreements” was brought up with 
regard to the recent issues and planning process for the Gospel Rock Neighbourhood 
Plan. Fringe area agreements have, on occasion in British Columbia, been developed to 
implement certain aspects of Regional Growth Strategies or simply address boundary 
planning issues in a collaborative, proactive manner within set planning process.  
Examples of different kinds of agreement from four quite different regions through 
British Columbia are included in the Regional District Task Force: Progress Report for 
the Union of British Columbia Municipalities 2009 Convention in Attachment A.   

 
Given the Sunshine Coast context and existing collaboration that occurs at the elected 
official and staff level, consideration should be given to whether a fringe area agreement 
should be developed for the Regional District and municipal governments.  If a decision 
is made to proceed on preparing a draft fringe area agreement for review, the 
Committee may consider the issues outlined in the above noted recommendations of 
this report. 
 
Conclusion 
Currently, the Regional District and municipal governments collaborate in planning at 
both the elected official and staff level through a range of processes by both practice 
and under legislation. The question is whether the Regional District and one or all 
municipal governments wish to collaborate via formalizing a fringe area agreement, and 
if so, what should be included in such an agreement.    
 

Mark McMullen 
___________________________________ 
Mark McMullen 
Manager, Planning and Development Division 
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Topic 2: Municipal / Electoral Area Fringe Area Planning 

1.  ISSUE  

What approaches could be taken to make fringe area planning more effective and, in turn, result in better 

planning outcomes, reduced conflict, and efficient and cost effective service delivery?  

2.  BACKGROUND / CONTEXT 

For the purposes of this discussion, fringe areas are areas at the edge of/overlapping the jurisdictional boundary 

between municipal and regional district (electoral area (EA)) land use authority.  Under the Local Government 

Act (Act), municipalities and regional districts (for EAs) are empowered to develop community plans (e.g. OCP), 

zoning and other planning tools.  For the most part, the legislative authorities and requirements are the same 

for both municipalities and regional districts, although for adopted regional growth strategies (RGS), 

municipalities are required to adopt a regional context statement, and EA plans must be consistent.   

Ideally planning between the municipal and regional district jurisdictions would be highly integrated for the 

fringe areas, with regional growth strategies, other complementary planning objectives and processes, land use 

designations and servicing standards that would avoid such conflict.  There are some examples of such 

collaborative planning efforts (see appendix A). Growth strategies are another mechanism by which integrated 

and complementary land use planning frameworks for fringe areas can be achieved. 

However, most fringe areas do not have shared agreements, protocols or other collaborative planning efforts in 

place.  Where there is inadequate fringe area planning, it can result in conflict between neighbours and poor 

planning outcomes.  At its most extreme, conflict between regional district EA interests and municipalities can 

spill over into other areas of shared involvement (e.g. services), and can also result in provincial involvement 

(e.g. boundary extensions).  This type of conflict is most evident in localities experiencing rapid growth and 

development pressures.  Poor land use planning outcomes (sprawl, implications for infrastructure and other 

services, inadequate land supply for specific uses) may result.   

3.  OBSERVATIONS 

The Province and local governments share objectives related to fringe area planning: good management of land 

uses according to the needs of the community; cost-efficient delivery of services; manageable infrastructure 

costs; and compact communities that reduce climate change impact.  The complexity of fringe areas is the need 

to coordinate two separate local government jurisdictions to achieve these objectives. 

Fringe area issues are of concern to both municipal and EA residents (and their respective elected 

representatives).  For municipal residents, the focus is often on urban services at reasonable costs.  For EA 

residents, the focus is often on the protection of a (relatively) rural lifestyle.  The planning and development 

actions within each jurisdiction can impinge upon the interests of the other: new development in the EA can add 

to municipal concerns about “free riders” not paying an appropriate share of municipal service costs; and new 

ATTACHMENT A
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development just inside the municipal boundary can create land use impacts on the adjacent EA residents.  

Collaboration to develop integrated planning frameworks in fringe areas can help provide certainty to residents, 

and reduce conflict between the two local jurisdictions.  

Fringe areas are increasingly important from a climate change perspective.  The Climate Change Action Charter, 

with its objective of greenhouse gas reduction, includes a commitment by local governments to increase urban 

densities and reduce sprawl.  For fringe areas, this commitment points to a need for the planning of the two 

jurisdictions to be integrated and complementary; plans need to be made as if the boundary line did not exist.   

Challenges in integrating planning for fringe areas may also be affected by who has decision-making 

responsibility for land use decisions in those areas (i.e. the extent to which those decisions for the EA rest with 

the whole RD board).  As such, discussions of fringe area planning are connected with discussions of delegation 

and the single EA director model.    

Given the intersection between planning, servicing and jurisdiction in fringe areas, two other related issues are:  

Boundary Extensions:  Boundary extensions are initiated by municipalities, administered by the Ministry 

according to criteria (e.g. for consultation and electors approval), and approved by Cabinet.  Often, proposals for 

new development (or new infrastructure services) within fringe areas can become the subject of conflict over 

which jurisdiction should make the decision and/or manage the development -- that is, through a boundary 

extension proposal.  Similarly, proposals for boundary extensions can involve debate about potential future 

development.  These situations could be avoided if an integrated planning framework is in place for managing 

new development and infrastructure services in conjunction with changes to the municipal boundary 

Electoral Area Planning: Cost Recovery and Voting:  The current default LGA provisions provide that all 

municipal and electoral area directors share in the costs of, and vote on, electoral area planning matters.  The 

provisions allow for a municipality to ‘opt out’ of sharing in the costs of electoral area planning.  If that occurs, 

the municipal directors do not vote on electoral area planning decisions.  The provisions also allow for a 

municipality and regional district to enter into an agreement to partially share in the costs, and vote according 

to the items for which the costs are shared.  How these provisions have been applied across the Province varies, 

as does consideration of how using these provisions might affect issues such as fringe area planning. 

4.  APPROACHES 

Local governments increase the level of communication, cooperation or integration between the two 

jurisdictions in a fringe area, using some or all of the following tools:  

 Establish a joint municipal-regional district ‘fringe area committee’ or “joint advisory planning commission” to 

review planning and other matters within the ‘fringe area’.  

 Develop a municipal-regional district agreement to manage fringe area planning.  An agreement might 
define the boundaries (within and outside the municipality) of the fringe area, and describe 
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municipal/regional district responsibilities.  An agreement could range from a consultation protocol to an 
agreement that provides the terms and conditions for cost sharing of planning in the defined fringe area. 

 Undertake joint collaborative planning, based on the idea that each jurisdiction would make decisions only 
with the approval of the other jurisdiction – referred to as “cross-acceptance”.  Elements could include 
jointly developed and adopted community plans for the designated fringe area, and dispute resolution 
processes.  This would apply many of the underlying principles of regional growth strategies to a particular 
locality within the regional district. 

Province supports effective planning and other management of fringe areas by:   

 Providing advice and support to assist municipal and regional district jurisdictions in developing an approach 
to managing fringe areas. 

 More explicitly aligning those of its activities which are related to fringe areas (e.g. boundary extension 
processes). 

 Furthering understanding of EA planning “opt out” provisions and their implications for fringe area planning.  

APPENDIX A: Approaches to Urban Fringe Area Management in BC 

Growth Management Coordination at a Regional Scale 

1. Regional District of Nanaimo Urban Containment and Fringe Area Agreement 
As part of the implementation of the Regional District of Nanaimo’s (RDN) Regional Growth Strategy, in 1998 the 

signatory local governments (RDN, Nanaimo, Parksville and Qualicum Beach) signed a separate “Urban 

Containment and Fringe Area Management Implementation Agreement”. The agreement provides a framework 

for implementing the urban containment policies in the RGS including providing a process for making 

adjustments to the urban containment boundary. It also contains policies related to managing urban fringe 

areas (defined as areas within the urban containment boundary that are in the jurisdiction of the RDN and are 

close to or contiguous with a municipal boundary). The policies include a process for how municipalities should 

communicate with the regional district and seek input on municipal boundary extensions.1  

www.rdn.bc.ca/cms/wpattachments/wpID482atID418.pdf (March 25, 2009). 

2. Thompson Nicola Regional District Fringe Area Planning Policy 
The Thompson Nicola Regional District (TNTD) has a long established policy to refer all development applications 

to municipalities if they apply to fringe areas. This has been in place since the 1980s when the TNRD and the City 

of Kamloops established the policy to deal with applications on the edge of the City. It provides for Kamloops to 

comment on development applications within 5 kilometres of the municipal boundary so that the city has input 

on new development that could potentially place demands on city services in the future. The policy is now part 

of the regional growth strategy and the City’s official community plan. 

http://www.kamloops.ca/pdfs/kamplan/regional.pdf (March 25, 2009). 

                                                           
1 After ten years of practice, it would be important to talk to regional district and municipal staff on how the 

agreement has been implemented and adhered to over time. It is also important to confirm if the new District of 

Lantzville is now party to the agreement or not. 
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Electoral Area Planning in Urban Fringe Areas  

3. Peace River Regional District Draft North Peace Fringe Area OCP 
Working with Smart Growth BC, the Peace River Regional District has developed a draft  

“North Peace Fringe Area Official Community Plan” (draft bylaw 2009). The OCP will consolidate and update 

three existing bylaws to create one plan for an area that includes the community of Charlie Lake and the fringe 

areas surrounding both the City of Fort St. John and the District of Taylor. The plan area has the densest rural 

residential areas within the Regional District and a variety of other land uses including agriculture, natural 

resource uses, commercial and industrial enterprises, institutional and recreational uses and natural areas. The 

OCP creates a growth management framework for the plan area and establishes policies for the RD to work 

collaboratively with the two adjacent municipalities on planning decisions and land-use servicing. 

http://www.peaceriverrd.bc.ca/quick_links/NPFA/documents/2nd_Draft_NPFA.pdf 

(March 25, 2009). 

4. Squamish Lillooet Regional District Electoral Area C Draft OCP 
The Squamish Lillooet Regional District’s (SLRD) draft OCP for Electoral Area E updates the local planning 

framework for the Pemberton urban fringe and surrounding areas. It has been developed to be consistent with 

the draft regional growth strategy and is also based on a collaborative planning project that involved the Village 

of Pemberton, the SLRD and the Lil’wat First Nation (2007). The OCP identifies the Pemberton fringe area (lands 

in close proximity to the Village of Pemberton) as a special planning area that requires additional collaborative 

planning with the Village and the First Nation. The OCP also acknowledges that “…where the comprehensive 

servicing analysis demonstrates the feasibility of urban density and scale development in the Special Planning 

Area, the land to be developed will be included at an appropriate time within a municipality.” (page 17).   

 

Regional District Policy Approaches 

5. Regional District of Central Okanagan 
The Regional District of Central Okanagan established a set of fringe area planning policies in 2007. The policies 

include discouraging residential development in undeveloped areas where resource management uses and 

values are predominant (i.e. agriculture, watershed protection, forestry). The policies also include an 

acknowledgement that the approval of land use development may be subject to a boundary expansion by an 

adjacent community that has capacity to fully service the land.  This example is more based on specific land use 

values than on inter-jurisdictional cooperation. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: June 1, 2011 

TO: Planning and Development Committee – June 9, 2011 

FROM: Andrew Allen, Planner 

RE: Powell River Regional District Southern Region Official Community Plan Bylaw 454 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend that a letter be sent to the 
Powell River Regional District in support of the draft of the Southern Region Official 
Community Bylaw 454, 2011. 

 

BACKGROUND 
The SCRD recently received a referral of the draft of the Powell River Regional District Southern 
Region Official Community Plan extending over Electoral Areas B & C extending from the Saltery 
Bay Ferry Terminal to the Powell River municipal boundary.  The new OCP is set to replace the 
previous OCP adopted in 1993. 

DISCUSSION 
This OCP adopts riparian protection, introduces sustainability goals and promotes a higher 
standard of settling land, including using tools such as density averaging to protect attributes of 
the land and encourages parcel boundaries to be established according to topographic features 
rather than artificial grid points. 

There is occasional overlap between some Sunshine Coast and Powell Regional District land use 
issues with respect to parking in and around Saltery Bay for access to Hardy and adjacent 
islands.  There is no indication that policies within the new OCP would have any adverse impact 
on the access points to the surrounding islands in either regional district. 

In terms of land use there are no significant overlaps with the interest of the Sunshine Coast 
Regional District and for this it is recommended that the SCRD Board support this draft of the 
Powell River Regional District Southern Region Official Community Plan Bylaw 454. 

 

 
__________________ 
Andrew Allen, Planner 
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT 
FOR MAY 2011 

 
1. Development Control 

 
A. Please refer to the attached tables titled SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity and 

SCRD Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity for a summary of development activities. 
 
B. Crown Land/Foreshore, Water Licence Application Referrals, Pesticide Use 

Application Referrals, UREP referrals. 
 
One new application was received: 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
Ministry of Environment Application File 2003437 by Louise Paulus for a domestic water 
licence on Pollock Brook stream for Block D, DL 3254, Plan 3975, located in Pender 
Harbour, Area A. 

 
C. Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust) 

 
Town of Gibsons (ToG) - Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan – Staff report considered at 
May CAS meeting; recommendation from CAS sent to the Town of Gibsons.  Staff report 
on fringe-area agreements is on the June 9th PDC Agenda. 

 
D.  Agricultural Land Commission Applications 

 
No new applications were received.  
 
On-Going Applications 

 
Electoral Area D 
 
ALR Application D-56 by Mr. Moseley and Ms. Fox for Exclusion (partial) within the ALR 
located at 1891 Pell Road. This application was forwarded to the AAC in May and the 
applicant will amend the application to be subdivision within the ALR. This revised 
application will be referred to the AAC and APC in June will be on the PDC agenda in 
July. 
 
ALR Application D-55 by Mr. Berdahl for Non-Farm Use (2nd dwelling) at 2338 Sunshine 
Coast Highway. This application has been be considered by the AAC and APC in May 
and March. This application will be on the June PDC agenda. 
 
ALR Application D-53 by Mr. Youngman for Exclusion from and Subdivision within the 
ALR at 706 Leek Road. This application has been re-considered by the AAC.  Mr. 
Youngman is still awaiting further work on the new OCP to address Agriculture before the 
application is taken to the APC.  
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Electoral Area E 
 
ALR Application E-37 for Subdivision with the ALR by Mr. McLaughlin for Lot J, DL 909, 
Plan 3417, located at 331 Hough Road, Gibsons, BC.  This application was forwarded to 
the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for a decision.  The ALC are still reviewing the 
application.   

 
E. Subdivision Activity 

Three new applications were received in May: 
 
Russell Andrews & Brian Lewis for Lot 36, D.L. 1316, Plan 1804, Roberts Creek, for a 
two-lot subdivision located at 2617 Sunshine Coast Highway. 
 
Robert Davidson for Block 5, D.L. 3377, Plan 4271, Roberts Creek, for a two-lot, Section 
946 ‘Residence for Relative’, subdivision located at 1791 Lockyer Road. 
 
John Stewart for Lot 2, D.L. 691, Plan BCP12408, Elphinstone, for a two-lot subdivision 
located at 956 Reed Road. 
 

F.  Development Variance Permits 
 
No new applications were received. 
 

G. Board of Variance Applications 
 
No new applications were received. 

 
H. Building Permits 

 
Staff reviewed 22 building permit applications to confirm Zoning Bylaw and Official 
Community Plan compliance.  

 
I.  Development Permits 

 
Three new applications were received. 
 
Electoral Area A 
A-21 (Gill), with a variance, located at 15200 Hallowell Road, Pender Harbour, for a new 
single family dwelling in the same location as the existing dwelling.  
 
Electoral Area F 
F-72 (Devereux) located at 1555 Smith Road, Langdale, for a retaining wall. Waiting on 
applicant for a covenant to be registered. 
 
F-73 (Rea) located at 1176 Point Road, Langdale, for land alteration. This permit was 
issued in May. 
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On-Going Applications 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
A-20 (Powell) with a variance located at 13482 Lakeview Road, Garden Bay, for a single 
family dwelling and to vary the required lake setback. This report was supported by the 
PDC and SCRD Board in April. Prior to issuance, waiting for RAR report to be filed with 
the MOE. 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
B-41 (Stevenson), with a variance, located at 8217 Redrooffs Road for a single family 
dwelling, tramline and pathway. The applicant has applied for a variance to place the 
single family dwelling in the same location as the old cabin. This report was supported by 
the PDC and SCRD Board in April. A permit has been drafted. 
 
B-45 (Lefeaux) located at 8823 Redrooffs Road for a cottage and outbuilding. Staff still 
awaits additional information. 
 
B-46 (Hart) located at 8124 Belair Road, Trout Lake, for a single family dwelling and 
demolition of existing building. Waiting for RAR report. 
 
B-47 (Pocock) located at 7861 Redrooffs Road for gully stabilization. DP application 
requirement as per bylaw compliance action. Still waiting for application to be completed – 
Title Search, and report from QEP (or letter confirming that further land alteration has not 
occurred) required in order to process application. 
 
B-48 (Gill) located at 10163 Mercer Road, Secret Cove, for the construction of deck 
additions to seven Strata Lot properties. This permit was issued in May. 
 
Electoral Area D 
 
D-69-1 (Green) located at 3751 Beach Avenue, Roberts Creek, for the construction of a 
sea wall.  This permit was issued in May. 
 
D-97 (Walters) located at 2170 Porter Road for construction of a carport, with a variance. 
This report was supported by the PDC and SCRD Board in April. This permit was issued 
in May. 
 
D-98 (Richardson) located at 1147 Flume Road for a pedestrian footbridge. In April, 
applicant and staff met and reviewed the draft permit.  Waiting for registration of a new 
covenant to allow the small bridge needed before issuance.   
 
D-99 (McNevin) located at 1180 Orange Road, Roberts Creek, for proposed 2-lot 
subdivision. Waiting on applicant for Covenant to be registered. 
 
D-100 (Mummenhoff) located at 3595 Beach Avenue, Roberts Creek, for a shoreline 
revetment.  This permit was issued in May. 
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Electoral Area E 
 
E-92 (McLean), with a variance, located adjacent to 1868 Ocean Beach Esplanade. This 
application is to construct a dwelling on a property and includes a variance request for 
siting to relax the front parcel line from 5 metres to 0.3 metres and to allow parking to be 
located on the road allowance.  The permit application was referred to the Elphinstone 
APC in May as well as to nearby property owners and occupiers. 
 

J. Bylaws 
 
Two new applications were received. 
 
Area A – A rezoning application has been received for D.L. 5415, Copper Island adjacent 
to Hardy Island, within Electoral Area A outside of the OCP boundary.  The intent of the 
rezoning is to enable subdivision of the island into two parcels.  It is scheduled to be 
considered at the June APC and July PDC meeting. 
 
Area B – An OCP/rezoning application has been received for D.L. 4537, Wood Bay, within 
Electoral Area B.  The intent of the rezoning is to enable subdivision into two parcels.  It is 
scheduled to be considered at the June APC and July PDC meeting. 
 
On-Going Applications  
 
All Electoral Areas 
 
Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Residence for a Relative) – Public Hearing held on May 31. 
 
Electoral Area F 
 
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 310.133 (Collura) to permit an existing dwelling located at 81 
Munro Road, Langdale, which was constructed beyond the maximum permitted floor 
space ratio. A report of public hearing was forwarded to the Planning & Development 
Committee in May.  The Board gave the bylaw Third Reading on May 26th. 

 
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) Zoning Bylaw No. 310 Replacement – Staff continued to work on a preliminary draft bylaw 

to replace Zoning Bylaw No. 310. A second staff workshop is to be held in early June 
when the first draft is largely complete. Another workshop with APCs is scheduled to be 
held in September. 

 
 
(B) Halfmoon Bay Community Plan – An Advisory Group meeting was held on May 18th 

during which the Regional District’s Community Energy Manager presented the Regional 
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District’s Community Energy & Emissions Plan (CEEP).  Memebers also discussed the 
possibility of arranging a ‘community vision day’ to involve the broader community.  The 
next meeting is to be held on June 8th beginning at 6:30 p.m. at Coopers Green Hall. 

 
(C) Roberts Creek OCP – The committee met once in May to finish review of initial draft OCP 

that was the subject of public meeting on May 14.  Initial draft completed and sent for 
comments to agencies. 

 
(D) West Howe Sound OCP – The committee met once in May to receive the referral 

responses and recommend further refinements to the draft and to consider future steps 
toward completion.  Staff have been reviewing and editing the draft and expect to release 
it to the committee and post it on the web page in the near future. 

 
(E) Integrated Transportation Study (ITS) – Additional consideration of proposed final 

changes to the Integrated Transportation Study Report took place at a Special Planning 
and Development Committee meeting held on May 6th at the Seaside Centre in Sechelt. A 
staff report was considered with 28 recommended changes being approved for inclusion 
into the Draft ITS at the May 26th Board Meeting.  The Final Draft ITS will be brought to 
the June 16th Community Services Committee meeting for review and consideration of 
adoption as a guiding policy document. 

 
(F) Bill 27 Greenhouse Gas Emission Policies for OCPs - With the return to a full staff 

complement and the hiring of summer student, work on finalizing different GHG reduction 
policies for all OCPs, yet with a consistent theme, are being prepared by staff for review 
by the APCs.  

 
3. Other 

 
(A)   Roberts Creek Pathway and Streetscape Improvements – Planning staff received concept 

plan changes from mapping staff and submitted the revise plans to the Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure for a works permit.  The works permit is necessary 
before engaging a quantity estimator and an RFP being issued. 
 

(B) BC Hydro Integrated Resource Plan – Board comments sent to BC Hydro. 
 

(C) Gospel Rock Draft Plan – Additional Board comments sent to the Town of Gibsons 
 
(D) Special Planning Committee June 20th – This meeting on Invasive Species is being 

planned for 1:30 to 4:00pm with attendees from several Regional District Divisions and 
NGOs. 
 

(E) District of Sechelt OCP Subsequent Referral – Additional Board comments sent to the 
District of Sechelt. 

 
(F) Staffing - Tracey Hincks joins the Division filling the vacant, permanent, part-time Planning 

Secretary position and Regina Bozerocka has joined us as a summer student Planning 
Technician working with our planners in integrating select ITS and CEEP 
recommendations into our existing and draft OCPs.  

 
 
________________________________ 
Mark McMullen, 
Manager of Planning and Development 
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Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity

H:\WP\2011\AGENDAS\Planning and Development\June PDC Current\Planning Activity Summary BL May 2011

BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2010
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD YTD

Zoning Amendments 0
310 6 5 12 6 7 2 1 1
337 8 3 6 1 2 2 1 1

OCP Amendments
West Howe Sound 1 0 0 0 1 0
Elphinstone 1 0 2 0 1 0
Roberts Creek 1 0 2 0 1 1
Halfmoon Bay 1 0 2 0 2 1
Egmont/Pender Hrbr 3 2 5 0 0 0
Hillside 1 0 0 0 0 0
Twin Creeks 0 0 0 1 0 0

Totals 22 10 29 8 14 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2010
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD YTD

Bylaw 310 9 7 3 13 14 10 1
Bylaw 337 9 8 5 7 7 9 1 1 5

Totals 18 15 8 20 21 19 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6

DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2010
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD YTD

West Howe Sound 1 3 4 7 6 2 1 2 2 5 2
Elphinstone 3 6 4 6 5 4 1 1 2
Roberts Creek 8 3 8 12 5 10 1 2 1 4 5
Halfmoon Bay 0 4 7 3 8 10 1 1 1 3 4
Egmont/Pender Hrbr n/a 3 4 5 2 5 2 1 3 2

Totals 12 16 23 33 26 31 4 3 3 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 15
Note: Bylaw 432.19 to implement the Riparian Areas Regulation was adopted on April 13, 2006, thus DPs in Area A from that date

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2010
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD YTD

West Howe Sound 0 0 0 1 0 0
Elphinstone 0 2 1 0 0 0
Halfmoon Bay 0 0 0 1 0 1
Roberts Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 0 2 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2010
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD YTD

West Howe Sound 38 44 38 29 45 37 3 2 5 1 2 13 8
Elphinstone 52 75 58 44 45 49 2 2 4 5 3 16 17
Roberts Creek 75 57 68 59 54 71 2 5 3 8 2 20 19
Halfmoon Bay 58 83 86 61 62 70 6 3 7 7 8 31 27
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 107 111 153 93 117 105 4 3 12 7 7 33 28

330 370 403 286 323 332 17 15 31 28 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 113 99Totals

Zoning Bylaw

TREE CUTTING PERMITS RECEIVED

Year

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW 

Year

Official Community Plan

Year

Year

Year

Bylaw Amended

Official Community Plan

Official Community Plan
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SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

H:\WP\2011\AGENDAS\Planning and Development\June PDC Current\Planning Activity Summary Sub May 2011

Electoral 2007 2008 2009 2010 Electoral 2007 2008 2009 2010
Area TOTAL April YTD Area TOTAL April YTD

A 14 12 8 4 1 A 64 55 20 8 2
B 7 2 3 4 1 B 31 7 7 13 2
D 11 5 3 8 1 2 D 34 15 14 24 1 3
E 5 4 2 3 2 E 67 10 6 8 4
F 8 6 5 3 F 39 42 34 5

Totals 45 29 21 22 1 6 Totals 235 129 81 58 1 11
* Includes review of revised subdivision applications * Includes new subdivisions only. Does not include revised applications.

Subdivision Application Fees Collected 
Year Amount Collected

Electoral 2007 2008 2009 2010 2007
Area TOTAL YTD 2008

Subdivisions Parcels 2009
A 67 15 26 4 2010
B 10 7 2 1 April
D 7 0 12 11 11 YTD
E 11 5 23 2
F 20 30 18 20

Totals 115 57 81 38 2

Electoral 2007 2008 2009 2010 Electoral 2007 2008 2009 2010
Area TOTAL April YTD Area TOTAL April YTD

A $16,875 A 3.88
B B      
D $16,000 $32,500 D
E $27,050 $29,000 E   0.985  
F $49,600 $77,500 F

Totals $43,050 $49,600 $139,000 $16,875 $0 $0 Totals 3.88 0 0.985 0 0 0

Electoral 2007 2008 2009 2010 Electoral 2007 2008 2009 2010
Area TOTAL April YTD Area TOTAL April YTD

A A $66,500
B $12,000 $6,000 B
D $12,250 $4,900 $12,250 $2,450 $2,450 D
E $24,500 $24,900 $7,350 E $4,900
F $4,900 $2,450 $34,300 $2,450 F $2,450 $2,450

Totals $48,750 $9,800 $39,600 $42,750 $0 $12,250 Totals $7,350 $66,500 $0 $2,450 $0 $0
* Does not include District of Sechelt. * Does not include District of Sechelt.

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits Monies Received From Sechelt Indian Government District As
& Subdivision - District of Sechelt Payment In Lieu-Development Cost Charges-Building Permits

Year Subdivision Building Permits Totals Year Amount Collected
2007 2007
2008 2008
2009 2009
2010 2010
Feb Feb
2011 2011

Strata Conversion Applications Reviewed
Electoral 2008 2009 2010 Electoral 2009 2010

Area May YTD Subdivision Exclusion Non-Farm Area April YTD
A 1 1 A 1
B B 1
D 2 2 1 2 1 1 D 1 1
E 1 1 1 1 E 1
F 3 F 1

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

Year

Year

2011

$0 $0 $0

$0
$0

$0

2011
ALR Applications Reviewed

$21,450

2011

$241,200

$5,600
$97,350

$0 $0

$69,851

$34,650

$0$101,100

$118,800
$37,400 $107,251
$21,450

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed*

Actual Parcels Created After Receiving Subdivision Final Approval

$51,770.00

2011 2011

$4,319.00

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*

$15,455.00
$22,165.00

Year

2011

Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year

2011

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision* 

$0

$341,320
$0

$0

2011

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits* 
Year

Year

Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication
Year

2011
April $31,489.00

$865.00
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  June 1, 2011 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – June 9, 2011 

FROM:  Andrew Allen, Planner 

RE: Highway Frontage Requirement 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT with respect to subdivision application MOTI File #2011-00971, for Lot 3, Block 6, D.L. 
691, Plan BCP19776, located at 996 Reed Road, Elphinstone, BC, the  requirement for 10% 
parcel frontage on a highway be waived and forwarded to the Board for approval. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Section 944 of the Local Government Act requires that all newly created lots have a minimum 
10% parcel frontage onto a highway unless otherwise waived by local government. This 
requirement must be waived for the subdivision to proceed. 
 
The subdivision application was made in February of this year and the PLA was recently issued 
in May of this year.  One of the remaining conditions of the PLA is to receive the 10% parcel 
frontage waiver. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This application (see Attachment A) is for a two lot subdivision to divide a property into two 
parcels, each slightly larger than an acre.  There is a house and a shop on the parent parcel at 
this time, which would be located near the rear of proposed Lot 10.  Lot 11, requires a pan 
handle access and thus due to its 6 metre frontage and lack of road network at the rear, 
requires a parcel frontage waiver. 
 
The Preliminary Layout Approval has been issued by the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure and therefore the Ministry has accepted the access points to Reed Road.  Given 
that the access has been approved the Planning and Development Division supports the 
frontage waiver request. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: June 2, 2011 
TO: June 9, 2011 Planning and Development Committee  
FROM: Mark McMullen, Manager of Planning and Development 
RE: Heritage Register Designation for the Madeira Park Ranger Station 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
THAT the staff report entitled “Heritage Register Designation for the Madeira Park 
Ranger Station” dated June 2, 2011 be received; 
 
AND THAT staff be directed prepare a Statement of Significance for the Madeira 
Park Ranger Station to be included on the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage 
Register to be brought back to a future Planning and Development Committee for 
approval.  
 
 
Background  
The Regional District has been looking at ways to recognize the Sunshine Coast’s 
heritage and assist in maintaining its community buildings.   In this line of thought, the 
following recommendation of Community Services Committee was adopted by the 
Board on April 28th:   

Recommendation No. 14: Ranger Station Agreements 

THAT the report from the Parks Services Manager regarding the Ranger Station 
Agreements (Pender Harbour Reading Centre, Serendipity Child Development Society 
and the Harbour Gallery) be received; 

AND THAT the lease amount is amended to $5.00 with Liability Insurance increased 
from $2 million to $5 million; 

AND THAT Planning staff research the possibility of listing these buildings as heritage 
buildings; 

AND FURTHER THAT Building Division staff perform building condition assessments on 
all of the Ranger Station buildings.  

Previously, staff has prepared the Statement of Significance (SOS) for the Egmont 
Community Hall, the first entry for the proposed Community Heritage Register. This was 
brought forward due to the Egmont Community Club’s interest in pursuing a grant from 
the BC Heritage Legacy Fund to renovate the Egmont Community Hall.   In order to 
pursue such a grant, applicants must have local government official recognition of the 
heritage value of such a building on a Community Heritage Register.   

26

ANNEX G



June 9, 2010 Report Planning and Development Committee 
Heritage Register Designation for the Madeira Park Ranger Station 
 
  
 

 

The Regional District could also develop an SOS for the Madeira Park Ranger Station 
site to be included on the register as the building has both architectural significance as 
one of relatively few remaining examples of former provincial forest ranger station 
buildings and as a site of community significance .  This SOS could be developed with 
the participation of Parks staff and other community members in raising heritage 
awareness and appreciation.  
 
Summary 
 
A Community Heritage Register SOS for the Madeira Park Ranger Station could be 
used for heritage funding applications by the Regional District and to promote heritage 
conservation in the community.  Thus, it is recommended that the Madeira Park Ranger 
Station site be included on the Sunshine Coast Community Heritage Registry.  
 
 
 

Mark McMullen 
___________________________________ 
Mark McMullen 
Manager, Planning and Development Division 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

DATE:  May 30, 2011 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – 9 June 2011 

FROM:  Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning & Development Division 

RE: Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application # D-55 for Non-Farm Use (2nd 
dwelling) in the ALR by Pierre Berdahl for Lot 13, DL 1622, Plan 2929, located at 
Roberts Creek, BC 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
 THAT the report titled, “Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Application # D-55 for Non-

Farm Use (2nd dwelling) in the ALR by Pierre Berdahl for Lot 13, DL 1622, Plan 2929, 
located at Roberts Creek, BC” and dated May 30, 2011 be received; 

 
 AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee chooses one of the following 

four options: 
 

1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends to the Board 
support of ALR Application D-55 for Non-Farm Use in the ALR to allow a second 
permanent single family dwelling and forwards the application to the ALC noting 
their support; or 
 

2. THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends to the Board 
support of ALR Application D-55 for Non-Farm Use in the ALR to allow a second 
permanent single family dwelling subject to the registration of a Section 219 
Restrictive Covenant on Title limiting the floor area of the first dwelling to 900 ft² 
and the footprint of the second dwelling to 3000 ft² and forwards the application 
with a sample covenant to the ALC noting their support; or 

 
3. THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends to the Board 

neither support nor opposition of ALR Application D-55 for Non-Farm Use in the 
ALR to allow a second permanent single family dwelling and forwards the 
application to the ALC for a decision without comment; or 

 
4. THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommends to the Board 

opposition of ALR Application D-55 for Non-Farm Use in the ALR to allow a 
second permanent single family dwelling and forwards the application to the ALC 
noting their opposition. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
The Regional District is in receipt of an application for Non-Farm Use (2nd dwelling) in the 
Agriculture Land Reserve (ALR) for the above-noted property. The applicant notes the intention 
to build a larger second permanent dwelling (with a 2500 ft² total floor area and a 3000 ft² 
footprint including decks) for the family to move into with their mother-in-law, and keep the 
original 900 ft² home for their son.  The applicant has provided a detailed rationale behind his 
proposal with a site plan (see Attachment A).  
 
Non-Farm Use in the ALR requires application to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC). As 
part of the application process, the ALC considers comments from the SCRD.  If the ALC 
approves the Non-Farm Use application, the owner may then apply to the SCRD for a building 
permit to commence work. Conversely, if the ALC does not approve the request, a second, 
permanent dwelling will not be permitted. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The subject parcel is 3.93 hectares in size with access to the property from the Sunshine Coast 
Highway on the south and Byng Road on the east (see Attachment B). The parcel was initially 
created by subdivision Plan 2929 in 1910.  Properties to the north, south, east and west are also 
located within the ALR. The current use of the property is residential with a small Christmas tree 
farm.  The surrounding properties to the south and west are also residential, while the property 
to the north is forested and the property to the east is a fenced, empty lot. The subject property 
is zoned RU3 (Rural Residential 3), which is an agricultural zone, typically applied to properties 
within the ALR under Bylaw 310 (see Attachment C). 
 
The property is relatively flat, with less than a 1% grade from the northeast to the southwest 
corner (see Attachment D). Currently, there is one single family dwelling, an auxiliary building, 
and a Christmas tree farm on the property.  Approximately half of the property is cleared, while 
the other half contains standing timber to the south and east (see Attachment E). 
 
Soil Classification 
The agricultural capability of the soil on the subject property is classified as Class 4, 5, and 7 (see 
Attachment F). Class 4 land is capable of a restricted range of crops. Soil and climate conditions 
require special management considerations. Class 5 land is capable of production of cultivated 
perennial forage crops and specially adapted crops.  Soil and/or climate conditions severely limit 
capability. Class 7 land has no capability for soil bound agriculture. Noted constraints 
throughout the parcel include soil moisture deficiency, stoniness and topography.  With 
irrigation and stone-picking, the mineral soil has the potential to be partially improved. The 
applicant has the intention to build the proposed second dwelling in the northeast corner of the 
property, in the Class 5-7 soil area. 
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Current OCP Policies  
The property is designated Agricultural A by the Roberts Creek OCP (see Attachment G), which is 
land to be retained in the ALR with land use zoning to provide for agricultural activities including 
marketing of products grown on-site. The intent of the current OCP dating back to 1994 was to 
encourage agriculture on lands based on soil suitability. 

 
The property is currently zoned with the G subdivision district, which carries a minimum lot size 
of 1.75 ha (see Attachment H). As the property is 3.93 ha, it qualifies for subdivision under this 
zoning.  That said, this application is not for subdivision. 
 
Draft OCP Policies  
The formal OCP review has been on-going since 2008.  The most recent version of the Draft 
Roberts Creek OCP (Version 4, dated May 14, 2011) states: 
 

 “The Regional District may consider permanent second dwellings within the ALR 
in accordance with policies established in the Zoning Bylaw, providing the second 
permanent dwelling’s location would not adversely affect farming ability of the 
land or of the environment.” 

 
Board Policy  
The following has been a Board policy since 2003:  
 

"Subject to the rights of individuals to continue to make applications, the 
Regional District in principle does not support Agricultural Land Reserve Non 
Farm use, Subdivision or Exclusion applications in the Roberts Creek Official 
Community Plan area until the Regional District has completed a public review of 
the policies in the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan respecting the 
Agricultural Land Reserve and, if required as a result of the review, has amended 
the Roberts Creek OCP." 

 
Community Energy and Emissions Plan 
The Sunshine Coast Community Energy and Emissions Plan states, as Goal 1: “Support Energy 
Efficient Land Use Practices”.  An action identified to meet Goal 1 is to “protect and enhance 
[land in the] ALR. Land can be used for a diversity of agricultural activities depending on land 
quality. Farming, growing, and composting for local nurseries should be encouraged on 
agricultural land.” 
 
AAC Comments 
The application has been referred to the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) for their 
comments thrice. At their March 1, 2011 meeting, the AAC made the following 
recommendation: 
 

That the application for non-farm use (2nd dwelling) within the Agricultural 
Land Reserve be approved subject to the following conditions: 
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1. A restriction upon the footprint of the foundation to a maximum of 
1250 square feet, and 

2. That no further additions be made to the existing manufactured 
home. 

 
The applicants were not happy with the 1250 ft² footprint restriction and went back to 
the AAC to try to increase the footprint to 3000 ft². At the second AAC meeting, the 
AAC requested more information, such as floor plans from the applicant. At the third 
AAC meeting on May 24, 2011, the AAC made the following final recommendation: 

 
The Agricultural Advisory Committee recommended that ALR Application #D-
55 be approved to proceed subject to a covenant being placed upon the Title 
limiting the cabin located on the property to its existing size. 

 
APC Comments 
This application has also been referred to the Roberts Creek Advisory Planning Commission 
(APC) for their comments. At their March 28, 2011 meeting, the APC made the following 
motion: 
 

The APC supports the decision of the Agricultural Advisory Committee and 
should it decide to approve the larger footprint, we would support that, in this 
situation. 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The applicant has exercised their right to apply for Non-Farm Use (2nd dwelling) within the ALR. 
It is up to the ALC to determine whether or not this application will have a detrimental effect on 
agricultural land and will make their ruling accordingly. The ALC will take into account 
comments from the SCRD and as such, staff request that the Planning and Development 
Committee chooses one of the five options (listed in the recommendations) to be forwarded to 
the Board. 
 
Based on AAC and APC comments, and that the property is being used as a Christmas tree farm, 
planning staff recommend Option 2, which supports the application for a second dwelling but 
requests a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant be registered on Title to limit the floor area of the 
existing dwelling to 900 ft² (84 m²) and the footprint of the 2nd dwelling to 3000 ft² (279 m²). 
 
 
 
 
______________________ 
Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning Technician  
604-885-6804 ext 1 
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DECLARATION

JJwe consent to the use of the information provided in the application and all supporting documents to process the
application in accordance with the Agricultural Land Commission Act and regulation. Furthermore, I/we declare that
the information provided in the application and all the supporting documents are, to the best of my/our knowledge,
true and correct. TJwe understand that the Agricultural Land Commission will take the steps necessary to confirm the
accuracy of the information and documents provided.

Date Signature ofOwner or Agent

Date Signature ofOwner or Agent

Please ensure the following documents are enclosed with your application:

Print Name

Print Name

• Application fee payable to the Local Government
• Certificate of Title or Title Search Print
• Agent authorization (if using agent)

Map or sketch showing proposal & adjacent uses
Proof ofNotice of Application *(See instructions)
Photographs (optional)

North

East

\Pj.S 3/1/
Date Signature ofOwner or Agent

/-/L
Print Name

Application by a Land Owner 2 2003

Attachment A
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  June 1, 2011 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – June 9, 2011 

FROM:  Lesley-Ann Staats – Planning Technician 

RE:   Mobile and Auxiliary Food Sales in Zoning Bylaw 337 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the report entitled “Mobile and Auxiliary Food Sales in Zoning Bylaw 337” dated 
June 1, 2011 be received for information; 

 
AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee provide direction on whether to 
maintain, expand, or limit the current allowances for mobile food sales in Electoral Area 
A with consideration to: 

• Providing definitions of “retail” and “restaurant” uses; 
• Specifically allowing or prohibiting mobile food retail within the “retail” and 

“restaurant” definitions; 
• Adding or removing “retail” and “restaurant” from any of the zones where they 

are currently permitted; and 
• Including provisions on regulating certain aspects of mobile food sales such as 

waste disposal, access, parking and outdoor seating.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Discussion has recently developed around mobile food sales. Mobile or auxiliary food sales has 
been interpreted as being permitted under the “restaurant” and “retail” uses under Zoning 
Bylaw 337.  Recently, mobile food sales has been permitted as auxiliary to “interpretive centre 
retail outlet” in the PA1-A zone that applies to the Egmont Heritage Centre.  This allowance of 
mobile food sales (in the form of trailers and other vehicles) highlights the number of zones and 
properties on which such uses could be permitted given the zone’s permitted and undefined 
“retail” and “restaurant” uses.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The following is a table of zones from Bylaw 337, which may permit auxiliary and mobile food 
sales, such as mobile food vendors. 
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Permitted uses pertaining to retail food 
sales 

Zones which 
may permit 
food venders 

Limitations 
(Subject to zoning siting & coverage) 

Retail or wholesale sales, bakery, private 
club 

R3, R3A, R3B, 
R3C, RU1D,  

Only permitted on parcels exceeding 
3500 m² on which a single family 
dwelling is located. 

Agriculture (auxiliary sales of 
unmanufactured produce) 

CR1, RU1, RU1A, 
RU1C,RU1D, 
RU2, RU3,  

CR1 – only permitted on parcels 
exceeding 1.75 ha. 

Auxiliary retail sale of goods for residents 
of the mobile home park 

RM3 Only permitted if parcel exceeds 1.75ha 
and the maximum commercial floor 
area permitted is 30 m² to those 
residents in the mobile home park. 

Restaurant CD2, CD3, CD5, 
C2, C2A, C3, 
C3A, I1,  

 

Retail store, bakery, restaurant 
(excluding drive-in and drive through), 
private club 

C1  

Park, assembly, camp assembly, health 
resort, golf course 

PA2 The maximum floor area for auxiliary 
clubhouse facilities in conjunction with 
a golf course shall be 250 m². 

Park, assembly, museum or interpretive 
centre retail outlet 

PA1A, PA1B Accessory to museum or interpretative 
centre retail outlet and retail space 
auxiliary to assembly use. 

 
Road Allowances 
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure does not allow mobile food vendors on any 
road rights-of-way or road allowances. Ice-cream trucks, for example, can use the roads, but 
are not permitted to set up an area on the side of the road within the road right-of-way. 
 
Park and Assembly (PA) Zoning Under Bylaw 337  
By its nature, PA zones are applied to community halls, museums and generally the larger parks 
throughout the Electoral Areas.  While one-off events involving retail food sales at public 
assembly events (such as fairs and festivals) is permitted, on-going accessory or mobile retail 
food sales are not a permitted use except where a “retail”, “restaurant” or other similar use is 
permitted in the specific PA zone.  Examples of where retail food sales and restaurant are 
permitted include the PA1A zone applied to the Egmont Heritage Centre in the form of a mobile 
vendor and the PA2 zone applied to the Pender Harbour Golf Course in the form of a club house 
restaurant.   The PA1 zone that applies to most SCRD Parks does not allow retail sales of any 
type, including mobile food sales, for uses such as food trucks/trailers, food carts, or public 
markets. 
 
In Bylaw 337, mobile retail food sales is not specifically regulated with operational conditions 
(e.g. waste disposal, access, outdoor seating, etc.), but is generally allowed in the same way as a 
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permanent building with such uses under the restaurant or retail uses.  However, there are no 
definitions for “retail” or “restaurant” within the zoning bylaw.  Thus, it is left to the 
interpretation of staff on what constitutes food sales under “retail” or “restaurant” with no 
zoning conditions related specifically to the operation of auxiliary or mobile food sales. 
 
Health Regulations 
With inquiries regarding food sales and restaurants it is standard practice that Planning staff 
confirm that the proposed use is permitted under the Zoning Bylaw for each property.  If 
kitchens are part of the restaurant/food vender or disposal of waste is outside of an existing 
septic system approved for this use, approval from the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority is 
required. 
 
Business Licenses and Special Operating Conditions for Mobile Vending 
The Regional District does not issue business licences for any business, nor does it have special 
conditions under Zoning Bylaw Nos. 310 or 337 concerning mobile vending.  The District of 
Sechelt (DOS) requires business licences and is also in the process amending their Zoning Bylaw 
to specifically permit Mobile Vending with specific conditions concerning issues such as access 
and waste disposal.   
 
Possible Aspects of Mobile and Auxiliary Food Sales to Consider  
Business licences are not being proposed for mobile food vending. However, uses pertaining to 
mobile food vending could be explored in amendments to Zoning Bylaw 337. 
 
If the Board decides to amend Zoning Bylaw 337 concerning mobile and auxiliary food sales, 
direction from the Board as to whether to maintain, expand or limit such uses should be 
considered.  Issues to consider include:  
 

• Providing definitions of “retail” and “restaurant”; 
• Specifically allowing or prohibiting mobile food retail within the “retail” and 

“restaurant” definitions; 
• Adding or removing “retail” and “restaurant” from any of the zones where they 

are currently permitted; and 
• Including provisions on limiting certain aspects of mobile food sales such as 

waste disposal, access, parking, and outdoor seating.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
Discussion around mobile and auxiliary food sales has been increasing.  The table above 
outlines the zones in which mobile food vendors may be permitted.  Planning staff requests 
that the Planning and Development Committee provide comments on whether to maintain, 
expand, or limit the current allowances for mobile food retail in Electoral Area A through 
amendments Zoning Bylaw 337. 
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Agricultural Advisory Committee 
May 24, 2011  3:30 pm 
SCRD Offices, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 
Minutes of Regular Meeting 

 
Present: Betty Hart (Chair), Chris Hergesheimer, Dave Ryan, Jon Bell, Margrett George, Frank Roosen, 

Gabriel Forbes, Martin Kiewitz 
Regrets: Catherine Abbott, Ray Moscrip, Dale Peterson 
Absent: Lynda Chamberlin 
Also present: Bruce Moseley, Applicant, ALR #D-56 
 Pierre Berdahl, Applicant, ALR #D-55 
 Peggy Berdahl, Applicant, ALR #D-55 
 Annette Clarke, Public 
 Donna Shugar, Director, Area D (Roberts Creek), Sunshine Coast Regional District 
 Lesley-Anne Staats, Planning Technician 

 Diane Corbett, Recording Secretary 
 

Call to order at 3:31 pm 
 
1. Agenda 

The agenda was adopted as amended, with a change in the order of items and adding 
under Delegations: 
o Annette Clarke regarding Testing of Radiation in Soil and Water on the Sunshine 

Coast 
 
2. Nominations for Chair and Vice Chair 

 
2.1 Dale Peterson was selected to serve as Chair. 

 
2.2 Betty Hart was selected to serve as Vice Chair. 

 
3. Reports and Minutes 
 

3.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of April 26, 2011 
 
The meeting minutes of April 26, 2011 were adopted. 
 

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

 
Mr. Bruce Moseley provided background on a proposal to exclude a portion of his 
property from the ALR with the intent of utilizing that portion to provide 3 dwellings that 
would include housing for his son and for potential farm assistance in an area of the 
parcel with the lowest class of soil, an arrangement that would enhance the possibility of 
the land being farmed. He recently had learned that it would not be possible to have 3 
dwellings upon this RU3 zone parcel as originally planned, and that subdivision would be 
required to do so. Various options for the application were explored by the Committee in 
discussion with the applicant. Mr. Moseley decided to take some time to consider the 
possibilities more fully and to report back to the AAC at a future meeting. 
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Sunshine Coast Regional District Agricultural Advisory Committee – Meeting of May 24, 2011 2/3 

 
4. Business Arising From Minutes and Unfinished Business 
 

4.1 Correspondence from Pierre Berdahl regarding Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) 
Application # D-55 for Non-Farm Use (second dwelling) in the ALR, located at Byng 
Road Roberts Creek (follow-up, item 6.1, April 26, 2011)  

 
The applicant was present to respond to questions about a plan for a second dwelling 
that had been submitted by the applicant upon the request of the Committee. 
 
Recommendation: The Agricultural Advisory Committee recommended that ALR 
Application #D-55 be approved to proceed subject to a covenant being placed 
upon the title limiting the cabin located on the property to its existing size. 

 
4.2 Sunshine Coast Agriculture Survey Funding Proposal (follow-up item 7.1.2, April 26/11) 

 
Chris Hergesheimer distributed a handout and described a proposed budget for 
conducting an agriculture survey on the Sunshine Coast through Investment Agriculture 
Foundation (IAF) funding, as discussed at the meeting of April 26. He noted that it would 
fall within the range of IAF “small projects” under $10,000 that could be applied for at 
any time and that required matching funds. He suggested a potential formula for a lead 
researcher with assistant to conduct the research, requesting $4250 from IAF. The 
purpose: a baseline agricultural study. The objective: to produce a data set to be able to 
take on different aspects of agricultural research and development. There is very little 
information currently available for this region. 
 
Chris requested that the AAC recommend that he attend a meeting of the Sunshine 
Coast Regional District Planning and Development Committee on behalf of the 
Committee to make a pitch for a partner project to do an agriculture survey on the 
Sunshine Coast proposed to begin in the fall. Questions about the process were raised; 
the need to confirm protocols and process were highlighted. Support was expressed for 
the idea presented. 

 
It was agreed by consensus that Chris Hergesheimer go forward with the research 
project idea to discuss with the Manager of Planning and Development and One 
Straw Society, scoping and doing a bit more exploratory research at this time. 

 
5. Delegations 

 
5.1 Bruce Moseley regarding ALR Application #D-56 (partial exclusion from the ALR) 

 
See Item 3.1 
 

5.2 Annette Clarke regarding Testing of Radiation in Soil and Water on the Sunshine Coast 
 
Ms. Annette Clarke shared her views and concerns about the lack of testing of radiation 
in soils and water on the Sunshine Coast and the region in light of the events pertaining 
to nuclear reactors in Japan, and how little information there is in the media about this 
and its potential impact on our area. She stated there is a lack of information available 
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from Health Canada. Soil and drinking water at least need to be monitored; radiation 
accumulates over time. It would be good to come up with a food safety strategy. Ms. 
Clarke shared her experience of life in Europe after the meltdown in Chernobyl and the 
restrictions on foods that could be eaten due to accumulation of radiation in the food 
chain. She said there is a need to find out what food highly accumulates radiation, and 
suggested that building greenhouses can protect plants from rain-borne radiation. 

 
Ms. Clarke and her cohort had submitted some samples of rainwater and soil taken in 
Roberts Creek to a lab in Saskatchewan for radiation readings for which they were 
awaiting results. She distributed an information package and asked that members 
suggest names of farmers who might want to join the network of people involved with 
this here.  
 
Ms. Clarke concluded that people should be informed. She stated her group would 
probably try to get people together on this issue and to publicize this initiative within the 
next few months. 
 
Ms. Clarke was requested to make the results of her testing samples available to the 
AAC. 

 
6. New Business 

 
6.1 Investment Agriculture Foundation Media Releases regarding IAF Annual General 

Meeting and New IAF Director 
 
The Investment Agriculture Foundation media releases were received for information. 
 

6.2 Community Garden Space in Roberts Creek 
 
Director Donna Shugar expressed appreciation that the School District had agreed to 
lease land to the Sunshine Coast Regional District located next to the Roberts Creek 
Elementary School for a community garden. Efforts were being made to pull together a 
community group to get it started. Next steps would be staff talking to the School District 
about things to include in a lease. 
 

7. Next Meeting 
 

7.1 Tuesday, June 28, 2011 at 3:30 at SCRD 
 
Adjourned at 5:00 pm 
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Halfmoon Bay APC Meeting (Area B) 
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 
MINUTES OF TUESDAY, May 24, 2011 

  
Chair    Elise Rudland 
Director    Garry Nohr 
Recording Secretary  Katrina Walters 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Call to Order  

Elise Rudland, Chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm. 
 
2. Agenda  

 
Motion: That the agenda be accepted as presented. 

 
        Carried Unanimously 

 
3. Minutes  

Minutes from the following meetings were received for information: 
3.1 Area B- Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes of April 26, 2011. 
3.2 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of April 26, 2011. 
3.3 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of May 12, 2011 (draft).  

 
 

Motion: That Area B minutes be accepted as presented and that all other minutes be 
received for information only. 

        Carried Unanimously 
 
 

4. Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business 
None 

 
5. New Business 

 
5.1 Proposed New Fire Protection Bylaw 631 
 
APC comments: 
-APC members will provide further feedback to staff next month, however they would like 
to comment that they find the document at times unclear and difficult to understand.  
 
-Concern is raised over the lack of regulation of driftwood burning on the beach.  It is 
requested that the Regional District be given authority on the beach burning as is 
currently being implemented in Roberts Creek. 

PRESENT 
Elise Rudland 
Eleanor Lenz 
Ron Kernohan 
Alda Grames 
Catherine Gage 
Garry Nohr 
Jay Corman 
Joan Harvey 
 
 

REGRETS 
Brian Smith 
Richard Grant 
Brian Lucas 
Leonard Pakulak 
Walter Powell 
 

GUESTS 
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6. Directors Report 

Garry Nohr, Director, gave his report on the following subjects: 
-The Halfmoon Bay OCP is working towards hosting a facilitated visioning workshop with 
the goal of producing the community’s Vision Statement.  
-Integrated Transportation Study:  People should be award of proposed plans for a by-
pass through Halfmoon Bay and what this would mean to the community.  Any concerns 
may be expressed in writing. 
-The Sunshine Coast Economic Development Plan brought together officials from the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD), the Sechelt Indian Government District, the 
District of Sechelt and Town of Gibsons with plans for another meeting during the 
upcoming month. 
-An upcoming meeting with the Transportation Minister and other Area Directors will 
discuss ferry costs. 
-A meeting was held with Kevin Falcon to discuss HST and a write up is planned. 
-A meeting with the First Nations Chief discussed their intent to present their coast wide 
land plan to the APC and/or OCP. 
- The Solid Waste Management Working Plan Survey will be distributed shortly. 
-The Parks and Recreation Master Plan is underway with an opportunity to give input into 
a plan for Trout Lake.  An audit of the recreation centres will also be carried out in order 
to improve facility usage.   
 
Questions/Comments for the Director: 
 
- What is happening with the cleaning of the Coopers Green Lagoon? 

• Don Cunliffe met with Parks and discussed a plan 
• There is funding in place for a trail around the lagoon 
 

- The signage of Homesite Creek is confusing and hikers get lost.  It is suggested that 
signage could be improved by providing arrows on the maps. 

 
7. Next Meeting 

  Tuesday, June 28th at 7:00 pm, Coopers Green Hall. 
 

8. Adjournment 
  7:33 PM 

 
________________________    ____________________ 
Elise Rudland      Date 
Chair, Area B APC   
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AREA D ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 MNUTES of MONDAY, MAY 30, 2011 at 7:00 PM  

ROBERTS CREEK LIBRARY, 1044 ROBERTS CREEK ROAD, ROBERTS CREEK  
 

Present:  Tzaddi Gordon, Dana Gregory, Bill Page (Chair)  
Regrets:  Heather Conn, Kye Goodwin, Sue Gordon, Marion Jolicoeur, Brock O’Byrne, Barry Morrow, 

Gerald Rainville, Dave Ryan (Alternate Director), and Donna Shugar (Director) 
Also Present:  Dièdra Goodwin (Recording Secretary) 
Absent:   Eric Tiessen 
 

1.  Meeting called to order at 7:00 PM   
Note:   Correction to your package: Item 4 has been removed from the agenda. 

2. MINUTES 
2.1 The minutes of Roberts Creek APC meeting of April 25, 2011 were approved as circulated. 
(TG/DG)  M/S/Carried 

2.2  The following were received for information: 
2.2.1  Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of April 26, 2011 
2.2.2  Planning and Development Committee Minutes of April 14 and draft of May 12, 2011  

 

3  NEW BUSINESS 
3.1  Proposed New Fire Protection Bylaw 631 

 
COMMENTS:  The APC thanks the SCRD staff for the comprehensive draft of Bylaw 631. 
The guidelines seem reasonable.  
 
ADJOURNMENT:  Motion to adjournment (DG) 7:25 PM 
 
NEXT MEETING:  June 27, 2011, 7:00 PM, Roberts Creek Library 
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Minutes of the Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission  
Wednesday, May 25, 2011 meeting at Frank West Hall, Elphinstone, BC  
  
Present:   Lynda Chamberlin, Chair   Regrets:  Ron Kaiser     
   Jim Gurney      Graham Chapman 
   Patrick Fitzsimons        
   Ralph Schilling   Absent: Alan Colleypriest  
   Rob Bone      Carl Snazell  
  
Delegations:  Karim Karimzadegan, Horizon Engineering Inc. for DPV #E-92    
   Bob Stevens, Fire Chief, Gibsons and District Fire Department 
  
Also present:  Bruce Armstrong, Co-Chair, Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee  
   Lorne Lewis, Director, Area E (Elphinstone) 
   Diane Corbett, Secretary 
 
 
Call to Order  7:01 PM 
 
Agenda  The agenda was adopted as amended. 
 
New Business 
 
1. Development Permit with Variance #E-92 (McLean) Ocean Beach Esplanade 
 

1.1 Mr. Karimzadegan, a geotechnical engineer providing technical assistance in the 
development of the design for the Development Permit with Variance proposal, provided an 
outline of geotechnical aspects of the site and reviewed proposed means to address factors 
of topography and geotechnical restraints. The engineer responded to comments and 
questions of the Commission, and explored members’ suggestions for elements that might 
be incorporated into the design. He clarified that this was an assessment as compared to a 
detailed design. It was noted that, although the proposed dwelling was situated within the 
setback area, 0.3 metres from the Ocean Beach Esplanade right-of-way, it was in fact 
further back from the Esplanade than two adjacent dwellings.  
 
1.2 Comments from members included: 
• There are strong statements in the OCP around Ocean Beach Esplanade. …We would 

be supportive of innovative design solutions that make the property safe and minimize 
the impact on Ocean Beach Esplanade.  

• A good compromise solution…. Would like to reserve more comment until we get more 
of the details... This is heading in the right direction…. 

• We are good with the variance for a setback with the front yard, but not good with the 
elimination of the off-street parking. 

• It takes innovative and extreme measures to make the site work. 
• Want to see parking dealt with on the subject property. 
• Not likely to be able to park on Ocean Beach Esplanade…sets a precedent. 
• It is impractical to insist upon a 15 foot front yard setback… too risky. It still is a good 

way off the street. 
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Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – May 25, 2011 Page 2 of 3 

1.3 Co-chair of the SCRD’s Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee, 
Bruce Armstrong, stated that concerns raised by members of that committee included that 
the house parking be contained within the building, and that water generated through the 
site not impact drainage below. 
 
MOTION (JG/RS): The APC agrees with the concept of the proposal and with the principle 
of the variance; however questions about alternatives for parking arise and we encourage 
the owner to consider on-site parking, or parking under the house, or other alternatives that 
do not impinge upon the Esplanade.  
              Carried 

 
2. Proposed New Fire Protection Bylaw 631 

 
2.1 Gibsons Fire Chief Bob Stevens was present to respond to questions and clarify and 
give an overview of the proposed Fire Protection Bylaw and its applications. Points about 
the proposed bylaw from the Fire Chief’s presentation included: 
• A lot of the language is carried over from previous bylaw(s), not new, just rewritten 
• Can still back yard burn, October to April 
• Have followed provincial guidelines 
• If it doesn’t grow in the property you can’t burn it, unless for a campfire, which is defined. 

Camp fire pile size is smaller; you have to manage the pile  
• Can regulate conduct of persons at/near fire 
• Fire has to be back from fence line and deck 
• BC Forest Service is responsible for beach areas 
• There is more language around fire department operations 
• Onus is on property owners to maintain their yard 
• Have penalty clause in the bylaw 
• Will cover pretty much the whole Sunshine Coast 

 
2.2 Comments and suggestions proposed by the APC and Director included: 
• “Yard/garden refuse” reference should be the same throughout the bylaw to make the 

bylaw tight.  
• Need to define “in a fire safe manner”…not left up to discretion or judgment.  
• It is a balancing act. This achieves it. People have to be more conscious about burning.  
 

 2.3  It was agreed that the APC supports the proposed bylaw. 
 
Minutes 
 
3. Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of April 27, 2011 

The following amendments were made to the initials for the three Motions on page 1, that 
should read:  

Motion 1: (JB/RK)  
Motion 2: (RK/RB)  
Motion 3: (RK/PF) 
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Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – May 25, 2011 Page 3 of 3 

4. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of April 26, 2011 
5. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of May 12, 2011 (draft) 
 

MOTION (JG/PF): “THAT the Elphinstone APC minutes be adopted as amended and that 
the other minutes be received for information.”   

 
             Carried  
 

New Business 
 
6. Announcement of resignation from APC Member Ralph Schilling 
 

Ralph Schilling stated as follows: “As this is my last meeting after 6 years, I would like to 
express thanks for the contributions of public members and the planning staff to make the 
OCP more effective. I am moving to Victoria.” 
 
Members thanked Mr. Schilling for his contributions. 

 
7. Director's Report  
 
 The Director’s report included discussion on the following topics: 

• Proposed Fire Protection Bylaw 
• Japanese knotweed in Chaster Park 
• Alternate approval process for islanders regarding taxation for a Langdale float 

 
Next Meeting   Wednesday, June 22, 2011 
 
Adjournment  8:46 PM 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  June 1, 2011  

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – June 9, 2011 

FROM:  Andrew Allen – Planner 

RE:  Development Permit with a Variance E-92 (McLean) 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT Development Permit E-92 with a variance request be forwarded to the Board for 
approval; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT prior to issuance, the applicant obtain a Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure, issue a setback relief permit for construction within 4.5 metres of a road 
allowance and a permit to construct works within the road allowance for two parking spaces 
and slope stabilization works. 
 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
The Regional District is in receipt of a development permit application for the construction of a 
single family dwelling and to vary the minimum required setback to Ocean Beach Esplanade 
from 5 metres to 0.3 metres and to relieve the requirement to have two off-street parking 
stalls. 
 
OWNER/APPLICANT: Dwayne McLean 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:   Lot 4, Block 3, D.L. 906, Plan 1342 
ELECTORAL AREA: Elphinstone 
LOCATION: Ocean Beach Esplanade 
ZONE:  R1 
PROPOSED VARIANCE: To relieve the requirement for off-street parking and to reduce 

the front parcel setback from 5 metres to 0.3 metres 
PARCEL AREA: 2085 m² 
 
 
The subject property is a currently undeveloped property located at the western portion of 
Ocean Beach Esplanade in between 1852 & 1868 Ocean Beach.   The owner of the property 
proposes to construct a dwelling on the property and has commissioned Horizon Engineering to 
conduct a geotechnical review of the property.  The Horizon report has determined that with 
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certain conditions of site preparation and construction, the property can be safety built upon.  
The Horizon report is attached to the draft development permit as Appendix A. 
 
In 2005, a similar development permit (E-62) with a setback variance was issued to the previous 
owners; however those owners subsequently sold the property and no work had commenced 
and thus the Development Permit E-62 subsequently lapsed.  The current owner of the subject 
property also owns the property immediately adjacent to the northwest at 1868 Ocean Beach 
Esplanade for which Development Permit E-80 was issued in 2008.   
 
The property on the other side contains a small dwelling, which appears to be located entirely 
on the Ocean Beach Esplanade allowance. This particular building was recently renovated with 
a building permit.  The building permit required that the building be within the existing 
footprint without development permit as permitted under Elphinstone OCP. The dwellings on 
either side protrude further toward the esplanade allowance than the proposed dwelling and 
related parking. 
 
SITE AND GEOTECHNICAL ANALYSIS  
 
Horizon Engineering has conducted an analysis of the subject property and determined the 
suitability of constructing on the slope.  The site testing confirms that beneath the top layers of 
fill, organic matters and weathered sand that there is a solid secure base on which to build.    
 
Horizon Engineering Ltd.’s comprehensive analysis of the site includes sub-surface 
investigations to determine if there is a suitable building and septic footprint. 
 
The safest and most secure part of the property is located at the toe of the slope near the front 
of the subject lot and onto the adjacent road allowance.  Therefore, the applicant has applied 
for a setback relaxation to construct close to the front property line.  The setback requested at 
this time is consistent with the 2005 permit application, which permitted a relaxation from 5 
metres to 0.3 metres (1 foot).  This will ensure that footings and foundations for the dwelling 
can be constructed entirely on site. Other features such as roof overhangs will be subject to this 
setback as well.  At the time of building permit, the applicant will have to submit a non-
encroachment survey showing the building location.  
 
The building envelope is constrained as the upper portion of the property is too steep and 
unstable to develop and thus the primary building envelope is a small portion at the toe of the 
slope.  Adjacent to the dwelling would be the septic field, which Horizon Engineering has 
indicated would be a safe location and not negatively impact on surrounding properties. 
 
With on-site constraints that lead to a limited building envelope (25x60 feet), the applicant 
proposes to park on the Esplanade right of way.  Horizon engineering requires land stabilization 
on the right of way to shore up the building footprint due to instability from fill deposited by 
previous land owners.   
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The report proposes a vegetated sierra buttress, which is certainly more aesthetically pleasing 
that a lock block retaining wall.  However the proposal for stabilization on the road right of way 
should be measured in relation to the policies within the Elphinstone Official Community Plan 
and not include any permanent structures or further entrenchment of private use on public 
lands.  See the following excerpt of site plan: 
 
 

 
 
A land slide assessment has been conducted on the property by Horizon  Engineering and an 
analysis of the of hazard potential indicates that subject to the required conditions the property 
can be safely developed for the use intended and it meets the 2% in 50 years hazard threshold. 
 
The conditions of the development permit will be subject to the conditions noted in the Horizon 
Engineering report and specifically noting the construction of concrete foundation retaining 
wall with debris barrier at the northeast side (right and rear) of the building site to maintain the 
slope and protect the rear of the dwelling.  Construction of a vegetated Sierra Slope buttress at 
the southwest side (front and left) of the building site on the road right of way to stabilize the 
building envelope. 
 
The following diagram is an excerpt from the Horizon report which shows a profile of the slope, 
showing the house location, the retaining wall at the rear of the house and the proposed Sierra 
Slope buttress.    
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The Esplanade allowance is 40 metres wide in front of the subject parcel and the developed 
portion of the road is 35 metres from the front parcel line.  Construction of a Sierra Slope 
buttress and accommodation for parking can be undertaken without compromising the 
travelled portion of the road and immediate buffer.  However there should be no other 
permanent structures on the allowance, nor should there be permanent alienation of the 
esplanade allowance.  Land clearing through additional tree cutting required for the buttress 
and parking should be kept to a minimum and additional landscaping and fencing should not 
alienate the public land.                                                                                                                                  
 
REFERALS & NOTIFICATIONS  
 
This application has been referred to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure to 
confirm their support of the proposal for the front setback relaxation, outdoor parking area and 
stabilization on the right of way.  At this time response has not been received. However the 
Ministry response will be considered prior to issuance of the permit. 
 
Notification of property owners and occupiers within a 50 metre radius of the site has been 
conducted and no responses have been received to date.  Any responses received prior to the 
time of the Planning and Development Committee will be added as a supplement to this report. 
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The owner of the property is unable to attend the APC meeting due to previous commitments, 
however he asks that the application continue to be considered to maximize as much of the dry 
building season as possible.   
 
ELPHINSTONE ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
At its meeting held May 25th the Elphinstone APC supported the application in principle.   
The following is the motion from the recorded minutes of the meeting: 
 

MOTION (JG/RS): The APC agrees with the concept of the proposal and with the principle of the 
variance; however questions about alternatives for parking arise and we encourage the owner to 
consider on-site parking, or parking under the house, or other alternatives that do not impinge upon 
the Esplanade. Carried 

 
The building footprint is 25 x 60, which is a 1500 square foot house size.  This footprint 
combined with the area reserved for septic adjacent to the house accounts for all of the safe 
and useable site area the can be reasonable be provided.  While not shown on the preliminary 
site plan, the applicant proposes to build a one-level dwelling with no room for parking on-site, 
nor is it advisable or feasible to dig into the ground to provide parking underneath the dwelling. 

               
SUMMARY 
 
The proposal at this time is very similar to development permit with variance that was issued in 
2005 to a previous owner.  At this time the current owner has submitted a new application with 
a detailed geotechnical analysis that has indicated that the property can be safely developed 
subject to the recommendations within the report.   
 
One key recommendation that requires careful consideration is the requirement to conduct 
stabilisation work on the Esplanade allowance.  The works proposed with a vegetated Sierra 
Slope buttress are more appealing than a lock block wall.   Consideration is to be given to 
ensure that the allowance is not comprised for future public use for road, parking or trail 
expansion to minimize impact on the Esplanade allowance to only that which is outlined above. 
 
 

 
__________________________ 
Andrew Allen 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: May 30, 2011 
TO: Planning and Development Committee (June 9, 2011) 
FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 
RE: Box Canyon Power Project – 310.109 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
That Bylaw 310.109 be given 1st Reading and referrals be sent to applicable agencies and 
advisory groups. 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
In 2006 the SCRD received an application to rezone a portion of Crown Land to allow for the 
powerhouse of an independent power project for Box Canyon River. The site is located near 
McNab Creek (Attachment A). The application was put on hold until the proponent was ready to 
move forward. 

In 2007 Sound Energy Inc. and Box Canyon Hydro Corp. formed a joint ownership for the project 
and bid into the BC Hydro F2008 Clean Power Call. The project received an Energy Purchasing 
Agreement in August 2010. Once operational, the project will have a capacity of approximately 
15 MW.  

A project plan was recently submitted to the SCRD for review, extracts are provided with this 
report and a full copy, along with supporting documents, is available from SCRD staff upon 
request. The project infrastructure will include: 

 Box Canyon Creek headpond, one intake (concrete weir with Coanda 
screens) , penstock to powerhouse on McNabb Creek 
(joined by penstock from Marty Creek) 

 Tributaries to Box Canyon two tributaries, intakes on each (#1 “French Drain” type 
intake and #2 Chute Screen intake and concrete weir), 
penstock to headpond of Box Canyon Creek on each  

 Marty Creek  headpond, intake (concrete weir with Coanda screens), 
penstock from Cascade linked to penstock towards Box 
Canyon Creek 

 Tributaries to Marty Creek 1 intake (chute screen and concrete weir) and penstock to 
Marty Creek, 3 collection ditches directly to headpond of 
Marty Creek 

 Cascade Creek  one intake (concrete weir with chute screens) penstock to 
Marty Creek 
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Regarding Box Canyon Power Project  Page 2 of 4 
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 New Transmission Lines from power house to existing BC Hydro Line near Howe Sound 
(approximately 2 km away) 

 New Roads 

 Upgrades to existing Forest Service Roads (including reactivation of closed FSR) 

 Temporary Construction Camp near Howe Sound at McNabb Creek 

 Powerhouse on McNabb Creek to include temporary concrete batch plant during 
construction period, tailrace (outflow) into McNabb Creek upstream of the confluence of 
McNabb and Box Canyon 

 Staging Area near the Powerhouse site  

(Extract from Waterpower Project Development Plan provided by applicant) 
The Box Creek Hydroelectric Project was conceived in 2002 as an approximately 4.5 MW 
capacity run-of-river generating facility. During the intervening period from 2003 to the present, 
the project has been increased in size with the addition of new project elements. The water 
license application was amended to include water flow contributions from two additional small 
creeks that exist in close proximity to Box Canyon Creek. 

In 2007 Sound Energy Inc. and Box Canyon Hydro Corp. formed a joint ownership of the project 
and the ~15 MW project was successfully bid into the BC Hydro F2008 Clean Power Call, and 
received an Energy Purchasing Agreement in August 2010. 

In July 2007 a Waterpower Project Development Plan (WPDP) was submitted to ILMB with a 
subsequent All Agencies Meeting (AAM), and public open house. The AAM identified some data 
deficiencies in the WPDP that have been addressed in this revised submission. The public open 
house recorded minimal attendance with no negative comments. (Note: SCRD staff attended the 
AAM meeting and the open house) 

In 2008 the private land bounding the southern portion of the project area changed ownership. 
The project proponents have made arrangements with the land owners for construction access 
and power line right of way. This has decreased the amount of Crown Land necessary for the 
project. 

Since June 2010 the project proponents have had Knight Piésold undertake a more detailed 
optimization study that has resulted in minor changes to the bounds of the initial application area. 
Comments received from Terasen Gas both in 2007 and more recently were incorporated into 
the latest project optimization such that potential conflicts with the Terasen gas pipeline R.O.W. 
have been eliminated by relocation of a section of penstock from Marty Creek. Field proofing of 
Terasen’s legal survey of the R.O.W. along the existing forestry road in Box Canyon has also 
resulted in a realignment of a section of penstock from Box Canyon Creek, also addressing 
Terasen’s concerns regarding their gas pipeline R.O.W. 

The proponents have solicited comments from stakeholders including First Nations regarding the 
proposed changes to the project general arrangements. 

An Archeological Impact Assessment (AIA) was recently undertaken within the entire project 
area under the direction of the Squamish First Nation (SFN). The SFN have also had an 
independent environmental consultant conduct field review and provide comments on the 2007 
WPDP. The proponents believe that the majority of the comments raised by the SFN have been 
addressed in this revised WPDP and that any open issues will be addressed with the final project 
design. We await further commentary from SFN upon their receipt and review of this revised 
WPDP. 
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The proponents have conducted field studies for endangered riverine bird species that have the 
potential to inhabit the diversion reaches, as well as breeding bird species, that inhabit the 
proposed intake, penstock, and powerhouse construction sites. 

The proponents have continued with the ongoing aquatic field studies to increase the baseline 
data. Field studies were concentrated upon addressing comments from the AAM, which were 
primarily to do with acquiring sufficient baseline data to determine potential impacts to McNab 
Creek due to the operational diversions of the diverted tributaries. 

The proponents have made new application to the Integrated Land Management Bureau (ILMB) 
reflecting the changes in initial application area resulting from changes in the project general 
arrangement. 

The proponents submitted their WPDP in December 2010. A completeness review undertaken 
by the newly formed Regional Clean Energy Project Team (RCEPT) administered by the newly 
formed Ministry of Natural Resource Operations (MNRO), required that the proponents make 
revisions to the document. 

DISCUSSION 
The proposal makes use of the waters of three streams and several of their tributaries that 
eventually feed into McNab Creek (Attachment A). The diverted water will be transported 
through several pipelines that meet at a single powerhouse above the point where Box Canyon 
Creek joins McNab Creek. Power lines will connect the powerhouse to the existing BC Hydro 
lines near Howe Sound. 

The site is near and partially overlaps the BURNCO mineral claim and lands. The applicant 
notes that they are in discussion with BURNCO. 

The applicant provided several technical reports that set out the results of their studies 
regarding environmental impacts and these are under review. They will be made available to 
any interested party. Extracts are provided in Attachment B relating to several aspects, such as 
length of penstock. A more detailed analysis of the information will be provided at a later date, 
prior to the proposed amendment Bylaw 310.109 being considered for scheduling of a public 
hearing, should it reach that stage. 

The proposal includes a temporary concrete batch plant that would be located near the 
powerhouse site for the construction period. A construction camp would be located near the 
mouth of McNab Creek and linked to the powerhouse by the existing McNab Forest Service 
Road. 

As the applicant has provided sufficient initial information, SCRD staff consider that Bylaw 
310.109 should receive first reading and the referral process should start. Staff consider that 
referrals should be sent to: 

 BC Ministry of Natural Resource Operations (Integrated Land Management Bureau and 
RCEPT) 

 Squamish Nation 
 Natural Resources Advisory Committee 
 Area F APC 
 Local property owners including the cottage owners near the mouth of McNab Creek) 
 BURNCO 
 Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 
 BC Ministry of Environment 
 Others as identified 
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A public information meeting will be required during the consultation period. Staff will liaise with 
the applicant to ensure that this takes place within the West Howe Sound Electoral area at a 
convenient date and location.  

A draft of Bylaw 310.109 is attached for consideration. The draft identifies that an area 250 m by 
250 m should be rezoned from RU2 (Rural Two) to I9 (Independent Power Project). This is a 
larger area than required for the powerhouse; however it would include the location for the 
temporary concrete batch plant and laydown/staging area. It would also provide some flexibility 
should the location of the powerhouse need to be slightly changed due to site conditions found 
during construction’ thus reducing the likelihood of a second rezoning application. 

Although the I9 zone already exists in Bylaw 310, this application provides the opportunity to 
correct an issue with respect to implementing the Riparian Areas Regulation set out in section 
507, relating to siting of buildings adjacent to waterbodies and watercourses. Bylaw 310 
requires that all buildings be located 30 metres from a stream. To locate closer would require a 
development variance permit to be issued. The environmental and geotechnical studies 
required to support the approval of a powerhouse meet the objectives of the RAR and approvals 
from the BC Ministry of Environment and DFO are required before the Province will issue a 
lease to the proponent. To require a DVP is practically redundant. Thus Bylaw 310.109 includes 
an amendment to Section 507 of Bylaw 310 to allow buildings in the I9 zone, on the existing 3 
sites and the subject site to be within the 30 metre setback. 

As this application includes a proposal for a temporary concrete batch plant, staff consider that 
this should also be a permitted use, with the limitation that it be removed at the end of the 
construction period and that it not be used to support construction not related to the power 
project. 

The construction camp is a permitted use in the RU2 zone and would be located outside of the 
area proposed to be rezoned to I9. 

CONCLUSION 
The applicant for the Box Canyon run of river power project has provided sufficient information 
for staff to consider that proposed Bylaw 310.109 should receive first reading and that referrals 
be sent and a public information meeting be arranged by the applicant. 

 

_____________________________ 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

The following extracts from the Water Power Development Plan set out aspects of the proposal 
in more detail: 

1.3.1 Box Canyon Creek Intake 

The intake is located at an elevation of 565 m, upstream of an old bridge crossing on the 
main stem of Box Canyon Creek. Bedrock protrudes from the streambed at this location, 
thereby providing a sound foundation for the intake structure. 

1.3.2 Box Canyon Creek Tributary Intakes 

There are two tributaries located approximately 250 m and 550 m downstream and to the 
southeast of the proposed intake location. Conveniently, an existing logging road runs 
past these two locations, which the topographic mapping indicates has a slight downhill 
grade sloping towards the proposed intake. Field reconnaissance during the summer 
season 2010 indicates that it is feasible to construct two small intakes on these tributaries 
along with an HDPE conduit that would divert flows into the headpond of the main intake. 
Although ephemeral in nature, if both tributaries were diverted into the main intake 
headpond on Box Canyon Creek. 

1.3.3 Marty Creek Intake 

This intake is located at an elevation of 581 m ASL. The location of the intake is governed 
by the location of a downstream active avalanche chute and debris fan, and elevation 
requirements relative the Box Canyon intake structure. The headpond of the structure will 
also need to accommodate the flow contributions from tributaries 2, 3, and 4 diversion 
ditches and the Cascara diversion. 

1.3.4 Marty Creek Tributary Intakes 

There is one large tributary, Tributary #1, located approximately 550 m downstream and to 
the southeast of the proposed intake location. An additional 3 minor tributaries, Tributaries 
#2, #3, and #4, are located approximately 75 m to 250 m downstream and to the 
northeast of the proposed intake location. 

Marty Tributary 1 is expected to feed directly into the Marty penstock as this buried 
penstock will pass directly below the tributary. Marty Creek Tributary Diversions 2, 3, and 
4 will consist of an engineered collection ditch adjacent to a new access road or track on 
the left bank of Marty Creek that would divert flows into the headpond of the main intake. 
Depending on ground conditions the ditch could be lined. 

1.3.5 Cascara Creek Intake 

The proposed intake is located at an elevation of 600 m ASL, approximately 75 m 
upstream of an old bridge crossing on the main stem of Cascara Creek. The intake will be 
accessed by an existing logging road located on the south side of the creek. A recent 
logging cut block exists on the north side of the creek.  

1.3.6 Penstock General 

The flow from Box Canyon Creek will be conveyed through an approximately 1091 m 
section of HDPE low-pressure conduit, which will then change to high-pressure steel for 
an additional approximately 462 m. At the approximately 325 m elevation the flow from 
Box Canyon Creek will be combined with the flow diverted from Marty Creek. The flow 

66



from Cascara Creek will be conveyed through an approximately 2150 m section of HDPE 
(high density polyurethane) low-pressure conduit and discharged into the head pond of 
the Marty Creek intake. The combined flow from Marty and Cascara Creeks will be 
conveyed through an approximately 3063 m long penstock comprised of approximately 
1412 m of HDPE low-pressure conduit, and approximately 1651 m of high-pressure steel 
conduit, to the junction with the Box Canyon Creek penstock. Both flows will be combined 
into one high-pressure steel conduit, which will continue for 1101 m to the powerhouse. 
The powerhouse will be located at the approximately 45 m elevation, on the western bank 
of McNab Creek. 

1.3.7 Box Canyon Creek Penstock 

The penstock consists of a low-pressure section of 0.86 m diameter polyethylene pipe and 
a high pressure section of 0.91 m diameter steel pipe. The penstock alignment and plan 
profile are shown in Appendix A7, Drawing C5610. From the intake structure, the 
proposed penstock will run parallel to Box Canyon Creek on its north side along an 
existing access road, roughly following elevation contours, with a slight downward slope. 
The proposed route follows this existing road for approximately 1000 m to a break in slope 
on a broad, steep sloping ridge with a southeast/northwest aspect. From this point, the 
penstock route angles to the northeast, diverging from the access road, directly down a 
steep slope, meeting up with and crossing the same access road at an elevation of 315 m. 
At the approximately 312 m elevation the flow from Box Canyon Creek will be combined 
with the flow diverted from Marty Creek, into one conduit. At this point the penstock 
diameter increases to 1.11 m to facilitate the combined flows. The route then crosses an 
inactive logging road and makes a slight turn to the southeast, and travels directly down 
the slope to the proposed powerhouse location. 

1.3.10 Marty Creek Penstock 

The penstock consists of a low-pressure section of 1.23 m diameter polyethylene pipe and 
a high pressure section of 0.91 m diameter steel pipe. The penstock alignment and plan 
profile are shown in Appendix A7, Drawing C5410. From the intake structure, the 
proposed penstock will run parallel to Marty Creek on its south side along an existing 
access road, with a downward slope. The proposed route follows this existing road for 
approximately 700 m to the intersection with Tributary 1 whereupon it starts its deflection 
southeastward and follows an existing logging road through a cutblock for another 
approximately 1300 m whereupon it will cross an existing Terasen gas pipeline. From this 
point, the penstock route angles southward, follows a down-slope logging road that 
diverges from the gas pipeline ROW for approximately 1150 m. At the approximately 312 
m elevation the flow from Marty Creek, will be combined with the flow from Box Canyon 
Creek into one conduit. At this point the penstock diameter increases to 1.01 m to facilitate 
the combined creek flows. The route then crosses an old inactive logging road and makes 
a slight turn to the southeast, and travels directly down the slope to the proposed 
powerhouse location. 

1.3.13 Cascara Creek Tributary Tap 

The tributary tap conduit consists of a combination of low-pressure section of 0.91 m 
diameter High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) pipe, a medium pressure section of 0.81 m 
steel pipe, and a low pressure section of 0.81 m HDPE pipe. The pipe will run from the 
Cascara Creek intake following along existing logging access roads where possible for 
approximately 2150 m, whereupon it will discharge into the Marty Creek headpond. The 
penstock alignment and plan profile are shown in Appendix A7, Drawing C5210 
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1.3.14 Powerhouse and Generating Equipment 

The proposed powerhouse is sited on the west bank of McNab Creek approximately 300 
m downstream of the existing forestry access road bridge, and approximately 20 m 
upstream of the north boundary of District Lot 677A, at elevation 50 m ASL. The 
powerhouse will consist of the following: 

• Reinforced concrete foundations and substructure; 

• Reinforced concrete and steel framework superstructure with block walls and 

steel roof; 

• A single15 MW, multi-jet Pelton turbine and 13.8 kV rated generator; 

• Switchyard; 

• Buried tailrace structure. 

1.3.15 Transmission and Interconnection 

The interconnection with BC Hydro transmission grid will be accomplished with an 
approximately 2.8 km 138 kV transmission line from the powerhouse along sections of 
existing logging roads and through existing cutblocks all on private land on the west side 
of McNab Creek, to a mid-line t-tap connection with BC Hydro 138 kV Line 1L31, which 
runs along the west side of Howe Sound. The proponent has a memorandum of 
understanding with the current land owner, and is in the process of finalizing a right-of-way 
agreement for the proposed route. A general arrangement of the proposed route is shown 
in Appendix A7, Drawing C0050. The typical powerline arrangement and 138 kV pole is 
also shown. 

1.3.16 Access Roads 

Extensive logging activity in the McNab Creek and Box Canyon Creek watersheds, as well 
as the construction and existence of a Terasen Gas pipeline, have resulted in an existing 
network of roads that provide access to the powerhouse and intake locations. These 
roads do not connect by land to either Squamish or Port Mellon, and therefore require 
boat or barge to access. Logging roads in the upper Box Canyon Creek area may also 
conveniently provide a route for the buried low pressure penstock. The project site will 
primarily utilize existing logging roads for access. Temporary construction roads will be 
required along the high-pressure penstock alignment, as well as new permanent links to 
existing roads. Road reactivation will be necessary in some areas and will be undertaken 
as needed. The existing barge docking facility on private property will be upgraded for the 
construction of the Box Canyon Hydroelectric Project. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
BYLAW NO. 310.109 

A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987". 

The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting 
assembled, enacts as follows: 

PART A - CITATION 

1. This bylaw may be cited as the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw No. 310.109, 2011". 

PART B – AMENDMENT 
2. Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is amended as 

follows: 

Amend Section 507(4) by inserting “or buildings within the I9 (Independent Power 
Project) zone” so that it reads: 

"Despite Section 507 (1), for the purpose of habitat protection pursuant to 
the Riparian Areas Regulation, the following provisions will also apply for 
those parts of Electoral Areas B, D, E and F located outside of the area 
covered by official community plans: no building or any part thereof, except 
a boathouse or wharf located solely on a stream or buildings within the I9 
(Independent Power Project) zone, shall be constructed, moved, located or 
extended within:..” 

3. Add the following to Section 981: 

981 (3) temporary concrete batch plant, to be removed at the end of the 
construction period and that it not be used to support construction not 
related to the power project. 

4. Amend Schedule A of Bylaw 310 by rezoning from RU2 (Rural Two) to I9 
(Independent Power Project) unsurveyed Crown land as illustrated with black fill on 
Appendix „A‟ and Appendix „B‟ to this bylaw. 

 

 

PART C - ADOPTION 

READ A FIRST TIME this   DAY OF   

READ A SECOND TIME this  DAY OF  

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this   DAY OF  

READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF  

APPROVED BY THE MINISTER OF COMMUNITY, SPORT and  

CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT this   DAY OF   

ADOPTED this  DAY OF   

____________________________ 
Corporate Officer 
 
____________________________ 
Chair  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: June 1, 2011 
TO: June 9, 2011 Planning and Development Committee  
FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 
RE: Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Subdivisions to provide Residence for a 

Relative) 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

THAT the Planning and Development Committee receive the report 
titled “Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 (Subdivisions to provide Residence 
for a Relative)” and recommend that the Board:  

1. Give Bylaw 310.105 third reading 
2. Give Bylaw 337.83 third reading 

 
 
Background and Discussion 
A Public Hearing was held on May 31, 2011 to consider Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83.  
There were 5 people in attendance, including one member of the press. 
Three letters were received that objected to the proposed change to introduce the 20% 
limit in the reduction of parcel area for Bylaw 310.105.  No letters were received that 
considered Bylaw 337.83.  The letters are attached to this report (Attachment A).  The 
report of the public hearing will be available via email and at the Planning and 
Development Committee under separate cover. 
One member of the public, who also submitted one of the letters (L Chamberlain), 
raised concerns about the impact the proposed change to Bylaw 310 would have on 
affordability. It was also pointed out that the Area E APC had requested additional 
information as they were unclear about what was being relaxed by 20%. This was the 
reason Area E APC was unable to make a recommendation on Bylaw 310.105 in 2009. 
There was a comment that very few members of the public were aware of the public 
hearing and attendance may not reflect community opinion either in favour or opposed 
to the proposed Bylaws.  It was acknowledged that the SCRD met its obligations to 
announce the hearing and the information meeting held in April.  Director Shugar noted 
that she had noted the public hearing in her monthly bulletin that goes to all homes in 
Roberts Creek. 
Another member of the public asked whether existing subdivision applications would be 
grandfathered, thus protected against the proposed changes.  Staff noted that they 
understood that if Preliminary Layout Approval was given then the application would be 
grandfathered, however this needs to be confirmed. Staff have confirmed that the 
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Staff Report to the June 9, 2011 Planning and Development Committee  
Regarding Bylaws 310.105 & 337.83 (Residence for a Relative)  
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applicant with an existing residence for a relative subdivision has a period of one year 
after adoption of the subject zoning bylaw amendments to complete a subdivision 
before the new residence for a relative provisions would apply. 
Another member of the public asked if the proposed changes would impact upon his 
desire to subdivide Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) land in Roberts Creek.  Staff 
reconfirmed that ALR is exempt from the controls proposed by Bylaw 310.105 as 
Section 946 of the Local Government Act expressly states that the restrictions cannot 
be placed on ALR.  Staff pointed out that the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan 
(OCP) is under review and that a public draft is available for comment and he should 
have a look at it and provide comments. 
Another member of the public noted that he is a member of the Roberts Creek OCP 
Review Committee and is concerned that after the time and effort spent discussing 
development density and location for different parcel sizes that there is legislation that 
would override the community’s views.  He is in support of the proposed changes to 
Bylaw 310.105, especially the 20% limit on the use of section 946. 
As noted there were three letters received.  All objected to the proposed limitation in the 
use of section 946.  One noted that this provision played an important role in relieving 
him and a co-owner from a hardship situation and to remove it is to remove a “life 
saver”.  Two others raised concerns about removing a means to provide affordable 
housing options for family members. 
Staff pointed out the possibility to stratify dwellings as another option that is available.  
However one member of the public at the hearing commented that this may not provide 
the financial security needed to meet needs as the land would not be available for any 
refinancing.   
No comments or objections were raised about Bylaw 337.83. 
Conclusion 
Planning staff consider that the possible concerns relating to the use of section 946 to 
override policies set out in OCPs and zoning bylaws needs to be controlled.  Bylaw 
310.105 and 337.83 provides control but allows for some flexibility.  There are other 
options, such as stratifying dwellings available.  The controls would not apply to ALR. 
As such Bylaws 310.105 and 337.83 could be recommended by the Planning and 
Development Committee to the Board for Third Reading.  Consideration for adoption 
would come at a later date. 
 
___________ 
 
David Rafael, Senior Planner 
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DRAFT 
 

 SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.105, 2005 
 
A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987". 
 
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting assembled, 
enacts as follows: 
 
PART A - CITATION 
 
1. This bylaw may be cited as the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment 

Bylaw No. 310.105, 2005". 
 
PART B - AMENDMENT 
 
2. Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is hereby amended as 

follows: 

(a) PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, 405 (1) is amended to 
insert the phase “ required by the applicable subdivision district”, as follows: 

“405 (1) Minimum or average parcel size regulations required by the 
applicable subdivision district shall not apply:” 

(b) PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size 
Exceptions, 405 (2) is amended to insert the phase “required by the applicable 
subdivision district”, as follows: 

“405 (2) The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size 
required by the applicable subdivision district under this bylaw for 
a proposed subdivision are each hereby reduced by that amount 
required for road widening, to a maximum of 10 percent, where 
this bylaw or the Approving Officer requires that land be provided 
by the owner for highways when:” 

(c) PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size 
Exceptions, 405 (3) is added as follows: 

“405  (3) The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size 
required by the applicable subdivision district under this bylaw for 
a proposed subdivision are each hereby reduced by that amount 
required by the applicable subdivision under this bylaw, to a 
maximum of 20 percent, where the proposed subdivision is to 
provide a residence for a relative pursuant to Section 946 of the 
Local Government Act providing that no parcel is less than 2500 
square metres.  As noted in Sec 946 (5) of the Local Government 
Act this does not apply to Agricultural Land Reserve.” 
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(d) PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size 
Exceptions, 405 (4) is added as follows: 

“405 (4) The combined maximum reduction under Sections 405 (2) 
and 405 (3) is 20 per cent.” 

(e) PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size 
Exceptions, 405 (5) is added as follows: 

“405 (5) The Subdivision Approval Officer will be asked to require a 
convent be registered to prevent a change in the parcel’s use for 5 
years as set out in Section 946 (8) of the Local Government Act.” 

(f) PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, Minimum Parcel Size 
Exceptions, 405 (6) is added as follows: 

“405 (6) The Subdivision Approval Officer will be asked to require a 
covenant be registered limit each parcel created under Sec 946 of 
the LGA to one single family dwelling.” 

(g) PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, General Area 
Requirements, 402 (1) is amended to read as follows:  

“402 (1) Where a proposed parcel is less than 3500 square meters in 
area it shall have a minimum of 1000 square meters of contiguous 
area which is not included:” 

(h) PART IV, SUBDIVISION GENERAL PROVISIONS, General Area 
Requirements, 402 (2) is amended to read as follows:  
“402  (2) Where a proposed parcel is equal to or greater than 3500 

square metres in area it shall have a minimum of 2000 square 
metres of contiguous area or two sections of 1000 square metres of 
contiguous area which is not included:” 
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PART C - ADOPTION 
 
READ A FIRST TIME this 21st  DAY OF JULY, 2005. 
 
READ A SECOND TIME this 21st  DAY OF JULY, 2005. 
 
READ A SECOND TIME, AS AMENDED this 2nd DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2006. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING HELD this 14th DAY OF MARCH, 2007 
 
READ A THIRD TIME, AS AMENDED this 26th  DAY OF APRIL,  2007.  
 
THIRD READING RESCINDED this 25th DAY OF OCTOBER, 2007 
 
READ A SECOND TIME, AS AMENDED this 14th  DAY OF JANUARY, 2010. 
 
READ A SECOND TIME, AS AMENDED this 28th DAY OF APRIL 2011. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING HELD this 31st DAY OF May 2011 
 
READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF  
 
APPROVED BY THE MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION and INFRASTRUCTURE this DAY OF  
 
 
ADOPTED this  DAY OF  
 

__________________________ 
       Corporate Officer 
 

__________________________ 
       Chair 
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DRAFT 
 

 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 

ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 337.83, 2005 
 

A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1987". 

The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting assembled, 
enacts as follows: 

PART A - CITATION 
1. This bylaw may be cited as the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 337.83, 2005". 

PART B - AMENDMENT 
2. Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is 

hereby amended as follows: 

(a) PART IV, GENERAL SUBIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS, 
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS,  406 (1) is amended to insert the 
phase “ required by the applicable subdivision district”, as follows: 

“406 (1) Minimum or average parcel size regulations required by the 
applicable subdivision district shall not apply:” 

(b) PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS, 
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (2) is amended to insert the 
phase “ required by the applicable subdivision district”, as follows: 

“406 (2) Where this bylaw or the Approving Officer requires that 
land be provided for highway widening, the minimum parcel area 
and the average parcel area required by the applicable subdivision 
district shall be reduced by the amount of land required for the 
highway widening, to a maximum of 10 percent of the parcel area, 
where:” 

(c) PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS, 
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS,  406 (3) is added as follows: 
 “406 (3) The minimum parcel size and the average parcel size required by 

the applicable subdivision district under this bylaw for a proposed 
subdivision are each hereby reduced by that amount required by 
the applicable subdivision under this bylaw, to a maximum of 20 
percent, where the proposed subdivision is to provide a residence 
for a relative pursuant to Section 946 of the Local Government Act 
providing that no parcel is less than 2500 square metres.  As noted 
in Sec 946 (5) of the Local Government Act, this does not apply to 
Agricultural Land Reserve.” 
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(d) PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS, 
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (4) is added as follows: 
“406 (4) The combined maximum reduction under Sections 406 (2) and (3) 

is 20 percent.” 

(e) PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS, 
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (5) is added as follows: 
“406  (5) The Subdivision Approving Officer will be asked to require a 

covenant be registered to prevent a change in the parcel’s use for 5 
years as set out in Section 946 (8) of the Local Government Act.” 

(f) PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS, 
MINIMUM PARCEL AREA EXCEPTIONS, 406 (6) is added as follows: 
“406 (6) The Subdivision Approving Officer will be asked to require a 

covenant be registered limit each parcel created under Sec 946 of 
the LGA to one single family dwelling.” 

(g) PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS, 
USABLE PARCEL AREA, 403 (1), 403 (2), 403 (4) and 403 (5) are amended to 
add the word “contiguous” immediately preceding the phase “usable parcel area”.  

(h) PART IV, GENERAL SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS AND REGULATIONS, 
USABLE PARCEL AREA, 403 (3) is amended to read as follows 

“403  (3) Where a proposed parcel is equal to or greater than 3500 square 
metres in area it shall have a minimum of 2000 square metres of 
contiguous area or two sections of 1000 square metres of 
contiguous area.” 
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PART C - ADOPTION 
 
READ A FIRST TIME this 21st DAY OF JULY, 2005. 
 
READ A SECOND TIME this 21st DAY OF JULY, 2005. 
 
READ A SECOND TIME AS AMENDED this 2nd DAY OF NOVEMBER,2006. 
 
READ A THIRD TIME, AS AMENDED this 26th  DAY OF APRIL,  2007.  
 
THIRD READING RESCINDED this 25th DAY OF OCTOBER, 2007. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING HELD this 6th DAY OF JUNE,  2007. 
 
READ A SECOND TIME AS AMENDED this 14th  DAY OF JANUARY,  2010. 
 
 
READ A SECOND TIME AS AMENDED this 28th  DAY OF APRIL  2011. 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING HELD this 31st  DAY OF MAY  2011. 
 
READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF  
 
APPROVED BY THE MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION and INFRASTRUCTURE this DAY OF  
 
ADOPTED this  DAY OF  
 
 
 

__________________________ 
       Corporate Officer 
  

__________________________ 
       Chair 
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David Rafael

From: Theresa de Boer
Sent: May-31-11 3:05 PM
To: David Rafael
Subject: Residence for a relative

My husband and myself have tried to find a way in being a single income family and have one parent at home raising
our children, and still be able to provide a home. With removing the option of being able to subdivide for family
members that makes it even harder for us to do. The options for purchasing affordable property has already gone by us,
now you are going to make it extremely difficulty for even our families to help us. Please reconsider taking that option
away.

Theresa and Nathan de Boer
Gibsons, Area E

1

ATTACHMENT A
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r SCRO
ECEVEE

Tim Kline
I 3

Grauman Rd.
Roberts Creek, BC
VON 2W1

Regarding Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.105,
2005 and 337.83

I wish to express my strongest opposition to Bylaw No. 310.105.

Through RU3 zoning, the district created a monster that we personally fell prey to, and I
know others have too. Allowing two dwellings on one five acre property may have
seemed like a good idea for some reason at some time, but I assure it was not a good
idea.

Only years after purchasing our house did we come to appreciate all of the many and
serious negative consequences of our tenant-in-common situation. These included the
inability to obtain a line of credit or mortgage, the near impossibility of selling, and joint
legal responsibility of the property wherein if one tenant defaults on taxes or does
something illegal such as a grow op, the entire property could be seized.

Section 946 of the Local Government Act saved our skins, while doing absolutely
nothing to change the area. The houses are as before, aside from one driveway No one
could possible object to this. And yet, being able to legally subdivide this land improved
both owners’ lives enormously. A simple line on the map, and people have had their
lives changed in such a positive way. Why would you possibly want to do away with this
option?

Currently these properties are zoned for two residences, and the majority already have
both in place. Section 946 does not change this.

If you are concerned about density, or the changing environment of the district, then you
really should look to your own zoning. It would seem RU3 zoning is the issue, and
section 946 the only solution. You need to either change RU3 zoning (ie, limit it to one
dwelling -- and of course it is too late for that), decrease the size of lot needed for
subdivision (2.acres), or leave things as they are, including section 946.

For those who are still in the grave situation that my neighbour and I found ourselves in,
I urge you to not pass this bylaw. Section 946 is a life saver.

Thank you, Tim Kline
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RECElVE

MAY 3 2
From: Lvnda ChamberflR

Iewsunshine,net
Subject: Bylaw 310.105
Date: May-30-11 3:10:44 PM

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

I am a resident of Area E and object to the proposed change to bylaw 310.105. What possible logic
could be used to validate this? We constantly hear talk about affordable housing yet this Regional
District Board is planning, for all intent and purpose, to remove one of the tools available. ‘Residence
for a relative’ allows families to help their children or other family members to acquire a home at a
time when real estate prices make it extremely difficult if not impossible for young people to enter the
market place. The 10 year commitment ( 5 years before and 5 years after) already built into the
conditions for approval should effectively eliminate most abuse and health covenants help to control
density. You will always find those that want to circumvent the system. Our representatives on the
SCRD should be supportive of families not obstructive and look to the intent of this section of the Local
Government Act and not destroy it with a 20% reduction to minimum parcel size and set up
requirements that the area be contiguous. I believe that the minutes of the Area “E” APC in fact
read that the committee did not, at the time it was presented to them support the parcel size change.

Lynda Chamberlin
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: May 31 2011 
TO: June 9, 2011 Planning and Development Committee  
FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 
RE: OCP Amendment Bylaw 375.11 and Rezoning Bylaw 310.135 to Amend 

Subdivision Density on Lemon Road (Morrissey for Various Applicants) 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
THAT for Bylaws 310.135 and 375.11, the Planning and Development Committee propose 
one of the following options for the SCRD Board to consider: 

1. Allow for the applicants and other interested parties to propose an amendment to 
add additional parcels to the draft bylaws and request staff conduct additional 
consultation, including the issue of an equalization agreement, if necessary, then 
provide a report to the Board to consider scheduling a second public hearing; 

OR 
2. Allow the Roberts Creek Official Plan (OCP) Review Committee to further address 

the issue in developing the new OCP  which will provide policy direction for 
considering the bylaws at a future second public hearing; 

OR 
3. Defeat the Bylaws. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
A Public Hearing for Bylaws 375.11 and 310.135 was held on Tuesday November 23, 2010.  In 
considering the report of the public hearing, the Board adopted the following Resolution 
(505/10): 

Recommendation No. 3  OCP / Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 375.11/ 310.135 (Morrissey 
for various) 

THAT the report dated December 2, 2010 titled “OCP Amendment Bylaw 375.11 and 
Rezoning Bylaw 310.135 (Morrissey for various) to amend subdivision designation – 
Report of Public Hearing” be received; 

AND THAT the report of the Public Hearing be amended to note that the comments from 
Ed Lands on page 6 of 11 be revised to state his opinion that he expressed at the time of 
the APC meeting changed to “an objection to the proposed application;” and that the 
comments from Brett McGillivray on page 8 of 11 be amended to state “that he considers 
that rezoning applications to allow subdivision should not be a mechanism to develop 
adequate roads.” 

AND THAT Option 4 from this report be pursued with Bylaw 375.11 and 310.135 being 
placed on hold to allow the Roberts Creek Official Plan Review to receive community input 

82

ANNEX Q



Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee June 9, 2011 Page 2 of 3 
Re. Bylaws 375.11 and 310.135 (Morrissey for Various Applicants) 

H:\WP\BYLAWS\310 Areas B to F Zoning\310.135\Planning Reports\PDC  REPORT June 09 11-Final.docx 

on the draft Official Community Plan and then provide a report to the Board to consider 
scheduling a second public hearing; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff provide a progress report on the subject bylaws for the May 
2011 Planning and Development Committee. 

DISCUSSION 
After the Public Hearing and passage of the above-noted Board resolution, the SCRD received 
correspondence from the applicants and other interested parties.  The attached table 
(Attachment A) sets out the key points raised.   

There comments from 8 people (including 3 non applicants) that all 16 parcels in the Byng to 
Conrad area, above Pixton Road, should be redesignated from the Z (100 hectare) to the G 
(1.75 hectare) subdivision zoning district.   One person commented that his parcel off Christmas 
Road should also be redesignated from Z to G.  This is one of 5 parcels in the 
Christmas/Lockyer/Linwood/Crystal Roads area that are designated Z that may be subdividable 
if they were redesignated G. 

Three commented that they disagreed with the concept of the equalization payment scheme, 
while one stated that all should pay an equal amount for the new roads. 

Five of the applicants stated that they were willing to add additional properties into the 
application.  Reference was specifically made to Lots 9, 10 and 11, those on the east side of 
Conrad Road. 

The following were comments received at the Open House on May 14, 2011, where the initial 
draft Roberts Creek OCP was presented to start gathering public comments: 

 Resource Rural and Rural – Byng Road area: These lots should remain with their 
current [100 ha. “Z” subdivision] zoning. If the owners of lots in this area want to 
subdivide then they should apply individually through the current planning process which 
would include a public consultation process. [Signature not clear] 

 I own Lot 16 at the top of Firburn Road. I would like to request to re-designate my 10 
acre lot to its original “G” subdivision zoning for 1.75 ha (4.35 acre) lots under Zoning 
Bylaw No. 310. Sincerely, Christian Prekratic 

 Byng Road Area – Agree to 5 acre [“G” subdivision zoning] rezoning but then the roads 
must be taken over by highways for proper maintenance so services can be provided, 
garbage, Canada Post, ambulance, fire. [name not given] 
 

To date, there have been few comments from parties not directly impacted by the bylaws 
proposed to amend the OCP and rezone the 7 properties to allow for the potential to subdivide 
to create fourteen 1.75 hectare lots. 

There is a willingness amongst the current applicants to allow the application to expand to at 
least include three of the four parcels on the east side of Conrad Road.  Should this option be 
pursued, SCRD staff will formally contact all the current applicants to confirm this.  Staff will also 
contact the potential new applicants to confirm their interest.  A revised application can then be 
considered. 

The initial draft OCP does not set out any changes to the current land use designation (100 ha.  
minimum parcel area) as the OCP Review Committee wanted to gather public comment on this.  
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At the Open House, reference was made specifically to the properties that are the subject of the 
application and others in the immediate and nearby areas that have similar issues.  Three 
comments have so far been received.  Two in favour of altering the OCP, one requesting that 
this be done as part of a rezoning process.   

The Roberts Creek OCP Review Committee is meeting on June 7 to start reviewing comments 
received and refining the initial Draft OCP.  The  Byng Road rezoning issue will be discussed 
and the results will be reported to the Planning and Development Committee (PDC). 

There are three options currently available for the PDC to consider: 

1. Allow for the applicants and other interested parties to propose an amendment to add 
additional parcels to the draft bylaws and request staff conduct additional consultation, 
including the issue of an equalization agreement, if necessary, then provide a report to 
the Board to consider scheduling a second public hearing; 

OR 

2. Allow the Roberts Creek Official Plan Review Committee to further address the issue in 
developing the new OCP  which will provide policy direction once adopted; 

OR 

3. Defeat the Bylaws. 

Another issue to consider is the requirement for an equalization agreement to be a condition to 
move the bylaws forward.  This seems to be an issue of contention between the applicants and 
the SCRD.  Staff have discussed the option with the applicants’ legal representative and his 
advice is that such a legal agreement would be difficult to enforce and may not be possible.  
Staff have not followed this up with SCRD legal advice as such an equalizing agreement is for 
the benefit of the applicants and does not directly affect the SCRD or MOTI.   

Regardless of the applicant’s legal issues, the concept of an equalization agreement was to 
ensure that those who were the first or earlier to subdivide would not be carrying an unfair 
financial burden when building road(s) to meet Ministry of Transportation and Highways 
requirements for the subdivision. Should the Board decide to move the bylaws forward, staff will 
discuss with the applicant about the concept of an equalization agreement to come to a 
definitive decision prior to scheduling a new public hearing. 

 

 

_________________ 

David Rafael, Senior Planner 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 

BYLAW NO. 375.11 

 

A bylaw of the Sunshine Coast Regional District to amend “Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 

375, 1990”. 

The Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional District in open meeting assembled enacts as follows: 

PART A – CITATION 

1. This bylaw may be cited as the “Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 

375.11, 2010”. 

PART B – AMENDMENT 

2. “Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 375, 1990” is hereby amended as follows: 

a) Insert into Policy 5.2 the following: 

“RESOURCE RURAL designated lands that are located north of but not immediately 

adjacent to the Sunshine Coast Highway may be considered for COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL 

uses and the minimum parcel size requirement for subdivision purposes shall be 1.75 

hectares provided that  

1. significant road access issues can be resolved by the parcels owners to the satisfaction of the 

Regional District and the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; 

2. parcels are to have no more than one dwelling; 

3. the re-designation is the subject of a Plan and, if required a rezoning amendment application; 

and 

4. at least 20 percent of the parcel‟s area will be set aside as forested land such that: 

a) this is in addition to and exclusive of any land that is identified as a streamside 

protection and enhancement area as set out under Development Permit Area 15: 

Riparian Assessment Areas; 

b) areas set aside as forested land provide connectivity and environmental benefit; and 

c) the set aside areas are agreed to by the Regional District and secured through 

covenant. 

Where road access issues were resolved as a result of re-designating the parcels then any 

subsequent applications to re-designate parcels adjacent to that access will be requested to 

provide  a community benefit, to the satisfaction of the SCRD, equal to what would have 

been their portion of access improvement costs.” 

 

b) Amend Schedule A3 by designating those parcels denoted on Appendix „A‟ to this bylaw as 

“COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL”. 
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PART C – ADOPTION 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 
 

24
th
 DAY OF JUNE 2010 

READ A SECOND TIME As Amended this 28
th
  DAY OF OCTOBER 2010 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 882 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 

CONSIDERED IN CONJUNCTION WITH CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 

PROGRAM AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANS this   28
th
   DAY OF OCTOBER 2010 

PUBLIC HEARING HELD this  23
rd

 DAY OF NOVEMBER 2010 

READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF 2010 

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of 
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this DAY OF 2010 

APPROVED BY THE MINISTER OF COMMUNITY 

SPORTS AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT this DAY OF 2010 

ADOPTED this  DAY OF 2010 

 

 

__________________________________ 

        Corporate Officer 

 

 

  ___________________________________

   Chair 
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