
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 

Thursday, December 20, 2012 
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 

 
AGENDA 

 
CALL TO ORDER 9:30 a.m. 

AGENDA 
1.  Adoption of the Agenda  

 
DELEGATIONS 

2.  Andrea Lawseth, AEL Agroecological Consulting and Ione Smith, Upland Consulting 
presenting the Agricultural Area Plan Background Report (Annex A) 

 

 
See Part 1 for Pages 1 – 123   (Agriculture Area Plan)          
 
REPORTS 

3.  Agricultural Area Plan 
 (Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  A 
pp 1 – 123  

4.  Agriculture Area Plan Stages 2 and 3 Funding Application 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  B 
pp  124 – 125  

5.  Invasive Plants Funding 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  C 
pp 126 – 127  

6.  Planning for Howe Sound 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  D 
pp 128 – 131  

7.  Pender Harbour & Egmont Chamber of Commerce Tourism Sanitation 
Services 
Electoral Area A ( Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  E 
pp 132 – 143  

8.  Draft “A Zone” and Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning – 
Next Steps 
Electoral Areas B – F  (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  F 
pp 144 – 163  
 

9.  Amendment to Notice of Work Application Permit G-7-33 Referral # 98186 
by Sweetcroft Engineering Consultants for Jack Cewe Ltd for Extension of 
Mines Permit and Crown Licence 2400181 for Aggregate Mining near 
Treat Creek, Jervis Inlet. 
Electoral Area A  (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  G 
pp 164 – 179  

10.  Update on Irvine’s Landing Waterfront Lease Agreement # 232691, File 
297037 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  H 
pp 180 – 183  

11.  Road Closure Application 1-6-20548 (Morris)  
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  I 
pp 184 – 201  

12.  Planning and Development Monthly Report for November,  2012 
(Regional/Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  J 
pp 202 – 209  
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13.  Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of November 27, 2012 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  K 
pp 210 – 213   

14.  Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of November 28, 2012 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  L 
pp 214 – 216  

15.  Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of November 28, 2012 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)   

ANNEX  M 
pp  217 – 220  

16.  Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of November 27, 2012 
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  N 
pp  221 – 222  

17.  Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of November 26, 2012 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  O 
pp 223 – 224  

18.  Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of November 28, 2012 
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  P 
pp 225 – 226  

19.  West Howe Sound (Area F) Minutes of November 27, 2012 
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services)  

ANNEX  Q 
pp 227 – 229  

20.  Building Department Revenues to end of November, 2012 
(Building Inspection) 

ANNEX  R 
pp 230 – 233  

21.  Narrows Inlet Hydro Project 
Electoral Areas A & B (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  S 
pp 234 – 253  

22.  Dakota Ridge - Groomer Options 
Dakota Ridge - Parks 

ANNEX  T 
pp 254 – 259  

 
See Part 3 for Pages 260 – 374    
 
PERMITS 

23.  DPV A-26 (Mulligan for Belich) 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  U 
pp 260 – 273  

24.  DPV A-27 (Stipec for Cohen) 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX   V 
pp 274 – 289  

25.  DVP 310.167 (Christian) 
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  W 
pp 290 – 305  

26.  DVP 310.168 (Farkas) 
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  X 
pp 306 – 313  

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

ANNEX  Y 
pp 314 – 322  

 
BYLAWS 

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

ANNEX  Z 
pp 323 – 364  
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COMMUNICATIONS 

29.  Kerry Milligan, Secretary/Treasurer, Pender Harbour & Egmont Chamber 
of Commerce,  

dated October 22, 2012, regarding 2013 Washroom & Visitor Info 
Centre 

ANNEX  AA 
pp 365 – 374  

 
 
IN CAMERA 

  
The public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with the 
Community Charter, Section 90 (1) “(a) personal information about an identifiable 
individual who holds or is being considered for a position as an officer, employee or agent 
of the municipality or another position appointed by the municipality; (f) law enforcement, 
if the council considers that disclosure could reasonably be expected to harm the conduct 
of an investigation under or enforcement of an enactment; and (g) litigation or potential 
litigation affecting the municipality; and (j) information that is prohibited, or information 
that if it were presented in a document would be prohibited, from disclosure under section 
21 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act;” are to be discussed.   
 

 

ADJOURNMENT  



SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: December 10, 2012 

TO: Planning and Development Committee (December 20, 2012) 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: AGRICULTURE AREA PLAN STAGES 2 AND 3 FUNDING APPLICATION, REGIONAL 
PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
THAT the report titled “Agriculture Area Plan Stages 2 and 3 Grant Application, Regional 
Planning” be received; 
AND THAT the grant application to Investment Agriculture Foundation of BC for a total of 
$62,000, including $31,000 of SCRD match funding, be approved by the SCRD Board. 
 

BACKGROUND 
Established in 1996, the IAFBC is an industry-led, not-for-profit organization working to foster 
growth and innovation across British Columbia's agriculture and agri-food industry.  They offer a 
wide range of funding programs designed to assist the agriculture and food processing 
industries in BC, including up to 50% of the cash costs of an AAP project, up to a maximum of 
$45,000.   

At the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee meeting on October 24, 2011 the 
Committee recommended that the Agricultural Area Plan (AAP) for the Sunshine Coast be 
presented to the 2012 R1 budget discussions as a budget proposal.  In advance of R1 budget 
consideration, Planning staff submitted a grant proposal to the Investment Agriculture 
Foundation of BC (IAFBC) to meet a November 30th 2011 deadline for applications.  The terms 
of reference were approved on January 12, 2012 and a budget proposal was considered during 
Round 1 of the 2012 Budget.  The SCRD was granted stage 1 funding of $14,000, with a project 
budget of $28,000.   

Stage 1 (2012) is largely technical analysis that involved project start up, data collection, an 
agricultural land use inventory and a background report, and Stage 2 and 3 (2013) will involve 
policy and plan development and implementation and monitoring measures.   

Because there is a maximum of $45,000 for the project, a second funding application for the 
remaining $31,000 to complete Stages 2 and 3 in 2013 was anticipated in 2012.  Thus the 
maximum project budget for Stages 2 and 3 can be up to $62,000. 

Funding applications for Stages 2 and 3 needed to be submitted by December 5, 2012.  Staff 
submitted an application in anticipation of approval from the SCRD Board.  A decision package 
is drafted for Round 1 of the 2013 Budget.  The IAFBC does not require a Board resolution to 
submit a funding application.  However should the SCRD be successful, then a Board resolution 
supporting the application is required prior to signing a contract. 
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DISCUSSION 
Options 

1 The SCRD Board Approves the Application as submitted 

If the funding application is approved by the AFBC then SCRD staff can proceed to draft 
terms of reference, for Board approval, and initiate a request for proposal from 
consultants.   

Staff consider this is the best option as it allows for the project to move forward as soon as 
possible.  This will increase the likelihood that the project could be completed in 2013. 

2 The SCRD Board does not approve the Application as submitted 

The Board may consider that it is premature to apply for funding and could withdraw the 
application.  A revised application could be submitted in February or March 2013, date to 
be confirmed. 

Staff consider that this will delay progress on Stages 2 and 3 and is likely to make it 
difficult to complete Stages 2 and 3 in 2013.  Staff do not support this option. 

Fiscal Implications 

As noted above, the formula is 50% funder and 50% SCRD.  Staff applied for the maximum 
funding to allow for the greatest degree of flexibility.  Staff confirmed that the SCRD can request 
that the amount be reduced at any point, even after approval is given.  Thus if the result of the 
request for proposal is that less funds are required then adjustments can be made. 

The current SCRD portion is $31,000.  Staff drafted a budget proposal for Round 1 of the 2013 
Budget for Board consideration. 

Intergovernmental Implications 

The AAP is a regional project, thus funding will come from the Regional Planning Function (500) 
from two sources: surplus from 2012 and general taxation.  Thus each partner municipality, as 
participants in Function 500 will contribute funding.  The budget proposal shows estimated cost 
for each local government. 

Other 

Copies of the funding application are available from staff for review.   

 

__________________ 

 

David Rafael, Senior Planner 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  November 29, 2012 
TO: Planning and Development Committee, December 20, 2012 
FROM: Teresa Fortin, Planner 
RE: Invasive Plants Funding 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning and Development Committee receive the Invasive Plants Funding 
report. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Sunshine Coast Board adopted the following recommendation at their November 22nd 
meeting: 
 
456/12 Recommendation No. 13 Regional Planning – Invasive Plant Species 

THAT staff report to December Planning and Development Committee 
meeting on suggested funding sources and direction for addressing the 
Invasive Species issue. 

DISCUSSION 
 
Demand for resources to manage invasive plants 
 
The demand for Regional District resources to manage invasive plants is felt in several 
departments.  For example:  
 

1) The Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MOTI) has informed our Parks 
Department that where MOTI is aware of invasive plants (especially Japanese 
knotweed) within 20 metres on proposed bike paths, MOTI will require the SCRD to 
remove the plant and take measures not to spread the plant.  This request has the 
possibility of incurring unknown additional costs to an already limited bike path budget. 
 

2) The Board has resolved (375/12) that staff initiate the formation of a Sunshine Coast 
Regional Invasive Plant Committee.  Planning staff will initiate this in early 2013.  A staff 
representative will be expected to sit on this committee.  A logical project evolving from 
this group would be a Regional Invasive Species Management Plan.  That plan would 
require funding. 
 

3) Planning staff field counter calls inquiring on how to manage invasive plants on private 
property. 
 

4) SCRD Infrastructure crew regularly installs waterlines/water meters and manage sewage 
systems and do come across invasive species.  There is a possibility that MOTI will 
require the SCRD to manage invasive plants in those areas along road right-of-ways. 
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Invasive Plant Funding 
PDC December 20, 2012 Page 2 
 

N:\Infrastructure & Public Works\5280 Environmental Management\5280-16 Invasive Species\2012 Dec PDC 
invasiveplantsfunding.docx 

 
5) The Board has resolved (375/12) that staff initiate a “tailgate session” for our 

Infrastructure (water works) and Parks outside crew.  A date in March is being 
determined. 
 

6) Parks staff do try to manage invasive plants in the SCRD Parks either directly or through 
volunteers within their existing parks budget.  Funding to parks is not specifically 
earmarked with management of invasive plants. 

 
Funding Sources 
 
Volunteerism is definitely an untapped resource for this issue.  There are existing community 
groups who work within the our community trying to manage these plants (eg broom buster 
groups).  Using volunteers to help rid invasive plants in our parks (eg Pull Together) is 
something the SCRD has done in the past and will arrange for in the future.  
 
At the time of this report, staff was unaware of any grant funding available.  However, staff 
hopes to have more information by the Committee meeting. 
 
The SCRD approved $1,000 to contribute towards the Coastal Invasive Plant Council (CIPC) in 
2012.  That funding will have been spent by March of 2013 (public meetings, tailgate session 
and inventory). 
 
Staff recommended that the SCRD consider setting up an invasive plant fund as part of a 
regular regional budget for a three year cycle.  This would allow staff to have a better idea of the 
needs and best methods to reach the community. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Invasive plants are on the Sunshine Coast and the Regional District may be in a position to 
support the control and eradication of some of these species.  Goals the SCRD are working 
towards include a combination of community education, an inventory of invasive plants and 
prioritizing control projects.  
 
________________ 
Teresa Fortin 
Planner 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 12, 2012 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – (December 20, 2012) 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE:  PLANNING FOR HOWE SOUND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
THAT the report titled “Planning for Howe Sound’ be received; 
AND THAT the SCRD Board provides direction to staff on the scope of the SCRD’s 
involvement; 
AND THAT in light of this direction staff provide a report to the January 17, 2013, 
Planning and Development Committee. 
 

BACKGROUND 
In response to the environmental assessment for the Burnco gravel mine proposal, a meeting of 
the Howe Sound Community Forum (list of members in Attachment A) was held on May 25, 
2012.  The Planning and Development Committee meeting of September 20, 2012 received a 
delegation from the Future of Howe Sound Society who requested that a Comprehensive Howe 
Sound Management Plan be developed.  As requested by the SCRD Board, a letter was 
recently sent to all members of the Howe Sound Forum to gauge the level of interest in pursuing 
this initiative.  Once this is ascertained a separate letter will be sent to commercial and industrial 
stakeholders (who need to be identified).  To date no responses were received; however there 
has not been much time for the members to respond.  Responses are likely to come forward in 
January 2013.  Staff will follow up. 

At the November 22, 2012 Board the following resolution was adopted: 

Resolution 456/12 Recommendation No. 12 Regional Planning – Howe Sound 

THAT the issue of Howe Sound Planning, including what work is required and the 
priority and capacity of dealing with the issue, be discussed at the December 
Planning and Development Committee meeting. 

DISCUSSION 
As noted by the Future of Howe Sound Society, the industrial history of Howe Sound resulted in 
several sources of pollution, such as the Britannia Beach Mine, and the ecology suffered.  
However recently, there has been a shift away from industry and the ecology is recovering.  At 
the same time there was a growth in recreational and tourism activity, such as the yacht clubs 
being established on Gambier Island. In addition there is an ongoing increase in residential 
development around the Sound. 

The Society expressed concern that proposals such as the Burnco gravel mine may negatively 
impact on the ecological recovery and on recreation and tourism use.   

An informal tool to protect the Sound is a Comprehensive Howe Sound Management Plan 
(Plan). 
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This plan would be developed by a voluntary process, not as the result of statutes; thus no 
organization could be forced into the process.  A lead organization to drive the process will 
require significant resources, both financial and staff/volunteers.  Given the range of interests, 
the initiative it is likely to be time consuming, with significant consultation/collaboration 
mechanisms to ensure there is significant agreement between the stakeholders.  Costs would 
also be involved, these could be mitigated if there is professional expertise that could be 
provided by volunteers/partners. 

Work Required 

A) Framework 

One of the first items to consider is what type of framework is needed to develop this 
initiative.  As noted above a lead organization should be identified to bring the 
stakeholders together.  Initial meetings/discussions will help to set out the general terms 
for the Plan and the process for how it will be developed.   

The process of developing a Plan could be complex and require establishing a partnership 
between many local governments, provincial and federal ministries.  There would also 
need to be significant contribution (at least at a working group level) from the 
industrial/commercial and recreational stakeholders that use or are adjacent to Howe 
Sound.  The other significant partner will be local community groups, such as the Howe 
Sound Society.  It will take time to establish this partnership and to define the roles for 
each member.   

Terms of reference (ToR) will be required: 
1. who will take the lead?;  

2. what resources (such as financial, staff time and legal costs) are required/provided?;  

3. what are the sources for financial support?; and 

4. who will provide them? 

B) Determine the Status of and How to Implement the Plan 

One issue to consider is what authority/power will such a plan have.  If successful the 
project will have aspects similar to a regional growth strategy or a resource management 
plan.  There is no legislation to support ‘merging’ the various OCPs and other 
governmental plans, regulations and Acts.  In addition, staff at first blush have not found 
any legislative backing to provide an interjurisdictional enforcement mechanism.   

One possibility for implementing could be to amend the current SCRD Official Community 
Plans for the West Howe Sound Electoral Area and related zoning provisions in Bylaw 
310; this depends on what the plan proposes.  Other local governments would likely need 
to do the same.  

Another mechanism could be a Memorandum of Understanding between the local 
governments, First Nations, provincial and federal governments.  This would be a complex 
process.  In addition roles would need to be found for significant industrial and commercial 
stakeholders and representative community groups. 

C) Potential Resources (Costs and Staff Time) 

Staff consider that to effectively move forward with developing a Plan, a facilitator/planning 
consultant should be commissioned to coordinate the multi-jurisdictional meetings 
including establishing a working group that brings in representatives from the commercial, 
and public sectors.  This working group could be similar to that established for the 
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Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan (SARP).  The budget for the SARP 
was $68,500 and this did not include staff time.   

Another present is the Sechelt Inlet Coastal Strategy which was prepared in the late 
1980s by a multi-jurisdictional working group with the assistance of a consultant 
(Catherine Berris). 

A rough estimate of staff time could be around 20% of an FTE.  However this could 
increase depending upon the issues, degree of complexity and whether a 
facilitator/consultant is commissioned. 

D) Priority 

The initiative is not currently included in the Rural or Regional Planning Work Plan for 
2013.   

The issue seems to have emerged or was re-ignited from the Burnco mine proposal.  This 
project is the subject of an environmental assessment and there is an opportunity for all 
interested parties to dedicate resources into participating.  It is unclear if there are other 
substantial developments that are on the horizon that could impact Howe Sound.  SCRD 
staff could research this in January 2013 and report this to the Board via the January 17, 
2013, Planning and Development Committee.  If there is little interest from other 
governments then the initiative will not prove successful.  If there is an absence of 
development activity then the priority could be considered low.   

The Board will continue to be involved in the EA process for Burnco and in considering the 
rezoning application to allow for processing.  There is scope for substantial public and 
agency (including other local governments) involvement in both processes. 

CONCLUSION 
Staff are seeking direction from the SCRD Board regarding the level of involvement for the 
SCRD.  This will assist staff in providing clearer estimates of resource implications.  Staff can 
provide further detail in a report to the January 17, Planning and Development Committee.   

 

_____________ 

David Rafael, Senior Planner 
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Mailing List of  Howe Sound Community Forum 
2012 re: Burnco Site Visit 
 
Mayor Wayne Rowe 
Town of Gibsons 
Box 340 
Gibsons, BC, V0N 1V0 
 
David Graham, Chair 
Gambier Island Local Trust Committee 
200 – 1627 Fort Street 
Victoria, BC, V8R 1H8 
 
Mayor Brenda Broughton 
Village of Lions Bay 
P.O. Box 141 – 400 Centre Road 
Lions Bay, BC, V0N 2E0 
 
Mayor Rob Kirkham 
District of Squamish 
37955 Second Avenue 
P.O. Box 310 
Squamish, B.C. V8B 0A3 
 
Mayor Nancy Wilhelm-Morden 
Resort Municipality of Whistler 
4325 Blackcomb Way 
Whistler, BC V0N 1B4 
 
Mayor Jack Adelaar 
Bowen Island Municipality 
981 Artisan Lane 
Bowen Island, B.C. V0N 1G2 
 
Chief Bill Williams 
Squamish First Nation 
PO Box 86131 
North Vancouver, BC V7L 4J5 
 
Mayor Greg Moore, Chair 
Metro Vancouver 
4330 Kingsway 
Burnaby, BC V5H 4G8 
 
 
 
 

Susie Gimse, Chair 
Squamish Lillooet Regional District 
Box 219, 1350 Aster Street,  
Pemberton, BC V0N 2L0 
 
Mayor Jordan Sturdy 
Village of Pemberton 
Box 100 
Pemberton, BC 
V0N2L0 
 
Mayor Michael Smith 
District of West Vancouver 
750 – 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A

131



N:\Finance\1880 Reports, Statistics - Financial\1880-01 Reports - General\2012-DEC-06 CAS STAFF REPORT - PH CHAMBER 
TOURISM SANITATION SERVICES.docx 

SCRD STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:  December 6, 2012 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – December 20, 2012 

FROM: Tina Perreault, Treasurer 

RE: PENDER HARBOUR & EGMONT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE TOURISM SANITATION SERVICES 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Treasurer’s Report regarding “Pender Harbour & Egmont Chamber of 
Commerce tourism sanitation services” be received; 

AND THAT direction be provided for payment in the amount of $2329.60 for the 2011 and 
2012 overages. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 2011, Pender Harbour and Egmont Chamber of Commerce (PHECC) received an SCRD 
Grant, through Area A Economic Development function 531 in the amount of $3,916.  This 
amount, according to the PHECC was to pay for an additional amount for sanitation service for 
2011.  It is inconsistent with what amount the PHECC has on record and indicated in the letter 
attached.  A further amount of $7,650 was paid in 2011 for the PHECC Visitor Information 
Centre and washroom.  In 2012, the amounts provided have been $3,225 and $9,000 
respectively. On November 23, 2012, Staff received a letter and invoices from the PHECC 
requesting additional funds in the amount of $2329.60 for 2011and 2012 porta-potties at Garden 
Bay & Maderia Marina from April 2011 to September 2011.  It needs to be determined if this 
additional funding will be approved. 

DISCUSSION 

Staff met with the past President of the PHECC, Mark Harmer, in hopes to provide some 
background to the issue.  It was discovered that the porta-potties have been left all year long in 
the various locations versus just for the summer months.  Also, there is no service contract 
between the Chamber and the provider, therefore, leaving no clear direction of responsibility.  
The Chamber has agreed to eliminate this possibility in the future. 

Currently, the Area A Economic Development function has no 2012 funds available for this 
invoice and would have to go into deficit and tax in 2013.  The Chamber has also indicated that 
they will require more funds to cover 2013 in excess of 50% over prior years.  Alternatively, the 
Area A Grant in Aid function (121) has a projected surplus of $3,000.  All past agreements 
(2011 & 2012 attached) between the SCRD and the PHECC for these purposes have been 
through Area A economic development. Funds to be paid in 2013 will be presented at Round 1 
of the budget discussion.   
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P.O. BOX 265 MADEIRA PARK B.C.VON 2H0
E-MAIL: chamberpenderharbour.ca Website: www.periderharbour.ca
PHONE: 604 883-2561 TOLL FREE: 1-877 873-6377

November23, 2012

SCRD
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1

Attention: Paul Fenwick

Dear Sirs:

Re: Electoral Area A Tourism Sanitation Services

Please see the attached invoice dated April 1, 2012 from Star-Tek Industrial Services Ltd. for the
amount of $1,209.50.

As per the Contract dated April 13, 2011, the Pender Harbour & Egmont Chamber of Commerce
will receive a Grant from the SCRD in the amount of $3,225.00 for the maintenance of the Public
Facilities at Millennium Park and Hospital Bay. This contract was awarded to Star-Tek Industrial
Services Ltd. on a yearly basis. We received an invoice for additional facilities for the period of
April 18, 2011 to September 30, 2011. We are not sure who authorized this? We do not have the
Grant monies to pay this bill.

Please advise as to the procedure that you would like to take. Will we receive more Grant monies
to pay this invoice or will the SCRD pay the bill.

Sincerely,

Kerry Milligan
Secretary/Treasurer

/km

Enc.
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.Stat-Tek lndiJial Services Ltd. INVOICE
P0 Box 904
Glbsons, British Columbia VON IVO Invoice No.: 41112

V Date:
Canada

Ship Date:
V

Page: 1

Re: Order No.

Sold to: Ship to: V

PENDER HARBOUR & EGMONT CHAMBER OF COMMI PENDER HARBOUR & EGMONT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
RICK RICK

BOX 265BOX 265
MADERIA PARK, BC MADERIA PARK, BC

1EiViVON 2H0VON 2H0

I N0V282012

L&
Weekly Toilet Servicing
Weekly Toilet Servicing
Extra porta-potties at Garden Bay &

Madeira Marina during summer months
from Aj*II 18,2011 _VSeøtV3O, 2011.

5V

months + 12 days for each unit,
I OOlmonth, as quoted, April Z 2011.

You

H2 - 1-1ST 12%
HST

oervg arefor operations & are approved
to Board policy & sufficiency of

Within annual
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71)

PENDER HARBOUR AND EGMONT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - 2011

ELECTORAL AR4ATOURISMSANITATION SERVICES—

THIS AGREEMENT made the jday of 1,2011

BE1WEEN:

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1

(the “Regional District”)

AND:

PENDER HARBOUR AND EGMONT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
P.O. Box 265, Madeira Park, BC VON 2H0

(the “Association”)

WHEREAS:

A. The Regional District has the authority under Section 176(1)(c) of the Local
Government Act to provide assistance for the purposes of benefiting the community or any aspect
of the community;

B. The Regional District is of the view that the Economic Development funding should be
allocated to specific groups and projects to benefit the community;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises set out herein, the
parties hereto agree as follows:

1. The Regional District shall provide assistance to the Association in a maximum amount of
$3,916 per Electoral Area A Economic Development all costs as per Schedule “A”.
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2. The Association acknowledges and agrees that the funds shall only be used for the purpose of
work contained in Schedule “A” and provide a written report on the results and use of the funds

________

to the SCRD on or before January 31, 2012.

3. In the event funds or any portion thereof Is used contrary to the purposes referred to above,
then the Regional District may forthwith cancel this Agreement, and the Association shall repay
such funds as were improperly used.

4. The Association shall keep the Regional District apprised of its financial situation in regard to
this funding by provIding reporting as available and upon demand by the Regional District, in
order for the Regional District to monitor the Association’s progress towards completion of the
work.

5. The Association shall indemnify and hold harmless the Regional District, and its directors,
officers, employees, successors and assigns, against and from any and all actions, causes of
actions, claims, suits, costs and expenses of any kind arising from any property damage, or
personal or bodily injury, arising from or connected with any breach of this Agreement by, or
from any act or omission of the Association or Its Invitees, licensees, employees, agents,
contractors, officers or any other person for whom the Association is liable, provided that
claims, damages, losses, costs and expenses arising out of the independent negligent acts at
the Regional District shall be exempt from the indemnification provisions of this Agreement.

6. No provision of this Agreement shall be construed to create an Association or joint venture
relationship, or an employer-employee, landlord-tenant or principal agent relationship between
the Regional District and the Association.

7. No provision of this Agreement binds the Regional District staff or other resources to ventures
of the Association.
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SCHEDULE A

____ ______

Fundingto be used by the Association to contract with
a third party to place and maintain portable toilettes as follows:

• Location of services shall be Millennium Park, Madeira Park
and Garden Bay.

• Association to determine scope of services, number of toilets
etc. Including any additional units within the funding provided
under this agreement.

• Association to deal with all operational issues including
feedback from the public and interrelationships with the
vendor.

• Upon providing financial records as per this Agreement, the
Association may be reimbursed up to $100.00 administration
costs to be included in the contract amount.

Total Funding to be prepaid is $3.916.00
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8. The Association acknowledges and agrees that the decision to provide a use of the funds is
made onaone time basis and there shall be no representation, warranty, or assurance of any
future funding beyond the..2O1 calendar year.

-,..—
_._

9. rm of tho5gi’6nent is from the date of signing until December 31, 2011.

)
an ger’— )

)
) C/S

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Corporate Seal )of the BEST COAST INITIATIVES )
COMM SERVICES ASSOCIATION )
was er o ixed in the presence of: )

C/S
ut orized Signatory

Print Name:

_____________________

Authorized Signatory

Print Name:
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PENDER HARBOUR AND EGMONT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - 2012

ELECTORAL AREA A TOURISM SANITATION SERVICES

THIS AGREEMENT made the day of Apri’ I , 2012

BETWEEN:

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1

(the “Regional District”)

AND:

PENDER HARBOUR AND EGMONT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
P.O. Box 265, Madeira Park, BC VON 2H0

(the “Association”)

WHEREAS:

A. The Regional District has the authority under Section 176(1)(c) of the Local

Government Act to provide assistance for the purposes of benefiting the community or any aspect

of the community;

B. The Regional District is of the view that the Economic Development funding should be

allocated to specific groups and projects to benefit the community;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises set out herein, the

parties hereto agree as follows:

1. The Regional District shall provide assistance to the Association in a maximum amount of

$3,225.00 per Electoral Area A Economic Development all costs as per Schedule “A”.
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2. The Association acknowledges and agrees that the funds shall only be used for the purpose of

work contained in Schedule “A” and provide a written report on the results and use of the funds

othCRDoaorbefoJanuar31,2Q13.

3. In the event funds or any portion thereof is used contrary to the purposes referred to above,

then the Regional District may forthwith cancel this Agreement, and the Association shall repay

such funds as were improperly used.

4. The Association shall keep the Regional District apprised of its financial situation in regard to

this funding by providing reporting as available and upon demand by the Regional District, in

order for the Regional District to monitor the Association’s progress towards completion of the

work.

5. The Association shall indemnify and hold harmless the Regional District, and its directors,

officers, employees, successors and assigns, against and from any and all actions, causes of

actions, claims, suits, costs and expenses of any kind arising from any property damage, or

personal or bodily injury, arising from or connected with any breach of this Agreement by, or

from any act or omission of the Association or its invitees, licensees, employees, agents,

contractors, officers or any other person for whom the Association is liable, provided that

claims, damages, losses, costs and expenses arising out of the independent negligent acts of

the Regional District shall be exempt from the indemnification provisions of this Agreement.

6. No provision of this Agreement shall be construed to create an Association or joint venture

relationship, or an employer-employee, landlord-tenant or principal agent relationship between

the Regional District and the Association.

7. No provision of this Agreement binds the Regional District staff or other resources to ventures

of the Association.
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8. The Association acknowledges and agrees that the decision to provide a use of the funds is

orassuranceotany.
future funding beyond the 2012 calendar year.

9. The term of the Agreement is from the date of signing until December 31, 2012.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Corporate Seal )
of the SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL )
DISTRICT was hereunto affixed in the )
presence of: )

) C/S

Author&ed Signatory )
Gary Nohr, Chair, )
Sunshine Coast Regional District )

47

Authàilzed Satory

Angie Legault, Corporate Officer

Sunshine Coast Regional District

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Corporate Seal )
of the PENDER HARBOUR & EGMONT )
CHAMBR—OJ CO,MMERCE , was hereunto )
affix9d’in t’i5r s nce of:

________________________

) C/S

Puth ized ignatory )

Print Name:__________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

)
Authorized Signatory )

)
Print Name:__________________________ )
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SCHEDULE A

$3,225.00 funding to be used by the Association to contract with a
third party to place and maintain portable toilettes as follows:

• Location of services shall be Millennium Park, Madeira Park
and Garden Bay.

• Association to determine scope of services, number of toilets
etc. including any additional units within the funding provided
under this agreement.

• Association to deal with all operational issues including
feedback from the public and interrelationships with the
vendor.

• Upon providing financial records as per this Agreement, the
Association may be reimbursed up to $100.00 administration
costs to be included in the contract amount.

Total Funding to be prepaid is $3,225.00
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 6th, 2012 

TO:  Planning & Development Committee (PDC) – December 20th, 2012 

FROM:  Gregory Gebka, Planner 

RE: Draft ‘A Zone’ & ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ – Next Steps 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the report entitled “Draft ‘A Zone’ & Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through 
Zoning – Next Steps” be received; 
 
AND THAT the proposed ‘A Zone’, related definitions and ‘Road Map for Supporting 
Agriculture through Zoning’ be presented to Area B-F Advisory Planning Commissions for 
input; 
 
AND THAT the work plan include amending the current zoning bylaw (No. 310) and relevant 
OCP policies respecting agriculture; 
 
AND THAT agriculture-related amendments to Zoning Bylaw No. 310 be subsequently 
translated into a new bylaw, along with other development and land use regulations, as part 
of the work plan to replace Zoning Bylaw No. 310. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At its meeting of July 26th, the Board adopted the following Planning & Development Committee 
recommendation:  
 

Recommendation No. 15 Agricultural Zone 

THAT the staff report titled “Draft ‘A Zone’ & ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning” 
dated July 10, 2012 be received; 

AND THAT this report be referred to a workshop with Electoral Area Directors and Planning staff in 
September.   

As requested, Electoral Area Directors and Planning staff held a workshop on September 13th to 
discuss the proposed ‘A Zone’ and ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’.   
 
A technical follow-up meeting was held on October 5th (summary enclosed as Attachment ‘A’), 
during which Electoral Area Directors recommended adjustments and modifications to the draft 
‘A Zone’ and ‘Road Map’.  Electoral Area Directors also provided input on possible next steps to 
overhauling the Regional District’s policies and regulations related to agriculture, at least for 
Halfmoon Bay through West Howe Sound. 
 
This report recommends an updated work plan for the agricultural policy and bylaw review.  
Following Electoral Area Director input and discussion, a revised draft ‘A Zone’, related 
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definitions, and ‘Road Map for supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ is also included, along 
with a summary of modifications for reference. 
  
DISCUSSION 
 
‘Agricultural Regulations’ and Overall Review and Replacement of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 
 
The overall review of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 includes agriculture.  As previously reported, 
agriculture is part of a broad list of development and land use issues that are subject of a 
technical and policy review.   
 
More recently, it has been suggested agriculture be brought forward as a priority. To do so 
requires staff prepare and coordinate agriculture-related amendments to the current zoning 
bylaw (Bylaw No. 310) and any relevant OCP policies.  Amending the current zoning bylaw and 
applicable OCP policies could address some fundamental issues with existing agricultural 
regulations.  This could include: 
 
 replacing the ‘RU3 Zone’ with an ‘A (agriculture) zone’ in order to be more consistent with 

Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) regulations and policies 
 
 incorporating into the new ‘A Zone’ for more housing opportunities that support farm use 
 
 addressing agricultural use on other non-ALR lands, as conceptualized under the ‘Road 

Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning” 
 
When Bylaw No. 310 is replaced by a new ‘development & zoning bylaw’, all new agricultural 
regulations could be transferred and reformatted into the new bylaw, along with various other 
new and updated development and land use regulations. 
 
Agricultural Area Plan 
 
Pending funding approval, Stages II and III of the Agricultural Area Plan (AAP) would also 
provide an opportunity to consider new and novel approaches to agriculture through community 
plan policies and zoning.   
 
See additional comments under “Community Engagement”.  Stage I of the AAP is addressed 
under a separate staff report. 
 
Community Engagement 
 
As previously discussed, a community engagement program is critical to developing agricultural 
regulations that reflect community values. As discussed at the September 13th workshop, 
residents’ approach to agriculture varies across coastal communities – for example, the 
agricultural policies and regulations suitable to Roberts Creek may not be as appropriate to 
other small-lot neighbourhoods, such as in West Howe Sound.   
 
Staff propose to work closely with the AAC, APCs and PDC to engage residents and farmers on 
what might be ‘right-size’ or ‘best fit’ agricultural regulations, particularly for non-ALR lands 
within each community.  As suggested at the September workshop, the ‘Road Map for 
Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ provides a graphic template for recording and making 
these distinctions per electoral area.   
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Staff also propose to continue using existing (paid for) online applications to survey the public 
and to discern community values related to agriculture.  Public surveys could be conducted in 
consort with of the AAP, pending funding approval for Stages II and III. The AAC and APCs 
could all have input into devising surveys and polls that focus on key issues, policy alternatives 
and preferences.  Survey responses could also be geographically-coded in order to distinguish 
sentiments across electoral areas. Using existing survey and mapping techniques, public and 
stakeholder responses could be recorded and then related back to specific key parameters, 
such as: 
 
 lot size 

 
 zone (including within or adjoining ALR, within or adjoining a residential zone, etc.) 

 
 electoral area 
 
Any “hot button” issues could be drilled down further in an open forum or ‘polling’ type format, 
with results posted on-line or other media. 
 
Data and information contained within the AAP Background Report could also be used to ‘drill 
down’ further on specific issues and concerns, including: 
 
 residents’ and local farmers’ experiences with agriculture 

 
 types and extent of agriculture, ancillary uses and activities suitable on ALR and non-ALR 

lands 
 

 numbers and types of livestock (including related activities such as slaughter or processing) 
appropriate on large/small lots, rural vs. non-rural, industrial, residential, etc.  

 
As discussed at the October 5th follow-up meeting with Electoral Area Directors, Staff could also 
involve various community groups and stakeholders to help discern agricultural policy 
preferences.  Such initiatives, including at local community events, could also be in consort with 
the AAP process, pending approval of funding for Stages II and III.    

 
Draft ‘Agriculture (A) Zone’ 
 
Following the September workshop and October follow-up meeting with Electoral Area 
Directors, the draft ‘A Zone’ has been modified and inserted along with various new agricultural 
definitions into an ‘amending bylaw format’ (Attachment ‘B’).  As discussed at the September 
workshop, considerable technical policy work has been completed in an effort to harmonize the 
proposed new agricultural zone with Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) policies and 
regulations, provincial (Ministry of Agriculture) guidelines, with a view to being as permissive as 
possible towards agriculture, including housing opportunities consistent with ALC policies.  
While much of the technical work is completed, it is necessary to include the ‘A Zone’ into the 
overall discussion about agriculture, as denoted on the ‘Road Map’.   
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‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ 
 
The ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ has also been modified.  The ‘Road 
Map’ consists of a matrix that ‘maps out’ potential regulatory approaches to agriculture and 
related uses within the following areas: 
 
 residential 
 rural residential (RU1 and CR zones) 
 rural resource (RU2 zone) 
 agriculture (A zone) 
 industrial (I zones) 
 commercial / park and assembly (C1 –C5 zones / PA1 – PA3 zones ) 
 multi-dwelling residential (RM and CD zones) 

 
While much attention has been given to developing one, single ‘road map’, recent discussions 
with Electoral Area Directors at the September workshop have suggested that the ‘road map’ 
may vary across communities and electoral areas.  Therefore, while certain regulatory 
approaches may be included into the current ‘Road Map’, these can be adjusted and divided 
into multiple ‘road maps’, if necessary, in response to community input.   
 
The ‘road map’ matrix is particularly beneficial in its relational table (database) format, which 
can easily be recorded, queried, sorted and reported using key parameters, such as lot size, 
zone or electoral area. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The draft ‘A Zone’, related definitions and ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ 
have been modified following the September workshop and October follow-up meeting with 
Electoral Area Directors.  The draft ‘A Zone’, various definitions, and ‘Road Map’ provide a good 
start by laying the groundwork for considering new agricultural regulations for Electoral Areas B-
F.   
 
 
___________________________ 
Gregory Gebka, Planner 
Planning & Development Division 
gregory.gebka@scrd.ca 
604-885-6804 (ext. 3)  
 
GG/  
Attachments 
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October 5th Follow-Up Meeting Summary 

The meeting commenced with some electoral area directors expressing a ‘wait and see’ approach to 
developing new agricultural regulations, whereas others indicated interest in determining appropriate 
setbacks for agricultural activities, particularly for rearing livestock, with particular attention to lot sizes 
and whether lots are contained within or adjoining  ALR boundaries. 

Electoral area directors and staff also discussed the need to more proactively manage agricultural-
related complaints, which resulted in a discussion of the merits of some form of  ‘agricultural certificate 
of compliance’ or ‘permit’ system intended to recognize bonafide farming and agricultural activities, 
where permitted. 

Discussion also focused on the SCRD’s goal to encourage agriculture, with references to provincial meat 
licensing regulations being streamlined to help reduce impediments to prospective farmers and 
suppliers of animal products. 

Electoral area directors cautioned staff on developing and applying the ‘Road Map for Supporting 
Agriculture through Zoning” – emphasizing that any new agricultural regulations must not prohibit or 
render existing agricultural uses, such as apiaries in Roberts Creek, as ‘non-conforming’. 

There was some discussion of how the Agricultural Area Plan (AAP) relates to the development of new 
agricultural policies and regulations.  The point was made that agricultural regulations should developed 
in step with the AAP, which is to focus on the viability of farming activities including rearing livestock.  
Therefore, scaling  permitted agricultural activities, such as livestock numbers, should be based on farm 
viability to supply products for the Sunshine Coast. 

There was some discussion of the merits of farms creating desired gathering spaces in communities, 
such as Halfmoon Bay. 

Lot geometry was also discussed within the context of agricultural setbacks, noting that greater 
sensitivity should be given to front and side lot setbacks (vs. backyards) in order to avoid proximity-
based conflicts with neighbouring residences. 

Electoral area directors indicated the need to have a general discussion about what people want in their 
zoning and the need to consider in some cases ‘site specific’ uses. 

Discussion then turned to the next steps including a community engagement strategy.  Area directors 
supported means to engage the broader community and suggested involving various community and 
property associations and stakeholder groups, such as the One Straw Society, in addition to local APCs 
and AAC in the engagement program. 

It was suggested that any farm sales permitted in the draft ‘A zone’ include provisions for an open air 
stand, similar to that identified for other areas on the ‘Road Map’.  

Before the meeting adjourned, it was recommended that “creamery” be included as a defined term and 
included in the draft ‘A Zone’ as a permitted use.   

Additional notes and references to a similar agricultural bylaw were forwarded to staff for follow-up. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 310.148, 2013 

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. 310.148, 2013. 

PART B – AMENDMENT  
 

2. Amend Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area Zoning Bylaw 310, 1987 as 
follows:  

(a) Part II by deleting the following definitions: 
  
“agriculture” 
“aquaculture” 
“aquaculture processing” 
“campground” 
“garden nursery” 
“garden supply centre” 
“horticultural sales” 
“horticulture” 
“silviculture” 
“waterbody” 
“watercourse” 
 
and replacing and inserting the following new definitions: 
 

 “agricultural building” means a building used in relation to agriculture, intensive 
agriculture or a farm, but does not include a dwelling; 
 
“agricultural product” means a good produced through horticulture, apiculture, 
aquaculture or rearing livestock; 
 
 “agricultural product sales” means the use of land, building or structure for the sale of 
local agricultural products including horticultural products, dairy, eggs, meats, 
apicultural products, aquacultural products, wines, ciders, beers, or creamery products, 
which are either: 
  
 grown, produced and sold on a parcel that is principally used a residence, farm, 

community garden; or 
 
 sold at a farmers market, yard sale, or commercial establishment conducting retail 

sales or wholesale sales; 

“Agricultural Land Commission” means the provincial agency responsible for 
administering the province's Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) in favour of 
agriculture; 
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“agricultural liquid waste” means a by-product of agriculture containing less than 20% 
solids and includes agricultural waste; 
 
“agricultural liquid waste storage facility” means a structure used to contain 
agricultural liquid waste or aquacultural liquid waste.  This may include a reservoir, 
lagoon, cistern, gutter, tank or bermed area for containing agricultural waste prior to 
disposal or use for beneficial purposes; 
 

“agricultural solid waste” means a by-product of agriculture containing greater than 
20% dry matter, and includes manure, used mushroom medium or other organic 
matter; 
 

“agricultural unit” or “AU” means an equivalent live farm animal weight 
corresponding to 455 kg (1000 lbs) for livestock, poultry or farmed game, or any 
combination these equaling 455 kg (1000 lbs); 
 
“agricultural waste” means a by-product of agriculture, which may include 
agricultural waste water, silage juices, manure, used mushroom medium, or other 
organic matter; 
 
“agricultural solid waste storage facility” means a facility used to contain agricultural 

solid waste or other biosolids for a beneficial use such as composting, or disposal.  It 
may include a structure, tank or bermed area for containing agricultural waste but 
does not include a vehicle or any mobile equipment used to transport or dispose 
agricultural solid waste; 

 
“agricultural waste water”  means water containing any unwanted or unused products 
or by-products of agriculture such as milk, fertilizers, pesticides, detergents, acids, 
phosphates, chlorine, or manure; 
 
“agriculture” means the use of land, building or structure for horticulture, apiculture, 
land-based aquaculture or the rearing of livestock. It may include agricultural product 

sales and storing farm machinery, implements, agricultural products and supplies; 

“agritourism” means temporary or seasonal activities that promote or market farm 

products grown, raised or processed on a parcel classified for assessment purposes as 
a farm.  Agritourism activities are typically for enjoyment, education or active 
involvement on a farm, such as farm tours, hay rides fish ponds and, where permitted 
on a temporary basis, overnight accommodation; 

“agroforestry” means the system or practice of integrating woody perennials with 
crops or livestock on an agricultural parcel for ecological or economic benefit; 

“animal slaughter or processing” means a provincially licensed facility for 
slaughtering livestock, or cutting, eviscerating, sectioning, deboning, smoking, curing 
or packaging meat or meat products;  
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“aquacultural product and seafood sales” means the use of land, building or structure 
for the sale of seafood and aquacultural products; 
 
“aquaculture” means growing and harvesting fish, shellfish, molluscs, crustaceans and 
aquatic plants.  It may include: 
 
 cleaning, icing and storage of fish raised for a period of at least 90 days on the same 

parcel or adjacent upland parcel; 
 
 cleaning, storage, shucking and packaging of shellfish, molluscs, crustaceans and 

marine algae; 
 
It excludes: 
 
 aquaculture processing not described in this definition; 
 
 disposing fish offal on the same site; 
 
 storing fish offal outdoors; 
 
 using float houses, suction or dredging harvest methods; 
 
“aquaculture processing” means treating, preparing, smoking, packaging, cooking or 
canning of fish, shellfish, molluscs, crustaceans or marine algae for sale and 
distribution.  It includes preparing, manufacturing fish offal for use in or as fish feed or 
compost, and excludes any other treating, preparing or rendering not described in this 
definition; 
 
“aquacultural liquid waste” means a waste containing less than 20% solids, is 
produced on a farm, and includes fish fecal material and residual fish food material; 
 
“campground” means land used and maintained for the temporary accommodation of 
visiting travellers or the general public in tents or recreational vehicles except park 
model recreational vehicles or other mobile homes.  A campground does not include a 
mobile home park, motel, or hotel; 
 
“chemical storage structure” means a structure used to store or contain chemicals 
including fuel, fertilizers, or pesticides in agriculture;  
 
“community garden” means land, buildings and structures maintained for horticulture 
by an organization, society or other collective group of people;  
 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 'B'151



“confined livestock area” means an outdoor, non-grazing area, where livestock, 

poultry, or farmed game is confined by fences, other structures or topography, and 
includes feedlots, paddocks, corrals, exercise yards, and holding areas, but does not 
include a seasonal feeding area; 

 
“creamery” means a facility where milk and cream are processed and where butter and 
cheese are produced.  A creamery may include agricultural product sales as an 
auxiliary use.  
 

“dBA” means ‘A-weighted decibel”, a unit of measuring sound in which the A-
weighting reflects how people respond to sound; 
 
“farm” means an area of land consisting of one or more contiguous or non-contiguous 
parcels that may be owned, rented or leased as a farm operation, which comprises and 
is managed as a single farm; 

“farm business” means a business in which one or more farm operations are 
conducted, and may include farm education and research related to agricultural 
production on one or more of the farm operations;  

“farm research and education” means land, buildings or structures dedicated to 
researching, promoting and teaching methods of agriculture and farming; 

 “farm operation” means an agricultural business involving any of the following 
activities: 

 growing, producing, raising or keeping animals or plants, including mushrooms, or 
the primary products of those plants or animals; 

 clearing, draining, irrigating or cultivating land; 

 using farm machinery, equipment, devices, materials and structures; 

 conducting any other agricultural activity on, in or over land in accordance with the 
Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act; 

“farmer” means the owner or operator of a farm; 

“farmers market” means the use of land, building or structure for agricultural product 

sales or horticultural product sales by individuals associated with a local farming 
community, usually within an open air environment designated for individual retailers.  
Typically, this may also include retailing locally produced art and crafts; 
 

“garden nursery” means the use of land, building or structure for the propagation and 
growing of trees and plants to transplant, cut or clip for sale, and where part of the 
nursery area may be used as a garden supply centre; 
   
“garden supply centre” means the use of land, building or structure for wholesale or 
retail sale of trees, plants, seeds, fertilizer, pesticides, garden tools, animal feed and 
bedding, pet supplies, landscape supplies and related accessories;  
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“greenhouse” means a translucent-clad structure that is used for horticulture and is of 
sufficient size for one or more persons to work within it; 
  

“horse riding, training or boarding facility” means the use of land, buildings or 
structures for the keeping of horses being trained and cared for, which may also 
include training and instructing equestrian riders; 
 
“horticultural product sales” means the use of land, building or structure for the sale of 
locally grown fruits, vegetables, flowers or ornamental plants that are either: 
  
 grown, produced and sold on a parcel that is principally used as a residence, farm, 

community garden, school or other institutional use;  

 

 sold at a farmers market, yard sale, commercial establishment conducting retail 

sales or wholesale sales; 
 
“horticulture” means the growing of fruits, vegetables, flowers and ornamental plants 
for domestic purposes and, where permitted, for commercial purposes.  This may 
include a community garden; 
 
“intensive agriculture” means a farm operation that grows mushrooms commercially 
or confines more than 5 AUs per hectare for commercial food production, which may 
include a feedlot or animal slaughter or processing on the same farm; 
 

“kennel” means the use of land, building or structure for boarding, breeding, 
providing care or training of more than three dogs, either commercially or not-for-
profit, and where pet supplies may be incidentally stored and made available for sale. 
A kennel does not include a domestic litter born on the same parcel; 
 
“land” or “lands” means land, including the surface of water, located within any or all 
of the electoral areas of Halfmoon Bay, Roberts Creek, Elphinstone and West Howe 

Sound; 
 
 “livestock” means domestic farm animals including bees reared through apiculture, 
poultry, and fish reared through aquaculture; 
 
“manufactured home” means a single family dwelling manufactured in a factory 
setting in one or more sections, and transported and situated in place for occupancy; 
 
“park” means land used for community purposes, typically for outdoor recreation and 
ecological purposes; 
 
“person” means any human being, association, firm, partnership, incorporated 
company, corporation, agent or trustee, and the heirs, executor or other legal 
representatives of a person to whom the context may apply; 
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“poultry” means domestic birds raised typically for the consumption of eggs or meat.  
Poultry includes chickens, ducks, turkeys, geese, pheasants, quail, game birds and 
ratites; 
 
“restaurant” means the use of a building where food is prepared and offered for sale or 
sold to the public for immediate consumption. This includes such uses as a cafe, 
cafeteria, ‘take-out’ facility, ice-cream shop, tea or lunch room, dairy bar, coffee shop, 
or a snack bar;  
 
“retail sales” means the use of land, building or structure for the sale of goods to the 
public; 
 
“sales area” means an established floor area or land area where customers may freely 
peruse, select and purchase products that are for sale; 
 
“silviculture” means the lifecycle development, maintenance and care of forests for the 
purpose of growing crops of trees having economic value; 
 

“secondary suite” means an auxiliary dwelling unit that is located within, or attached 
to, a single family dwelling; 
 
“soilless medium” means a manufactured planting medium, which may include natural 
materials such as peat or bark; 
 
“temporary farm worker accommodation” means a dwelling specifically designed to 
accommodate seasonal farm workers during the growing or harvest season, which may 
contain one or more sleeping units, sanitary facilities and not more than one cooking 

facility; 
 
“waterbody” means a body of fresh water or salt water; 
 
“watercourse” means a naturally occurring or man-made channel that conveys water, 
whether regularly or intermittently, which may include a stream, brook, ditch, creek, 
spring, ravine, swamp or gulch; 
 

“wholesale sales” means the sale of goods in quantity, typically for resale by retailers, 
contractors, and other bulk purchasers; 
 

“winery, cidery or brewery” means a provincially licensed winery, cidery or brewery; 
 

(b) replace throughout the bylaw all uses of the terms: 
 
“horticultural sales” with “horticultural product sales” 
“riding stable and academy” with “horse riding, training or boarding facility” 
“RU3”, “RU3A” and “RU3B” with “A” 
“Rural Three”, “Rural Three – A”, and “Rural Three – B” with “Agriculture” 
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(c) Part III by replacing “RU3  Rural Three” and “RU3A  Rural Three - A” with “A  
Agriculture”; 
 

(d) Insert into Section 502(1)(b) “agroforestry” following the word “horticulture”;  
 

(e) Part V by deleting sections 2, 3 and 4 and replacing with new regulations, as 
advanced through the “Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning”; 

 
(f) Parts VI through XI may be subject to change, as advanced through the “Road Map 

for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning”; 
 
(g) Part X by deleting sections 1021, 1021A and 1021B and replacing as follows: 

 
 
A Zone (Agriculture) 
 
1021 Permitted Uses  
 
1021.1 In addition to the uses permitted under Part 4, the following uses are permitted in the 

A zone: 
 

(1) agriculture 
 

(2) farm business 
 
(3) intensive agriculture conforming to section 1021.7(1) 

 
(4) single family dwelling  

 
(5) secondary suite 

 
(6) kennel located only in Elphinstone and West Howe Sound 

 
(7) agritourism, which may include overnight accommodation conforming to 

sections 1021.4(2) 
 
(8) agricultural product sales conforming to sections 1021.6(2) and 1021.7(2) 

 
(9) winery, cidery, or brewery conforming to section 1021.7(4) 

 
(10) creamery conforming to section 1021.7(4) 

 
(11) farm research and education conforming to section 1021.6(4) 

 
 
1021.2 In addition to the uses permitted under section 1021.1, on a parcel having an area 

exceeding 1 hectare (2.47 acres) the following uses are permitted in the A zone: 
 

(1) second single family dwelling conforming to section 1021.5(3) 
  

(2) horse riding, training or boarding facility conforming to section 1021.6(3) 
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Site Specific Uses  
 

1021.3 (1) In addition to the uses permitted under section 1021.1, a garden supply centre is 
  permitted on Lot 17, District Lot 682, Plan 13714. 

 
(2) In replace of a second single family dwelling permitted under section 1021.2(1), 

an additional dwelling to create a duplex is permitted on Lot B, Block H, District 
Lot 903, Plan 1866. 

 
 

Temporary Uses 
 

1021.4 (1) All lands within the A zone are designated as a temporary use permit 
  area. 

 
(2) A temporary use permit for agritourism accommodation in the form of a 

campground may be considered by the Board for approval upon considering at 
least the following criteria: 

 
(a) Up to 10 campsites may be permitted per parcel provided that the combined 

total number of sleeping units, including as a bed and breakfast, does not 
exceed 10; 

 
(b) the parcel must have an area of at least 2 hectares (4.94 acres); 
 
(c) the campground must be situated on lesser productive agricultural land; 
  
(d) the area of all land, buildings and structures used for agritourism 

accommodation must not exceed 5% of the parcel area;  
 
(e) the parcel must be classified as a farm for property tax assessment purposes; 
  
(f) campfires are limited to a single, centrally located campfire pit, the location 

of which must be specified under the temporary use permit; 
 
(g) no recreational vehicle may occupy a campground longer than 30 calendar 

days; 
 
(h) the campground must contain sanitary facilities connected to a sewerage 

system conforming to current provincial sewerage regulations, otherwise the 
campground must be limited to recreational vehicles having self-contained 
domestic water and septic disposal systems; 

 
(i) proposed methods to control potential campground noise and disturbances 

must be detailed in the temporary use permit application. 
 
(3) A temporary use permit for temporary farm worker accommodation may be 

considered by the Board for approval upon considering at least the following 
criteria: 

 
(a) the parcel must have an area of at least 2 hectares (4.94 acres); 
 
(b) the parcel must be classified as a farm for property tax assessment purposes; 
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(c) the temporary farm worker accommodation is limited to: 

 
(i) one per parcel; 
 
(ii) a combined total floor area not exceeding 185 m² (1991.3 ft²); 
 
(iii) seven sleeping units with each sleeping unit floor area not exceeding 

15 m² (161.5 ft²); 
 
(iv) a mobile home or a manufactured home capable of being relocated; 
 
(v) an occupancy extending only to the planting, growing and harvest 

seasons, or periods necessary for product processing, outside of which 
the dwelling must not be occupied by any person; 

 
(vi) being situated on lesser productive agricultural lands, as confirmed by 

a professional agrologist. 
 
 

Number of Dwellings  
 
1021.5  (1) Except as permitted under sections 1021.2, 1021.3 and subsection (2),  a  
  parcel must not contain more than two dwellings. 

  
(2) The maximum number of dwellings permitted on a parcel may be increased by 

up to three additional dwellings where: 
 

(a) the parcel area exceeds 2 hectares (4.94 acres); 
 
(b) all or part of the parcel is classified as a farm for property tax assessment 

purposes; 
 
(c) all additional dwellings on the parcel are necessary to farm use; 
 
(d) the owner and the Regional District have entered into a housing agreement 

for all dwellings and farm use on the parcel. 
 

(3) Where located in the Agricultural Land Reserve, and as required by the 
Agricultural Land Commission, an additional dwelling on a parcel, as permitted 
under section 1021.2 and this section, must be occupied by: 
 
(a) the principal resident’s immediate family; or 

 
(b)  farm workers. 

 
 
Areas of Buildings, Structures and Uses 

 
1021.6 (1)  The parcel coverage of all buildings and structures used as part of a park, 
  including biodiversity conservation, passive recreation, heritage, wildlife and 
  scenery viewing, is limited to 100 m² (1076.4 ft²). 
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(2) Agricultural product sales may consist of a combined total indoor and outdoor 

sales area of 300 m2 (3229.2 ft²), including an open air stand, provided that the 
use conforms to section 1021.7(2). 

 
(3) A winery, cidery, or brewery or a creamery may include: 

 
(a) product preparation, processing and storage; 
 
(b)  a retail sales area not exceeding 100 m² (1076.4 ft²); 
  
(c) a restaurant having a floor area not exceeding 100 m² (1076.4 ft²), plus an 

outdoor area not exceeding 100 m² (1076.4 ft²); 
 
(d) on-site tours. 

 
(4) The parcel coverage of all buildings, structures used solely for farm education 

and research is limited to 100 m² (1076.4 ft²). 
 
 
Conditions of Use 

 
1021.7  (1) At least 50% of animals slaughtered and farm product processed, packaged or 

stored by an animal slaughter or processing facility must be reared and produced  
on the same farm. 

  
(2) Agricultural product sales are permitted only if at least 50% of the sales area is 

limited to the sale of products produced on the same farm. 
 
(3) A horse riding, training or boarding facility may contain up to three horse stalls 

per hectare to a maximum of 40 per parcel. 
 

(4) A winery, cidery, brewery or a creamery must have either: 
 

(a) at least 50% of the ingredients used for wine, cider, beer or creamery 
products produced on the same farm, or 

 
(b) a land area more than 2 hectares (4.94 acres) and at least 50% of the total 

farm product for processing provided by a farm in British Columbia. 
 
  
Soil Removal and Placement 

 
1021.8 (1) No person may remove or place soil on a parcel without prior approval of the  

 Agricultural Land Commission for a non-farm use except that, subject to 
 subsection (2), removing soil or placing fill is deemed a farm use where 

necessary for: 
 

(a) a use permitted under section 1021.1, including land alterations such as 
clearing, levelling, draining, berming, irrigating and constructing reservoirs 
and ancillary works, provided that the works are required for farm use; 

 
(b) timber production, harvesting, silviculture and forest protection; 
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(2) Soil removal or placement for the following farm uses must be registered by 
filing written notice with the Regional District at least 60 days prior to engaging 
in the intended use: 

 
(a) a greenhouse having a parcel coverage exceeding 2%; 
 
(b) an agricultural building used for intensive agriculture and having a parcel 

coverage exceeding 2%; 
 
(c) an aquaculture facility exceeding 2% of the parcel area; 
 
(d) a facility exceeding 2% of the parcel area for composting agricultural waste 

produced on the same farm and up to 50% agricultural waste from off the 
farm; 

 
(e) a turf farm; 

 
 

 Siting 
 
1021.9  (1) Except as otherwise provided for in this section, no building or structure may be 

  situated within: 
 

(a) 5 metres (16.4 feet) of a front and rear parcel line; 
 
(b) 1.5 metres (4.9 feet) of a side parcel line, except where the side parcel line 

abuts a road, in which case the minimum setback to side parcel line is 4.5 
metres (14.8 feet). 

 
(2) Except as specified under subsection (3), agricultural and farming activities, 

uses, buildings and structures must be situated a minimum distance from a 
parcel line, as follows: 

 

use of land, building or structure 

parcel line setback 

front or       
abutting ALR all other 

farm buildings, structures, or outdoor storage 
areas, except as otherwise provided for in this 
section  

5 metres (16.4 feet) 5 metres (16.4 feet) 

farm buildings, structures, or outdoor storage 
areas having confined livestock areas including 
up to 1 AU of swine. 

10 metres (32.8 feet) 15 metres (49.2 feet) 

farm buildings, structures, or outdoor storage 
areas having confined livestock areas including 
more than 1 AU of swine. 

25 metres (82 feet) 30 metres (98.4 feet) 

animal slaughter or processing 25 metres (82 feet) 30 metres (98.4 feet) 

greenhouse containing no artificial lighting 5 metres (16.4 feet) 5 metres (16.4 feet) 
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greenhouse containing artificial lighting 10 metres (32.8 feet) 15 metres (49.2 feet) 

kennel, including outdoor runs 15 metres (49.2 feet) 15 metres (49.2 feet) 

agricultural product sales except open air stand 5 metres (16.4 feet) 5 metres (16.4 feet) 

agritourism campground (where permitted) 25 metres (82 feet) 30 metres (98.4 feet) 

agricultural liquid waste storage facility 25 metres (82 feet) 30 metres (98.4 feet) 

agricultural solid waste storage facility 10 metres (32.8 feet) 15 metres (49.2 feet) 

agricultural solid waste field storage 25 metres (82 feet) 30 metres (98.4 feet) 

chemical storage structure 5 metres (16.4 feet) 7.5 metres (24.6 feet) 

stormwater detention pond 5 metres (16.4 feet) 7.5 metres (24.6 feet) 

power generator emitting less than 55 dBA,                 
as measured within 15 metres of a parcel line 

10 metres (32.8 feet) 15 metres (49.2 feet) 

power generator emitting 55 dBA or more,                   
as measured within 15 metres of a parcel line 

25 metres (82 feet) 30 metres (49.2 feet) 

on-farm composting 25 metres (82 feet) 30 metres (98.4 feet) 

mushroom growing medium preparation and 
storage 

25 metres (82 feet) 30 metres (98.4 feet) 

soilless medium preparation 10 metres (32.8 feet) 15 metres (49.2 feet) 

soilless medium storage 5 metres (16.4 feet) 7.5 metres (24.6 feet) 

wood waste storage 5 metres (16.4 feet) 7.5 metres (24.6 feet) 

 
 
(3) Agricultural and farm activities, uses, buildings and structures must be situated a 

minimum distance from the natural boundary of a watercourse or waterbody, as 
follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

use, building or structure watercourse / waterbody 
setback 

confined livestock area containing 10 or fewer AUs 
animal slaughter or processing 
agricultural solid waste storage facility 
agricultural liquid waste storage facility 
mushroom barn 
composting or compost storage 
chemical storage structure 
wood waste storage 

15 metres  

confined livestock area with more than 10 AUs 
seasonal feeding areas 
agricultural solid waste field storage 

30 metres 
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Parcel Coverage 
 

1021.10  Parcel coverage must not exceed 15%, except: 
 

(1) on a parcel having an area less than or equal to 2000 m² (0.49 acres) parcel 

coverage must not exceed 35%; 
 
(2) greenhouse parcel coverage, exclusive of all other parcel coverage, must not 

exceed 50%. 
 

 
PART C – ADOPTION 

 
READ A FIRST TIME this  DAY OF   2013 
 
READ A SECOND TIME this  DAY OF 2013 
 
APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of the    
TRANSPORTATION ACT this   DAY OF  2013 
 
PUBLIC HEARING held pursuant to  
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this   DAY OF 2013 
 
READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF  2013 
 
ADOPTION this  DAY OF 2013 

 
_ 
_

___________________________ 
Corporate Officer 
 
 
____________________________ 
Chair 
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  Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning

Use RM & CD Zones R1 & R2 Zones RU1 & CR Zones RU2 Zone A Zone Industrial Zones

horticulture Permit use Permit use Permit use Permit use Permit use Permit use 

horticultural 

product 

sales

Permit use  accessory 

to a dwelling with 

restricted 

indoor/outdoor sales 

area of 5 m², plus one 

open air stand  not 

exceeding 3 m² located 

on a principal or 

common lot .

Permit use  accessory to a dwelling 

with restricted indoor/outdoor sales 

area of 10 m², plus one open air 

stand not exceeding 3 m².

Permit use  accessory to a dwelling with restricted 

indoor/outdoor sales area of 25 m², plus one open air 

stand not exceeding 3 m².

Permit use  accessory to a dwelling with restricted 

indoor/outdoor sales area of 50 m², plus one open air 

stand not exceeding 3 m².

Permit use  with 

restricted 

indoor/outdoor sales 

area of 100 m², 

including an open air 

stand

Permit use  with 

restricted 

indoor/outdoor sales 

area of 100 m².

keeping 

poultry

Permit only on a 

principal or common 

lot  for domestic use 

and egg sales up to 3 

hens per dwelling.  

Except for grazing 

areas, confined hens  

must be setback at 

least 3 metres from a 

lot line.  Animal waste, 

compost and manure 

storage to be located 

at least 7.5 metres 

from a lot line,  

watercourse or 

waterbody.

Permit  domestic use and egg sales 

only, as follows: On a lot 1000 m²or 

less permit  up to 4 hens.  On a lot > 

1000 m² permit   keeping  up to 6 

hens.  Except for grazing areas, the 

use  must be setback at least 3 

metres from a lot line.    On a lot > 

1.75 ha permit keeping 12 poultry.  

This includes one rooster subject to 

a 30-metre lot line setback.  

Confined poultry (other than 

roosters), animal waste, compost 

and manure storage to be located at 

least 7.5 metres from a lot line,  

watercourse or waterbody.

Permit  on any lot keeping up to 6 poultry, except roosters.  

On a lot > 1000 m² < 3500 m² permit keeping up to 12 

poultry, excluding roosters.  Except for grazing areas, the 

use  must be setback at least 5 metres from a lot line.  

Permit  6 additional poultry per additional 1000 m² lot area 

exceeding 3500 m², which may include 1 rooster per 

hectare.  At all times,  roosters must be kept a minimum 25 

metres from a front lot line or ALR boundary and 30 metres 

of any other lot line.   Where  more than 12 poultry are kept 

per lot and up to 5 AUs of poultry are confined per hectare,  

the confined area, animal wastes, compost and manure 

must be located at least 10 metres from a front lot line or 

ALR boundary  and 15 metres from  other lot lines, a 

watercourse or waterbody.  Where more than 5 AUs of 

poultry are confined per hectare, the confined area, animal 

wastes, compost and manure must be located at least 30 

metres of a watercourse or waterbody.

Permit  on any lot  keeping up to 6 poultry, except 

roosters.  On a lot > 1000 m² < 3500 m²  permit keeping 

up to 12 poultry, excluding roosters.  Except for grazing 

areas, the use  must be setback at least 5 metres from a 

lot line.  Permit  6 additional poultry per additional 1000 

m² lot area exceeding 3500 m², which may include 1 

rooster per hectare.  At alll times, roosters must be kept 

a minimum 25 metres from a front lot line or ALR 

boundary.   Where  more than 12 poultry are kept per 

lot and up to 5 AUs of poultry are confined per hectare,  

the confined area, animal wastes, compost and manure 

must be located at least 10 metres from a front lot line 

or ALR boundary  and 15 metres from  other lot lines, a 

watercourse or waterbody.  Where more than 5 AUs of 

poultry are confined per hectare, the confined area, 

animal wastes, compost and manure must be located at 

least 30 metres of a watercourse or waterbody.

Permit use  subject to 

agricultural activity 

setbacks.

Permit use  subject 

to:  (a) agricultural 

activity setbacks 

where adjoining non-

industrial zoned 

lands; (b) the 

applicable industrial 

zone setbacks where 

adjoining other 

industrial-zoned 

lands

keeping 

livestock

Permit  only on a 

principal or common 

lot  for domestic use,  

as follows:  Land-based 

aquaculture, apiculture 

and keeping up to 12 

rabbits.  Animal waste, 

compost and manure 

storage to be located 

at least 7.5 metres 

from a lot line,  

watercourse or 

waterbody.

On a lot of any size permit  land-

based aquaculture, apiculture and 

keeping up to 12 rabbits.  Except for 

grazing areas, the use  must be 

setback at least 3 metres of  a lot 

line.  On a lot having an area > 1.75 

hectares permit  rearing up to 5 AUs 

livestock other than swine. Confined 

animals, animal waste, compost and 

manure storage to be located at 

least 10 metres from a front lot line 

or ALR boundary, and 15 metres of 

any other lot line, watercourse or 

waterbody.

Permit land-based aquaculture, apiculture and keeping  

rabbits on any lot.  On a lot > 3500 m² permit rearing  any  

livestock, including up to 10 AUs of swine.  Where  up to 5 

AUs of livestock are confined per hectare,  the confined 

area, animal wastes, compost and manure must be 

located at least 10 metres from a front lot line or ALR 

boundary  and 15 metres from  other lot lines, a 

watercourse or waterbody.  Where more than 5 AUs of 

livestock  are confined per hectare, confined animals, 

animal waste, compost and manure must be located at 

least 30 metres of a watercourse or waterbody.

On a lot  of any size permit  for domestic use or  

agricultural product sales as follows:  land-based 

aquaculture, apiculture and keeping  rabbits.  On a lot 

> 3500 m² permit use  for domestic use  or agricultural 

product sales the keeping of livestock, including up to 

10 AUs of swine.   On a lot having an area > 2 hectares 

permit keeping  up to 20 AUs of swine.   In cases 

where 10 or less AUs are confined, animal waste, 

compost and manure must be located at least 15 

metres from a lot line, watercourse or waterbody.  In 

cases where more than 10 AUs are confined, animal 

waste, compost and manure must be located at least 

15 metres of a lot line and 30 metres of a watercourse 

or waterbody.

Permit use  subject to 

agricultural activity 

setbacks.

Permit use  subject 

to:  (a) agricultural 

activity setbacks 

where adjoining non-

industrial zoned 

lands; (b) the 

applicable industrial 

zone setbacks where 

adjoining other 

industrial-zoned 

lands

agricultural 

product 

sales

Permit  egg sales on a 

principal or common 

lot without  limiting the 

sales area due to the 

low number of eggs 

produced. 

Permit  egg sales on a common lot 

without  limiting the sales area due 

to the low number of eggs 

produced. 

Permit on any lot  an indoor/outdoor sales area and 

structures not exceeding 25 m², plus one portable open 

air stand not exceeding 3 m².  

On a lot of any size permit use indoor/outdoor sales 

area and structures not exceeding 50 m², plus one 

portable open air stand not exceeding 3 m².  

On a lot of any size 

permit use  

indoor/outdoor sales 

area and structures 

not exceeding 100 m².

On a lot of any size 

permit  an 

indoor/outdoor sales 

area and structures 

not exceeding 100 

m².
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  Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning

Use RM & CD Zones R1 & R2 Zones RU1 & CR Zones RU2 Zone A Zone Industrial Zones

intensive 

agriculture
Do not permit use. Do not permit use.

Permit use  on a lot > 4 hectares, including  swine.  

Require agricultural setbacks consistent with the A zone.

Permit use  on a lot > 2 hectares, including swine.  

Require agricultural setbacks consistent with the A 

zone.

Permit use  subject to 

agricultural activity 

setbacks.

Permit use  subject 

to:  (a) agricultural 

activity setbacks 

where adjoining non-

industrial zoned 

lands; (b) the 

applicable industrial 

zone setbacks where 

adjoining other 

industrial-zoned 

lands

farm 

business
Do not permit use. Do not permit use.

Permit use  on a lot > 4 hectares, including swine.  Require 

agricultural setbacks consistent with the A zone.

Permit use  on a lot > 2 hectares, including swine.  

Require agricultural setbacks consistent with the A 

zone.

Permit use  subject to 

agricultural activity 

setbacks.

Permit use  subject 

to:  (a) agricultural 

activity setbacks 

where adjoining non-

industrial zoned 

lands; (b) the 

applicable industrial 

zone setbacks where 

adjoining other 

industrial-zoned 

lands

animal 

slaughter or 

processing

Do not permit use. Do not permit use.

Permit use  on any lot for personal consumption.   Permit 

on a lot > 1.75 hectare slaughtering or processing 

accessory to a farm business up to 10 AUs livestock per 

calendar.  A slaughtering or  processing facility must be 

located at least 25 metres from a front lot line or ALR 

boundary  30 metres from  other lot lines, a watercourse 

or waterbody. 

Permit use on any lot for personal consumption 

Permit on a lot > 1.75 hectares slaughtering or 

processing up to 10 AUs of livestock per calendar year 

from either on or off the farm.   A slaughtering or  

processing facility must be located at least 25 metres 

from a front lot line or ALR boundary  30 metres from  

other lot lines, a watercourse or waterbody.  

Permit  accessory  to a 

farm business, if at 

least 50% of the farm 

animals slaughtered 

and farm product 

being stored, packed , 

prepared or processed 

is produced on the 

same farm.

Permit in certain 

industrial zones as 

either a principal use 

or accessory to a 

farm business.

* Permitted numbers of livestock are 'in addition to'the permitted numbers of poultry.   

** 10 AUs is a combined total animal weight equivalent to 10,000 lbs.  At average weight of 6lbs, 5 AUs = 833 poultry.  At an average weight of 1250 lbs, 5 AUs =  4 beef 

cattle.  At an average weight of 150 lbs, 5 AUs = 33 swine.

*** except for roosters, all livestock would be permitted to graze up to a lot line, and up a watercourse or waterbody except where restricted by a streamside enhancement 

and protection area (SPEA).

**** As horticultural product sales are a limited form of agricultural product sales, only one area and open air stand would be permitted where both uses are permitted. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 6, 2012 
TO: Planning and Development Committee, December 20, 2012 
 
FROM: Teresa Fortin, Planner 
RE: Amendment to Notice of Work Application Permit G-7-33 Referral # 98186 

by Sweetcroft Engineering Consultants for Jack Cewe Ltd for Extension of 
Mines Permit and Crown Licence 2400181 for Aggregate Mining near Treat 
Creek, Jervis Inlet, Electoral Area A. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Planning and Development Committee receives the report titled “Amendment to 
Notice of Work Application Permit G-7-33 Referral # 98186 by Sweetcroft Engineering 
Consultants for Jack Cewe Ltd for Extension of Mines Permit and Crown Licence 
2400181 for Aggregate Mining near Treat Creek, Jervis Inlet. Electoral Area A”; 
 
AND THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommended the following 
following conditions be forwarded to the Ministry of Energy and Mines respecting: 
 

1. Rezoning 
The Regional District will require the applicant to rezone the area that will be 
processing the materials from the expanded mine area. 
 

2. First Nations Consultation  
The application area lies within the Sechelt First Nations territory.  The Band 
should be contacted to assure that all their issues raised are considered.  

 
3. Watercourse Protection  

The applicant maintain a 30 m buffer around Treat Creek and minimize the number 
of crossings of the creek.  As Treat Creek supports steelhead, a 30m buffer 
around Treat Creek’s tributaries in the proposed expansion area should be 
applied. 

 
4. Visual and Sound Screening from Jervis Inlet 

The applicant is asked to employ visual screening along the foreshore and 
between gravel pits to help minimize the visual and sound impacts of the on-site 
activities. 
 

5. Reclamation 
The Ministry should review the performance of the applicant pursuant to its 
approval of the reclamation program and require establishment of native 
vegetation and a productive forest in the reclaimed areas of the mine. 
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PDC DEC 20, 2012 Page 2 of 4 
 

 
N:\Land Administration\3020 Crown Land\3020-20 Crown Referrals, Leases & Licenses (Non-SCRD)\2400181 jack cewe 
aggregate\2012 DEC Jack Cewe Expansion File2400181 Referral 98186 PDC rpt.docx 

6. Noise Bylaw Advisory  
Applicant is requested to contact the SCRD to obtain a copy of the SCRD’s Noise 
Bylaw.  A copy of the bylaw is available on the SCRD website at: 
http://www.scrd.ca/files/File/Administration/Bylaws/597-noise-consolidated-to-
597_1.pdf 
 

7. The Ministry informs the Regional District respecting any changes to this 
application.  

 
 
BACKGROUND 
The Regional District has received a referral from the Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum 
Resources regarding an expansion of the existing Jack Cewe aggregate mine near Treat Creek 
off Jervis Inlet.  The applicant, Sweetcroft Engineering Consultants has applied to expand the 
existing mine site further up the Treat Creek valley. 
 
Please review the location maps (Attachments A & B) the Executive Summary (Attachment C) 
of the 70 page “Mine Plan Update and Notice of Work” document.  Please contact the Planning 
Department for a copy of the whole document.  Attachment D is a copy of the application. 
 
The aggregate expansion is adjacent to the current aggregate mine which has been in operation 
since the late 1960’s according to the applicant.  The mine site also includes a processing area 
and barge loading facility.  The applicants hold a Crown licence (File 298169) over the ocean for 
their barge loading facility and three existing upland Crown licences for gravel extraction uses 
(2400181, 2405237 and 2410356). 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Regulating Processing 

The Canadian Constitution Act 1867 assigns to the Province exclusive jurisdiction over 
“development, conservation and management of non-renewable resources”.  The Local 
Government Act explicitly exempts “mines and minerals” from the definition of “land” which local 
governments can regulate.  Therefore mines are not considered a “use of the land” and so 
zoning bylaws cannot regulate them.  However, local governments can use zoning bylaws to 
regulate or even prohibit any related activity at the (mine site) that is not necessary for 
extraction”1 

Where an activity related to mining of the material is so integral to the extraction process that 
regulating the activity (such as processing) is the same as regulating the extraction itself, that 
activity counts as part of the mine. 

Case law supports that as part of the extraction process, the miner is allowed to process the 
material from the ground such that it is can be reasonably removed from the site.  In the case of 
gravel extraction, the material that is taken out of the ground is already in a state in which it can 
be transported.  Any on-site crushing is considered processing.   

 
 
 
                                            
1 “Mitigating Community Impacts of Mining Operations: Options for Local Governments.” Environmental 
Law Centre, University of Victoria. April 25, 2012, page 9. 
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Zoning 
 
The existing and proposed mine site is zoned RU2 (Rural Resource) which does not permit 
gravel processing.  The Regional District did not have zoning regulations until 1970 and 
therefore the gravel processing at the mine site established in the late 1960’s is considered 
lawfully non-conforming.  However, as the mine is expanding the existing mining area, the 
lawfully non-conforming activity (processing) could be considered a “degree greater than at the 
time of the adoption of the bylaw”2.  Therefore the Regional District can require the applicant to 
rezone the processing site. 
 
Volume of Extracted Material 
The applicant estimates that there is 11 million tonnes of material in the life of the site and have 
applied to extract 470,000 tonnes/year.  Interestingly, this is just under the 500,000 tonnes/year 
threshold which would trigger an Environmental Assessment.  Most of the aggregate permits in 
the Regional District are between 10,000 and 240,000 tonnes/year.  The proposed BURNCO 
aggregate mine is estimating 1 – 1.6 million tonnes of material per year. 
 
The existing mining permit allows the applicant to extract for 70,000 m3/yr (or approx 126,000 
tonnes) of material.  The applicant has stated that in 1984 when their current permit was issued, 
that would have been the case.  The current extraction rates are approx 470,000m3/yr. 
 
Treat Creek 
It appears that the applicant has maintained a 30m buffer around Treat Creek. The proposed 
expansion is outside of the 30m buffer.   
 
Treat Creek has been of interest to an IPP proposal (inactive). 
 
The Treat Creek valley has been extensively logged: International Forest Products has an 
active log booming site adjacent to the applicant’s moorage facility. 
 
The Regional District should support the maintenance of the buffer and request that the 
applicant minimize the number of crossings of Treat Creek. 
 
Natural Resources Advisory Committee (NRAC) review 
NRAC reviewed this referral at their November meeting.  NRAC recommended that “the SCRD 
request a review by the Ministry of the performance of the applicant to date pursuant to its 
approval of the Work System and Permit approving the Reclamation Program” and that “Treat 
Creek is a steelhead creek…(and that) the SCRD ensure that the 30 metre setback also applies 
to Treat Creek’s tributaries”. 
 
Egmont Pender Harbour Advisory Committee (APC) 
The APC reviewed this referral at their November meeting.  The APC “supports this application 
as presented and strongly suggest they continue to progressively reclaim retired mining areas of 
the site”  
 
Referral Response Due 
The Ministry of Energy and Mines has granted the Regional District and extension on this 
referral to Dec 5, 2012.  However, the Planning Committee won’t be able to view this item until 

                                            
2 As per Section 911 (6) of the Local Government Act. 
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December 20th.  Given this timeline, staff will submit interim recommendations to the Ministry by 
Dec 5th and formal recommendations on Dec 21th. 
 
Issues Summary 
 

1. The applicant will have to rezone the area that will be processing the materials from the 
expanded mine area. 
 

2. The application area lies within the Sechelt First Nations territory.  The Band should be 
contacted to assure that all their issues raised are considered.  

 
3. The Regional District should support the maintenance of the 30m buffer around Treat 

Creek and request that the applicant minimize the number of crossings of Treat Creek.  
As Treat Creek is supports steelhead, the Regional District should also support 
maintenance of a 30m buffer around Treat Creek’s tributaries in the proposed expansion 
area. 
 

4. Although there are no adjacent property owners, Jervis Inlet does receive recreational 
boat traffic.   The proposed expansion area will most likely be visible from Jervis Inlet.  
Employing visual screening along the foreshore and between gravel pits will help 
minimize the visual and sound impacts of the on-site activities. 
 

5. The Ministry should review the performance of the applicant pursuant to its approval of 
the reclamation program.  The Regional District should emphasize the importance of 
establishing of native vegetation and a productive forest in the reclaimed areas of the 
mine.  Invasive plants on-site should be eradicated. 
 

6. Applicant is requested to contact the SCRD to obtain a copy of the SCRD’s Noise Bylaw.  
A copy of the bylaw is available on the SCRD website at: 
http://www.scrd.ca/files/File/Administration/Bylaws/597-noise-consolidated-to-597_1.pdf 
 

7. The Regional District request that the Ministry inform the Regional District respecting 
any changes to this application.  

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Regional District notify the Ministry of Energy and Mines of the staff concerns respecting 
the rezoning requirements, First Nations consultation, watercourse protection, reclamation, 
noise bylaw; and operations safety plan. 
________________ 
 
Teresa Fortin 
Planner 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report has been prepared to provide: 

• A mine plan update of Jack Cewe Ltd’s current mining operations at the Treat Creek Gravel Pit 
in Jervis Inlet, British Columbia; 

• A conceptual plan outline of the presently anticipated expansion of the Treat Creek gravel pit; 
and, 

• The Notice of Work supporting documents required to apply for additional land tenure, 
necessary for the expansion of the existing sand and gravel mine. 

Jack Cewe Ltd. has operated the Treat Creek gravel pit mining, processing and barge load out facility 
since the late 1960’s. The original mine, Pit 1, is located on the south side of Treat Creek.  The processing 
equipment, barge load out facilities and mine office are also located on the south side of Treat Creek.  
Active mining in Pit 1 was essentially completed about 10 years ago, except for periodic quarrying of 
bedrock as required to meet specialty contracts. Mining in Pit 2, located on the north side of Treat Creek 
and west of no name creek, substantially commenced about 15 years ago. After Pit 2 was mined out 
(about five years ago), mining commenced in Pit 3, which is bounded by no name creek and Treat Creek. 

Over the last 20 years or so, average annual gravel production has been about 470,000 tonnes per year. 
Continuing at this rate, without expansion of the current mine lease boundaries, would only provide 
another six years of active mine life. 

The Treat Creek mine’s plant processing equipment includes a primary crusher (jaw crusher), secondary 
crushers and a screening plant for processing primarily road base aggregates. A wash plant is also used 
to process pit run (of variable fines content) suitable for road construction and produce high quality 
concrete aggregates. The combination of processing equipment ensures that all bank pit run can be 
used and processed, maximizing the current resource. 

An exploratory drilling program (consisting of seven boreholes) was conducted in the proposed Pit 3/ 
Pit 3 Expansion area earlier in 2012, to prove out the in-place reserves. Total volume estimates of 
around 7 million tonnes were calculated. In the proposed expansion area, Pit 4 (23 ha), an additional 4 
to 8 million tonnes of aggregate resource has been estimated. Together, these areas would provide an 
additional 11 to 15 million tonnes of material, which, based on the long term average production rates, 
would provide a further 20 to 30 years of mine life. 

Due to the topography of the site, the practical mining method has been the descending bench method. 
For practical reasons, in less than 1 years’ time, the in place material on the upslope of Pit 3 Expansion 
area will need to be mined out (or left in place, likely yielding it uneconomic to retrieve or mine in the 
future). 

Given the proximity of waterbodies (ocean and nearby creeks), and the high levels of precipitation at 
this site, extensive water management systems are utilized. All upslope runoff from undisturbed (or 
reclaimed) areas is diverted around the active mine areas. Runoff from disturbed areas or active mine 
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areas is collected and routed to on-site storm ponds. Given the high infiltration rates, storm pond water 
either infiltrates into the ground, or is diverted (by gravity or pumping) to the wash plant settling ponds 
and is reused as process water. 

Progressive reclamation has commenced in the old Pit 1 area. Conceptual reclamation plans for the 
other active mine areas have been developed and detailed reclamation plans will be developed closer to 
the end of mining. Reclamation goals will be to return the landscape to a similar productive capacity as 
which existed prior to mining (i.e.: Forestry Management). The landscape and drainage features shall be 
sustainable for the long term and exhibit similar features (and erosion rates) as similar natural 
landscapes in the surrounding areas. Some areas will be mined to bedrock, leaving an exposed bedrock 
face in the final landscape. In other areas, where a blanket of clay/till exists over the bedrock, this 
material may be left in place, recontoured at slopes between 1.4 and 2 horizontal to 1 vertical, covered 
with overburden and revegetated. Sustainable surface drainage features will be designed and 
constructed to manage surface runoff. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  November 21, 2012 
TO: Planning and Development Committee December 20, 2012 

 
FROM: Teresa Fortin, Planner 
RE: Update on Irvine’s Landing Waterfront Lease Agreement # 232691, File 

297037, located Block A, DL 2904 and Block’s A & B, DL 6387 , Area A. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Planning and Development Committee receive report titled Update on Irvine’s 
Landing Waterfront Lease Agreement # 232691, File 297037, located Block A, DL 2904 
and Block’s A & B, DL 6387, Area A.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
In September 2012, the Regional District was cc’d on a letter from Keith Anderson, Manager of 
Authorization in the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations, respecting the 
Irvines Landing commercial marina lease held by numbered company 0729247 BC Ltd.   The 
letter stated that the company was in tax arrears and that the Province would pursue legal 
action.  
 
DISCUSSION 
The lease was originally issued to Irvines Landing Marina in 1986.  It was amended a couple of 
times and in 1990 included Schedule B which states “In the event that there be future reason for 
assignment of this lease it will be referred to the SCRD for review.” 
 
Staff understand that the lease was the subject was the topic of an in-camera meeting in 
October.  The SCRD Chair sent a letter to the Province respecting this lease.  In response to 
this letter Craig Sutherland, Assistant Deputy Minister, sent two letters dated October 24, 2012 
and November 6, 2012.(Attachment A and B).  
 
In the most recent letter, Mr. Sutherland confirmed that Irvines Landing Marina (Inc No 297292) 
met (the) requirements (to restore the tenure) and the lease was reinstated.  A note has been 
placed on the file to record the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s interest in acquiring the lease 
should it become available”. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Staff will keep the SCRD Board apprised if the situation changes. 
________________ 
 
Teresa Fortin 
Planner 
 
N:\Land Administration\3020 Crown Land\3020-20 Crown Referrals, Leases & Licenses (Non-SCRD)\297037 Irvine's 
Landing\2012 Dec PDC rpt on Lease Update File297037.docx 
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA

Ref: 192067

October 24, 2012

Gary Nohr, Chair
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, British Columbia
VON 3A1

Dear Chair Nohr:

Thank you for your letter of October 5, 2012 regarding Irvine’s Landing water lease number
232691. I am pleased to respond on behalf of Honourable Steve Thomson, Minister of Forests,
Lands and Natural Resource Operations (FLNR).

FLNR is currently working with 0729247 B.C. Ltd. to reinstate the lease that was cancelled for
administrative reasons. 0729247 B.C. Ltd. is working actively to address all outstanding issues.
FLNR has now placed a note on the file stating that, “The Sunshine Coast Regional District
(SCRD) would be interested in exploring the optionsfor retaining the dockfor public access, f
the marina tenure is canceled or abandoned”.

When a lease with existing improvements is cancelled, FLNR requires the lessee to remove all
improvements in a timely manner, unless a third party agrees to assume responsibility for
maintenance and/or removal of the structures. The province is not willing to accept any liability
for the removal of the structures and therefore, cannot permit the dock to remain in place with
no one having responsibility for it. It would be unfair to the lessee, who may only have a
limited time to access cleanup funds, to require the facility be left in place indefinitely if no third
party is willing and able to take on responsibility for it within a reasonable time.

For FLNR to facilitate your interest in retaining the dock, should the tenure be abandoned or
cancelled in the future, the SCRD must be prepared to submit an application for the dock if the
current lease is not reinstated. At this point in the process, the SCRD should provide a Board
Resolution approving the application. Additionally, a letter is required from any upland owner,
whose riparian rights might be impacted, consenting to the SCRD taking over the dock and
using it for public access for a period of up to 30 years. Should the current tenure not be
reinstated, FLNR would be prepared to consider your application.

The application would fall into the Community and Institutional Use category, for nominal rent
tenure. Information on this policy and applying for Crown land can be found at:
http ://www.for. gov .bc .ca/Land_Tenures/tenureprograms/programs/community/index .htm I

./2

Ministiy of Forests, Lands and Of&e of the Assistant Mailing Address: Phone. 250-387-9773
Natural Resource Operations Deputy Minister, P0 Box 9352 Fax: 250-356-2150

Coast Area Victoria BC V8W 9M1
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If you have questions regarding the application process, please contact FrontCounter BC at 604-
586-4400.

Sincerely,

Craig Sutherland
Assistant Deputy Minister

Pc: Honourable Steve Thomson, Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations
Keith Anderson, Manager, Authorizations
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COLUMBIA EiVb1
Ref: 192594 J NOV — 92012 J
November 6, 2012 L.........Q.d1j.
Garry Nohr, Chair
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1

Dear Chair Nohr:

Thank you for your letter of October 18, 2012 addressed to Honourable Steve Thomson,
Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations, requesting that lease 232691 at
Irvine’s Landing not be offered to a third party, while the Sunshine Coast Regional District
negotiates with a non-profit organization to take over the lease to maintain public access.
Minister Thomson has asked that I reply on his behalf.

When a Land Act tenure is cancelled because it is no longer in good standing, the tenant is
always given the opportunity to undertake the actions necessary to restore the tenure and to
apply to have it reinstated. Irvine’s Landing Marina Ltd., (Inc. No. 297292) met those
requirements and the lease was reinstated on October 23, 2012.

A note has been placed on the file to record the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s interest in
acquiring the lease should it become available.

Thank you again for taking the time to write. If you would like additional information, please contact
Keith Anderson, Manager, Authorizations of the South Coast Region, at 604-586-4323 or at
Keith.Anderson@gov.bc.ca

Sincerely,

Craig Sutherland
Assistant Deputy Minister

pc: Honourable Steve Thomson, Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations
Keith Anderson, Manager, Authorizations

Mailing Address:
P0 Box 9352 Sm Prov Govt
Victoria BC V8W 9M1

Minisuy of Forests, Lands and Office of the Assistant
Natural Resource Operations Deputy Minister,

Coast Area

250-387-9773
250-356-2150

Phone:
Fax:
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 5, 2012 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – December 20 2012 

FROM: Meredith Seeton, Planning Technician 

RE:  Road Closure Application 1-6-20548 (Morris) 
  Area E: Lot 2 and Lot 3, Block 2, DL 906, Plan 1342 PID 010-944-214 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Board recommend that the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure does 
not approve the application number 1-6-20548 to discontinue, close and acquire land in 
Ocean Beach Esplanade in front of Lot 2 and Lot 3, Block 2, DL 906, Plan 1342 because 
the application is not consistent with the Elphinstone Official Community Plan. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure (MOTI) to discontinue, close and acquire land in a public road allowance along the 
Ocean Beach Esplanade. MOTI requests the comments of the SCRD. A small extension in their 
timeline was granted to provide an opportunity to have the application placed on the December 
Planning and Development Committee agenda.  However, given the timing with no APC 
meetings in December, there is not an opportunity to have the application considered by the 
Elphinstone APC, unless the Board specifically requests an extension. 
 
The applicants previously requested a road closure in June of 2003, for the purposes of 
stabilization of the property and the construction of a new home or renovation of the existing 
home, located partly on the road allowance. The application was neither rejected nor accepted, 
and the file has not been closed by MOTI. 
 
To facilitate a decision by MOTI, the amended road closure application now pertains to a 
significantly smaller portion of the Right of Way than previously requested (see map of proposed 
road closure, included in package from MOTI Attachment 1, and letter from the applicant 
included as Attachment 4). The initial road closure application, pertaining to the larger area, 
would have included a portion of land with BC Hydro works. This amended application does not 
include the area with the works. The exact area to be closed would be determined in a survey 
should the application move forward. Generally, the initial application was to close almost the 
entire road allowance up to the Ocean Beach Esplanade, whereas now the application is to 
close and acquire the area immediately surrounding the house and deck only.  
 
Since 2003, the applicants have constructed drainage and stabilization works as permitted by 
Development Permits with supporting geotechnical reviews. The rock wall constructed under 
one of the development permits would remain part of the road allowance should the road 
closure application be approved.  
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Staff Report to PDC 
Regarding Road Closure Application 1-6-20548 (Morris) Page 2 of 3 
 
OWNER/APPLICANT:           Robert and Nancy Morris  
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:   Lot 2/3 Block 2 DL 906 Plan 1342   
ELECTORAL AREA:  Elphinstone (Area E) 
LOCATION: 1922 Ocean Beach Esplanade 
 ZONE:    R1     
PARCEL AREA:  4047 m2 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Subject Property 
 
The applicants own both lots 2 and 3. The house straddles the two lots, and the existing deck 
encroaches on the Ocean Beach Esplanade Right of Way (see map in Attachment 1 and photos 
in Attachment 5). The previous owner was issued an encroachment permit (#01-005-11213) by 
MOTI in 1993 (permit and survey included as Attachment 3). The permit does not allow for the 
renovation or rebuilding of the existing house, and the permit can be revoked at any time. 
 
There are two Development Permits associated with the parcels. DP E-54 allowed for the 
construction of drainage works. DP E-51 enabled the applicants to construct retaining walls. 
Both development permits were supported by reviews from Geotactics Engineering Ltd. Permits 
were also obtained from MOTI to construct works within a highway right-of-way. A save 
harmless covenant (BV420062) was also registered on title to indemnify the SCRD. 
 
OCP Policy Respecting Ocean Beach Esplanade 
 
When the application to close a larger portion of the road came to the Board on June 13th of 
2003, it was moved that the SCRD recommend to the Ministry of Transportation not to approve 
the application for various reasons, including that the application is not supported by the 
Elphinstone Official Community Plan (OCP) (see May 2003 PDC report included as Attachment 
2, and Attachment 1 for the complete recommendation). 
 
The Elphinstone OCP has since been updated with Bylaw 600 being adopted in 2008, however 
clear policies protecting the Ocean Beach Esplanade remain. The OCP recognizes the Ocean 
Beach Esplanade as a unique, valuable community asset with many recreational and 
environmental features that are valued by Elphinstone residents and the broader Sunshine 
Coast community. Policy 2 of section B-10.5 states that “Privately owned structures that are 
encroaching onto Ocean Beach Esplanade shall not be repaired or replaced if they are 
substantially damaged or destroyed. Further entrenchment of the private use of these public 
lands shall not be permitted.” 
 
Local Government Act Provisions for Maintaining Non-Conforming Structures 
 
Sections 911 (9) and (10) of the Local Government Act provide protection for buildings and 
structures where their siting does not comply with zoning bylaw requirements, and those 
buildings or structures were constructed before the zoning bylaw was adopted. Such buildings 
can be maintained or altered to the extent that the repair or alteration would involve no further 
contravention of the bylaw. The dwelling and deck structures confirmed by survey in 1993 would 
likely be protected (assuming the buildings were constructed prior to 1970 when Bylaw 35 was 
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Regarding Road Closure Application 1-6-20548 (Morris) Page 3 of 3 
 
adopted). However, this protection would not apply to the deck structures not depicted on the 
1993 survey, nor any part of the dwelling or structures not located on the parcel but rather on 
the adjacent road allowance.  Further information of the date of construction for the dwelling 
may be required to confirm the legal status of the structures.  
 
Regardless of protection of structures because of the conformance or non-conformance with the 
zoning bylaw, structures encroaching on the MOTI right of way have limited protection because 
encroachment permits can be revoked. 
 
MOTI Comments 
 
The Ministry of Transportation supported the previous application (though it was not approved) 
with three conditions: 
 

1. Applicant to consolidate Lots 2 and 3 into one lot. 
2. Applicant to enter into a Restrictive Covenant in favor of the Sunshine Coast Regional 

District and the Ministry of Transportation in accordance with the Geotechnical 
Assessment done by GeoTacTics Engineering Ltd. and dated June 24, 2003.  

3. Recommendations for drainage and slope protection to be applied for under permit and 
that MOT receive written confirmation from GeoTacTics Engineering Ltd. that the 
recommendations have been constructed in accordance with their report. 

 
MOTI reported that Condition 3 has been met and that Conditions 1 and 2 will be completed 
upon registering the property. 
 
PLANNING STAFF COMMENTS 
 
Planning staff recognize the unique situation of the applicants who own and reside in the 
encroaching home and have deemed it necessary to rebuild their home. Although the legally 
non-conforming parts of the structure are protected under the Local Government Act and can be 
renovated to a certain extent, the legality of the portion of the structure on the right of way is 
dependent upon the position taken by MOTI. Closing the requested portion of the road 
allowance would provide certainty to the applicants and enable their reinvestment in their 
property.  
 
The amended application comes closer to being in compliance with the Official Community Plan 
as the area requested to be closed is much smaller. It is unlikely that the portion of land where 
the house encroaches would be actively used by the public in the future as it is located on a 
slope and above the retaining wall. However, the Elphinstone Official Community Plan clearly 
does not support renovation or replacement of structures that encroach on the Ocean Beach 
Esplanade. Planning staff are guided by the Official Community Plan and therefore do not 
support this application. 
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DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS 
REFERRAL 

 
 
 
 
 
Sunshine Coast Regional District 
c/o Andrew Allen, Planner 
1975 Field Road 
Sechelt, BC V0N 3A1 

Applicant File #: 1-6-20548 
Date: Nov/08/2012 

  
 

Attention:    
 
Dear Mr. Allen,  
 

Re: Robert and Nancy Morris-Application for Permission to Discontinue, Close 
and Acquire Land in a Public Road Allowance  

  
Location: 1922 Ocean Beach Esplanade- Lot 2/3 Block 2 DL 906 Plan 1342 
 
Enclosed is an application package for Robert and Nancy Morris for Permission to 
Discontinue, Close ad Acquire land in a Public Road Allowance; location 1922 Ocean 
Beach Esplanade- Lot 2 and 3 DL 906 Plan 1342. 
 
The area of proposed closure has been amended, differing from the region discussed in 
the May 5, 2003 referral letter. Please refer to the attached Schedule A (April 7, 2003). 
 
Condition 3 outlined in Jim Symington’s letter dated August 6, 2003(attached) has been 
satisfied. Condition 1 and 2 will be completed upon registering the property. 
 
It would be appreciated if you would examine this application package from the  
viewpoint of your operations, regulations and policies; provides us with your comments. 

  
 

Contact the applicant for any additional information you may require.  If you have any 
questions please feel free to call Brett Wildeman at (604) 740-8986. 
 

 
 

Yours truly,  
 

 
Brett Wildeman 
Area Development & Operations Technician - TELP 
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) ANNEX 0

Report
To: Planning and Development Committee
From: Planning and Development Division
Subject: Application for Permission to Discontinue, Close and Acquire a Portion ofPublic Road Allowance — 1922 Ocean Beach Esplanade, Lots 2 and 3,Block 2, DL 906, Plan 1342
Date: May 16, 2003

Background

The attached referral is a request for comments from the Ministry of Transportation on anapplication by Nancy and Robert Morris to close portions of Ocean Beach Esplanade frontingLot 2 and Lot 3 of Block 2, DL 906, Plan 1342 (Attachment A). A total of 490 square meters isproposed to be added to Lot 2 and 390 square meters to Lot 3, for a total of 880 square meters.
The reasons stated by the applicants for the requested closure are as follows:

• The proposed road closure is essential to facilitate either the renovation of the current homeor the construction of a new home — it would be impossible to renovate and fulfil setback andother requirements without purchase of a portion of the road allowance;

• Stabilization of the property based on the recommendations of a geotechnical engineer toreduce the possibility of a slide — current geotechnical reports indicate the proper position ofretaining walls and effective diversion of water runoff could substantially reduce thepossibility of slope failure. Further they state that “they commit to follow engineeringrecommendations and to perform any work on the property in an environmentally responsibleand aesthetically pleasing manner.”

Discussion

OCP Policy Respecting Ocean Beach Esplanade

The subject property is designated as Development Permit Area 1, Beach Front andRavine/Creek Eroded Slopes, which requires a geotechnical assessment and certification of safeuse of land by an engineer with geotechnical experience prior to issuance of a building permit,subdivision, or alteration of land. The subject property also requires permits for the cutting oftrees under the Regional District’s tree cutting permit bylaw (Bylaw 350).
• Policy 85 (b) of the Elphinstone OCP, which is relevant toth proposed application, states thefollowing:
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Ocean Beach Isp1anac1e Road Uosure 1-’age 2

‘Privately owned structures that are encroaching on Ocean Beach Esplanade shall not be

repaired or replaced if they are substantially damaged or destroyed, andfurther entrenchment of

the private use of these public lands shall be discouraged.”

bject Property

The existing dwelling and deck structure straddles the parcel boundary between Lots 2 and 3.

Planning staff have no information respecting the construction of the house and some of the deck

structure. In 1993, the owner at that time was granted an encroachment permit from the Ministry

of Transportation and Highways (Attachment B). The permit, which authorized the placement of

a portion of the house and decks on Ocean Beach Esplanade, included a front yard of

approximately 6 metres wide and 15 meters in length for a total of 90 square meters. This is

significantly less than the 880 square meters currently requested.

The more recent survey attached to the application depicts extensions of the deck structure

beyond the area authorized by the encroachment permit. Planning staff could not locate any

record of a building permit or development permit for the deck. The deck siting would have

required a relaxation of the structure from parcel boundaries. The current owners, who acquired

the subject parcels in 1999, have stated that they have not undertaken any extensions to the

dwelling or deck structures.

Geotechnical Issues

Staff requested a copy of the geotechnical report referenced in the application. In a letter dated

May 17, 2003, the owners indicate that they were unable to locate a copy of Mr. Peart’s report.

They state that his inspection was “tertiary and did not include specific recommendations but

rather observations and comments.” They also state that “we are proposing to do a much more

complete and thorough geotechnical survey prior to considering any type of work on the

property.” Such a study is required to recommend the siting of any potential retaining walls and

drainage works.

There are also geotechnical concerns related to the road bed. In a letter dated December 8, 1999,

to the Elphinstone Electors Association, the Deputy Minister of the Ministry of Transportation

and Highways states that “there is value in retaining the Esplanade for the long-term due to on

going erosion of the foreshore in this area.” A copy of the letter is attached. This letter advised

the Elphinstone Electors Association that the Ministry’s position with respect to Ocean Beach
Esplanade was to retain the inventory for future access purposes, to provide on-going buffering

between the waterfront and upland residential properties as well as to enable the Ministry to deal

with ongoing erosion of the foreshore.

Local Government Act Provisions for Maintaining Non-conforming Structures

Sections 911(9) and (10) of the Local Government Act provide protection for buildings and

structures where their siting or location of a building do not comply with a zoning bylaw

requirements, and those buildings or tructures were constructed before the zoning bylaw was
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adopted. Such buildings can be maintained or altered to the extent that the repair or alterationwould involve no further contravention of the bylaw. The dwelling and deck structuresconfirmed by a survey in 1993 would likely be protected (assuming the buildings wereconstructed prior to 1970 when Bylaw 35 was adopted). However, this protection would notapply to the deck structures not depicted on the 1993 survey.

Utilities

Infrastructure Services has confirmed that the SCRD waterline is not affected by the landproposed to be acquired by the applicants.

APC Comments

The Elphinstone APC reviewed the application at their May 28, 2003 meeting, and theircomments are as follows:

1) That the Morris application to close a portion of Ocean Beach Esplanade be denied forthe reasons stated in the staff report plus the full Esplanade would be required for roadimprovements.

Staff recommendations that were forwarded to the APC are as follows:

That the Ministry of Transportation not approve the application by Robert and NancyMorris to Discontinue, Close and Acquire Land in Ocean Beach Esplanade in front of Lot2 and Lot 3, Block 2, DL 906, Plan 1342 for the following reasons:

a) the application is not supported by the Elphinstone Official Community Plan;

b) the application is contrary to the position of the Ministry of Transportation statedby the Deputy Minister in correspondence dated December 9, 1999, to theElphinstone Electors Association to retain Ocean Beach Esplanade in its landinventory;

c) the structures and buildings that were sited in compliance with any applicablezoning at the time of construction may be maintained pursuant to Section 911 ofthe Local Government Act;

d) AND further, if a detailed geotechnical assessment identifies a need for structuresand improvements to be located on the Esplanade right-of-way, land acquisition isnot necessary as any such works could be authorized by a permit from theMinistry of Transportation and Highways to construct works in the right-of-way.

2) That in future where encroachment permits are granted or portions fOean BeachEsplanade are closed, a covenant be granted in favour of the SCRD allowing for theremoval by the SCRD of works structures etc., which contravene the encroachment
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permit or further encroachment on the esplanade at the adjacent property owners expense
and without compensation.

3) In the unfortunate event that this application is allowed to proceed or further works on the
Esplanade are required, that:

(i) it be based on comprehensive engineering studies as to it’s necessity, and such
studies be referred to the SCRD and the APC for further comment;

(ii) that any consideration of a closure be limited to the area in front of the existing
dwelling; and

(iii) that if a closure does take place that the two lots and the closure be amalgamated
into one parcel to minimize the potential for further encroachment on the
Esplanade.

If the Regional District wishes to pursue Recommendation No. 2 of the Elphinstone APC noted
above, staff advise that legal advice be sought as encroachment certificates are issued by the
Ministry of Transportation for works on their lands. The Regional District may not be aware of
encroachment certificates if they are for existing structures and not associated with a building
permit or a development permit.

Recommendation:

1. The Planning and Development Division recommends that the Ministry of
Transportation not approve the application by Robert and Nancy Morris to
Discontinue, Close and Acquire Land in Ocean Beach Esplanade in front of Lot 2
and Lot 3, Block 2, DL 906, Plan 1342 for the following reasons:

a) the application is not supported by the Elphinstone Official Community
Plan;

b) the application is contrary to the position of the Ministry of Transportation
stated by the Deputy Minister in correspondence dated December 9, 1999, to
the Elphinstone Electors Association to retain Ocean Beach Esplanade in its
land inventory;

c) the structures and buildings that were sited in compliance with any
applicable zoning at the time of construction may be maintained pursuant to
Section 911 of the Local Government Act;

d) the Esplanade may be required for road improvements; and

e) if a detailed geotechnical assessment identifies a need for structures and
improvements to be located on the Esplanade right-of-way, land acquisition.
is not necessary as any such works could be authorized by a permit from the
Ministry of Transportation and Highways to construct works in the right-of-
way;
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Fe and Permit

Province of British Columbia
Ministry of Transportation and Highways

HO4E SOUNDHighway District

The Minister of li-ansportation and Highways has approved, subject as to theconditions as set out in this permit, the construction of a building, the location of whichdoes not conform with B.C. Regulation 822/74 made pursuant to section 42 (I) of theHighwciv Act, R.S.B.C. 1979, namely:
The encroachment of an existing family dwelling located an propertylegally described as Lots 2 & 3, Bik. 2, D. L. 906, Plan 1342,Group 1, N. W. D. 5.1 a onto the right—of—way of Ocean BeachEsplanade as shown on the B. C. Land Surveyor Plan 22493—1404 submittedwith application dated November 1, 1993 by W. R. Howe & Torn Turner.The encroachment hereby authorized shall not be diminished by anyfuture alterations or additons. The permit holder shall also abideby the conditions set forth by the Sunshine Coast Regional Districtin the attached letter.

This permit issued to: Eddie Dignard
General Delivery
Roberts Creek, B. C., VON 24OThis permit may be terminated at any time at the discretion of the Minister ofTransportation and L—Iighways, and that the termination of this permit shall nOt give riseto any cause of action or claim of any nature whatsoever.

This permit in no way relieves the owner or occupier of the responsibility ofadhering to all other legislation, including zoning, and other land use bylaws of amunicipality or regional district. 7_ /1L
by: 11./B. Blank, Acting District Technicianfor: ... W., Baker,....District,,.Highways..Nanage,rJut- Dei;utv Iiui.ctcs of 7€ii.rj’o,-ju,it,,i out? IIi,ç’Inuvv.u

Date November ?

H21D(Rev.85101)CC Sunshine Coast Regional District, Bldg. Inspection Dept.
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Province of Ministry of Transportation &, HIGHWAYS

British ColumbL ) and Highways ‘. Box 740 / /
B.C. 6 /

VON ivo

Application for Permission to Construct Works Within Highway Right-of-Way

I (We) hereby apply for permission to construct, use, and maintain works within the limits of highway right-of-way under the

jurisdiction of the Minister of Transportation and Highways, British Columbia, in accordance with the particulars, plans,* and

specifications submitted herewith in triplicate. It is understood that the completion of this form constitutes an application only and

that the works applied for will not be commenced until a covering permit has been issued. The proposed works consist of and are

described as follows:

Description of works: ..4 /?..2— S.Z-’

).A)&.Ct<

Location of works t.2 .,. EV &..C

Legal description of property to be serve& 3..7 .:.rLQ .
i7 /3.4/

Drawing or sketch number
Attache&

L2’l?3-//o

Have the necessary plans for approval been filed with the proper authorities? (See Note 2 on back)

Name of applicant (print please) .‘

P.O. address .$ . S Q

—

(C7I /(;-?

,V11NISTRYOFTRANSPORTATIO

1993 (Da4’D v./,,,/”£.

DISThiW (J1-HCE
BOX 740

GBSONS BC VON IVO
See noe No. I on back. (OVER)

H.20 (Rev. 85109)H.306

r
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S .C. LAO SURVYR’ sçERTCAT OF LOCATION
ON LOTS 2 AND 3. B! OCK 2, O.L. 906. PLAN 1342
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1922 Ocean Beach Esplanade 
Gibsons, B.C. 
V0N 1V5 
 
December 3, 2012 
 
BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Sunshine Coast Regional District Board 
 
Dear Members of the SCRD Board: 
 
My name is Bob Morris, my wife Nancy and I have been residents of Ocean Beach Esplanade in 
the Regional District's Area "E" for the past ten years.  During the first couple of years of our 
residence we applied to the Ministry of Transportation to purchase a portion of the road allowance 
in front of our home. 
 
Because of the manner in which the area was originally surveyed, the size of road allowances in 
front of homes along the esplanade varies from normal to extremely excessive.  In our case the 
road allowance is so large that the original property owner about sixty years ago was forced to 
build a long way back on the property and position the existing home up against the toe of a 
significant slope. Even at that, some of the building still encroached onto road allowance.  Our 
hope during our original application was to be able to acquire some of the property in front of our 
existing residence to allow us to include the parts of our home that encroached on road allowance 
on our own property and to build a new residence out slightly from the toe of the slope to assure 
property stability, control water runoff, protect against potential slides and afford us an opportunity 
to design and build a home which would properly fit the property and add to the esthetics of the 
area. This would have reduced the road allowance to normal or larger than normal. We were 
denied permission to do so because of opposition from the Sunshine Coast Regional District.  
That denial has resulted in us refraining from designing or building a new home on the property 
but still retaining hope that we will be able to do so in the future.  The structure has now 
deteriorated to the point where it needs significant attention or replacement and we will have to 
do something very soon. 
 
The proposal before you today was a compromise recommended by Ministry staff several years 
ago. Essentially the proposal permits closure of the very small area that the existing building is 
currently encroaching on.  It does not include the obtrusive deck area currently in front of the 
existing house and we have no intention of replacing it as part of the new structure.  We believe it 
was built by one of the previous owners to provide access to the upper floor following 
renovations.  Our new plans would call for a much lower building with no need for outside access 
to an upper floor. I have included the outline from the Ministry showing the area we hope to close.  
 
We have been active residents of the Sunshine Coast community during the past ten years 
including our successful effort to apply for, build and operate a new local FM radio station.  Our 
children and grand children live here and are also very active in community affairs.  We have no 
intention of leaving the Coast.  We are not developers hoping to make a quick buck nor do we 
have any intention of harming the environment around us, the esplanade or the potential for 
community enjoyment of the area. In fact our intention is to build a relatively small structure which 
will complement the esthetic beauty of the esplanade and beach. We are particularly aware of the 
fragile nature of the area and have always been fully prepared to take whatever precautions are 
necessary to assure a stable and geotechnically safe structure using green building technology.  
 
As long time residents of Bonnibrook we take our stewardship of the area seriously and have 
spent countless hours cleaning and working on the esplanade and beach areas.  We hope to add 
to its beauty by improving our own residence and property. 
 
We ask you to approve our request to close a small area of road allowance.  We will be in 
attendance to answer any questions you may have about our future plans.   
 
Bob & Nancy Morris  
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT 
FOR NOVEMBER 2012 

 
1. Development Control 

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

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

Referrals, UREP referrals. 
 
One new Crown Referrals was received. 
 
Electoral Area A 
Application for an Investigative Permit File 2410825 by Western Tidal Holdings for Tidal 
Power Generation near Skookumchuck Narrows.  Referral to be reviewed in Jan 2013. 
 

C. Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust) 
 
No new referrals were received. 

 
D.  Agricultural Land Commission Applications 

 
No new applications were received. 
 

E. Subdivision Activity 

Four new applications were received in November: 

Electoral Area B 

MOTI # 2012-05955 John C. Theed for Mokie Burnham Block A DL 1485 Plan 13528 
Except Plan 20887 BCP41212 and BCP48574 PID:  004-955-013 (10737 Sunshine Coast 
Hwy, Halfmoon Bay) 

MOTI #2012- 03467 Dave & Airlie Hutt, Legal Descriptions: Lot 3, DL 1952, New 
Westminster Group 1, Plan 18068 PID:  007-220-162 & and Dan & Cheryl Horn, Lot 6, 
DL 1952, New Westminster Group 1, Plan 19161 PID:  007-063-580 (Sutherland Rd, 
Blakely Rd, Halfmoon Bay) 

MOTI #2012-05866 Peter Gordon for William & Debra Burton, Legal Description:  Parcel 
1 DL 6843 Group 1 New Westminster District Plan LMP39301 PID: 024-250-007 (9667 
Secret Rd, Halfmoon Bay) 

Electoral Area D 
MOTI #2012-05869 Grainge Bradwell, Legal Description:  Lot B Blocks 16, 17 and 20 to 
23 District Lot 1321 Plan 9129  PID:  009-823-034 (1452 Park Ave, Roberts Creek) 

3 subdivision applications (each for the creation of 1 additional lot) went to November 
Area Planning Commission meetings: 
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Electoral Area D: 

MOTI #2012-00965 Aaron Morrissey, Legal Description: Block 4 District Lot 1621 Plan 
2937 PID 013-314-017 (2248 Pixton Road, Roberts Creek) 

MOTI #2012-00944 Michael and Jacinta Kidd, Legal Description: Block 5 District Lot 
1621 Plan 2936 PID 013-314-025 (1041 Firburn Road, Roberts Creek) 

Electoral Area E: 

MOTI #2012-05294 Wendy Morris for Audrey Willeumier, Legal Description: Lot 12, 
Block 7, District Lot 909, Plan 1275 (1300 Gower Point Rd) 

9 parcels proposed through subdivision were reviewed (3 with #2012-05866, and 2 with 
each of #2012-00965, #2012-00944, and #2012-05294). 

 
F.  Development Variance Permits 

New Applications 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
310.168 (Farkas) located at 5314 Taylor Crescent to vary the building setback to the front parcel 
line abutting a road.  Referred to Area B APC.  Referrals will best to sent to agencies and 
neighbours notified in December.   Report will be provided to December PDC 
 
310.166 (Cunliffe) located at 8607 Redrooffs Road to vary the building setback to a side 
lot line abutting an undeveloped road right of way.  Staff corresponded with the applicant 
to inform them the DVP received Board approval subject to any shíshálh Nation referral 
comments.  The SIB responded requesting a preliminary field reconnaissance (PFR) be completed.  
 
Electoral Area D 
 
310.169 (Silverthorne) located at 3172 Hansen Road to increase the max. Permitted floor 
area of auxiliary building to create the second storey within the existing auxiliary building 
envelope for a shop. The application will be referred to Area D APC in Jan. 2013. 
Referrals will be sent to Squamish Nation and property owners within the 50 m of the 
subject property.  
 
Electoral Area E 
 
310.165 (Gaylie) located at 1256 Gower Point Road to vary the maximum permitted 
auxiliary dwelling floor area.  The Board approved the permit for issuance.  The Board 
also directed staff to send a letter appealing to the MoTI to reconsider its approach to the 
applicant’s driveway access permit in order to maintain the integrity of existing 
bicycle/walking path and adjoining mature trees along the 14th Street right of way. 
 
Electoral Area F 
 
310.167 (Christian) located at 1223 Point Road to vary the minimum building setback to 
the rear parcel line contiguous to the highway (Marine Dr.) from 4.5 m to 0.71 m and side 
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parcel line from 1.5 m to 0 m to reconstruct a garage on the existing foundation. Site 
inspection was completed on Nov. 2nd. The report was referred to the APC to be reviewed 
on Nov. 27th meeting. The APC had no objection to the application. The referral sent to the 
Squamish Nation for comment and they didn’t have any specific concerns about the 
application. The notification was sent to the neighbouring properties within 50 m radius for 
comments. To date no written comments was received. The Ministry of Transportation has 
already issues the setback permit to relax setback from Marine Drive. The application is 
being forwarded to the Planning and Development Committee in December.  

 
H. Building Permits 

 
Staff reviewed 20 building permit applications in November to confirm Zoning Bylaw and 
Official Community Plan compliance.  

 
I. Development Permits 

 
Electoral Area A 
 
DP –A26 with variance (Mulligan for Belich) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to 
re-construct a damaged dwelling located within the 20 metre setback.  The dwelling was 
damaged by fire earlier this year and the applicants now propose to re-construct the 
dwelling.  A variance is required to re-construct within the 20 metre setback.  A report 
pursuant to the Riparian Areas Regulation has been prepared, which provides 
recommendations for the site development. The application was referred to the 
Egmont/Pender Harbour APC the shishalh Nation and property owners within 100 metres 
of the subject property in November.   The APC supported the variance application. 
 
DP –A27 with variance (Stipec for Cohen) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to 
reduce setback from natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 15 m to construct a 
dwelling. The application was referred to the Egmont/Pender Harbour APC in November 
and the APC didn’t have any objection to the application providing that the septic system 
conform to the Ministry of Health current standards. Referrals were sent to the Shishalh 
Nation and property owners within 100 m of the subject property. To date no written 
comments was received from neighboring properties. 

 
Electoral Area B 

 
DP B-55 (Rudd) located at 7925 Redrooffs Road to construct a garage/carport within 
“Redrooffs Escarpment DPA”. Geotechnical assessment was reviewed and the 
Development Permit was issued for construction of a garage/carport. 
 
DP B-56 (Nielsen) located at 8289 Redrooffs Road to construct a garage/carport within 
“Redrooffs Escarpment DPA”. Geotechnical assessment was received and will be 
reviewed.  

 
Electoral Area D 
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DP D-112 (Brooks) located at 3703 Heal Road for an addition to the existing dwelling 
within “Lower Moscrop Creek” and “Riparian assessment area” DPA. A geotechnical 
assessment and riparian assessment were received for review.  

 
On-going Applications 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
DP A-25 (Hassan) located at Sakinaw Lake to vary the setback from the lake to legalize 
the already constructed yurt and tent deck. The Riparian Assessment was received and 
waiting for a site plan to show the existing setback from the natural boundary of the lake. 
The owner was contacted several times to provide the required information to process the 
application but no response was received yet. A notification was sent to the owner 
providing three weeks to provide the required information and after that a Notice on Title 
of property will be filed.  
 
Electoral Area D 
 
DP D-111 with a variance to legalize an already constructed retaining wall within a stream 
riparian area and setback. This application was reviewed at the June PDC.  The requested 
information about the history of the creek was received from The Ministry of 
Transportation. The geotechnical engineer responsible on behalf of the owner was 
contacted to provide more information on the “Structural Integrity” of the retaining wall. 
In addition he was asked to add Appendix D and Schedule B to the existing geotechnical 
report. The Ministry of Transportation didn’t have issued the setback permit yet. 
 
Electoral Area E 
 
 
DP E-96 (Pinto) located at Ocean Beach Esplanade to construct a new power shed within 
the “Beach front and ravine/creek-eroded slopes DPA”. After several times unsuccessful 
attempt to contact the owner, a notification letter was sent to the owner providing three 
weeks time to provide required information. Following that, a geotechnical assessment was 
received which will be reviewed to issue the permit.  
 

J. Bylaws 
 
On-Going Applications  
 
Electoral Area A 
 
Zoning Bylaw Amendment 337.102 Copper Island – staff have been working with the 
applicants on the conditions of Third Reading. 
 
OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.31/337.103 – staff attended the November Area 
A APC meeting to help consider the marina expansion application.  A report is expected to 
be forwarded to the December PDC meeting. 
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Electoral Area B 
 
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.20 and 310.137 (Brown) for 5322 
Backhouse Road to permit a two-lot subdivision.  Bylaws received 3rd reading and 
applicant is working on registering the required covenants. 
 
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.22 and 310.146 (3L Property Dev’t) to 
allow for 180 residential lots (one single family dwelling and one carriage house – 
potential of 360 units), commercial and community uses.  Referred to Area APC in 
October.  Applicant reviewing proposal based on APC and staff comments. 
 
Electoral Area D 
 
Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman) regarding amending subdivision district to allow for a two lot 
subdivision in ALR.  Referred to AAC and APC.  Report pulled from November PDC at 
applicants’ request.  Report will be provided for January 2013 PDC at applicant’s request. 
 
Electoral Area F 
 
Bylaw 310.147 (Burnco) to allow mineral processing on a portion of the proposed gravel 
mine site.  Staff reviewed the application and report provided to the November PDC.  A 
report will be provided to a future PDC once the environmental assessment process has 
approved the application information requirements. 
 

K. Tree Cutting Permits 
 
Staff reviewed TCP E-10 located at 1413 Sunshine Coast Hwy, Elphinstone, to cut one fir 
tree. The geotechnical assessment was reviewed and staff is has requested an amendment 
from the geotechnical engineer. A TCP may be prepared in December. 
 

L. Strata Conversion Applications 
 

No new applications were received. 
 

2. Long Range Planning and Major Projects  
 
(A) Agricultural Area Plan Stage I – Background Report: 

Staff worked with the project consultants to review and format the final draft background 
report, which is expected to be presented to the PDC in December.  Staff also 
communicated with the Investment Agriculture Foundation to coordinate a tentative 
funding application for Stages II and III.  
 

(B) Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan – The Halfmoon Bay OCP Advisory Group met 
twice in November to review the draft document and provide advice on the policies and 
objectives.  The review is on-going. 
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(C) Zoning Bylaw No. 310 review – Following a September agricultural workshop and 
October follow-up meeting with rural directors, staff worked on updating the draft ‘A 
zone’ and other related agricultural regulations, including an initial draft amendment to 
Zoning Bylaw No. 310, and updating the ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through 
Zoning”.  A report is expected to be forwarded to the December PDC meeting. 

 
(D) Narrows Inlet Hydro Project – A site visit up Narrows Inlet on October 10, 2012 was 

organized by the proponents in conjunction with the Environmental Assessment Office 
(EAO).  Regional District Directors Nohr and Mauro attended with the General Manager 
of Planning and Development.  Also in attendance were a representative from NRAC and 
two representatives from Vancouver Coastal Health.  A second site visit was scheduled for 
October 11, 2012 with representatives from EAO.  Public meetings were held in Egmont 
and Sechelt on October 12 and 13.  NRAC met with staff and the applicant to consider the 
application on October 30.  Report will be provided to December PDC. 

 
3. Other 

 
(A) Roberts Creek Pathway and Streetscape Improvements – Staff continued to liaise with the 

contractor to address minor deficiencies.  Minor deficiencies are expected to be resolved in 
December. 

 
(B) Regional Housing Committee – Recruitment of coordinator commenced and the 

applications will be reviewed and interviews scheduled in December. 
 

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

 
(D) Natural Area Property Tax Class – As per Board resolution 406/12, Planning staff 

confirmed with UBCM staff that the UBCM resolution respecting Natural Area Property 
Tax Class has not seen any recent action.  UBCM states “action deferred until discussions 
have taken place between Islands Trust and the Ministry of Environment”.  As a reminder, 
the crux of the UBCM resolution reads: “THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Union 
of British Columbia Municipalities support a request to the Provincial Government of 
British Columbia to approve land taxation relief applied by the Province, Islands Trust and 
relevant regional districts, to land that meets established criteria as a natural area for 
voluntary protection of private land by a landowner who maintains that land in a natural 
state in the Islands Trust Area.” 

 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Steven Olmstead, 
General Manager of Planning and Development Division 
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BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

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

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

Totals 10 29 8 14 6 6 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
YTD Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

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

Totals 15 8 20 21 19 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
YTD Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

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

Totals 16 23 33 26 31 29 3 4 1 0 2 0 1 3 0 1 5 0 20

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
YTD Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD

West Howe Sound 44 38 29 45 37 35 0 1 1 5 2 2 0 5 3 6 1 26
Elphinstone 75 58 44 45 49 44 2 5 4 3 3 4 4 5 1 4 1 36
Roberts Creek 57 68 59 54 71 56 3 2 1 5 5 5 3 10 8 5 1 48
Halfmoon Bay 83 86 61 62 70 64 5 6 4 5 3 2 4 5 4 6 10 54
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 111 153 93 117 105 70 4 8 5 7 4 16 6 4 4 8 7 73

370 403 286 323 332 269 14 22 15 25 17 29 17 29 20 29 20 0 237

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012
YTD Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD

West Howe Sound 1 1 1
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek 1 1 1
Halfmoon Bay 6 4 1 1 6
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 8 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 9

0 0 0 0 0 16 0 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 17

Year

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW 

Year

Official Community Plan

Electoral Area

Totals

Crown Land Permit Applications

Year

Year

Bylaw Amended

Official Community Plan

Totals

Zoning Bylaw
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SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

\\scrd.ad\files\NetworkFiles\Planning & Development\6970 Planning Reports & Statistics\6970-20 Reports\November 2012\2012-NOV-15 Planning Activity Summary for November

Electoral 2008 2009 2010 2011 Electoral 2008 2009 2010 2011
Area TOTAL November YTD Area TOTAL November YTD

A 12 8 4 8 3 A 55 20 8 16 6
B 2 3 4 1 3 6 B 7 7 13 2 7 11
D 5 3 8 5 1 4 D 15 14 24 12 2 8
E 4 2 3 8 5 E 10 6 8 15 4
F 6 5 3 0 3 F 42 34 5 0 6

Totals 29 21 22 22 21 Totals 129 81 58 45 35

Subdivision Application Fees Collected Subdivisions Receiving Final SCRD Approval
Year Amount Collected Electoral 2010 2011 2012
2008 Area Nov YTD
2009 A 5 3 2
2010 B 2 1 1
2011 D 2 3 6

November E 0 4 4
 YTD F 1 3 2

Totals 10 14 0 15

Electoral 2008 2009 2010 2011 Electoral 2008 2009 2010 2011
Area TOTAL Nov YTD Area TOTAL Nov YTD

A $16,875 A
B B      
D $32,500 D
E $29,000 E  0.985 0.0852
F $49,600 $77,500 F

Totals $49,600 $139,000 $16,875 $0 $0 $0 Totals 0 0.985 0 0 0 0.0852

Electoral 2008 2009 2010 2011 Electoral 2008 2009 2010 2011
Area TOTAL Nov YTD Area TOTAL Nov YTD

A $2,000 $4,000 A $66,500
B $6,000 $6,000 $3,000 B
D $4,900 $12,250 $2,450 $12,250 $7,350 D
E $24,900 $7,350 $17,250 E $2,450
F $4,900 $2,450 $34,300 $2,450 $31,850 F $2,450

Totals $9,800 $39,600 $42,750 $30,050 $0 $63,450 Totals $66,500 $0 $2,450 $2,450 $0 $2,450
* Does not include District of Sechelt. * Does not include District of Sechelt.

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits Strata Conversion Applications Reviewed
& Subdivision - District of Sechelt Electoral 2010 2011

Year Subdivision Building Permits Totals Area Nov YTD
2007 A 1
2008 B 1 1
2009 D 1
2010 E
Nov F 1
2012 Totals 4 1 0 0

Electoral 2009 2010 2011
Area Nov YTD Subdivision Exclusion Non-Farm

A 1
B
D 2 2
E 1 1
F

Totals 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 0

2012

Year

2012

$0 $0 $0
$0 $0

$69,851

$34,650

2012
ALR Applications Reviewed

$21,450
$118,800

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

$241,200

$5,600
$97,350

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed*

2012 2012

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year

$101,100

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits* 

2012

Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year

2012

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision* 

$0

$341,320

2012
Year

Year

Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication
Year

$31,489.00
$15,455.00
$22,165.00
$19,947.00
$3,625.00
$12,605.00
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Agricultural Advisory Committee 
November 27, 2012  
Minutes of the meeting held in the Cedar Room of the Sunshine Coast Regional District Offices,  
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 

 

Present: Dale Peterson (Chair), Frank Roosen, Betty Hart, Gerald Rainville, Ray Moscrip,  
Peter Doig, Margrett George 

Regrets: Martin Kiewitz, Jon Bell, Dave Ryan, Lynda Chamberlin 
Absent: Nicole Huska 
Delegations: Ione Smith, AEL Agroecological Consulting (in part) 
 Andrea Lawseth, AEL Agroecological Consulting, via teleconference (in part) 
Also Present: Gregory Gebka, Planner 
 Meredith Seeton, Planning Technician 

 Diane Corbett, Recorder 
 

Call to order at 3:31 pm 
 
1. Agenda  

 
The amended agenda was adopted as amended, with additions as follows: 

 
5.5  Green Drinks 
5.6  Wilson Creek Watershed 

 
2. Delegation 

 
2.1 Andrea Lawseth and Ione Smith, AEL Agroecological Consulting, regarding Draft Agricultural 

Area Plan Background Report 
 
Ione Smith, with supporting comments from Andrea Lawseth, provided a brief presentation 
on the Agricultural Area Plan (AAP) Background Report that conveyed a picture of farming 
operations on the Sunshine Coast, as well as challenges and opportunities facing the 
farming sector in the region. AAC members offered comments and inquiries pertaining to 
the draft report.  

 
The final draft of the report will be forwarded to the Planning and Development Committee 
agenda of December 20th. Staff noted that an application would be submitted to the 
Investment Agriculture Foundation for Phase Two funding for an Agricultural Area Plan.  
 
Ms. Smith suggested that the Agricultural Advisory Committee should take on as homework 
to come up with a vision for an Agricultural Area Plan. 
 
The Chair thanked the consultants for all of the work done.  
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Sunshine Coast Regional District Agricultural Advisory Committee – Minutes of November 27, 2012 

 
2/4 

3. Reports and Minutes 
 

3.1 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of October 23, 2012 
 

The minutes of October 23, 2012 were adopted as circulated. 
 

4. Business Arising From Minutes and Unfinished Business 
 

4.1 District of Sechelt Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application for Commercial Retail Use,  
1730 Field Road 
 
The District of Sechelt Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application for Commercial Retail Use was 
received for information.  
 
The 10-metre buffer for properties adjacent to the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) was 
discussed. Concern was expressed that any future tenants of the subject property would be 
aware that it is adjacent to the ALR. Further discussion on this topic will be place on the 
next agenda. 
 
Actions:  

• Gerald will forward information to members regarding the applicable provincial 
regulation on buffers to the ALR.  

• Dale will request planning process information from planning staff. 
 

4.2 Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan 
 
The Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan was received for information. 
 

4.3 ALC Changes and Fee Structure 
 
The report entitled “ALC Changes and Fee Structure” was received for information. 
 

4.4 ALC Response to the Youngman Application and an AAC Response to the ALC 
 
The process pertaining to the Youngman application for rezoning to allow subdivision in the 
ALR (October 23 agenda), and the response of the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) to 
this application to subdivide in the ALR were considered. There was expressed uncertainty 
about how decisions are made by the ALC, and also about the planning process related to 
the rezoning. 
 
Following up on the October 23rd AAC recommendation on the Youngman application, staff 
had conversed with ALC staff at which time it was uncertain where the Sunshine Coast fell 
in terms of the priorities of the ALC. 
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Actions:  
• Staff will send a letter to the ALC requesting clarification about ALC criteria for 

decision making on applications to subdivide in the ALR, and that the ALC follow up 
regarding the October 23 AAC request regarding the ALR boundary review:  

• that the Agricultural Advisory Committee work with the Agricultural Land 
Commission regarding the Agricultural Land Reserve boundary review 
process on the Sunshine Coast; and  

• that the AAC can work with the ALC regarding the subject property (ALC 
Application 52693) as soon as possible. 

• Staff will forward to the Committee a flow chart to show the rezoning process. 
 

4.5 Area D Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of October 29, 2012 
 
The Area D (Roberts Creek) Advisory Planning Commission October 29th response to the 
Youngman rezoning application was discussed. 
 

4.6 In Camera Deliberations on Application Referrals 
 
The staff report was received for information. Based on criteria outlined under Section 90 of 
the Community Charter, it was determined that in-camera deliberations by the AAC on 
application referrals were not appropriate. 

 
5. New Business 

 
5.1 Medical Marijuana 

 
The staff report, which included previous staff research on medical marijuana as reported to 
the Planning and Development Committee on May 17, 2012, was received for information.  
 

5.2 Discussion on the Production and Sale of Medical Marijuana within the Agricultural 
Community 
 
Members exchanged views and debated concerns and benefits pertaining to the production 
and sale of marijuana and medical marijuana within the agricultural community on the 
Sunshine Coast. Further discussion was deferred to the next meeting. 
 
Action:  Committee members will bring to the next meeting points of consideration 
for a SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) exercise on this subject.  
 

5.3 Investment Agriculture Foundation of BC News Release 
 
The IAF news release of October 24, 2012 entitled “Investment Agriculture Foundation 
Contributes over $1.5 million to New Projects” was received for information. 
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Sunshine Coast Regional District Agricultural Advisory Committee – Minutes of November 27, 2012 
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5.4 Draft Agricultural Area Plan Background Report 
 
The draft Agricultural Area Plan Background Report was received for information. (See 
section 2.1.) 
 

5.5 Announcement – Green Drinks Event  
 
Green Drinks Event – Topic: Our sustainable food future, Gumboot Café, Roberts Creek, 
November 29, 5:30 pm 

 
5.6 Wilson Creek Watershed 

 
There was consensus that the Agricultural Advisory Committee would, with approval of the 
Board, forward a letter to the District of Sechelt with its recommendation, as discussed at 
this meeting, regarding potential impacts upon agriculture of logging activities by Sechelt 
Community Projects, Inc. within the Wilson Creek Watershed. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
The Agricultural Advisory Committee for the Sunshine Coast is opposed to any logging 
activity in the Wilson Creek watershed. Below Sechelt Community Projects, Inc.'s proposed 
logging activity site lies existing farmland on Tyson Road as well as land that lies in the 
Agricultural Land Reserve that has the potential for farming in the future. These 
existing farms as well as the ALR land rely on a steady reliable supply of water from Wilson 
Creek watershed. In our opinion any logging activities in this watershed will have an adverse 
negative impact on future necessary water supplies for the above mentioned current and 
future farmlands. 
  
With this in mind we ask that Sechelt Community Projects, Inc. curtail any logging activity in 
the watershed as this land mentioned is important to both our local sustainability as well as 
our economy. 
 

6. Next Meeting  Tuesday, January 22 at 3:30 pm at SCRD Cedar Room 
 
Adjourned at 5:21 pm 
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 NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012 

Rockwood Lodge, Sechelt, BC 
 

MINUTES 
Present:  Bill Henderson (Chair), Mike Latimer, Paul van Poppelen, Nicol Warn, Sophie Hsia, and 

Brett McGillivray.  
Regrets:  Dan Bouman, Dianne Sanford, and Dane Charboneau. 
Also Present: Diane Hill (Recording Secretary) 
CALL TO ORDER  7:07 pm 

1. AGENDA 
1.1  Adoption of the Agenda with the amendment to move 3.2 Tidal Power Generation to the 

January meeting and the addition of Elk (follow up from July 25, 2012 meeting).  CARRIED. 

2. REPORTS AND MINUTES 
2.1 Board Resolution regarding Natural Resources Advisory Committee – Minutes for July and 

October 2012. 
- The timeline for comments on the July agenda items has passed and refinement of the July 
minutes is therefore inappropriate.  
- September 26, 2012 – Recording Secretary Monika Schettek.  There were no 
recommendations for the SCRD at the September meeting. 
- Going forward NRAC minutes will make recommendations clearer.  Not all discussions 
result in recommendations, or they are too early to make recommendations.   
 
NRAC has paid attention to the direction from the Planning and Development Committee 
contained in 406/12 Recommendation No. 12 and in future will be clear with 
recommendations. 

2.2 MOTION:  (Paul/Sophie) That the Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes, 
September 26, 2012 and the Special Meeting of the Natural Resources Advisory Committee 
Minutes, October 30, 2012 be adopted, noting the recommendations and requirements with 
respect to minutes of the Board.  CARRIED 
 

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
3.  NEW BUSINESS 
3.1  Amendment to Notice of Work Application Permit G-7-33 Referral # 98186 by Sweetcroft 
Engineering Consultants for Jack Cewe Ltd for Extension of Mines Permit and Crown Licence 
2400181 for Aggregate Mining near Treat Creek, Jervis Inlet 
 
Discussion:   

• Treat Creek is a Steelhead creek according to the Fisheries Information Summary System 
(FISS).  There is no baseline data for fish in the creek from which to measure the potential 
environmental impacts of an expanded mining operation. 

• The SCRD does not have a lot of power to control the project except through the zoning 
application. 
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Wednesday, November 28, 2012  Page 2 of 3 

NRAC\Nov 28 NRAC Minutes 

• The application is for an expansion to the current mine which has been in operation since the 
late 1960’s.  Have they complied with the terms of their current permit, including 
reclamation process? 

 
NRAC agrees with the SCRD conclusion that it should notify the Ministry of Energy and Mines 
(the Ministry) of the staff concerns respecting the rezoning requirements, First Nations 
consultation, Watercourse Protection, Noise Bylaw, and Operations Safety Plan.  

 
Recommendation 1.  NRAC recommends that the SCRD request a review by the Ministry of the 
performance of the applicant to date pursuant to its approval of the Work System and Permit 
approving the Reclamation Program.   CARRIED 
 
In addition: 
Recommendation 2.  Given that Treat Creek is a Steelhead creek, NRAC recommends that the 
SCRD ensure that the 30 metre setback also applies to Treat Creek’s tributaries. CARRIED 
 
3.2  Application for an Investigative Permit File 2410825 by Western Tidal Holdings for Tidal 
Power Generatin near Skookumchuk Narrows.  Moved to January meeting. 
 
3.3  Area A APC 2011 Dec 08 Area A Water Zoning Area A Extract Pages 
 
Discussion:   

• Option 2 appears to be the preferred option. 
• Other areas of the province, including Gibsons have water zoning and would be a good 

resource. 
 
NRAC supports the SCRD reasons for choosing Option 2 and: 
Recommendation 3.  NRAC encourages the SCRD to consider inclusion of the foreshore area 15 
metres landward and 30 metres seaward as a development permit similar to what has been done in 
Gibsons’ marine shore permit. CARRIED 
  
Further that given the number of other foreshore areas in the province: 
Recommendation 4.  NRAC advises SCRD staff to investigate zoning in other coastal jurisdictions 
in BC.  CARRIED 
 
3.4 Final Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan (Complimentary Copy to NRAC 
attention Chair) – The report to be circulated to NRAC members. 
 
3.5 Elk Management Plan - follow up from July 25, 2012 meeting. 
Recommendation 5.  NRAC recommends that when species are introduced or reintroduced into the 
area, that their natural associations with other species, including man be more carefully considered.  
  CARRIED 
 

215



Sunshine Coast Regional District Natural Resources Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012  Page 3 of 3 

NRAC\Nov 28 NRAC Minutes 

 
Bill Henderson will be taking a break from NRAC after the January meeting. 
 

4 NEXT MEETING:   7:00 PM Wednesday, January 23, 2013, at Rockwood Lodge 

 
5 ADJOURNMENT at 8:50 PM 
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AREA 'A' MINUTES 
 

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
LIBRARY, PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL, MADEIRA PARK 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 28, 2012 AT 7:00PM 
 
Present: G. Craig (Chair), L. Falk, G. Parks, A. Skelley, R. Metcalfe, J. Hall, F. Mauro 

(Area A Director) and C. Patterson (Secretary) 
 
Regrets: C. McEachern, G. McBain, J. McDonald, J. McOuat, and J. Dickin. 
 
Guests: Peter Longhi and Gregory Gebka of the S.C.R.D. Planning Department, E. Sweet, 

K. Wilson, C. Green, R. Bundt, D. Mulligan, B. Fielding, G. Brown and D. Brown. 
 
  
 
CALL TO ORDER:  7:03 P.M. 
 
MINUTES 
 
1. Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of October 30, 2012 
2. Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of October 23, 2012 
3. Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of October 29, 2012  
4. Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of October 30, 2012 
5. Agricultural Advisory Committee Notes of October 23, 2012 
6. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of October 18, 2012 
7. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of November 15, 2012 
  
 Motion:  Moved by J. Hall and seconded by A. Skelley 
 To adopt the Minutes of October 30, 2012 for Area 'A' and to accept the balance of 

the minutes with thanks.       PASSED 
 
 
  
BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
8.  Development Permit with a Variance A-26 (Mulligan for Belich) 
 
 Discussion of the application ensued which included a confirmation that the property 

ownership has not been changed since the fire on site, an environmental study has been 
completed and the footprint of the structure will not be changed from what was 
previously there, as this application is only adding a second floor.  At the time of the 
original construction the structure complied with setback requirements.  Currently, the 
septic is non-conforming to today's standards and this application would bring the septic 
system up-to-date.   
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 Motion:  Moved by L. Falk and seconded by J. Hall 

Move that this APC accept the variance as presented.     PASSED 
 

 
9.  OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application NO. 432.31/337.103 (Bel Investments Ltd.) 
 
 A letter representing neighbour Mr. and Mrs. McMillan's opposition was accepted. 

Concerned neighbours raised issues with the design of the application such as eventual 
crowding of docks and boathouses in the bay waters cutting off access to properties, 
expansion on the east side at 9 meters being long enough to extend in front of neighbours 
property, and the neighbour to the west does not wish to see the design shifted in that 
direction or it will start to cut off his water access.   

 
Planner G. Gebka spoke on the option to designate setbacks from property lines if needed 
and confirmed that this would be a C2B zone if approved, which does not affect the land 
zoning.   
 
Height of boathouses to be built must be less than 7.5 meters and B. Fielding confirmed 
that the plan is to have the height no more than 22 ft for the two larger boathouses. The 
proposed zoning does not allow fuel dispensing and there will be no live-aboards. 

 
 
 
 Motion:  Moved by A. Skelley and seconded by G. Parks 

Move that this APC supports this application, understanding that the developer will 
continue to meet with the neighbours and accommodate insofar as economically 
viable their concerns, ie.: shifting boathouse locations, reducing the size of 
expansion, staggering the construction of the boathouses, no tying up of boats on the 
east side and otherwise complying with Transport Canada guidelines.  PASSED 

 
 

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

 
 This item has been postponed until the next meeting. 
 
 
11.  Area A APC 2011 Dec 08 Area A Water Zoning Area A Extract Pages 
 
  It was noted at this time that the OCP for Area A will be commencing mid-2013.  As part 

of the OCP process, including public consultation, a clearer decision on these matters 
might be best made at that time.  The process for applications currently is for the 
Province to refer applications to the local municipalities and districts to see if they 
conform to local upland zoning.  
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The Province defines land as "land or surface of water", but there is a question as to 
whether this would be applicable to tidal waters or just land-locked waters. 

 
Motion:  Moved by L. Falk and seconded by A. Skelley 
Defer the options on water zoning in Area A until the OCP review.  Option 3 would 
have potential but this APC would like results of legal opinion as to the jurisdiction 
of the SCRD for areas outside of its letters Patent on tidal waters before the OCP 
process begins.          PASSED 

 
 
12.  Amendment to Notice of Work Application Permit G-733 Referral #98186 by Sweetcroft 

Engineering Consultants for Jack Cewe Ltd. for Extension of Mines Permit and Crown 
License 2400181 for Aggregate Mining near Treat Creek, Jervis Inlet. 

 
 The applicant provided large maps for the APC to review and explained that there will be 

no proposed increase or decrease in volume of production due to this amendment.  This is 
an expansion of the mining site as they "mine out" currently used areas.  They have 
reclaimed using overburden and topsoil on areas that are no longer being mined.  
Crushing, screening and gravel washing will continue as they currently are, and this 
operation employs approximately twenty staff members..  The creek will remain 
undisturbed.   

 
 Motion:  Moved by R. Metcalfe and seconded by L. Falk 

This APC supports this application as presented and strongly suggest they continue 
to progressively reclaim retired mining areas of the site.    PASSED 
 
 

13.  VeloCity International Bike Conference 
 
 Received for information with thanks. 
 
 
14.  Development Permit with a Variance A-27 (Stipec for Cohen) 
 
 Discussion on past setback requirements from the lake ensued.  Septic conformance to 

today's standards is a priority.   
 
 Motion:  Moved by J. Hall and seconded by R. Metcalfe 

Approval of the variance setback reduction as presented.    PASSED 
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DIRECTORS REPORT:  
 
The report included discussion on:  
 

• 2013 budget process has started 
• AAP for Bikeways/Walkways underway 
• MMBC program discussions 
• Potential Area Transit discussions  
• APC resignation and replacement 

 
 
 

NEXT MEETING: 7:00 p.m. January 30, 2013 at Pender Harbour Secondary School 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: motion to adjourn at 8:46 P.M. by R. Metcalfe 
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Halfmoon Bay APC Advisory Group  
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 
MINUTES OF TUESDAY, NOV. 27, 2012  

 
Chair       Catherine Gage 
Ex Officio member     Garry Nohr 
Recording Secretary     Katrina Walters 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          
 
 

 
1. Call to Order  

Catherine Gage, chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.   
 

2. Agenda  
 
Motion: That the agenda be accepted as printed. 

 
        Carried Unanimously 

 
3. Minutes  

Minutes from the following meetings were received for information: 
3.1 Area B- Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes of Oct. 23, 2012. 
3.2 Area A- Egmont/Pender Harbour APC Minutes of Oct. 30, 2012. 
3.3 Area D- Roberts Creek APC Minutes of Oct. 29, 2012. 
3.4 Area E- Elphinstone APC Minutes None. 
3.5 Area F- West Howe Sound APC Minutes None. 
3.6 Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of Oct. 30, 2012. 
3.7 Agricultural Advisory Committee Notes of Oct. 23, 2012. 
3.8 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of Oct. 18 and Nov. 15, 2012. 

 
 

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

        Carried Unanimously 
 

4.    Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business 
  
 None. 
 
 
 

5. New Business  
 

5.1 Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.168 (Farkas) 
NOTE:  THE SETBACK THAT THE COMMITTEE IS ASKED TO CONSIDER IS LESS 
THAN AS STATED IN THE AGENDA PACKAGE.  IT IS REDUCED BY 1.5 M. 

PRESENT 
Elise Rudland 
Alda Grames 
Catherine Gage 
Eleanor Lenz 
Brian Lucas 
Ray Moscrip 
 

REGRETS 
Ron Kernohan 
Walter Powell 
Len Pakulak 
Richard Grant 
Joan Harvey 
Jay Corman 
 

SCRD STAFF 
None 
 

 

GUESTS 
Ginney Farkas 
John Farkas 
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APC Comments/Concerns: 
-The garage is not obtrusive. 
 

 
Motion: That the APC support application for variance application no 310.168: 
 

        Carried Unanimously 
 

5.2 VeloCity International Bike Conference 
 

APC Comments/Concerns: 
-It is more about higher density. 
-The bike path for Curran to Redrooffs Road was on the 5 year plan: could that one 
connection be made a priority? 

 
 

6. Directors Report: 
Director Garry Nohr gave his report on the following subjects: 
 
-Need to know by email if APC members are going to stay on the APC…if not contact 
Angie Legault. 
-Had a call from 3L Developments to discuss their plan.  They will approach the APC 
again in the Spring. 
-Attended a meeting Pender Harbour in which smartmeters and community forests were 
among the topics discussed. 
-Working with the library on the library funding: went to the Futures of Libraries meeting a 
few weeks ago. 
-The SCRD is going through pre-budget process: on item is to fix up Coopers Green and 
the boat launch. 
-Transit meeting: talking about what busses will look like in the future. 
-A change of Directors at the SCRD is currently happening. 
-Economic dDevelopment: one sector will probably be inclusive of Sechelt, HMB, and 
Pender Harbour and another separate focus for Gibsons projects. 
-Working with John Weston to get a tax break for Marine Rescue, etc.  
-There is concern about medical marijuana operations on Redrooffs. 
-The BEN system to sort out short term rental issues was passed. 
-Will be going to upcoming Ferry Meetings: talk about how it affects the economic 
development on the coast/tourism. 
- Full-cut-off lighting: Dec. 6 plan. 
-Bike path section complete…will continue at Sargeant Bay area.  
-Parks and Recreation Master plan: review will be this week. 
-Chip seal on Rutherford Road: working on this problem. 

 
7. APC Committee Discussions/Requests: 

None. 
 

8. Next Meeting 
 

 
9. Adjournment 

7:55 PM 
 
 
________________________    ____________________ 
Catherine Gage      Date 
HMB APC Chair   
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Roberts Creek (Area D) Advisory Planning Commission Minutes 

Monday, November 26, 2012, 7:00 PM 
1044 Roberts Creek Road 

Page 1 

 
Present: Kye Goodwin, Tzaddi Gordon, Dana Gregory, Marion Jolicoer, Bill Page (Chair), Brock 
O'Byrne, Gerald Rainville, and Eric Tiessen 
Regrets:  Heather Conn, Sue Gordon, and Barry Morrow 
Also Present:  Donna Shugar (Director), and Diedra Goodwin (Recording Secretary) 
1.  The meeting was called to order at 7:03 PM 
2.  MINUTES 
 2.1  The minutes of October 29, 2012 were accepted as circulated.  (GR/BP) M/S/Carried 
 
 2.2  The following were received for information: 
  2.2.1   Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of October 30, 2012 
  2.2.2   Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of October 23, 2012 
  2.2.3   Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of October 30, 2012 
  2.2.4   Agricultural Advisory Committee Notes of October 23, 2012 
  2.2.5  Planning and Development Committee Minutes of October 18, 2012 
  2.2.6  Planning and Development Committee Minutes of November 15, 2012 
3.  BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
The APC discussed the issues concerning voting.  Since legislation and the APC Bylaw are silent 
about voting rules on APCs, we asked whether Roberts Rules would apply.  Roberts Rules say, 
“Although it is the duty of every member who has an opinion on a question to express it by his vote, he 
can abstain since he cannot be compelled to vote. . .” and abstentions do not change the outcome of a 
vote.  As well we discussed the possibility of voting by secret ballot when the members feel that would 
be the best method of reaching an objective decision in some cases, or the option of not voting on an 
issue, but sending the application on to the Planning and Development Committee with comments 
only.  We were told these issues may be discussed further by the Planning and Development 
Committee.   
4.  NEW BUSINESS 
 4.1  Subdivision Application MOTI #2012-00944 for Block 5 DL 1621 Plan 2936 located at 
1041 Firburn Road, Roberts Creek, BC, for Michael Harvey Kidd and Jacinta Kidd 
COMMENT:  The APC is concerned that there should be an equitable distribution of the road building 
cost amongst the current and future applicants seeking subdivision in this area.   
COMMENT:  The APC is concerned that the 20% conservation area of the parent parcel should be 
well defined and shown on a map. 
COMMENT:  The APC is concerned about the drainage issues in this area.  There should be drainage 
management plans for each lot.  The drainage plan should be implemented as required in the staff 
report, item 2 (ii). 
 
MOTION:  The APC supports the subdivision, subject to compliance with conditions specified by 
Planning staff.  (DG/MJ)  M/S/Carried 
 

COMMENT:  These subdivision applications are incomplete because they do not show the 
conservations area on the map. 
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COMMENT:  The APC would like the other property owners involved in rezoning applications in this 
area to be made aware of these applications, specifically because of the need to have equitable 
distribution of road building costs for all the properties. 
 
 4.2  Subdivision Application MOTI #2012-00965 for Block 4 DL1621 Plan 2937 located at 
2284 Pixton Road, Roberts Creek, BC, for Aaron Matthew Morrissey, Danielle Marie Heguy, Henry 
Karl Hawkins, and Claudette Lucille Hawkins 
COMMENT:  The APC is concerned that there should be an equitable distribution of the road building 
cost amongst the current and future applicants seeking subdivision in this area.   
COMMENT:  The APC is concerned that the 20% conservation area of the parent parcel should be 
well defined and shown on a map. 
COMMENT:  The APC is concerned about the drainage issues in this area.  There should be drainage 
management plans for each lot.  The drainage plan should be implemented as required in the staff 
report, item 2 (ii). 
 
MOTION:  The APC supports the subdivision, subject to compliance with conditions specified by 
Planning staff.  (DG/MJ)  M/S/Carried 
 
COMMENT:  These subdivision applications are incomplete because they do not show the 
conservations area on the map. 
COMMENT:  The APC would like the other property owners involved in rezoning applications in this 
area to be made aware of these applications, specifically because of the need to have equitable 
distribution of road building costs for all the properties. 
 
 4.3  VeloCity International Bike Conference 
The report was discussed. 
 
5.  DIRECTOR'S REPORT was  received. 
 
6.  The meeting adjourned at 8:30 PM. 
 
7.  The next scheduled meeting would fall on December 31, 2012; therefore we would prefer to 
postpone that meeting to January 7, 2013, if there are agenda item for a December meeting.  If no 
pressing December items, the next scheduled meeting will be January 28, 2013. 
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Minutes of the Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012 meeting at Frank West Hall, Elphinstone, BC 

  
Present:   Lynda Chamberlin, Co-Chair   Regrets:  Patrick Fitzsimons   
   Jim Gurney       Alan Colleypriest. Co-Chair 
   Graham Chapman       
   Elizabeth Nordlund     Absent: Ron Kaiser 
   Rob Bone        
 Director:  Lorne Lewis     Agent:  Wendy Morris  
 Alt. Director:  Laurella Hay      
 Secretary:  Diane Corbett 
 
 
Call to Order  7:00 PM 
 
Agenda  The agenda was adopted as amended:  

• Elphinstone APC Minutes of September 26, 2012 
 
Minutes 
 
1. Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of September 26, 2012 

 
MOTION (EN/JG): That the September 26, 2012 minutes be adopted as distributed.  
               
             Carried  

 
2. The following minutes were received for information: 

• Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of October 30, 2012 
• Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of July 24, 2012 
• Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of August 27, 2012 
• Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of, 2012 
• Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of October 23, 2012 
• Planning and Development Committee Minutes of October 18 & November 15, 2012 

 
New Business 
 
3. Subdivision MOTI#2012-05294 (Willeumier, 1300 Gower Point Road) 
 

The agent for the applicant was present and responded to questions from the APC. 
Comments from APC members included: 
 

• The studio is a little close to the stream. 
• There may be a need for a variance regarding the setback for the house off 13th  

 Street. 
 
 MOTION (JG/RB): To recommend approval of the application. 
              Carried 
 
4. VeloCity International Bike Conference 
 

The staff report on the VeloCity International Bike Conference was received for 
information.  
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APC members provided feedback on suggestions to encourage cycling noted in the report: 
 

• The rationale of lowering the speed limit from 50k to 30k because fewer people 
would die would upset a lot of vehicle drivers. Don’t think this is a rational idea. 

• If we could do a pathway off the highway, it would provide a safe way for families to 
travel in the summer. If this could be done from one end of the coast to the other, we 
would have a great bike path. … For pedestrians and cyclists, travelling beside the 
highway can be unsafe; drivers go too fast, and are too close. We need to be 
progressive, but don’t put the path beside the highway. 

• The objective of putting a bike path (off the highway) through Roberts Creek was that 
it would eventually go to Gibsons or Sechelt. A bike path should be separated from 
the highway. 

• Regarding the speed limit, it would be nice if people just drove 50k. 
 
5. Director's Report  
 
 Director Lewis reported on the following: 
 

• SpeedWatch and RCMP report regarding speeding on Cemetery Road  
• Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, Knotweed, and bike path construction 
• Multimedia BC 
• Dock divestiture at Gambier Island 
• Opening ceremony for RCMP station in Gibsons, December 6 
• Public Information Meeting for rezoning application to allow subdivision, Frank West 

Hall, December 5, 7pm   
 
Next Meeting   Wednesday, January 23, 2013 
 
Adjournment  8:00 PM 
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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, November 27, 2012 
 

Page 1 of 3 

PRESENT: Mike Comerford (Co-Chair) REGRETS: Judith Kenly 
 Jeremy Valeriote   Laura Houle 
 Leonie Croy   Charlie Collura 
 Fred Gazeley (Co-Chair) 
 Bruce Wallis   DIRECTOR: Lee Turnbull 
 Chris Barlow 
 Lynda Coote, Recording Secretary APPLICANT: Donald Christian 
 
 
1. Call to Order 

Mike Comerford, Co-Chair called the meeting to order at 7.30 pm. 
 

2. Agenda 
MOVED by Bruce Wallis, SECONDED by Leonie Croy 
THAT “The adjusted order of the Area F Advisory Planning Commission Agenda be 
approved.” 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

3. New Business 
 
3.1. Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.167 

Mr. Christian was invited to briefly review his DVP application and his comments 
included: 
 Application to permit a garage on the existing foundation 
 Does not affect the proposed bicycle route 
 Willing to accommodate the reconfiguration of driveway when necessary 
 Renewed MOT permit 
 Addressed owners’ concerns directly, currently a rental unit 
 Exercised demolition permit so there is no building on site 
 Photographs show current foundation 
 Retaining wall currently stacked granite with gravel driveway. 
 
APC comments included: 
 Straightforward application 
 Photographs and drawings were wonderful, great to see such detail 
 Staying on original foundation 
 Relax the rear parcel line setback from 4.5 m to 0.71 m and side parcel 

line setback from 1.5 m to 0 m  
 Lot lines similar to those in Hopkins Landing 
 Retaining wall may need engineering 
 Appreciated the diligent application. 
 
MOVED by Fred Gazeley, SECONDED by Bruce Wallis 
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission supports the Development 
Variance Permit Application No. 310.167 providing it is in compliance with the 
terms and conditions outlined by the Sunshine Coast Regional District Planning 
Department.” 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, November 27, 2012 
 

Page 2 of 3 

4. Minutes 
The following minutes were received for information: 
4.1. West Howe Sound, Area F APC, September 25, 2012 
4.2. Egmont/Pender Harbour, Area A APC, September 26 & October 30, 2012 
4.3. Halfmoon Bay, Area B APC, September 25 & October 23, 2012 
4.4. Roberts Creek, Area D APC, September 24 & October 29, 2012 
4.5. Elphinstone, Area E APC, September 26, 2012 
4.6. Natural Resources Advisory, September 26 & October 30, 2012 
4.7. Agricultural Advisory, September 25 & October 23, 2012 
4.8. Planning & Development, September 20, October 18 & November 15, 2012 
 
MOVED by Jeremy Valeriote, SECONDED by Fred Gazeley 
THAT “The minutes noted above be received for information purposes.” 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
MOVED by Fred Gazeley, SECONDED by Bruce Wallis 
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of September 25, 2012 be 
approved as circulated.” 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

5. Business Arising 
There was no business arising from the minutes. 
 

6. New Business (continued) 
 

6.1. Invasive Plants Update 
This report was received for information only. APC comments included: 
 Use of Roundup, injection method rather than spraying 
 Consideration of other options to herbicides 
 The practice of cutting propagates the spread of invasive species 
 Are native species being planted when invasive species removed? 
 MOT responsibility along highways 
 Leonie Croy interested in participating in SCRD committee and Director 

Turnbull requested an email stating her interest. 
 

6.2. Velocity International Bike Conference 
This information was received for information only. APC comments included: 
 Basic messages about bicycles 
 Reduce traffic speed and provide separation between bicycles and 

vehicles 
 Estimated cost is approximately $1 million for 1.5 km of bicycle/pedestrian 

path 
 Too many driveways on Marine Drive as well as ditches 
 Deserves to be a priority 
 Look at other solutions with lower costs 
 What do the residents want, a rural road or highway? 
 Use of yellow bollards or rumble strips to provide separation 
 “Share the road” signage 
 Economic development project 
 Many variable conditions along Marine Drive. 
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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, November 27, 2012 
 

Page 3 of 3 

7. Director’s Report 
Director Turnbull reported on the following items: 
 Burnco, link on SCRD website for updates 
 New Brighton dock 
 Transit survey 
 BC Ferries consultation 
 Parks & Recreation 
 RCMP Open House, December 6, 2012 at 1 pm 
 Langdale School Gym Rental 
 SCRD budget. 

 
8. Next Meeting 

The next scheduled Area F APC meeting will be January 22, 2013 at 7.30 pm, Eric 
Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park. 
 
There will be no Area F APC meeting in December. 
 

9. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 8.50 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
……………………………………………..   …………………………………………. 
Mike Comerford, Co-Chair     Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APCNov2712 
28/11/12 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT

DATE: November 30th, 2012

TO: Planning and Development Committee, Dec. 20th, 2012

FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

RE: Building Department Revenues to end of November, 2012

RECOMMENDATION:

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

DISCUSSION:

Permit revenues for the month of November are up from this time last year.

The attached Excel spreadsheet Building Permit Billings YTD without taxation added.

The value of construction overall and hence permit revenues generated thus far in Electoral
Area A, Electoral Area F and Electoral Area B seem to dominate the building department permit
revenue sources this month.

There are several residential projects that are just waiting for engineers letters to complete the
application before the permits can be issued, (at this time approximately $50,000 in potential
permit revenue for December).

Training on the new release of the BC Building Code for the Building Department staff over a
two day period in Richmond has taken place. The legislation will take effect on December 20th,

and will apply to any new permits submitted after this date.

An information meeting will be hosted by the Building Department is scheduled for January l7”
in the evening in the Board Room to go over changes to the Code and how it may affect
builders and designers as well as the general public.
We hope that builders, other local governments, engineers, designers and members of the
public will attend as the changes will impact future design and construction of homes and
additions.

Changes to the seismic design requirements of all residential structures, including single family
homes, is expected to impact on new construction the most. This, along with higher energy
saving measures being implemented in this code edition will add to the cost of construction and
will ultimately be passed on to the new home owner.

Respectfully;

Peter Longhi

n :\legislative & regulatory affairs\3760 building regulations\3760-01 general\building
department stats november ,2012.docx
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BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Month of: November 2012

Three Year Construction Type Comparison
Work Code Description 2012

ADDITION AND ALTERATION
WOOD STOVE! CHIMNEY
AUXILIARY DWELUNG
COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION
DEMOLITION

AGRICULTURAL BUILDING
INDUSTRIAL BUILDING

MULTIFAMILY DWEWNGS
NEW CONSTRUCTION

SWIMMING POOL
plumbing fixtures only for SFD
PERMIT RENEWAL
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING

SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING

6 6 7
0 0 0
0 0 1
3 3 3
1 3 1
0 1 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 0

1 0
0 1
0 0

16 6 9
0 0 0

Special Inspection 0 0 0
TEMPORARY PERMIT 0 0 0
TENANT IMPROVEMENT 0 0 0
UPGRADE 0 0 0
RETAINING WALL 1 4 2
WOODSTOVEJCHIMNEY 0 0 0
AUXILIARY BUILDING 6 4 7
CHANGE OF USE 0 0 0

Total Permits: 34 28 31

- Total Billings: 3Z645.00 31,102.00

Total Project Values: $ 6,371,000.00 $ 3,156,370.00 $ 2,646,400.00

Cumulative Values: $ 43,689,794.00 $ 40,199,440.00 $ 57,068,105.00

District Breakdown

District Name Total Number of Permits Total Billings Total Project Values

Area A 10 16,508.00 1,504,000.00
AREA B 9 18,465.00 1,596,000.00
Area D 6 6,506.25 649,000.00
Area E 3 11,066.50 990,000.00
AREA F 6 16,645.50 1,632,000.00

Grand Totals:
::: : : : : : : : : : : : :::::::: : : : : : — : : : : : : :67:

Rate Breakdown

Rate Name

APPLICATION FEE

APPLICATION PAYMENT

BUILDING PERMIT OFFICE EXPENSE
CIVIC ADDRESS
SUBSOIL DRAINAGE

MICROFILMING

PENALTY

COMMERCIAL BUILDING PERMIT

PLUMBING FIXTURES

RESIDENTIAL PERMIT

TITLE SEARCH

Total Number of Permits Using Rates

26

28

28

8

15

29

4

16

29

24

Rate Total Billings

6,280.00

-6,280.00

56.00

1,400.00

900.00

1,490.00

159.00

1,822.25

3,972.00

54,476.00

216.00

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

Permit Type:
District:
Area:

All
All
All Areas

BP5700 Page: 1
Date: Nov 30, 2012 lime: 12:56 pm

Status Code:
Year:
Period:

ISSUED
2012
11 Toll

2011 2010

0

0

0

232



12
00

00

1 0

B
ui

ld
in

g
P

er
m

it
R

ev
en

u
e

20
07

-2
01

2
Ja

n
u
ar

y
-N

o
v
em

b
er

2
0
1
2

_
_
_

10
00

00

80
00

0

60
00

0

40
00

0

20
00

0 0

6
5
,4

2
9 I

r 1

M
on

th

233



SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: December 13, 2012 
TO: Planning and Development Committee (Decemebr 20, 2012) 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: NARROWS INLET HYDRO PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
THAT the report titled “Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment Process” 
be received; 
AND THAT the report be forwarded to the Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) as the 
Regional Districts Comments; 
AND THAT The following comments are highlighted: 

(i) The applicant is expected to apply to rezone each powerhouse location; 

(ii) The issue of temporary use permits will need to be addressed; 

(iii) Noise, visual and potable water issues need to be resolved with property 
owners in the Ramona Creek area; 

(iv) Prior to approval of the Ramon components of the project, the EAO needs to 
require that the applicant work with the local community to come to an 
agreement of mitigation that will secure potable water provision.  The EAO 
and the SCRD needs to be involved in these discussions; 

(v) The province and developers should provide sufficient financial support for 
the EAO Compliance section; 

(vi) Reports provided by environmental monitor(s) and EAO Compliance section 
during and after construction need to be made available to the public with 
copies sent to the Regional District and the shíshálh Nation; 

(vii) The province should take the opportunity to work with the applicant to 
establish a robust monitoring program to better understand the longer term 
impacts of several IPPs in an area; 

(viii) When the draft Surface Water Quality Protection Plan is available, the SCRD 
will look at this in detail to see which aspects it wants to be kept informed of 
and wants to have input in plan development; 

(ix) Overall there are a range of unknown impacts that will become clearer during 
monitoring.  Mitigation measures are proposed to handle potential impacts 
and these need to become project requirements.  The EAO needs to be well 
resourced to provide consistent and impartial monitoring of the project.  The 
SCRD needs to be kept informed of monitoring and sent copies of monitoring 
reports.  To avoid being overwhelmed with paper, the applicant should 
provide a website where such reports are posted for review.  This will allow 
the public to see what is taking place on the ground.   

ANNEX S
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (December 20, 2012) 
Regarding Narrows Inlet Hydro Project  Page 2 of 9 
 

N:\Infrastructure & Public Works\5510 Independent Power Projects\5510-20 IPP\Narrows Inlet\2012-Dec-20 PDC report re Narrows 
Inlet EA comments.docx 

(x) Should the province or federal governments need to take any action then they 
must inform the SCRD of concerns and set out what steps will be taken to 
correct any problems and the results of action taken. 

(xi) A range of additional topic specific plans will be produced if the project 
moves forward.  The SCRD needs to be kept informed of these and be given 
the opportunity to comment on drafts before they are finalized. 

 

BACKGROUND  
The proponent, Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Corp. is a partnership that includes Renewable 
Power, based in Gibsons, that was the project developer for the McNair Creek and Tyson Creek 
power projects which are currently producing power under contract to BC Hydro.  The Narrows 
Inlet project was included in BC Hydro’s 2008 call for power and received an energy purchasing 
agreement in March 2010.  Site maps show the location of the main components (Attachment 
A).   

This report focuses on a range of issues that are of interest to the SCRD, such as economic and 
sedimentation.  In reviewing submission by other organizations, staff note that concerns relating 
to wildlife, especially fish, is well covered with a degree of expertise that is not available at the 
staff level.  Comments from the SCRD’s Natural Resources Advisory Committee and Advisory 
Planning Commissions for Areas A and B are attached (Attachment B). 

At the November 15 PDC concerns were received from the Sunshine Coast Conservation 
Association relating to a potential misrepresentation of ownership relating to a specific report 
(Human – Bear management Plan).  This issue was reported to the EAO and the document was 
withdrawn by the applicant; this plan is not a requirement of the EA process and a new version 
will be provided prior to construction.   

DISCUSSION 
The following description was provided in the application: 

“The proposed Project will produce sustainable, green and clean energy, to be 
delivered to BC Hydro pursuant to BC Hydro’s 2008 Clean Power Call. The power 
will be generated from 5 interrelated components on 4 creeks that are located within 
a radius of 5 ‐ 8 km, centered at the confluence of Tzoonie River and Tyson Creek. 
The five hydroelectric projects will have an overall nameplate generating capacity of 
approximately 44 megawatts (MW) at peak water flow times. An earlier design of the 
proposed Project incorporated a sixth hydroelectric component, known as the MM 
Creek component. Upon review, the decision was made to remove MM Creek, as it 
mitigated the potential impact to fish and fish habitat. Green and clean electrical 
energy will be transmitted from the Project via a single wooden pole 138 kV 
transmission line to Sechelt Inlet and will interconnect to the BC Hydro’s (BCH) 1L37 
powerline on the Sechelt Peninsula. The Project will mainly use the existing TCHP 
transmission line constructed in 2009 for most of the route. The new sections of 
transmission line consist of 15.2 km of 25 kV feeder line from the individual 
hydroelectric components, an underground segment of 0.2 km long on the east bank 
of Sechelt Inlet, an underwater component of 2.0 km long accomplishing a marine 
crossing of the Sechelt Inlet, and an overhead segment of 7.4 km long 
interconnecting to 1L37. The power will flow into BC Hydro’s Malaspina Substation 
and be used by BC Hydro customers on Vancouver Island and the Lower Mainland 
of BC. BC Hydro is the sole buyer of the generated power.” 
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While the majority of the project is in Halfmoon Bay, the power lines (for the most part using 
existing infrastructure) will cross and may be visible from Egmont and other parts of Area A. 

The project as it was originally proposed was of sufficient scale to be the subject of an 
environmental assessment by BC Environmental Assessment Office.  As noted above some 
elements were removed the project fell below the threshold, however the proponent chose to 
continue with the EA process. 

1.3.4 Estimated Government Revenues  

The final application did not elaborate on the calculation nor did the applicant confirm the 
figures with the SCRD. 

For the purposes of local taxation/income, the project location within the Halfmoon Bay 
Electoral area dos contribute to a range of functions within the SCRD, such as recreation, 
rural planning, libraries.  This is in addition to provincial programs such as education and 
policing.   

Staff understand that the assessed value for IPPs is based on the project cost and that 
taxation will be collected proportionally as the project is built.  Full taxation will only be 
paid upon completion.  It is also noted that not all property tax is directed to the SCRD.  
Staff note that less than 30% of the property tax will be directed to the SCRD. 

1.4 Regulatory Framework 

The report notes the role of zoning bylaw and building permit requirements.  It should add 
reference to temporary use permits for temporary construction facilities (such as location 
of concrete batch plant, lay down and storage areas) as an alternative to rezoning.  This 
would apply to areas within the SCRD jurisdiction.  TUP’s can be issued for sites identified 
as temporary use permit areas.   

The SCRD is currently considering an amendment to Bylaw 310 to designate all of the 
area covered by the bylaw as a temporary use permit area; this includes the project area.  
The proponent should consult the SCRD’s Planning and Development Department 
regarding temporary use permit process. 

SCRD staff will confirm with the applicant whether an application will be made to the 
SCRD for rezoning the power house locations.  At that point issues relating to temporary 
use permit(s) will be discussed. 

2.4.1.3 Temporary Construction/Laydown/Storage Facilities 

Construction camp is discussed and zoning allows for this on parcels greater than 1.75 
Ha.  The location for the camp/laydown/storage area is zoned Rural Two (RU2), however 
the lease area proposed is 1.5 Ha.  Zoning does not allow for laydown/storage area.  This 
will need to be resolved as noted above. 

Use of mobile concrete batch plant is noted in section 2.4.1.6 and it would be moved to 
the laydown/spoil area for each component site.  This is not allowed in RU2 zone and will 
need to be resolved as noted above. 

3.3.3 Planned Consultation Activities During Application Review  

A section on engagement with the shíshálh Nation is included.  SCRD staff are not 
commenting on this section. 

Applicant held two open houses (one each in Egmont and Sechelt).  The Applicant offered 
to host meetings with stakeholders and community groups in addition to open houses; it is 
unclear if any such meetings took place during the consultation period.   
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The applicant has committed to continue to meet with the Ramona Creek Landowners 
Association and individual landowners, it is unclear aif any such meeting took place.  It 
appears that comments from three individual property owners were submitted to the EAO; 
all oppose.  Many of the submissions had personal information removed so it is not clear if 
they had a property interest in the Ramona area. 

Due to scheduling difficulties, the applicant and staff were not able to attend a meeting 
with the SCRD’s Natural Resources Advisory Committee until October 30.  Minutes from 
the meeting, including notes and recommendations are attached. ATTACHMENT B 

SCRD elected representatives (Garry Nohr – SCRD Chair and Director for Halfmoon Bay 
– and Frank Mauro – Director for Egmont/Pender Harbour, staff and NRAC representative 
attended a site visit with the EAO and applicant.   

Staff were not able to attend the open houses; although the Area Directors noted above 
attended.  In reviewing comments in the press and in submissions to the EAO, there is 
discontent regarding the structure of the meeting and the lack of time for the public to 
review the enormous amount of information.  In future it would be useful to hold the public 
meetings at the start of the public consultation period and not more than halfway into it.  
Staff understand that the purpose of the meeting was not to take comments but to provide 
information; however there needed to be an opportunity for comments to be taken there 
and then.  Residents gave up their time to attend and it is best to allow them input at the 
meeting.   

Another comment that staff have heard is that it would have been useful to have a formal 
Q&A/discussion session to allow for feedback.  The SCRD public information meeting for 
the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan had two formal Q&A/discussion periods in 
addition to having topic based displays; there was opportunity for written comments at 
each display.  We held the meeting on a Saturday from 10 am to 2 pm to allow for a 
morning and an after lunch crowd (the formal sessions were at 11 and 1).  This allowed 
people to attend part of the meeting and have input.  The sessions were minuted.  This 
was in addition to asking for comments to be sent to the SCRD for consideration.  It 
worked well. 

5.2.2 and 8 Socio Economic Effect and Conditions (19 and other sections of the application) 

The following are of specific interest to the SCRD: 

 Tourism (sections 8.3.3.3, 19.2.3.4, consultant report Volume II Appendix 42 of the 
application, pg 2-84 refers to ROW and public access, 22.2.20) and Recreation 
(sections 8.3.3.4, 18.2.1.8, 18.2.2.6, 19.2.3, consultant report Volume II Appendix 42 of 
the application) 

The majority of tourism is water based and it is unlikely that there will be long term 
impact.  During the construction period there may be some impacts as there will be 
additional boat movements, noise and activity at the construction camp at the end of 
Narrows Inlet.   

Concerns have been raised about potential impact on Ramona Falls, staff are not 
aware that this is a significant tourist feature.  However the proponent should work with 
tourist operators and local property owners to ensure that stream flows are adequate to 
protect any significant tourism features. 

The application refers to the Skookumchuck Narrows; staff consider that the proposal 
is unlikely to have any impact on its tourism value.  The power lines for Tyson Creek go 
under water to cross Sechelt Inlet. 
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The routing for the power lines will cross the Suncoaster Trail.  Parts of the trail 
currently parallel existing power lines and crossing the trail at that point should not 
harm its character. 

New transmission lines are required to link each element to the existing Tyson 
transmission line.  These will have visual impact and create open areas.  Care needs to 
be taken to prevent long linear routes for the new lines.  The applicant is proposing 
mitigation measures (such as ‘feathering the edge of the route rather than a straight 
clearing). 

Access to service roads in the Tzoonie Valley will be disrupted during construction.  
However there may be longer term benefits due to road upgrades, new roads and re-
activation of inactive roads.  The proponent is requested to work with tourist operators 
to ensure that any closures are as short as possible and known well ahead of time so 
that tour schedules can be adjusted accordingly. 

 Wilderness (sections 8.3.4, 19.2.4, consultant report Volume II Appendix 42 of the 
application) 

Wilderness quality will be harmed during construction and there may be continued long 
term impact during the operation period.  Base-line data is important to establish what 
is the normal condition.  On-going monitoring will determine what the longtime impacts 
will be.  Where there is a change in wilderness quality (such as a reduction in the 
number bears using the area) it is unlikely that there will be a mechanism to address 
this. 

The province has set up team based in the EAO to monitor projects that underwent an 
environmental assessment and will deal with compliance issues.  It is focusing on IPPs 
this year. The team is new and still establishing protocols and processes.  SCRD staff 
consider that this is a vital service for the EAO to deliver.  The SCRD should strongly 
support its ongoing existence and that it be provided with appropriate resources, such 
as directly from the project owners.  Any reports from this team need to be made public 
and sent to relevant local governments and First Nations. 

 Visual impact (sections 8.5, 18.3.6, 19.4.2 – for each component, 22.2.23 and 
consultant reports Volume II Appendices 44-47) and Noise (sections 5.1.3, 6.1.2, 6.2.2, 
6.5, 10, 22.2.8) 

As noted above most of the visual impact is mitigated through shared use of the Tyson 
Creek transmission line.  However there will be new lines needed.  The applicant notes 
that in most cases these will have minimal impact.   

The applicant needs to take additional measures to reduce the impact such as locating 
transmission lines out of sightlines where possible and sensitive replanting to reduce a 
straight line appearance.  Staff support the advice to scallop/feather the edges of the 
transmission corridors.  The application notes that post development monitoring will 
continue for 5 years and adjustments can be made to further mitigate any impacts.  
This is supported. 

The route for new transmission line on the west side of Sechelt Inlet (towards Highway 
101) will cross Crown land and interconnect with the existing BC Hydro line about 4.5 
km north of the Malaspina substation.  The line will come onto land south of the Band 
Land near Skookumchuk and be about 1.5 km north of the boundary of Spipiyus Park. 

Noise during the operation phase should be mitigated by building design that includes 
sufficient sound proofing.  Background noise levels need to be determined before 
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construction and monitored after to ensure that there is no significant increase due to 
operation of the powerhouses and return of water into the streams.  Of particular 
concern is potential impact to the properties near Ramona Creek.  Background noise 
level must established at property boundaries.  The project must be designed to ensure 
that the background noise levels are not breached.  The work to establish background 
levels and results of regular monitoring need to be shared with the property owners and 
the SCRD. 

 Fire Risk (section 20.2, 22.2.3, 21.4) 

As the site is remote and the Regional District has experienced significant dry periods it 
is important that a robust fire prevention plan is developed.  The applicant notes that 
contractors will be required to develop this.  The contractors need to consult with the 
SCRD and provide a draft plan for review. 

Cumulative Effects (sections 4.1.7, various in 17, 18, 23 of the application) 

This is a significant issue for the SCRD as the wider area is identified having potential for 
many IPP projects.  The Narrows Inlet project offers an important opportunity to examine 
cumulative impacts. 

There does not appear to be any obvious gap in the range of issues considered.   

The key is whether assumptions are accurate.  Significant monitoring during the 
construction and operation phases can provide the information needed to understand 
cumulative impacts.  The province should take the opportunity to work with the applicant 
to establish a robust monitoring program to better understand the longer term impacts of a 
number of IPPs in a small area.  There are other locations in the SCRD where a number 
of potential IPPs are proposed and where there is the potential to expand on existing IPPs 
(such as the Bear/Clowhom area).  Any increase in IPP activity in these locations should 
not take place until the cumulative impacts of Narrows Inlet are known. 

The monitoring will also allow for mitigation to take place to address issues that arise. 

Construction Phase Activities and Operations & Management Phase Activities (sections 2.4, 
2.5, 2.7, 22.2, 22.3) 

The application notes that there needs to be site specific plans to consider specific 
components.  These plans need to be made available to the SCRD for review prior to 
completion. 

Construction Phase  

There may be changes to the area lease from the Crown or for specific components as 
specific studies need to be done to determine if rocks are acidic and alternatives storage 
and use of excavated material may be required. 

Operation and Maintenance Phase 

Some aspects will require plans to be developed and information to be disseminated to 
agencies.  When available, the SCRD will look at this in detail to see which aspects it 
wants to be kept informed of and have input in plan development. 

Decommissioning Phase 

The applicant notes that the project as a whole is not intended to be decommissioned and 
with on-going maintenance it should operate indefinitely.  If there is a need to 
decommission it then a plan can be developed. 
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Specific components will be decommissioned (such as laydown/storage areas, some 
roads and so on).  Information is provided about how each temporary component will be 
decommissioned.  Should decommissioning take place the SCRD wants to be informed 
and have an opportunity to have input into the decommissioning plan and monitoring 
process. 

Construction Environmental Management Plan (section 22.2) and Operations Phase 
Environmental Management (section 22.3) 

The applicant is required to provide details of the operations phase management 60 days 
before the project is commissioned for operation.  When available, the SCRD will look at 
this in detail to see which aspects it wants to be kept informed of and have input in plan 
development. 

Sedimentation and Turbidity (12.1.5.1, 13.1.5.1, 14.1.5.1, 22.2.1) and Drinking Water (19.2.7) 

In light of the experience at Tyson Creek Hydro site of a sediment release event this is a 
topic of specific interest to the SCRD and the community.  The applicant sets out a 
monitoring program for measuring turbidity manually and automatically in various locations 
and reporting to the province.  This includes weekly manual tests with data collection sites 
will be in the tailraces, up/downstream of tail race and river confluences with Tzoonie and 
above reaches with known fish reserves.  Proposed studies also look at potential for 
sediment release such as that experienced at Tyson Creek for each site. 

Example of commitment:  “The Proponent will engage a professional engineer with 
experience in reservoir sediment management to prepare a Lake Sediment Management 
Plan to mitigate potential increased sediment load during operations due to management 
of the Ramona Lake storage”. 

The SS Lake (located about 11 km upstream of Narrows Inlet) component will include a 
diversion tunnel.  There are likely to be modest changes to local channel character but this 
will not change the channel pattern (for example the bank will shift slightly but the stream 
will not jump to a new channel.  The natural sediment delivery is stable except during 
extreme high flows.  There is a modest delta near the confluence where the stream splits 
into several channels.  With regard to the stream most (90%) of the sediment is cobbles 
and boulders and the remainder is gravel sized; thus no fine sediment.  With regard to fine 
sediment, it is anticipated that from December to April there will no release at all from the 
lake.  There may be pulses of sediment to the fan in high flow periods.  The project will not 
increase the likelihood of high flows and thus should not impact channel stability.   

With regard to stream turbidity, the main source of fine particles is sidewall erosion and 
there is a small fan delta.  The lake will be drawn down and the fan-delta would be 
exposed, however based on sediment analysis there is a moderate to low turbidity hazard 
with any event most likely to be at freshet flow in the spring or as a result of 
storms/precipitation.  The fall period may pose the greater risk as storms re-fill the lake, 
however the consultant notes that the risk will decrease as sediment is released over time 
thus reducing the amount available for release.  Proposed mitigation includes turbidity 
fences within the lake, developing a method to flush turbid lake water thus not introduce it 
into the stream past the diversion.  Monitoring will assist in mitigation (such as triggering 
temporary shutdown).  The mitigation should allow for sediment to settle in the lake and to 
for any ‘escape’ to flush through the steam system.  

CC Lake does not contain fine deposits along its shore; any fine sediment would be from 
sidewall erosion and would have settled on the lake bed.  The lake will be drawn down.  
Due to persistent ice cover during the study period, the consultants were not able to 
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perform as detailed an analysis of the sediment profile as for SS Lake.  However it was 
determined that as the lakes were both formed by the same process (glaciation/de-
glaciation), their profiles will be similar.  The proposed mitigation measure are the same as 
are the periods of risk. 

Ramona Lake has two sediment sources, sidewall erosion and a small delta at the 
southeast end.  The lake will be drawn down, via floating intake pumps) and lake sediment 
will be exposed.  The periods of risk and mitigation measures include the same as SS and 
CC Lakes; additional measures are proposed..  There is potential to engineer a control 
and armouring of the stream where it crosses the delta; and to introduce sand filtration of 
in-stream flow.  These mitigation measures a proposed in response to modeling that 
concluded that low flow rates will offer little dilution for turbid tailrace discharge.  
Drawdown levels during the fall storm season should be minimal and that less frequent 
summer storms may also produce turbidity too high to be adequate diluted. 

As there is a subdivision that relies on Ramona as a component of potable water, the 
impact of increased turbidity can be felt immediately if current treatment systems fail.   

Drinking water for the Ramona community will be impacted.   The applicant needs to work 
with the property owners to ensure that robust treatment systems are present.  In addition 
to the filtration and possible engineered control noted above, upgrades to the residential 
water treatment system(s) should be installed and paid for the applicants.  Mitigation could 
include treatment of the water, such as filtration, before it reaches the residential 
properties. Another option is to secure an alternative water source.   

Prior to approval of this component of the project, the EAO needs to require that the 
applicant work with the community to come to an agreement of mitigation that will secure 
the drinking water.  The EAO and the SCRD needs to be involved in these discussions. 

The Surface Water Quality Protection Plan will be developed and will include components 
relating to in-stream work (such as diversions and crossings).  When available, the SCRD 
will look at this in detail to see which aspects it wants to be kept informed of and have 
input in plan development. 

Transmission Lines  (2.1 to. 2.5, ) 

The majority of transmission lines will be adjacent to existing disturbed areas such as 
roads.  The new lines form the powerhouses will connect to the existing Tyson Creek line.  
Two new substations will be built, one near Chickwat Creek (to be called the Narrows Inlet 
substation), the other north of the Malaspina substation.  The Tyson Creek line will be 
rediverted to a new submarine line crossing near the Skookumchuck Narrows.  From that 
point a new 7.4 km line will join the existing BC Hydro line north of the Malaspina 
substation.  The routing avoids old growth management areas and Spipiyus Provincial 
Park.   The routes chosen are designed to minimize visual impact. 

Alternative routes were investigated, however these created issues, such as traversing 
OGMAs and were rejected. 

Ther is no doubt that local impacts are created due to maintaining land clearing (at least of 
large vegetation) within the transmission line corridors.  This will harm wildlife that relies 
on the forest but benefit wildlife that relies on the new vegetation pattern. 
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CONCLUSION: 
The information provided by the applicant was exhaustive and due to the complexity the EA 
requirements was often repetitive.  For example it is understood that teach component (such as 
SS Lake, CC Lake and Ramon Lake (upper and lower) needed to be treated as discrete 
projects this each had their own ‘mini’ EA das sections within the whole EA application.  This 
made it difficult to locate specific comments related to each component. 

Overall there are a range of unknown impacts that will become clearer during monitoring.  
Mitigation measures are proposed to handle potential impacts and these need to become 
project requirements.  The EAO needs to be well resourced to provide consistent and impartial 
monitoring of the project.  The SCRD needs to be kept informed of monitoring and sent copies 
of monitoring reports.  To avoid being overwhelmed with paper, staff suggest that the applicant 
provide a website where such reports are posted for review.  This will allow the public to also 
see what is taking place on the ground.  In addition should the province or federal governments 
need to take any action then they must inform the SCRD of concerns and what steps will be 
taken to correct any problems. 

A range of additional topic specific plans will be produced if the project moves forward.  The 
SCRD needs to be kept informed of these and be given the opportunity to comment on drafts 
before they are finalized. 
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Figure 1-1 Overview of Project Location
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Figure 1-2 Satellite image of the Tzoonie Valley 
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Figure 1-2A	   Overview of Project General Layout
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Figure 1-3 Catchment Areas for Chickwat, SS and CC Creeks
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Figure1-4 Catchment Area for Ramona Lake and Upper Ramona Creek



 

 

 

ATTACHMENT B 

 

Area A APC (September 26, 2012) 
9.  Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment  

 This Board has concerns regarding the visual impact of the hydro lines as they approach 
the area of the Sunshine Coast Highway near Ruby Lake.  A straight downhill run to the 
connection will be unsightly as well as raises concerns regarding water runoff in bad 
weather.  A softened approach would be preferred, one that follows the contours of the 
land.  

Area B APC (September 25, 2012) 
5.2  Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment Process 
Received for information only.  Comments are to be directed to David Rafael for 
inclusion in the SCRD’s draft response by October 15, 2012. 

Natural Resources Advisory Committee (September 26, 2012) 
Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment Process  
A paper version of the documentation for this IPP is available at the SCRD for viewing. As well, 
13 CD’s are also available (and at Gibsons and Sechelt libraries). Sechelt will have a public 
meeting, open to the public, on October 13. The proponent will attend the October 18th 
Planning Committee Meeting. They will receive the Planner’s notes and any additional 
comments at that time. 

SCRD planner David Rafael attended the meeting and reviewed his submitted report. In 
discussion it was noted that: 

•  The working group has DFO, Ministry of Environment, and SIB components. 

•  Construction rezoning has been requested by the SCRD, but nothing has been 
submitted at this time. It is a recommendation but not a requirement. 

•   Cumulative effects on the water flow into the Tzoonie effecting fisheries is probably 
the most important concern. 

•  Construction phase does not happen for a long time. 

•  Salmon enhancements; are any projects proposed? This could be a great 
opportunity for the Proponent to enhance these creeks. 

•  Power lines crossing of Sechelt Inlet will be followed through existing grid lines. 

The role of the NRAC was queried. Can NRAC add to the environmental assessment? Given 
the huge volume of material, should NRAC pick out special concerns and comment only on 
those? 

David Rafael explained that NRAC help at this stage to test the accuracy of the data 
supplied would be useful. Participation in the environmental process is important to the 
SCRD. 

A member noted: With the massive amount of information, it is difficult to cross check that a 
consultant's assumptions of the project are what will actually take place. 
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One example of such a disconnect is in the report on amphibians and painted turtles, where 
recommendations were based on an assumption of a 20m drawdown of the lake, but the 
application states there will be a 45m drawdown. 

All members present were amiable to attending the Sechelt public meeting. 

A site visit on Thursday, October 11th has been offered. Alternate days are being 
considered and notification will commence when known. The site visit will entail the entire 
day. There is one space available to an NRAC committee member. Members should submit 
their interest to the Chair and to the Planner. 

The committee is willing to scope the documents and will put their attentions to the areas of 
personal interest. The Chair asks that members notify each other if there is a significant piece 
they’d like to take on, or communicate where relevant sections (fisheries for example) were 
located in the huge body of documentation. 

Timelines: Members are asked to send information and comments to David as you read 
through the material prior to his vacation (leaving on the 9th). 

Natural Resources Advisory Committee (October 30, 2012) 
Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment Process 

David Rafael acted as ‘Chair’ for the meeting to allow all members an opportunity to fully 
participate in the discussion. 

Peter Schober, Renewable Power Corporation, proponent for Narrows Inlet Hydro Project gave 
a presentation to introduce the application.  Some points made were: 

 There are 85 projects in BC connected to the grid, others are storage projects. 

 The Hydro solution is not perfect but is a good solution.  It is better than burning coal, 
and better than burning other fossil fuels. 

 Transmission lines have been interconnected to avoid a multitude of lines. 

 5 and 6 megawatt projects are relatively small in the bigger picture of things. 

Mr. Schober addressed 7 concerns outlined in the application: 

Sediment – organics sloughed in from draw down of a lake happened in a prior experience.  
Outcomes were actually positive.  Nutrients increased, salmon stocks improved by year 2, 
and turbidity cleared. 

Fish – only one creek in the application has fish.   

Marbled Murelets – 2.7% habitat will be affected.  Low affect is expected. 

Molluscs – clearing will affect less than 1% of habitat. 

Visuals – no significant visual impact. 

Amphibians – fish and amphibians compete for the same habitat. 

Drinking water – only 4 recreational users are in the immediate area.  Boil water advisory 
currently in effect. 

Comments from Bill: 
Impressed by breath and scope of documentation supplied.  

There may be a better process if a neutral party put the information together.   
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Bill’s concerns focused on Salmon.  Changes in waterflow or timing of flow were addressed well 
in the document.  It is difficult as a lay person to quantify what the damage to Salmon habitat 
was.  Acceptable habitat replacement  is not addressed well.  Quantitative measures did not 
appear to exist.  He is hopeful that DFO could use this type of documentation and come to 
some conclusions.   

Is there a way to flag compensation?   

Response (from the proponent): 

At the first submission of the application the Province requested information be removed (due to 
size/volume of the application).  Information removed may have addressed some of these 
questions.  Mitigation factors are considered and addressed in the application.  Post project 
must show monitoring and compensation terms.  

Comments from Dan: 
In his view; the company is flagged for a high level of public scrutiny.  There were 3 incidents of 
sediment pollution that he recounted; 

1. November 2009, a heavy rainfall moved sediments from a poorly drained road and 
from the generating station construction site into Tyson Creek. There were sediment 
control materials lying around the site unused. Authorities were not notified of the 
event. 

2. February 2010, as Tyson Lake was being drawn down, a sediment delta collapsed 
mobilizing sediments which were then drawn through the facility into the Tzoonie 
River. The facility kept operating for about a week. Authorities were not notified. 
Water Stewardship Division (WSD) discovered the situation on February 17 and the 
facility was shut down on the 19th. 

3. March 20, 2010, the facility was re-started without authorization from WSD. A plume 
of silty water entered the Tzoonie River and also polluted the head of Narrows Inlet. 

The most important ecosystem component in the Tzoonie watershed is the salmon population 
(and related salmonid populations). These fish have supported human society in our area for 
10,000 years. How precarious are these populations today? We need to know whether or not 
impacts from this project will reduce the likelihood of recovery. 

We need a higher level of Compliance and Enforcement  (C&E) activity from government as the 
company did not respond to sedimentation events in a responsible manner. 

Response (from the proponent): 

To learn from the unexpected events that occurred, additional consultation with experts can 
provide valuable information.  As well, more scrutiny is welcomed to ensure the process is 
applied.  Scientific reporting to the SCRD, occuring now, will continue post project. 

Recommendation No. 2: 
That the SCRD ask the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (and/or the proponent) to 
provide information on the current condition of fish stocks in the creeks (within the 
application area) and make it available to the public.   

CARRIED 
If this information is not available from DFO, but is available from the proponent, it should be 
supplied to the public. 
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There should be a baseline appraisal of fish habitat in the entire Tzoonie River watershed to 
allow for the post project impact to be measured. 

Comments from Brett: 
Habitat replacement was Brett’s focus.  

Due to a lack of baseline data, fishfarms in Porpoise Bay did not provide opportunity to see 
impact after introduction. 

Is there some opportunity to enhance salmon even more?  This could be an opportunity for the 
Band to take part in compensation. 

Response (from the proponent): 

The Sechelt Band has been asked to partner on this project.  They are proactive in ensuring 
their own vetting and an audit of the information provided. 
A restoration project of the Tzoonie Watersheds could be considered. 

Comments from Mike: 
He would like to understand community and economic benefits.   

Mike is supportive of green power/green initiatives.   

He believes this application to be a good project on its merits.  He would encourage making 
community and green initiatives the focus.   

We are spoiled and blessed at the same time; We waste our energy.  We need to learn not to 
waste our power.   

Guest, Jason Hertz was also given an opportunity to give his views: 
An issue of the Bear/people conflict mitigation plan has come to light.  Authorship is being 
looked at and challenged.  This portion of the document has since been removed and a new 
bear/human conflict mitigation plan has replaced it.  Changing of documents that require public 
viewing should not happen at the last minute.  (Reference A66) 

Visually sensitive areas are a concern.  Pen stock width is a concern. 

Direct impact to Goat winter ranges was a concern voiced.   

Was there a purposeful overload on the volume of documentation to lose the public in this? 

If we are going to do anything about climate change, it is about keeping the fossil fuels in the 
ground.  Trying to sell this project as a climate change solution, is wrong. 

Response (from the proponent): 

The original Bear/people conflict mitigation plan document was removed and should not have 
been replaced.  This document was not required for review of the application.  A replacement 
should not have been added to the online document. 

Mitigation rules address compensation.  Related to goat winter ranges, no hunting for workers 
will be allowed, no helicopter flights above, and fencing are examples of the mitigation that will 
be in place. 

General Comments/Suggestions: 
Clarity is needed for the 104 full time jobs presented in the Public information meeting. 
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Provision of socio economic and community benefits is required and should be clarified 
by the proponent. 
Community Benefit could be going into enhanced Salmon Habitat in the Tzoonie 
Narrows. 
The Community Benefit that the proponent is required to establish is too small to address the 
huge issues of habitat damage that have already occurred (from forestry) in the Tzoonie 
watershed.   We need to address the facts of a degraded watershed and the current condition of 
the fisheries before allowing new impacts to occur. 

Comments Provided by Diane Sanford (Member of NRAC) 

General Comments 

 During the construction phase an EM (environmental monitor) is required monthly.  
With the high variability of weather events, and risk of increased sedimentation due 
to clearing, grubbing, and necessary tree falling, this is not adequate. If a weather 
event occurs there should be a trigger for additional monitoring.  

 Reporting within 72 hours (3 days) of an incident is not soon enough. 
 If an occurrence happens during a sensitive time frame – ie. Siltation during spawn 

and egg rearing time, time and duration will be crucial factors.  

With the documented presence of species of special interest – dolly varden and 
unconfirmed bull trout, the need for reporting should be high, not moderate to low  

B.8 Chickwat 

 Fish barrier data is from 2011, and is inconclusive for some reaches, will there be 
further study done to determine fish bearing status and confirm barriers? 

 Could not find an answer to the question of how LWD (large woody debris) will be 
allowed to pass diversion dam.  Chickwat Cr. 

Impact Assessment for Macroinvertebrates 

(The consultant noted that sampling was only once per site and that additional sampling 
could be done if requested.) 

 Is there more macroinvertebrate data?  Seasonal?  Has the proponent requested? 
 BMP states at least one year of data on macroinvertebrate drift. 

B 9.11 (Combined Project Elements) 

 Is the ongoing monitoring of Tzoonie to be written in as a requirement? 

Provincial BMP paper Operational Plans 

 Could not find an answer to the question of how LWD (large woody debris) will be 
allowed to pass diversion dam.  Chickwat Cr. 

Freshwater Fish and Habitat (B.14 Commitments) 

(The submission notes that “A compensation plant will be implemented. There is 

uncertainty in the habitat loss due to incomplete data, and additional data are required in 
order to calculate all habitat losses.”) 

 Lack of confidence due to limited data indicates there needs to be more study 
done.  Will this be a requirement? 
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 What is the compensation plan? (Highlight above) 
 Is there more data on changes to mercury resulting from operations? 
 The risks to the drinking water for local residents that use Ramona. 
 Moderate/high risk factor does not seem reasonable.  
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STAFF REPORT  
   

DATE: December 13, 2012 

TO: Planning and Development Committee – December 20, 2012 

FROM: Sam Adams, Parks Planning Coordinator;  

 Carleen McDowell, Parks Services Manager  

RE: Dakota Ridge Groomer Options  

 
RECOMMENDATION(S)  
 
THAT the Community Services Committee receives the Dakota Ridge Groomer Options 
Report from the Parks Planning Coordinator; 
 
AND THAT a Budget Proposal for Round 1 of the Budget be considered. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In January 2006, the SCRD purchased a Piston Bully 100 (PB 100) for grooming the ski trails on 
Dakota Ridge. Over the last two years, repair costs to the Piston Bully have increased with 
frequent breakdowns disrupting ski operations. Repair costs were $19,000 in 2011 and over 
$50,000 in 2012. This report gives background information and explores options regarding 
repairs and/or replacement of the PB 100. 
 
The PB 100 is the most important piece of SCRD equipment used during our seasonal cross 
country ski operations. On the Coast, where we receive large amounts of wet snow, the 
grooming machine packs snow, levels/forms the trails, and creates tracks for skate and classic 
skiing.  
 
The SCRD also has a snowmobile (2006 Skidoo) which, along with a grooming attachment, 
does some of the grooming tasks on Dakota when conditions are suitable. However, 
snowmobiles cannot move snow around and are impractical to use after large snow events. At 
best, snowmobiles can compliment previous grooming done by the Piston Bully and save on 
fuel and potentially wear and tear on the Piston Bully when conditions are favorable.  
 
PB 100 
 
Recently, the SCRD’s Piston Bully has had maintenance problems more severe for a machine 
with 1500 hours on it. Possible reasons for this include: frequency and amount of heavy wet 
snow; not having a heated facility on the ski hill to store the machine; hilly terrain with lots of 
tight corners; multiple operators; and normal wear on parts.   
 
The PB 100 is a small groomer and has proven to be superior for some cross country ski 
locations, however, not for others.  Several ski facilities were consulted in the writing of this 
report, including Whistler Olympic Park, Lost Lakes (Whistler Village) and Mt. Washington. Staff 
of Lost Lakes noted that they happy with their PB 100, which has worked well for them. The PB 

ANNEX T
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100 has worked well for Lost Lakes due their terrain less elevation gains and less winding trails. 
Trails at Lost Lakes trails are groomed seven days a week, while Dakota Ridge is groomed 4 
days per week and in large snow events some trails would not be groomed. It is worth noting 
that Lost Lakes did replace their 2005 Piston Bully last year with a 2011 Piston Bully after 5 
years of service. 
 
In contrast, the Whistler Olympic Park facility and the Mount Washington ski facility have both 
done away their PB 100 or PB 100 type machines in favor of a larger PB 400 type machine. The 
100 type machines were deemed not to be suitable for their terrain which is similar to that of 
Dakota Ridge with windy trails and hilly up and down geography.  
 
From a mechanical perspective, the PB100 machine has functioned well for its first three years.  
Starting four years ago, there have been indicators that “structurally” this size machine is not 
handling the conditions on Dakota.  The following is a list of major costly events which had 
resulted in service interruptions. 
 

• In 2008 - Weld on the rear main horizontal pivot of the snow grooming tiller broke  
• In 2009 - Cracks in the frame and axles needed repair.  
• In 2011 - Main vertical pivot connecting the rear snow grooming equipment completely 

failed  
• Also in 2011 - Bearings in one of the main planetary drive hubs failed 

 
Whether grooming is performed twice a day or twice a week the same amount of snow must be 
moved. A PB 400 would withstand the heavy snow conditions with winding up and down trails 
much better than the PB 100 and would groom the trails in less time. There would of course be 
increased fuel costs, however, it is anticipated that would be compensated for in efficiencies of 
scale and less wear on the more robust machine. 
 
Snowmobile 
 
The snowmobile has been a great workhorse and required little in terms of maintenance. There 
is currently however a safety issue with having just the one snowmobile on Dakota Ridge. If that 
snowmobile was involved in an accident and the operator require rescuing, there would be no 
other machine to rescue that person and the Piston Bully is unsuitable for such purposes. Also, 
we propose to increase snowmobile grooming to help save on Piston Bully costs, therefore we 
have included the cost of an additional snowmobile as well. 
 
Options 
 
Staff have done some preliminary inquiries on replacing/upgrading the units including receiving 
an offer of $85,000 as trade in value for the PB 100. Options 1 and 2 include trade in value in 
the financial column. 
 

* ‘Piston Bully’ is a company who produces snow grooming equipment. This 
report uses the Piston Bully 100 and 400 as examples as we happen to own one 
of their machines. There are other companies who produce similar machines, 
and if directed to move forward with a purchase we would consider all qualified 
equipment to ensure best value as per the SCRD purchasing policy. 
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Options* Pros Cons Cost 
1 Trade in PB 100 for 

a new PB 400.  
 
Purchase 
additional 
snowmobile. 

Size & weight of 400 
machine would move 
more snow with less wear; 
groom more trails in less 
time due to making only 
one pass; tolerates 
unheated storage 
conditions better. 
 
Life span of ten years 
minimum 
 
When trails are 
lengthened this is better 
than the status quo. 

Cost to purchase: cost of 
modification (widening) of 
some existing trails; cost 
of major breakdowns & 
per hour running costs 
would increase; operations 
compromised if machine 
breaks down during 
season. Extra costs for hut 
and storage. 

 $306,600 

2 Trade in PB 100 for 
a used PB 400 
 
Purchase 
additional 
snowmobile. 
 

Same as above; reduced 
up-front cost. 
 
Life span would depend 
on the quality and age of 
the used equipment 
purchased. 
 
When trails are 
lengthened this is better 
than the status quo. 
 

Same as above with 
additional repairs 
associated with a used 
machine 

 $108,000 

3 Repair PB100 and 
purchase used PB 
400. 
 
Purchase 
additional 
snowmobile 

Same as above; would 
have a backup machine; 
less up-front costs than 
Option 1. 
 
When trails are 
lengthened this is better 
than the status quo. 

Same as above but now 
you have two used 
machines; 100 & 400 parts 
are not interchangeable; 
no trade in value from PB 
100.   

 $204,000 
Plus PB 100 
anticipated 
reoccurring 
yearly 
repairs. 

4 Repair current 
machine and keep 
it going for a few 
more years. 
 
Purchase 
additional 
snowmobile 
 

Least costly of options in 
the short term; operators 
are familiar with PB 100 

Increased maintenance 
costs as machine ages; 
operations compromised if 
machine breaks down 
during ski season; does 
not address stress issues 
from snow, storage 
method and geography. 

 $24,000 
Plus PB 100 
anticipated 
reoccurring 
yearly 
repairs. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
After discussions with the Managers of Mt. Washington, Whistler Olympic Park, SCRD Fleet 
Maintenance and Piston Bully Canada, a bigger machine) would be more suitable for conditions 
on Dakota Ridge. For the same reasons, Option 4 is the least desirable option as we would be 
in the same situation with an aging machine not suitable to our wet/heavy snow conditions. 
Maintenance cost would be high and service could be compromised with the machine down. 
 
Staff recognize that all options provide financial challenges as this function has a very low 
establishment bylaw tax rate. Options 1, 2, 3 provide the best fit to address the snow conditions. 
Option 4 is at best a temporary solution and risks the exposure to site closure due to 
mechanical failures. This would potentially be costly as we lose customer confidence in the 
dependability of the hill being groomed. 
 
Purchasing a larger machine would require onetime costs of an alteration to the doors of the 
storage hut ($10,000) to make them wider and the purchase of an additional container to store 
the snowmobiles and rescue equipment ($3500) - they would no longer be able to be stored in 
the storage hut. As well there would need to be some minor alterations to some areas of the 
existing trails ($5000) to make sure the bigger machine can pass through those areas. These 
onetime estimated costs are included at the end of the project in the Cost Breakdown table at 
the end of the report. 
 
None of the options involve heating the storage building as this is cost prohibitive when 
insulation and maintenance costs are considered.  
 
 
Financing Options 
 
Dakota Ridge operates with a modest budget and very low establishment bylaw tax rate. 
Current estimates for 2013 show we are approximately $15,000 under the tax limit.  There are 
also the following pressures on the function in 2013: 
 

• $15,000 for trail expansions with volunteer group (Budget Proposal) 
• $20,000 for a new snowmobile (also covered in this report- Budget Proposal) 
• $  4,000 for coast wide mail marketing campaign (Budget Proposal) 
• Increasing maintenance costs on current Piston Bully 
• Staff hours required for basic opening/closing procedures, operation risk management 

and maintenance. 
 
It appears that a raise of the tax limit will be required in 2013 to accommodate any service 
enhancements and anticipated maintenance costs. 
 
We currently owe about $112,000 on a remaining debenture debt that included the PB 100. It is 
worth noting the debenture debt covered the cost not only for the original piston bully 100 but 
also the snowmobile and part of the warming hut. There are 4 years left on this debt repayment 
schedule and it cannot be paid prior to 2016. The yearly payment commitment is $29,225 and 
that will continue to be paid in addition to costs associated with a chosen option.  
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To offset the costs associated with the options above, staff suggest tax limit on Dakota Ridge 
will need to be increased.  This increase could be mitigated by monies from another source like 
Bear Creek Hydro funding ($26,000 in 2013 and based on negotiated power rates thereafter).  
 
At this time leasing looks to be the best option for financing of the additional snowmobile and 
the Piston Bully. The table below breaks down the estimated costs associated with each option 
and subsequent impact on taxation and/or other funding sources. 
 
The table shows cost per $100,000 of assessment.  The existing by-law limit is 2.5 cents/1000 
assessment.  Therefore, options 1, 2 and 3 will require an increase in the by-law limit. In order 
to increase the bylaw limit we would require the consent of 2/3 of the participants in the service 
and approval of the Inspector of Municipalities.  The Inspector may require an AAP, but it is not 
likely as this increase is a small amount.  This bylaw amendment would have to be adopted 
before the 2013 budget is adopted (March 31st 2013).     
 
In order to give context for financing this function the following table shows the amount of 
increased taxation available for each half cent ($.005) of by-law limit increase: 
 
Increased Taxation Available Per half cent Increase in By-Law Limit 

0.005$    42,113.27$                   
0.010$    84,226.55$                   
0.015$    126,339.82$                 
0.020$    168,453.10$                  

 
 
The Cost Options Breakdown table below assumes that the snowmobile is purchased in 
January of 2013 and the Piston Bully 400 in July of 2013.
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Cost Option Breakdown
(All options assume a 5 Year Lease)

Option 1
Purchase New Piston Bully 400 and Snowmobile using Trade-In of current Piston Bully

Cost 
Total Lease 

Cost 2013 Cost

2013 Cost/ 
$100,000 

Assessment

Annual 
Cost 2014 

to 2017

2014 Cost/ 
$100,000 

Assessment
New Piston Bully 400  ($315,500 - 
80,000)

$235,500 

Snowmobile $20,000 
Contingency (tax, delivery, other) 
20%

$51,100 

Total $306,600 $322,809 $35,149 $64,562 
Increase in Annual Repair & Maintenance $0 $0 
Cost of storage container and 
modifications to door and trails $18,500 $0 
Total annual taxation, or other, impact $53,649 $0.55 $64,562 $0.67 

Option 2
Purchase Used Piston Bully 400 and new Snowmobile using Trade-In of current Piston Bully
Used Piston Bully 400 ($150,000 -
80,000)

$70,000 

Snowmobile $20,000 
Contingency (tax, delivery, other) 20% $18,000 
Total $108,000 $113,948 $14,263 $22,790 
Increase in Annual Repair & Maintenance $4,000 $4,000 
Cost of storage container and 
modifications to door and trails $18,500 $0 
Total annual taxation, or impact, impact $36,763 $0.38 $26,790 $0.28 

Option 3
Purchase Used Piston Bully 400 and new Snowmobile and keep current Piston Bully as back up
Used Piston Bully 400 $150,000 
Snowmobile $20,000 
Contingency (tax, delivery, other) 20% $34,000 
Total $204,000 $214,908 $24,359 $42,982 
Increase in Annual Repair & Maintenance $16,000 $16,000 
Cost of storage container and 
modifications to door and trails $18,500 $0 
Total annual taxation,or other, impact $58,859 $0.61 $58,982 $0.61 

Option 4
Keep current Piston Bully and purchase new Snowmobile
Snowmobile $20,000 
Contingency (tax, delivery, misc) 20% $4,000 
Total                                                                          $24,000 $25,608 $5,122 $5,122 
Increase in Annual Repair & Maintenance $12,000 $12,000 
One time cost of modifications $0 $0 
Total annual taxation, or other,  impact $17,122 $0.18 $17,122 $0.18 

Assumes:
Cost / $100,000 assessment is for residential properties
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