
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 

Thursday, April 18, 2013 
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 

 
AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 9:30 a.m. 

AGENDA 
1.  Adoption of the Agenda  

 
DELEGATION 

2.  Development Variance Permit 337.140 (Zanen) 
a. Wouter Zanen (applicant) 
b. Nick Loenen (opposed) 

Electoral Area  A (Rural Planning Services)  

ANNEX  A 
pp 1 – 15  

 
REPORTS  

3.  Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment: Draft Workplan 
Update 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  B 
pp 16 – 24  

4.  OCP Amendment 432.31 & Zoning Bylaw 337.103 (Bel Investments) 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  C 
pp 25 – 35  

5.  OCP Amendment 600.2 & Zoning Bylaw 310.138 (Penonzek) 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  D 
pp 36 – 47  

6.  Development Variance Permit 310.172 (Kingsley) 
Electoral Areas B (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  E 
pp 48 – 58  

7.  Development Permit E-97 (Shazach Holdings Inc.) 
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  F 
pp 59 – 89  

8.  Highway 101 Music Festival Society 
Electoral Areas A (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  G 
pp  90 – 102  

9.  Dunham Road Ocean Access (Board Res. #145/13) 
(Hillside) 

Verbal Report  

10.  Temporary Structures  
(Building Inspection) 

ANNEX  H 
pp 103 – 105  

11.  Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Bylaw 
(Bylaw Enforcement) 

ANNEX  I 
pp 106 – 113  

   
12.  Building Department Revenues for March, 2013 

(Building Inspection) 
ANNEX  J 
pp 114 – 118  

13.  Planning and Development Monthly Report for March,  2013 
(Regional/Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  K 
pp  119 – 127  

14.  Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 26, 2013 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  L 
pp 128 – 132  
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15.  Natural Resource Advisory Committee of March 27, 2013 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  M 
pp 133 – 135  

16.  Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of March 27, 2013 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)   

ANNEX  N 
pp 136 – 138  

17.  Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of March 26, 2013 
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  O 
pp 139 – 141  

18.  Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of March 25, 2013 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  P 
pp 142 – 144  

19.  Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of March 27, 2013 
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  Q 
pp 145 – 148  

20.  West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of March 26, 2013 
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX R 
pp 149 – 152  

 
COMMUNICATIONS 

21.  Don Peterson, President Freshwater Fisheries Society of BC, dated March 
18, 2013 

Re:  Freshwater Angling and the BC Economy    

ANNEX  S 
pp 153  

22.  Sheila Malcolmson, Chair, Islands Trust Council, dated March 25, 2013 
Re:  Derelict and Abandoned Vessels 

ANNEX  T 
pp 154 – 155  

23.  Nicolas Simons, MLA, dated March 14, 2013 
Re:  Support for Comprehensive Management Plan 

ANNEX  U 
pp 156 – 157  

24.  AVICC Information: 
1.  BC Needs a Forest Vision 
2.  Population Projection Project 

ANNEX  V 
pp 158 – 162  

   
25.  RCMP Policing Priorities 2013/2014 

(Community Services) 
ANNEX  W 
pp 163 – 164  

 
IN CAMERA 
 The public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with the 

Community Charter, Section 90 (1) “(a) personal information about an identifiable 
individual who holds or is being considered for a position as an officer, employee or 
agent of the municipality or another position appointed by the municipality;” are to be 
discussed.   
 

 

ADJOURNMENT  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  April 4, 2013 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – April 18, 2013 

FROM: Parissa Shafizadeh – Planning Technician 

RE: Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.140 (Orca Road, 

Egmont/Pender Harbour) 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the planning technician’s report regarding Development Variance Permit 337.140 
for Lot 9 and an undivided 1/5 interest in and to Lot 14 District Lot 3923 Plan 18551: 
 

(a) To reduce the setback from the natural boundary of the ocean for building or any 
part thereof, except a boathouse or wharf located solely on a waterbody, from 7.5 
m to 4.29 m at the south east corner of the eastern deck and from 7.5 m to 5.27 m 
at the south east corner of the sunroom’s roof overhang to rebuild the existing 
deck and rebuild and extend the existing sunroom; and 
 

(b) To reduce side parcel line setback where the steps project beyond the face of the 
building, from 0.75 to 0 m to rebuild and extend the existing stairs, 
 
Be received. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary section 516(1)(a) of Zoning Bylaw No. 
337 to reduce the setback from the natural boundary of the ocean for building or any part 
thereof, except a boathouse or wharf located solely on a waterbody, from 7.5 m to 4.29 m at the 
south east corner of the eastern deck and from 7.5 m to 5.27 m at the south east corner of the 
sunroom’s roof overhang; and to vary section 515(2)(b) of Zoning Bylaw No. 337 to reduce side 
parcel line setback where the steps projects beyond the face of the building, from 0.75 m to 0 m. 
 
Owner/Applicant:                 Wouter Zanen  
 
Legal Description:   Lot 9 and an undivided 1/5 interest in and to Lot 14 District Lot 

3923 Plan 18551 PID: 007-139-632  
    
Electoral Area:  Egmont/Pender Harbour 
 
Location: 4294 Orca Road     
  
Zone:  R-1A     
     
Parcel Area:   1877 m² 
 

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

 

 
 

As the subject of this Development Variance Permit (DVP) the applicant applied to rebuild the 
deck and its foundation and also to rebuild and extend the sunroom partly within 7.5 m setback 
from the natural boundary of the ocean. In addition, the applicant requested to rebuild and 
extend the staircase and landing attached to the west of the building which will be located within 
0.75 m side parcel line setback by considering siting exception for the projected steps.  
 
Zoning Bylaw No. 337 establishes a 7.5 m setback from the natural boundary of the ocean for a 
building or any part thereof except a boathouse or wharf located solely on a waterbody, to be 
constructed, reconstructed, moved, located or extended. According to the applicant’s proposal 
the existing deck, stairs, sunroom and their foundations will be removed and be replaced with a 
21.96 m² extended rebuilt sunroom in the middle and two approximately 20 m² rebuilt decks on 
both sides, constructed on a rebuilt foundation. (Attachment “B” & Attachment “C”) 
 
The proposed development is situated within the existing building’s footprint except a 0.61 m (2 
ft.) roof overhang along the south face of the rebuilt sunroom which protrudes over the foot print. 
According to the site plan (Attachment “A”) the rebuilt eastern deck and extended sunroom are 
partly located within 7.5 m setback from the natural boundary of the ocean. The actual setback 
after the proposed changes from the south east corner of the eastern deck to the natural 
boundary of the ocean will stay the same (4.29 m). However, the setback from south east 
corner of the sunroom to the natural boundary of the ocean will change from 5.88 m to  
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5.27 m due to building a new roof with 0.61 m (2 ft) overhang above the rebuilt sunroom. The 
rest of the proposed development including the south west corner of the sunroom’s roof 
overhang, the rebuilt western deck and also rebuilt stairs and landing attached to the building on 
the west, are situated outside the 7.5 m setback area. 
 

 
 

In addition to the proposed works on the deck area and sunroom, the applicant intends to 
rebuild and extend the existing staircase and landing within the west side parcel line setback 
area. Subject to the section 602.3(c) of Zoning Bylaw No. 337, no structure may be located 
within 1.5 m of a side parcel line. Section 515(2)(b) of the Zoning Bylaw No. 337 as “siting 
exception” reduces 1.5 m setback to an abutting side parcel line by not more than 50% for steps 
projecting beyond the face of a building. According to the site plan (Attachment “A”) the 
proposed stairs and landing projected beyond the west side of the building are situated within 
the side parcel line setback even after considering “siting exception”. The actual setback from 
the west side parcel line following rebuilding and extension of the staircase will be 0 m. 
 
The applicant submitted the rational in support of its DVP. The applicant attempted to confine 
the proposed extension of the sunroom and other structural changes within the existing 
building’s foot print to avoid further environmental impacts to the foreshore area. According to 
the applicant, rebuilding the existing deck, sunroom and the foundation on the south side of the 
building and also stairs and landing on the west side will improve the structural and aesthetic 
quality of this over 30 years old building. Rebuilding and extension within almost the same foot 
print, instead of repairs which eliminates the need for DVP for this legally non-conforming siting 
building, is the applicant preference as the most practical and efficient way to improve the 
building. The planning staff discussed with the applicant and his designer to ensure that the 
construction and all associated works on the west side will be placed within the property lines. 
The subject property is not located within any geotechnical or environmental Development 
Permit Areas. 
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REFERRAL AND NOTIFICATION 
 
APC Comments 
 
At its meeting of Mar. 27th, the Egmont/Pender Harbour APC supported approval of the DVP 
No. 337.140 as presented.  
 
SCRD Building Division 
 
A referral was sent to the SCRD Building Division for review. The Building Division has no 
objections to the issuance of the variance permit provided that any construction less than 1.2 m 
from the property line on the west side should be a non-combustible construction (concrete or 
metal). The applicant discussed the issue with Building Division to revise the building plan in 
order to meet the BC Building Code requirements. 
  
shíshálh Nation  
 
The variance application has been referred to the shíshálh Nation for review and comment.  
Pursuant to the protocol agreement between the SCRD Board and the shíshálh Nation, 
rezoning applications and development variance permit applications are referred to the Band 
with an allowance for a 60 day return period which will be terminated on May 10th. The response 
will be considered when determining conditions if the variance request is to be considered for 
approval. 
 
Adjacent Property Owners 
 
Adjacent property owners and residents located within 100 metres of the property were notified 
of the application by letter for the opportunity to comment on the proposed variance.  Two letters 
were received from the neighbours particularly on the east side of the subject property 
expressing objection to the approval of this application (Appendix “D”). The main justification to 
argue against this application is as follows: 
 

• The four homes immediately east of the subject property are situated further than 7.5 m 
from the natural boundary of the ocean. In addition, the lot on which the subject building 
is located projects further into the ocean compared to the adjoining lots on the east side. 
As a result of this situation, the oceanview from the neighbouring properties is partly 
diminished and future renovation may impose even further interference to the oceanview 
for these lots. The value of the waterfront properties is significantly related to the view of 
the ocean. The applicant’s building already imposes negative impacts on the view from 
neighbouring properties. The applicant wishes to add value to his property but it should 
not come at the expense of others.  
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Having an open ocean view and getting the most of it, is the main reason for everyone tochoose the waterfront property, therefore the received objections from the neighbours should beacknowledged in review of the application. The subject property is a “legally non-conforming
siting” and 7% of the existing footprint including part of eastern deck and sunroom, is locatedwithin 7.5 m setback area from the ocean. The applicant requested to have an approximate 3m2 extension to the sunroom located within 7.5 m setback area. The proposed extension iswithin the existing footprint but occupies a larger building bulk compare to the existing condition.

The proposed extension may affect the neighbour’s view but extent of the impact needs to bedetermined and addressed more specifically. The planning staff requested the neighbours for asite visit to photograph the existing views and investigate the possible impacts of the proposeddevelopment on the view. A site visit from Mr. Loenen’s property will be conducted on April 1 6th
As the result of this site visit, a more detail information, specific recommendations will bebrought to the April 1 8th PDC meeting.

Parissa Shafizadeh
Planning Technician

ATTACHMENTS:
Appendix “A”: Site Plan
Appendix “B”: Photos
Appendix “C”: Proposed building drawings
Appendix “D”: Objection letter from neighbours
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Photo 3: the 

existing solarium 

(sunroom) to be 

extended toward 

south within the 7.5 

m setback area 

from the natural 

boundary of the 

ocean 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Photo 4: the 

existing stairs in 

front and left side 

of the existing 

sunroom to be 

eliminated and the 

existing deck to be 

renovated 
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Date:  April 3, 2013 
To:  Sunshine Coast Regional District 
Attention:  Parissa Shafizadeh  Parissa.shafizadeh@scrd.ca 
Re:  DVP 337.140 
 
We, Jayne and Nick Loenen, own Lot #7, located two lots east of the subject 
property.  
 
We recommend that this application not be approved.  
For the flowing reasons: 
 
The four existing homes immediately east of the subject property all have a set-
back ‘from the natural boundary of the ocean’ much greater than the current 
minimum 7.5 m. In addition, the lot on which the subject house is located projects 
forward into the ocean relative to the lots of the four houses east of it.  
 
These two facts combine to place the subject house considerably forward of our 
home and that of our neighbours. Should this application be allowed, it will place 
that house even more forward and diminish the view from neighbouring homes 
more than is currently the case.  
 
Waterfront value is directly related to views of the natural surroundings. Houses 
and sundecks detract from the natural surroundings. Because of its forward 
location the applicant’s house already negatively affects the view from 
neighbouring properties. 
 
Allowing this application is to further deprive neighbouring properties of value. 
The applicant wishes to add value but it should not come at the expense of 
others. 
 
In addition, the reduction asked for is substantial, nearly half of the current set-
back. And that is only for supporting posts; how far can the building, sundeck, 
rails and sunroom project into the set-back space and how high up? What 
diminishes neighbouring views is not a post but the construction supported by the 
post, projected who knows how far into the required set-back and the air above it. 
 
All residents want to be as close to the water as possible. This is understandable 
but it needs to be regulated with fairness. Equal treatment for all and special 

Nick Loenen 
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privileges for none! To allow one person to build much closer to the ocean than 
the others runs counter to basic fairness.  
 
This application has no merit and should be denied. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Nick Loenen 
 
 
Jayne Loenen 
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From:    Charlie Talbot 
To: Parissa Shafizadeh 
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2013 
 
We the undersigned do not wish to have the application for development variance permit DVP 
337.140 .Lot 9. 4294 Orca Rd.Garden Bay,B.C. 
The week-end cottage on lot 9 is already further forward than the rest of the properties on Lee 
Bay water front.Further construction on that 
property will only interfere with the ocean view for our selves and our close neighbours 
properties.The ocean view is why we bought the properties 
in the first place. 
We were not allowed a variance from the lot line in 2010 for a deck that was built with the 
house in 1994 and approved at that time.Forcing us to 
remove a portion of the deck by the bylaw people from S.C.R.D. at considerable expense to us. 
  
Why should one full time permanent property owner be denied ,and a week-end cottage owner 
approved ? 
  
  We live at 4310 Sea Otter Rd.  Lot 8 .    
              Charles Talbot  
              Joy Talbot   
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: April 10, 2013 

TO: Planning and Development Committee (April 18, 2013) 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: NARROWS INLET HYDRO PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: DRAFT 
WORKPLAN – REQUESTED CLARIFICATION 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. THAT the report titled “Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment: 
Draft Workplan – Requested Clarification” be received; 

2. AND THAT Recommendation 11 of March 21, 2013 Planning and Development 
Committee be forwarded to the April 25, 2013, Board for adoption; 

3. AND THAT a letter, including copies of relevant staff reports, be sent to owners of 
properties in the Ramona Creek subdivision advising of the workplan and the 
process for reviewing any reports provided by the proponent. 

 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
Two reports were provided to the March 21, 2013 Planning and Development Committee (PDC) 
agenda.  One set out the background regarding the current status of the environmental 
assessment for the Narrows Inlet Hydro Project.  The second considered additional information 
was provided by the Environmental Assessment Officer (EAO) regarding the draft workplan 
required from the proponent.  Regarding the second report, staff provided a table setting out the 
issues proposed work by the applicant (the workplan) and suggested staff comments.   

The PDC reviewed the comments made the following recommendations: 

Recommendation No. 10 Narrows Inlet Hydro Project 

The Planning and Development Committee recommended that the staff report dated 
March 11, 2013 titled “Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment:  Update” 
be received; 

AND THAT the SCRD requests that Narrows Inlet Hydro Holdings Corp. comment on the 
concerns raised by Ramona Creek residents and others in the letters dated November 22, 
2012, sent to the Ministry of Forest, Lands and Natural Resource Operations; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff provide a report to a future Planning and Development 
Committee once additional information is made available by the Environmental 
Assessment Office and the next steps are known.   

  

ANNEX B
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (April 18, 2013) Page 2 of 9 
Regarding Narrows Inlet Draft Workplan Update 

Recommendation No. 11 Narrows Inlet Hydro Project 

The Planning and Development Committee recommended that the report titled “Narrows 
Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment: Draft Workplan” be received as amended; 

AND THAT the comments contained in Attachment A be forwarded as amended to the 
Environmental Assessment Office (EAO), noting the short time frame for comments; 

AND THAT the EAO be requested to hold a new public consultation period to allow for full 
public review of the reports and studies that are required by the EAO from Narrows Inlet 
Hydro Holding Corp; 

AND THAT staff verify that the environmental assessment clock be reset to accommodate 
additional public consultation; 

AND FURTHER THAT the SCRD has concerns that the short time frame for comments 
negatively impacts the SCRD’s ability to respond. 

Staff forwarded the amended comments to the EAO in order to meet the March 25, 2013, 
deadline.  The EAO forwarded a copy to the proponent.   

At the meeting of March 28, 2013, the SCRD Board adopted recommendation 10 and the 
following resolution: 

Narrows Inlet Project It was moved and seconded 

144/13 THAT recommendation No. 11, from the March 21, 2013 
Planning and Development Committee meeting, regarding 
“Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment: Draft 
Workplan” be deferred to the next Planning and Development 
Committee meeting for clarification of the report amendments.  

This was due to the PDC minutes not including the changes identified during the meeting.  Staff 
attached the comments sent to the EAO; the amended comments added at the PDC are shown 
as underlined or crossed out (Attachment A).  To save space, the amended comments are not 
shown in tabular form as was the case in the March 21, 2013 PDC report. 

Once the comments have been reviewed and approved, the Planning and Development 
Committee should recommend that Recommendation No. 11, from the March 21, 2013 Planning 
and Development Committee meeting be forwarded to the April 25, 2013 Board for adoption. 

If the PDC notes any additions/corrections then staff will forward these to the Environmental 
Assessment Officer immediately after the April 18, PDC. 

Next Steps 

Staff discussed the SCRD’s comments with the EAO on April 9, 2013, and was informed that: 

 “Although the proposed Narrows Inlet Hydro project is currently in suspension and 
the clock is not ticking, EAO will not be resetting the clock or seeking additional 
public comment on the project. During the EA review, issues are identified and 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce or eliminate the potential for adverse 
effects. The proponent’s workplan addresses issues that were raised during 
Application Review. As the effects of the project will only be decreased as a result of 
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (April 18, 2013) Page 3 of 9 
Regarding Narrows Inlet Draft Workplan Update 

the changes the proponent has applied for, EAO is of the view that an additional 
public consultation period is not warranted.” 

Staff discussed this with the EAO.  The reason why there will not be a new public consultation 
period is mainly that the scale of the project was reduced; this removed most of the issues from 
the table.  The concerns raised by the property owners at Ramona Creek will not be responded 
to by the EAO as the public consultation period is closed.  However some issues are likely to be 
covered in the anticipated new reports from the proponents (such as turbidity and stream flow 
relating to altering the lake) as set out in points 6, 8, 9 and 12 in Attachment A. 

SCRD staff clarified that comments from the public can be sent to the SCRD and inform any 
future SCRD response regarding the anticipated reports set out in the work plan. 

The EAO anticipates that the reports will be available from the proponents in a few weeks. 

The proponent’s additional reports will be posted on the EAO website and will be available for 
the public.  Links will be added to the SCRD website.  SCRD staff have informed the property 
owners who raised the concerns that were reported at the March 21, 2013, Planning and 
Development Committee.  A letter will also be sent to all property owners of the Ramona Creek 
subdivision advising them of the status of the workplan and that comments should also be sent 
to the SCRD when reports are available for review. 

SCRD staff will inform the Board when the additional information is available and will place it on 
the SCRD website and direct interested parties to review it. 

________________________ 

David Rafael, Senior Planner 
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (April 18, 2013) Page 4 of 9 
Regarding Narrows Inlet Draft Workplan Update 

 
ATTACHMENT A 

1. Wildlife Information Deficiency 1 (Lack of adequate baseline data for Tailed Frogs) 

Providing SS Lake is the only location that is Tailed Frog bearing then the suggested work 
is satisfactory.  SCRD requests that the province confirm the conclusions regarding 
habitat improvement for Tailed Frog. 

If additional studies are to be commissioned prior to construction, why would they not be 
required before the project is authorized?  If it is acceptable for pre-construction studies as 
the means for mitigating the issue then how far in advance will these take place and will 
there be sufficient time to amend construction plans if the studies show a need to do so? 

Post construction monitoring is supported as a means to further understand the long term 
impacts of hydro projects especially when clustered in an area.   

The studies need to be publically available as should any analysis form the agency tasked 
with reviewing it. 

The EAO should make it clear what steps need to be taken if the monitoring shows a 
detrimental impact and which agency is responsible for ensuring corrective action takes 
place. 

2. Wildlife Information Deficiency 2 (Mitigation measures proposed for direct Project 
effects on Tailed Frogs and Tailed Frog habitat is expensive and onerous.) 

The estimated costs for conducting the mitigation measures may be in the vast 
documentation provided for the NIHP and if so it should be brought forward in the 
response to the concern.  Does the province have an estimated cost for the mitigation 
work?  If there are no such estimates then what is the basis for the concern? 

While it is unlikely at this stage to develop an estimated cost down to the nickel, it should 
be possible to agree broad costs before the project is authorized. 

Support is given to monitoring as this will be crucial in determining if the mitigation 
measures are effective.  The studies need to be publically available as should any 
analysis form the agency tasked with reviewing it. 

The EAO should make it clear what steps need to be taken if the mitigation measures are 
unsuccessful and identify the agency responsible for taking the appropriate action.   

3. Wildlife Information Deficiency 3 (No mitigation or compensation commitment from 
Proponent to offset Project-related habitat loss for Northern Goshawk as 
specifically requested by FLNRO.) 

SCRD requests that the province confirm the conclusion regarding habitat location for 
Northern Goshawk. 

If additional studies are to be commissioned prior to construction, why would they not be 
required before the project is authorized?  If it is acceptable for pre-construction studies as 
the means for mitigating the issue then how far in advance will these take place and will 
there be sufficient time to amend construction plans if the studies show a need to do so? 
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (April 18, 2013) Page 5 of 9 
Regarding Narrows Inlet Draft Workplan Update 

The studies need to be publically available as should any analysis form the agency tasked 
with reviewing it. 

The EAO should make it clear what steps need to be taken if the studies show potential 
impact and identify the agency responsible for taking the appropriate action.   

With regard to where the compensation, the efforts and benefits need to be firstly within 
the project area.  If this is not possible or there are substantial benefits for compensation 
being elsewhere then it needs to be within the SCRD area.  If the impacts are within the 
SCRD area then it is not acceptable that the compensation takes place in another location 
a distance away.   

A study does not replace lost/damaged habitat.  Thus the SCRD preference is for habitat 
compensation primarily in the project area or if not possible then elsewhere in the SCRD. 
This should be at least a 2 for 1 compensation. 

However, if MFLNRO determines that there is no need for physical compensation and it is 
best as a contribution to a research fund, then it should be clear how the fund is to be 
spent and how it will directly benefit the Northern Goshawk population within the SCRD 
area. 

4. Wildlife Show Stopper 1 (Information provided and proposed mitigation for Project-
related loss of Grizzly Bear habitat is not sufficient to assess specific impacts and 
reduce effects to below significant.) 

SCRD requests that the province confirm the conclusion regarding Grizzly Bear 
distribution. 

If additional studies are to be commissioned prior to construction, why would they not be 
required before the project is authorized?  If it is acceptable for pre-construction studies as 
the means for mitigating the issue then how far in advance will these take place and will 
there be sufficient time to amend construction plans if the studies show a need to do so? 

Support is given to monitoring studies.   

The studies need to be publically available as should any analysis form the agency tasked 
with reviewing it. 

The EAO should make it clear what steps need to be taken if the studies show potential 
impact and identify the agency responsible for taking the appropriate action.   

A Human-Bear Interaction Management Plan is an important safety measure and the 
SCRD supports the development of such a plan before construction commences.   

The SCRD supports the commitment to contribute to increasing information/knowledge 
regarding Grizzly Bears in this area. 

5. Wildlife Show Stopper 2(The effect of the proposed level of drawdown in CC, SS 
and Ramona Lakes on Small (high –elevation) Lake Ecosystems is not mitigable.) 

Some owners of property in the Ramona Creek subdivision are concerned about the 
impact of changes to the flow regime of Ramona Creek due to damming the lake.  
Although the property owners directed to the Regional Hydrologist, the SCRD forwarded 
the concerns to HIHP along with a request that they be addressed.  Copy of the relevant 
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (April 18, 2013) Page 6 of 9 
Regarding Narrows Inlet Draft Workplan Update 

letters is attached.  Their main concerns are possibility of accelerated bank erosion and 
increase turbidity. 

The phased approach to altering the lake level and monitoring may alleviate some of the 
concerns.  The pre-construction surveys and studies need to be made publically available 
along with any analysis from provincial staff to allow for the property owners to make any 
comments/concerns known.  This should be done prior to the province authorizing any 
changes to the drawdown level. 

The province needs to closely monitor the drawdown impacts before new drawdown levels 
are approved. 

The province or EAO needs to establish what an acceptable level is for turbidly based 
upon current conditions and impact on potable water; the Canadian Drinking Water 
Standards may provide appropriate information or standards for this situation. 

The SCRD asks that the property owners assist NIHP and the province to carry out the 
studies by allowing reasonable access to their properties to establish baseline and monitor 
impacts. 

Additional information and comments are provided below with respect to IFR (instream 
flow requirements) and suspended sediment. 

6. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Information Deficiency 1 (Lack of adequate 
baseline data and/or consideration given to Project-related effects on water quality.) 

While the concern is expressed about potential impact of acid rock/metal leaching on fish, 
there is also a concern about the impact this could have on the drinking water supply to 
the Ramona Creek subdivision which is either sourced form the creek or wells.   

The EAO should require that NIHP and the province work with the property owners to 
ensure that there are no negative impacts that would compromise drinking water supply or 
require the instillation of additional treatment to make the water potable. 

The SCRD asks that the property owners assist NIHP and the province achieve a solution. 
7. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Information Deficiency 2 (Fish bearing status of 

several reaches has not been determined.) 

The proposed additional studies and adjustments to the project appear to fill the gap.   

The studies need to be publically available as should any analysis from the agency tasked 
with reviewing it. 

If compensation/mitigation is required the SCRD wants to be informed and have an 
opportunity to review and comment on any proposals.  Any compensation/mitigation 
needs to be at least at 2 to 1 (compensation to impacted). 

8. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Information Deficiency 3 (Several information 
deficiencies/ uncertainties in the IFA have not been addressed.) 

The studies need to be publically available as should any analysis from the agency tasked 
with reviewing it. 
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The EAO should make it clear what steps need to be taken if the studies show need for 
compensation/mitigation.  The SCRD wants to be informed and have an opportunity to 
review and comment on any proposals.   

The hydrological study for the 9m drawdown should also consider the proposed phased 
increases set out above. 

Should the IFR be established prior to construction?  It seems that the proposal is to 
complete these discussions after construction but prior to operation; is this normal? 

9. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Information Deficiency 4 (There is uncertainty 
regarding the feasibility of the Project adhering to the standard DFO ramping rates.) 

As noted above there are concerns expressed by owners of the Ramona Creek properties 
regarding stream flow.  Consideration also needs to be given to the impact on stream 
bank stability within and water supply to the properties. 

The qualified professional engineer (or professional with an understanding of stream bank 
stability) should also comment on the potential impact to the Ramona Creek properties. 

The studies and professional advice needs to be made available to the property owners 
and they should assist in allowing the qualified professional to conduct the research 
needed, such as provide reasonable access to their properties. 

10. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Information Deficiency 5 (Estimates of total 
riparian losses are not accurate and no consideration has been given to baseline 
riparian values/conditions at impact sites.) 

This is a key information gap that must be filled.   

The studies and proposed compensation/mitigation need to be publically available as 
should any analysis from the agency tasked with reviewing it. Any 
compensation/mitigation needs to be at least at 2 to 1 (compensation to impacted). 

11. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Information Deficiency 6 (Lack of baseline data 
on macroinvertebrate habitat and effect of Project on stream connectivity.) 

The studies need to be publically available as should any analysis from the agency tasked 
with reviewing it. 

The SCRD welcomes NIHP’s commitment to monitor and respond to loss of connectivity.   

The EAO should be clear as to what constitutes a significant effect on fish population. 

12. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Show Stopper 1(Increase in Total Suspended 
Solids as a result of lake storage.) 

Some owners of property in the Ramona Creek subdivision are concerned about the 
impact of changes to the flow regime of Ramona Creek due to damming the lake.  
Although the property owners directed to the Regional Hydrologist, the SCRD forwarded 
the concerns to HIHP along with a request that they be addressed.  Copy of the relevant 
letters is attached.  Their main concerns are possibility of accelerated bank erosion and 
increase turbidity. 
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The phased approach to altering the lake level and monitoring may alleviate some of the 
concerns. This could be reinforced by the need for a qualified professional to approve the 
following year’s drawdown level.  Will the province review the report and agree to the 
drawdown or will this be left to NIHP to shoulder all the responsibility? 

The phased approach to altering the lake level and monitoring may alleviate some of the 
concerns.  This should be reinforced by the need for a qualified professional to advise and 
the province to approve the next year’s drawdown level.   

The province or EAO needs to establish what an acceptable level is for turbidly based 
upon current conditions and impact on potable water; the Canadian Drinking Water 
Standards may provide appropriate information or standards for this situation. 

NIHP may need to provide additional water treatment for or compensate Ramona Creek 
property owners if there is an increase in turbidity that impacts their potable water supply. 

13. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Show Stopper 2: Chickwat, CC and SS 
(Proposed Project-related losses to fish habitat significantly exceed those typically 
allowable by regulatory agencies.) 

The studies and proposed compensation/mitigation need to be publically available as 
should any analysis from the agency tasked with reviewing it. 

The SCRD supports NIHPs commitment to compensate for lost habitat.  There may be an 
opportunity to establish an on-going program of habitat improvement beyond that needed 
to provide a 1-for-1 at least a 2-for-1 compensation.  As new work is undertaken to 
mitigate the impacts of the project it may be that relatively small additional investment can 
provide significant benefit.  The cost of sending a qualified workforce to Narrows Inlet to 
carry out habitat restoration/improvement for salmon and other fish would already be met.  
Thus the province, Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada and the Sechelt Nation 
plus any community groups with an interest in improving fisheries values and fish habitat 
should be included in the discussion. 

The proposed plan should include estimated costs to avoid a situation where the lack of 
such could result in concern about viability. 

14. Freshwater Fish and Fish Habitat Show Stopper 2: Ramona (Proposed Project-
related losses to fish habitat significantly exceed those typically allowable by 
regulatory agencies.) 

The studies and proposed compensation/mitigation need to be publically available as 
should any analysis from the agency tasked with reviewing it. 

The SCRD supports NIHPs commitment to compensate for lost habitat.  There may be an 
opportunity to establish an on-going program of habitat improvement beyond that needed 
to provide a 1-for-1 at least a 2-for-1 compensation.  As new work is undertaken to 
mitigate the impacts of the project it may be that relatively small additional investment can 
provide significant benefit.  The cost of sending a qualified workforce to Narrows Inlet to 
carry out habitat restoration/improvement for salmon and other fish would already be met.  
Thus the province, Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada and the Sechelt Nation 
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plus any community groups with an interest in improving fisheries values and fish habitat 
should be included in the discussion. 

The proposed plan should include estimated costs to avoid a situation where the lack of 
such could result in concern about viability. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
 
DATE:  April 3rd, 2013 
TO:  Planning & Development Committee – April 18th, 2013 
FROM: Gregory Gebka, Planner - Planning & Development Division 
RE: OCP / ZONING BYLAW AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 432.31 / 337.103  

(Bel Investments Ltd.) 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

THAT the report entitled “OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application No. 
432.31 / 337.103 (Bel Investments Ltd.)” be received. 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
At its meeting of February 28th, and as amended on March 14th, the Board adopted the following 
Planning & Development Committee (PDC) recommendation: 
 
Recommendation No. 14  OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.31/337.103 (Bel Investments Ltd.) 

THAT the staff report dated February 1, 2013 titled “OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application 
No. 432.31/337.103 (Bel Investments Ltd.) be received; 

AND THAT Bylaw No. 432.31 be considered pursuant to Section 882 of the Local Government 
Act concerning its potential impact on the Regional District’s financial plan and applicable waste 
management plan; 

AND THAT Bylaw No. 337.103 be modified to include design provisions prohibiting mooring on 
the east side of the marina commercial vessels having a width exceeding 4.8 metres; 

AND THAT Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations be requested to amend 
the interim license of occupation to prohibit mooring of vessels greater than 4.8 metres wide on 
the East side of the dock;  

  AND THAT Bylaw No. 432.21 and Bylaw No. 337.103, as amended, be given Second Reading; 

AND THAT the applicant be requested to submit a letter of undertaking committing to specific 
design parameters for the proposed marina addition to secure completion in accordance with 
the design parameters;   

AND THAT a public hearing concerning Bylaw Nos. 432.21 and 337.103 be scheduled to be 
held on Tuesday, April 24th, 2013 at 7:00 p.m. in the Pender Harbour School of Music, Madeira 
Park, subject to receipt of approval from Transport Canada; 

AND FURTHER THAT the Board delegate a Chair and Alternate Chair to conduct the public 
hearing. 

 
This report provides specific follow-up information related to the application. 

ANNEX C
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DISCUSSION: 
 
Transport Canada Approval 
 
As per the Navigable Water Protection Act (NWPA), Transport Canada has now formally 
approved a site plan showing the proposed four-berth marina expansion revised slightly in an 
effort to reduce the proximity and visual impact on eastern neighbouring properties (see 
Attachment ‘A’).  In addition, Transport Canada expressed no objections to the draft bylaws, 
including proposed zoning provisions intended to prevent commercial vessels having a width 
exceeding 4.8 metres from mooring on the eastern side of the affected marina.  
 
Request to Ministry of Forests, Lands & Natural Resource Operations 
  
As directed, staff recently requested the Ministry of Forests, Lands & Natural Resource 
Operations to modify the applicant’s interim licence of occupation to include an identical 
restriction to prevent commercial vessels having a width exceeding 4.8 metres from mooring on 
the east side of the marina.  Staff explained to the Ministry that the proposed 4.8-metre 
commercial vessel restriction is primarily intended to prevent the applicant from mooring their 
existing commercial barge (the “Tag Angel”) in front of adjacent residential properties located 
immediately east of the commercial marina, as a means to alleviate visual concerns expressed 
by residential neighbours.  
 
The Ministry of Forests, Lands & Natural Resource Operations responded - indicating that such 
provision is something that it would not normally police or enforce; therefore, the Ministry does 
not see any significant benefit to amending the applicant’s interim licence for this purpose. 
 
Letter of Undertaking 
 
To address visual and aesthetic concerns, the applicant recently submitted a letter of 
undertaking, committing to specific marina design parameters (enclosed as Attachment ‘B’). 
 
SIB Non-Opposition Letter 
 
Staff were recently advised that the shíshálh Nation will be forwarding a non-opposition letter 
concerning the proposed OCP/zoning bylaw amendment. The letter is anticipated ahead of the 
PDC meeting.  The non-opposition letter is in addition to other correspondence from the 
shíshálh Nation concerning the marina expansion.  Initial correspondence requested a 
preliminary field reconnaissance (PFR) and a marina impact study, both of which were 
completed last year. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
 
Gregory Gebka, Planner 
Planning & Development Division 
 
GG/    
Attachments 
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Bel Investments Ltd. 
205-256 St. 

Aldergrove B.C. V4W 2H6 

April 5, 2013 

 

Sunshine Coast Regional District 

1975 Field Rd. 

Sechelt 

 

This letter of undertaking as requested is to assure you that the proposed Marina 

expansion of a 4 plex boathouse located at 4786 Sinclair Bay Rd. Garden Bay will 

be built under the design parameters detailed below. 

 

Roof pitch mixed 10/12 pitch high roof 

4/12 on lower areas. 

Metal roofing – {Westform} Stone Grey color or equivalent. 

Trim- Cedar shingles on short wall surround, dormer and gable roof ends. 

Gutters- very dark brown or black in color. 

Lighting- 3 outside corners will have all around white 900 lumens lights for 

navigation, 

All other lights will be installed behind shingle wall or shaded to prevent outside 

glare. 

These will be down light fixtures, bulbs 900 lumens each maximum. 

The appearance will be as per the design rendering {attachment B} copy of report 

PDC dated February 13, 2013 and footprint will be as per {attachment A}.  

 

 

Bob Fielding 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 'B'34
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: April 9, 2013 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee, April 18 2013 

FROM: Andrew Allen, Planner, Planning & Development Division 

RE:  OCP / ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NOS. 600.2 & 310.138   
  (PENONZEK & JOHNSON) 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
  

 
1. THAT the three options be referred to the Elphinstone APC for further input 

and;  
 

2. THAT a public information meeting be held at Frank West Hall to further 
review the three development options with the community. 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The Regional District has been reviewing an application for an OCP and zoning bylaw 
amendment affecting Lot Z, D.L. 909, Plan LMP24870 located in proximity to Grandview and 
Sunnyside Roads Elphinstone.   External referrals have taken place and a public information 
meeting was held at Frank West Hall in December of 2012. 
 
OWNERS: Drew Johnson, Lawrence & Diane Penonzek 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot Z, District Lot 909, Plan LMP24870 
EXISTING ZONING: RU1 (Rural One); ‘F’ Subdivision District 
PROPOSED ZONING: R2 (Residential Two); ‘C’ Subdivision District 
EXISTING OCP DESIGNATION: Rural Residential 
PROPOSED OCP DESIGNATION: Residential ‘C’ 
PARCEL SIZE:  2.28 hectares (5.63 acres) 
INTENT: To enable a subdivision with a minimum 2,000 

square metre parcel size, down from 10,000 
square metre average parcel size. 

 
DISCUSSION:  
 
Property Description  
 
The subject property is a rectangular shaped property bordering on Grandview Road on the 
south property line and intersected by Sunnyside Road part way up the eastern property line.  
There is a seasonal water course flowing out of the south end of the property leading down the 
slope toward the ocean.  This watercourse is fed by a wet portion of the land located in the north 
east corner.  There is also a network of un-dedicated walking paths, which create a network of 
local neighbourhood trails connecting Sunnyside & Grandview Heights Roads. 
 
 

ANNEX D
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Official Community Plan Designation 
 
The property is designated in the Elphinstone OCP as Rural Residential and the surrounding 
property designations are Rural Residential and Residential C, which are reflected in the 
respective RU1-F & R2-C zoning designations.  The Rural Residential designation supports a 
zoning with a 10,000 square metre minimum parcel size.  This is the zoning that is currently in 
place.  The surrounding Residential A and C designations support a zoning with a minimum 
parcel size of 2,000 square metres. 
 
The property, as well as several others in the vicinity, is also located within Comprehensive 
Development Cluster Housing Area 4.  The following is an excerpt from the Land Use map of 
the Elphinstone OCP, showing the land use designations and the Comprehensive Development 
and Clustering Housing Area 4. 
 

 
 
  
Within a Comprehensive Development and Cluster Housing Area land can be subdivided to a 
minimum parcel size of 700 – 1,000 square metres, subject to meeting conditions pertaining to 
green space preservation, storm water detention and on-site sewage treatment.  This is a 
significant density increase from the base designation of rural residential.   
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Establishing this area as a Comprehensive Development and Cluster Housing Area at the 
adoption of the Elphinstone OCP in 2008 confirmed this area as a future development in-fill 
location.  The OCP does not mandate that all or even most of the parcels in the cluster area 
form together to compile a development, properties may proceed to development individually, if 
the conditions of development can be achieved.  
 
Some of the properties in the eastern portion of the cluster area have a high water table and 
others are not large enough to undergo a development on their own and would have to join 
together for further development to create a comprehensive development pattern.   
 
The previous OCP for Elphinstone: Bylaw 297 designated the subject property as rural 
residential however there were no Comprehensive Development and Cluster Housing Areas in 
the original OCP.  There was however a certain degree of development potential under the 
previous OCP;  the underlying zoning would have supported a subdivision into two parcels and 
furthermore the rural residential designation contained a provision to consider 5,000 square 
metre parcels if more than half of the properties within 800 metres were also less than 5,000 
square metres.    
 
This density increase provision would have applied to the subject property as there are several 
smaller properties in the vicinity, when including Grandview Heights, Sunnyside, and Grandview 
Roads. Therefore there has been a history of some development potential on the site, though 
the development potential certainly increased at the time of adoption of the current Elphinstone 
OCP in 2008. 
 
Development Options  
 
The applicant has recently submitted three separate proposals: a subdivision consisting of 
splitting the parcel in two, a proposal for 5 parcels ranging from 2,310 to 4,900 square metre 
parcel size including a 20% park dedication and as well as a plan showing 12 parcels in the 800 
to 1,500 square metre parcel range, complete with a 50% green space dedication and a 
common sewage system.  The proposals are attached to this report as Attachments A, B & C 
for consideration. 
 
The lot split option (Attachment A) meets the existing zoning; however it is not consistent with 
the cluster housing provisions in the OCP.  The lot split also does not provide for park 
dedication or dedication of the existing informal trail network.  A road is proposed to run up the 
eastern property line from Sunnyside Road to the property adjacent to the north. 
 
The five lot subdivision (Attachment B) is based on the layout which was presented at the public 
information meeting in December.  However since that time there is one fewer parcel proposed 
and the road through the property narrows to a 10 metre dedication. It is likely that the Ministry 
of Transportation and Infrastructure will require a  full  20 metre dedication if this layout 
proceeds. This layout would still require both a rezoning and an OCP amendment, as it does not 
match the present zoning and does not contain the required criteria of the cluster area.  This 
option is more along the lines of a residential subdivision rather than a rural residential lot split 
or a cluster development and in a sense appears to be a middle-ground of the three options. 
This is the original preference of the applicant. 
 
The small lot option (Attachment C) would require a rezoning application to implement, however 
it is consistent with the Comprehensive Development and Cluster Housing Area provision of the 
OCP.  This option includes significant green space and trail dedication and would be serviced 
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by a community sewer system.  The system would likely have a daily output of less than 22,700 
litres and would therefore not automatically qualify for SCRD ownership and operation, pursuant 
to Subdivision and Servicing Bylaw 320.  If the SCRD does not own and operate the sewer 
system the future subdivision would have to proceed as a bare land strata subdivision so that a 
strata corporation could own and operate the system. 
 
Both proposals, shown on Attachments B & C, featuring multiple parcels also include a plan to 
formalise the trail network that is found on the parcel.  The parcel is currently an undeveloped 
piece of land informal neighbourhood trails have developed over time.   As part of development 
approval consideration appropriate dedications for the existing trails and on-site improvements if 
necessary.   
 
Road Network 
 
Road connectivity and new dedication is a standard component of subdivision in British 
Columbia.  The Land Title Act requires that all proposed parcels have road access and that road 
dedication is provided to land lying beyond or around the subdivided parcel.  This component 
has been included in all subdivisions, where applicable, on the Sunshine Coast, dating back to 
the early 20th century. 
  
In this case there is an adjacent parcel to the north which also has subdivision potential and 
therefore dedicated road access to the adjacent land is a priority for the Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure.  Ministry staff have indicated that any subdivision 
configuration of this property will require some form of road dedication connecting to Lot D to 
the north.  
 
A north south road connection through this property, connecting Gower Point Road to Chaster 
Road is shown on the Transportation map schedule in the current OCP and it was also shown in 
the previous OCP.  The problem with this concept is the bottom portion of the subject property is 
located within a ravine.  While the ravine is relatively small compared to other ravines in the 
area such as Chaster or End Creek, it is too large to construct a road through and would result 
in significant environmental degradation.   Alternate road dedication accessed off of Sunnyside 
Road is shown on the three development options.  
 
Future development of Lot D will likely require road connection to one or both of Chaster and 
Grandview Heights Road. To date there have been no discussions with the owners of Lot D 
regarding future development. 
 
The road network was the primary concern noted at the December 5, 2012 public information 
meeting, which is elaborated upon in the next section of this report.  
 
After the public information meeting, both SCRD Planning staff and some nearby property 
owners followed up with the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure staff to further discuss 
the road network.  After the meeting the Ministry staff initially indicated that a cul-de-sac, even a 
temporary one would not be supported for this development.  The Ministry staff were concerned 
that the adjacent Lot D would not develop in a timely manner and leaving a no through road 
which may not be safe for emergency vehicles.  
 
Ministry staff and the applicant conducted a site visit and determined that the only reasonable 
option would be to have a road through the subject property pointing toward Lot D.  Road 
connectivity to the south toward Grandview does not work due to topography and a road 
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terminating within the subject property, with no potential to connect to other properties does not 
fit the subdivision approval protocol.  Ministry staff determined that the original road network is 
the most suitable option.  
 
CONSULTATION: 
 
The Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission, Vancouver Coastal Health Authority and the 
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure have provided comment on the zoning based on a 
review of the six lot subdivision proposal, similar to the layout shown on Attachment B.  This 
option was also discussed at the December 5th public information meeting at Frank West Hall. 
 
Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission 
 
At its September 28, 2011 meeting the Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission supported 
the bylaw amendment requests and recommended that the bylaws amendment application 
proceed.  The following is an excerpt from the meeting minutes: 
 
 

“Comments by the APC were favourable to the application: that the plan seemed 
reasonable; that people in the area expect larger lots – clustering would be more  
likely closer to Gibsons; that an intent of clustering, preserving land as park would  
be achieved.” 

 
Given the time that has lapsed since the original consideration by the APC, it could be valuable 
to refer this report with the three options to the APC for further consideration. 
 
Agency Referrals  
 
The Vancouver Coastal Health Authority indicated that it had no objection to the proposed 
rezoning application.  The applicant was working with the Health Authority in advance of making 
the application in order to ensure that each proposed parcel had enough soil depth and perc-
ability to provide individual septic systems.  If the application changes to include the common 
sewage system an additional referral and more in depth analysis would be required. 
 
As described above in the Road Network section, the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure does not object to the rezoning application providing that a provision is made to 
provide access to lands beyond.   
 
Public Information Meeting 
 
As noted above a public information meeting was held at Frank West Hall in December 2012.  
Property owners and occupiers within a 100 metre radius of the subject property were notified of 
the bylaw amendments and invited to the meeting to discuss the merits of the proposal.  There 
were also several members of the surrounding community in attendance whose properties are 
beyond the 100 metre notification radius.  Potential development of this property and the 
adjacent property are of great interest to the Sunnyside and Grandview Heights Road residents. 
 
There were approximately 30 people in attendance, including Director Lewis, SCRD Planner 
and the applicants. The six lot subdivision proposal as described previously in this report was 
presented to the audience, as was a description of how the proposed OCP designation and land 
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use zoning relates to the existing OCP and zoning.  A description was also provided of how a 
public information meeting different from that of a public hearing and importantly that the 
proposed bylaws were not to be considered a ‘done deal’.  The applicant also presented the 
features of the development proposal and explained his preference to this layout rather than the 
more dense development supported by the Elphinstone OCP. 
 
The primary issues that arose at the meeting were the precedent of changing the development 
potential on the site, expectation that a rural residential property would not develop increased 
traffic, internal road layout, the wetland on the property and stormwater management. 
 
The future road network was the primary concern expressed by a number of people in 
attendance; in part the deviation from the transportation schedule in the OCP and the potential 
connectivity to the Chaster and King Road intersection at the north end of the adjacent Lot D. 
 
The road network connecting Gower Point Road to King Road that is in the OCP and was also 
in the previous OCP is a conceptual layout that in reality is not entirely feasible.  Putting a road 
through the ravine is neither functional nor environmentally responsible.   
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Given the concern cited at the public information meeting and the presence of three distinct 
options, it is recommended that the options be first referred to the Elphinstone APC for 
comment and then an additional public information meeting be held to convey the options to the 
public. 
 
 

 
__________________ 
Andrew Allen, Planner  
 
Attachments: 
1. Potential two lot subdivision 
2. Potential six lot subdivision  
3. Potential subdivision of cluster lots  
4. Summary of public information meeting 
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Notes of the Public Information Meeting on 
Official Community Plan (OCP) and Zoning Amendment Bylaws No. 600.2 & 310.138 
Frank West Hall, Chaster Road, Wednesday, December 5, 2012 
 

Page 1 of 3 

PRESENT: Dianne and Larry Penonzek (applicant) 
 Andrew Allen, SCRD Planner 
 Lorne Lewis, Area E, Elphinstone Director 
 Public (x 23) 
 Lynda Coote, Organization Plus (recorder) 
 
 
1. Call to Order 

Andrew Allen called the public information meeting to order at 7.05 pm, welcoming the 
public and outlining the brief agenda for the evening. 
 

2. Agenda 
2.1. Introduction by Planner 
2.2. Explanation by Applicant 
2.3. Discussions and Questions from the public 
2.4. Wrap Up & Adjournment 
 

3. Introduction 
Andrew Allen introduced the application which proposed Zoning Bylaw and Official 
Community Plan (OCP) amendments affecting the property Lot Z, District Lot 909, Plan 
LMP24780, located on Grandview Road. The property would be converted into a six lot 
subdivision with formalization of the existing unofficial walking trails and a 20% parkland 
dedication. The existing zoning is RU1 (Rural One) ‘F’ Subdivision District and the 
proposed zoning would be R2 (Residential Two) ‘C’ Subdivision District. The existing 
Official Community Plan (OCP) designation is Rural Residential and the proposed OCP 
designation would be Residential ‘C’. The lot area is 2.28 hectares (5.63 acres). 
 
Andrew explained the legal differences between this public information meeting, which 
allows for conversations, questions and the ability to incorporate changes to the 
proposal and the formal public hearing which is part of the formal approval process. He 
noted subdivisions, rezoning and the OCP can answer questions regarding land 
development, this proposal is not a done deal and he will be preparing a report to the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) Board in January 2013. 
 
Using display boards, Andrew orientated the public to the property in question and the 
surrounding properties, explaining the land use, parcel sizes and density options set out 
in the SCRD Bylaws and OCP. 
 

4. Applicant 
Larry Penonzek comments included: 
 Not evoking or proposing the option of a Comprehensive Development and 

Cluster Housing in Area #4 
 Parcel sizes between ½ - 1 acres 
 Park designation 20% of property 
 Formalization of walking trails and connections to existing trails 
 Protection of frog pond and sensitive habitat areas 
 Notification was sent to all property owners within 100m of the property as well 

as newspaper advertisement and SCRD letter. 
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Frank West Hall, Chaster Road, Wednesday, December 5, 2012 
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 Original OCP designated up-zoning 
 New OCP permits cluster housing groups on ¼ acre parcels 
 Area E Advisory Planning Commission reviewed the application a year ago and 

preferred the six lot subdivision option to cluster housing 
 Application has received First Reading from the SCRD Board 
 Engineer was hired for septic site evaluation 
 Initial report was been sent to the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority and it will 

be reviewed again by this agency later in the process 
 Ministry of Transport (MOT) was consulted regarding location of the road access 
 SCRD Parks Department has walked the trails  
 Trails will be prepared and maintained to SCRD standards 
 Park dedication is four times requirement 
 Proposed application seeks a middle ground. 
 

5. Discussion and Questions 
Comments from the public included: 
 Never had any concerns that Sunnyside Road would be a through street 
 Proposed road access changes the integrity of the street radically 
 Existing OCP sees Grandview Road as the east/west connector 
 Too much traffic burden on the street 
 Trees will be taken out and septic systems overwhelmed 
 Already a wet property, where will the water go? 
 Precedent being set with this application 
 Dramatic changes to our perception of this area 
 Why has access changed? 
 Want to see documentation from MOT requesting the access route 
 Why did you not pick a road you wanted and why does this road curve? 
 Sunnyside already has two exits and does not need to be a thoroughfare 
 Rezoning is not a MOT concern 
 What about road dedication to the property beyond? 
 Lot D has road access from Chaster Road and Fairview Road so why the need 

for Sunnyside Road access?” 
 Need to look at ultimate impact with more traffic and houses 
 Growth and change will happen 
 Applicant wants to change zoning so this meeting was necessary 
 Cluster housing option does not require public input 
 Applicant has to build the road 
 Concern about increased traffic volume around parks 
 No faith in the fact that a cul-de-sac would be the end of the story 
 Sensitive and wetland areas to be considered and preserved 
 What is the difference between a legal cul-de-sac versus a paving circle 
 What about the utilities? 
 Pond is not a naturalized pond, probably man-made with a seasonal creek 
 Believed access was for a driveway onto the property not a road 
 Could you add a condition to the permit regarding the cul-de-sac? 
 What is the process for talking to MOT? 
 Is there a need for a push from the neighbourhood, i.e. petition 
 Are you going to sell the other lots? 
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Responses from Andrew Allen: 
 MOT requested that the Sunnyside Road be pushed through 
 Drainage analysis would be initiated at subdivision 
 Traffic calming would be needed 
 Chaster Road designated primary connector road 
 SCRD would discuss functional option of a cul-de-sac with MOT 
 Monies could be received in lieu of park dedication if appropriate 
 MOT does not attend meetings but talks directly to the SCRD Planning 

Department 
 If applicant agreed to revise the site plan, the SCRD would present it to MOT but 

there would be no guarantees 
 Subdivisions are MOT mandate and they can ask for the Sunnyside Road 

access. 
 
Responses from Larry Penonzek: 
 Road access across the ravine not feasible 
 Alternatives would have wiped out pond and sensitive habitat 
 More worried about creating a looping road around certain properties 
 MOT will review engineering, design, access and drainage concerns before 

subdivision approval 
 Road would be constructed to MOT standards 
 Could still propose a cul-de-sac option 
 MOT would likely have issues with the road ending in a cul-de-sac 
 Fire protection issues 
 Prepared to re-work application and discuss cul-de-sac option with SCRD 
 All utilities would be above ground in keeping with the neighbourhood 
 Environmental assessment done and riparian report completed with no issues 

identified 
 Lots will mainly be used for family but several might be sold. 
 

6. Wrap Up 
Andrew Allen thanked the public for their attendance and questions regarding this 
proposal. He indicated he would be preparing a report for the SCRD Board in January 
2013. 
 

7. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 8.45 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 

……………………………………………..   …………………………………………. 
Larry Penonzek      Date 
 
 
 
 
Dec0512 Public Information Meeting 
06/12/12; 07/12/12 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  April 2, 2013 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – April 18, 2013 

FROM: Parissa Shafizadeh – Planning Technician 

RE: Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.172 (Fawn Road, Halfmoon 

Bay) 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Development Variance Permit 310.172 to increase the maximum permitted floor 
area of all auxiliary buildings for Lot 88 Block 10 District Lot 1325 Plan 15171, from  
100 m² to 118.9 m² be forwarded to the Board for approval subject to:  
 

(a)  Prior to issuance of the variance permit the Sechelt Indian Band’s comments     
should be received and conditions be met by the applicant; and  
 

(b)  Receipt of a letter of credit or cash to the amount of $1000 by SCRD, as security 
to ensure the existing shipping container is removed from the property after 
completion of the new auxiliary building. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary section 502.6(b)(ii) of Zoning Bylaw 
No. 310 to increase the maximum permitted floor area of all auxiliary buildings from 100 m² to 
118.9 m² in order to construct a new garage/workshop. 
 
Owner/Applicant:                    Simon and Gina Kingsley  
 
Legal Description:    Lot 88 Block 10 District Lot 1325 Plan 15171 PID: 007-696-671 
   
Electoral Area:  Halfmoon Bay 
 
Location: 7878 Fawn Road     
  
Zone:  R2     
 
Parcel Area:   2025 m² 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The property is located on Fawn Road, Halfmoon Bay and zoned R2 (Residential Two).The 
2025 m² property contains an approximate 230 m² single family dwelling and a shipping 
container which is currently used as storage. The applicant requests to construct a  
9.8 m X 12.2 m (32’ X 40’) auxiliary building to be used as a garage/workshop and storage. 

ANNEX E
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Zoning Bylaw No. 310 establishes a limit on the total floor area of auxiliary buildings, which 
varies based on the size of the property. According to section 502.6 (b)(ii) of Zoning Bylaw No. 
310, a parcel size having an area of 2025 m² is subject to a maximum total auxiliary building 
floor area  of 100 m². The 118.9 m² proposed auxiliary building exceeding the maximum 
permitted auxiliary building’s floor area is the subject of this Development Variance Permit 
(DVP). 
 

 
 
According to the applicant, the proposal to construct an auxiliary building with the area 
exceeding the permitted floor area is to provide the required space for storage, hobby shop 
(workshop) and indoor activity of family members. Construction of a 12.2 m X 9.8 m building 
with the height of approximately 4 m provides required space to install a hoist to service the 
applicant’s oversize truck and racing car. In addition, the applicant plans to utilize part of the 
building as storage for the valuable possessions such as racing car and also for indoor activities 
of family members and gardening. In the current condition, there is no other auxiliary 
building/structure in the property and the applicant uses a rental shipping container to store the 
possessions and equipment. The applicant ensured that the shipping container will be removed 
from the property after construction of the new auxiliary building to meet the maximum permitted 
floor area of all auxiliary buildings. The proposed building would have access to Fawn Rd. 
through the existing driveway and is located on a flat area which has been cleared recently.  
 
The applicant submitted the rational in support of its DVP. The applicant’s main justification is 
that construction of a 118.9 m² auxiliary building can provide required space to accommodate 
various needs of family including hobby shop (workshop), storage, indoor play area and indoor 
gardening. The main house extension as an alternative for this DVP was refused by the 
applicant due to the need for a separate space within an appropriate distance from the main 
residence, for amusement and hobby which may cause auditory nuisance. The proposed 
enclosed building is situated an appropriate distance from the south side property line and the 
neighboring property to avoid nuisance to the adjoining residence. The building will not impose 
any adverse impact on the environment and will not block any view of the neighboring 
properties. The proposed building meets all of the zoning bylaw requirements including 
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setbacks, lot coverage and height. The subject property is not located within any geotechnical or 
environmental Development Permit Areas. 
 

 
 
REFERRAL AND NOTIFICATION 
 
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission 
 
At its meeting of March 26th, the Halfmoon Bay APC didn’t take exception to increase the 
permitted combined floor area of auxiliary buildings to build a new garage/workshop. However, 
they raised some concerns as follows: 
 

1.  Will there be a noise concern for the neighbours? 
 

The planning staff response: Zoning Bylaw No. 310 requires that any home occupation 
including workshop be within an enclosed building to eliminate potential auditory 
nuisance. In addition, the staff didn’t receive any objections from the neighbors 
respecting possible auditory nuisance of the workshop. 
 

2. What kind of effect would the variance have on future development of the property 
(future structures)? 

 
The planning staff response: Zoning Bylaw No. 310 limits the total floor area of all 
auxiliary building within the property with the size of 2025 m² to 100 m². This variance 
increases the floor area of auxiliary building to 118.9 m². Any further addition thereto or 
construction of a new auxiliary building exceeding the permitted floor area of 118.9 m² is 
not permitted. This variance is attached to the land and is transferable to the future 
replacement of the auxiliary building. To eliminate unpredictable future issues due to this 
broad provision, this DVP can be issued specifically for the purpose of accommodating a 
garage/workshop. 
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SCRD Building Division

SCRD Building Division stated no objections to this variance application providing that all BC
Building Code requirements will be met.

shIshálh Nation

The variance application has been referred to the Sechelt Indian Band for review and comment.
Pursuant to the protocol agreement between the SCRD Board and the Sechelt Indian Band,
rezoning applications and development variance permit applications are referred to the Band
with an allowance for a 60 day return period which will be terminated on April j5th The
response will be considered when determining conditions if the variance request is to be
considered for approval.

Adiacent Projerty Owners

Adjacent property owners and residents located within 50 metres of the properly were notified of
the application by letter. No written comments reflecting objection to the proposed variance and
also possible auditory nuisance of the workshop were received.

Parissa Shafizadeh
Planning Technician

ATrACHMENTS:
Appendix “A”: Photos
Appendix “B”: Site Plan
Appendix “C”: Proposed Building Drawings
Appendix “D”: Draft DVP 31 0.172
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Photo 1: The 
location of the 
proposed 
auxiliary building 
to be used as a 
garage/workshop 

 

 

 

Photo 2: the 
proposed 
building setback 
appropriately 
from the south 
side and front 
property line. The 
applicant will 
complete the 
fencing on the 
south side 
adjoining the 
neighbor’s 
property after 
construction 
works were done. 

  

52

ParissaS
Line

ParissaS
Line

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Approx. location of the proposed building

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Location of the main residence

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Existing driveway

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Approx. location of the south side property line

ParissaS
Line

ParissaS
Line

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Approx. location of the proposed building

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Appendix "A"

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Fawn Rd.

ParissaS
Line



 

Photo 3: the 
proposed building 
will be partially 
used to service the 
applicant oversize 
truck and his 
racing car  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Photo 4: the 
proposed 
building will be 
partially used as 
storage for the 
applicant racing 
car and other 
valuable 
possessions and 
also indoor 
gardening  
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT 

NO. 310.172 

 
DRAFT 

 
 
TO: Simon and Gina Kingsley 
   
ADDRESS: 7878 Fawn Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC, V0N 1Y1 
  
This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the bylaws of the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District applicable thereto, except those specifically varied or 
supplemented by this Permit. 
 
This Development Variance Permit applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District described as follows: 
 
 Legal Description: Lot 88 Block 10 District Lot 1325 Plan 15171 
  P.I.D.:    007-696-671 
  Civic Description: 7878 Fawn Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC, V0N 1Y1 
 
The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the provisions, terms 
and conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached hereto as a schedule and 
which forms part of this Permit. 
   
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local Government 
Act for the purpose of building a 118.85 square metres auxiliary building on those lands 
described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District (Electoral Area B) Zoning Bylaw No. 
310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows: 
 

To vary the maximum permitted combined gross floor area of all auxiliary 
buildings, as required in Section 502.6(b)(ii) of Zoning Bylaw 310, from 100 square 
metres to 118.85 square metres. 

 
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit.  No construction shall commence 
without prior written consent of the Building Inspector. 
 
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2) 
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse. 
 
This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and 
conditions: 
 
 Prior to Issuance 
 

(1) Receipt and consideration of the Sechelt Indian Band’s comments. 
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General Conditions: 
  
(1) Adhere to site plan prepared by Mr. Kingsley attached hereto as Appendix ‘A’. 
 
(2) Receipt of a letter of credit or cash to the amount of $1000 by the SCRD, to 

secure moving the existing shipping container from the property after completion 
of the new auxiliary building. 
 

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

Operations; and 
 

(b)  The Right and Title Department, shíshálh Nation at (604-740-5600) 
 
 
Except as specifically provided above, this Development Variance Permit in no way relieves the 
owner or occupier of the responsibility of adhering to all other legislation of responsible 
authorities, which may apply to the land. 
 
 
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. ..... PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL 
DISTRICT BOARD THE .... DAY OF......, 2013. 
 
ISSUED THIS ___________ DAY OF ________________________, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:  April 5, 2013 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – April 18, 2013 

FROM: Parissa Shafizadeh – Planning Technician 

RE: Development Permit Application No. DP E-97 (Keith Rd, Elphinstone) 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend approval of DP E-97 for Lot 
1 District Lot 1657 Plan 23053 subject to the following conditions: 
 

(a) Prior to issuance of this DP, the applicant should submit  a letter of credit equal to 
100% of the cost of completing landscaping, as set out on Appendix “E”, in order 
to secure completion of this work.  
 

(b) Prior to issuance of this DP, building permits for three existing mobile homes 
within the property should be issued.  
 

(c) The applicant should provide 1 loading space for the proposed industrial 
development upon the completion of the work. 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to construct an industrial building comprising 
of three attached pre-engineered steel structures with a total floor area of 1324 m² and two 
approximately 74 m² garages/storage within the Development Permit Area (DPA) #6 – Rural 
Industry (form and character DPA) to be used for equipment repair and maintenance. 
 
Owner/Applicant: Shazach Holding Inc. (Burtnick)  
 
Legal Description:   Lot 1 District Lot 1657 Plan 23053 PID: 016-713-541  
 
Electoral Area: Elphinstone 
 
Location:   979 Keith Road  
   
Zone:     RU2   
  
Parcel Area:   5.1 Ha. (12.6 acres) 
 
 
 
 
 

ANNEX F
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DISCUSSION 
 
The property is located at the intersection of Cemetery Rd. and Keith Rd. with driveway access 
from Keith Rd. The 5.1 ha. (12.6 acres) property has a width of 125 m along Cemetery Rd. and 
depth of 391.4 m along Keith Rd. The subject property contains three mobile homes with a total 
floor area of 267 m², a 200 m² Quonset Hut and a 56 m² garage. This property which is zoned 
RU2 has a long history of mixed residential and industrial uses. From the mid 1960’s through to 
the early 1980’s, the property was operated as a gravel pit, concrete batch plant and general 
contractor works yard. After 1980’s gravel and concrete operations use was eliminated from the 
site and the property continued to be used for the purpose of equipment maintenance and 
repair, vehicle repair, general contractor works and general storage. 
 

 
 
In May 2012, the property was purchased by Shazach Holdings Inc. Following that Shazach 
Holdings conducted a general clean up by disposing refuse, redundant store items, decrepit and 
unsafe structures and the existing travel trailers. In Feb. 2013, the applicant sent an application 
to construct three attached pre-engineered steel structures on the property for equipment repair 
and maintenance in addition to two proposed garages. According to Elphinstone Official 
Community Plan (OCP) the property is located in the Form and Character DPA #6 – Rural 
Industry as well as DPA# 2 – Base of Mount Elphinstone and Creek Ravine Mouths. However, 
the proposed development is located outside the DPA#2. Due to the characteristic of the 
DPA#6, several meetings were conducted with the applicant to discuss about the applicable 
guidelines for industrial and commercial buildings in order to revise the proposed plans. 
 
Following discussions, the applicant sent a revised phased development plan as follows: 
 

 In 2013 – construction of a 580 m² pre-engineered steel structure as the main building. 
 In 2014 – addition of a 372 m² pre-engineered steel structure to the south of the main 

building and construction of two approximately 74 m² garage/storage. 
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 In 2015 – addition of a 372 m² pre-engineered steel structure to the north of the main 
building. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OCP Policies 
 
The objective of the development permit area #6 is to provide landscaping, signage and design 
guidelines for rural industrial and commercial uses permitted under the Zoning Bylaw No. 310 in 
this area that forms a future gateway to the Sunshine Coast. These guidelines include: 
 

 Building Form 
 
The DPA# 6 guidelines encourage a building form for industrial/commercial uses which 
is more consistent with the form and character of single family dwelling in rural area. The 
guidelines provide directions to design buildings relatively small in scale adjacent to road 
and building by varying the building height, shifting rooflines in different sections of 
building, breaking down massive building to smaller sections/blocks and adding more 
design elements to the large walls facing highways. 
 
The proposed developments in most part meet the DPA’s guidelines. However, due to 
the use of pre-engineered structures meeting the design requirements such as shifting 
rooflines is costly and somehow impossible. The proposed structures because of the 
overall slope of the property are not visible from Cemetery Rd. and on the south and 
east sides are partly seeable from Keith Rd. The applicant added the following details to 
the visible elevations of the proposed buildings facing Keith Rd. to break down the 
building’s scale from the observer’s view: 
 
1. Incorporating timber frame canopies and wood shingle accent walls at the man doors 

to add more design elements to the large walls and breaking the scale of the building 
to a more human scale. The applicant provided details for exterior finishing of the 
proposed buildings. 
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2. Placing windows, garage doors and man doors in several locations along large walls 
facing Keith Rd. to ensure blank walls do not exceed 6.0 m (20 feet). 

 
3. Using gable roof with a 0.1 m pitch, incorporating with 0.9 m X 3 m (3’ X 10’) 

skylights spaced at not less than 7.6 m (25’) increments. The skylights will ease the 
lengthy and continuous roof lines on the east and south elevations facing Keith Rd. 
and will save energy by minimizing lighting required in the building.  

 
 Signage 

 
The proposed development doesn’t contain any sign. 
 

 Lighting  
 

The DPA #6 guidelines and SCRD’s Outdoor Lighting Standard require the site lighting 
be neutral in colour and directed downward to avoid “light spill” on adjacent residential 
area. According to the lighting information provided by the applicant, the exterior lights 
will be installed above each door and at the timber frame canopies and positioned at 15 
degree angle to project light downwards over the door openings and to avoid light spill 
on the adjoining areas. All exterior lights will be energy efficient LED luminaire and the 
bulbs will be white in colour. All exterior lights will have less than 0.03 m (0.1’) candle of 
intensity at 6.1 m (20’) from the building. The lighting fixtures depending on the size, 
height and use of doors will be mounted at different height including 2.4 m (8’) at the 
timber frame canopy and 4.6 m (15’) and 5.5 m (18’) at other larger doors.  
 
Siting and landscaping 
 
The DPA#6 guidelines encourage the applicant to provide the required setbacks from 
adjoining residential/rural properties to minimize the impacts of noise, glare and 
shadows. It also, requires fencing and landscaping in the areas abutting highways, 
residential and rural zones. 
 
The subject property is abutting Keith Rd. on the east and Cemetery Rd. on the south. 
The property is located in the rural area (RU2 zone) and is adjoining the same zoned 
properties. The overall topography of the land and its elevation made a natural barrier on 
the south which blocks views from Cemetery Rd. the existing view from Keith Rd. on the 
east to the proposed development is limited to few spots due to the existence of natural 
vegetations and trees and elevation and slope of the land. The main proposed building 
and its south addition are partly visible on the east and south sides through the existing 
driveway accessed to the Keith Rd. However, the north addition of the main building and 
the proposed garages are not visible from Keith Rd. due to their lower elevations. In 
order to minimize the impacts of noise and glare on the Keith Rd, the proposed 
development will be situated at minimum 20 m setback from the road on the east. 

 
According to the applicant, the landscaping works have been started prior to this 
application to provide an appeasing streetscape from the Keith Rd. the works include 
construction of a 2.0 m high cedar fence and also planting six caliper trees (with stem 
diameter of 5 cm) at the south east corner of the property, construction of a 2.0 m high 
cedar fence and planting three 5 caliper trees (with stem diameter of 5 cm) on the east 
side to ease the view of the buildings from Keith Rd. preserving the existing native trees 
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and improving the vegetation in the remaining areas which have view from the roads and 
neighboring properties is the main intention of the applicant.  The applicant provided 
detailed landscape plan with the estimated cost. 

 
Conformance with Zoning Bylaw No. 310  
 
The subject property with the parcel size of 5.1 ha. is zoned RU2. According to section 
1011.4(6) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310, equipment repair and maintenance is permitted in the 
property, provided that the use is limited to a fully enclosed building. The proposed development 
meets the requirements of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 for the equipment repair and maintenance 
use. 
 
According to section 1011.1(7)(c) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310, in the property exceeding 4 ha in 
size in Electoral Area E, the maximum of two dwellings is permitted. In the existing condition, 
there are three older mobile homes between the age of 25 to 45 years old on the property. 
These residences are mostly used for accommodation of people who conducts their business 
on the property. According to the staff investigation, none of the existing mobile homes benefits 
from a valid building permit. The planning and building staff discussed the issue with the 
applicant who assumed the mobile homes were constructed legally at the time of purchase of 
the property couple of years ago. The applicant applied for building permit for the three mobile 
homes. The building staff advised that they will issue the permits for the subject buildings and 
bring the dwellings into basic compliance for health and safety issues. Following issuance of 
building permits for the subject dwellings and due to the existence of buildings before adoption 
of the specific provision of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 that limits the number of dwelling in Electoral 
Area E, those mobile homes may continue to operate as a “legally non-conforming use”. 
 
Section 509 of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 requires 1.5 parking space per 100 m² gross floor area for 
light industry and 2 parking space per single family dwelling. According to the proposed plan, 
provision of 23 parking space for industrial use and 6 parking space for existing dwellings is 
required. In addition, 1 loading space needs to be designated for 1324 m² of industrial building 
upon the completion of the work.  
 
REFERRAL AND NOTIFICATION 
 
Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission 
 
At its meeting of March 27th, following the members’ site visit and applicant’s explanation about 
the proposed plan, existing issues and taken steps to clean the site and ease the views from the 
Keith Rd, the Elphinstone APC expressed no objection and supported the proposed 
development.  
 
SCRD Building Division 
 
A referral was sent to the SCRD Building Division for review. The Building Division didn’t 
express any concern regarding the impacts of the proposed development on the neighboring 
properties due to the property’s long history of industrial use. 
  

63



64



65

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Attachment "A"

ParissaS
Typewritten Text

ParissaS
Typewritten Text



66

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Attachment "B"



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



Proposed — 969 Keith Road — Color Palette

Siding

Trims

DESERT SAND *

SRA2 SR48

BURNISHED SLATE *

I
SR28 SRI 29
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Sample of Timber Framing, Wall Shingles, Soffits, Siding color, Soffit Color and Trim Colors.
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Galvalume Roofing
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COOPER Lighting
21 Feb2013

969 Keith road
East Wall Lghting

Luminaire
IES Fename: XTOR3A-N-XTORFLD+VISOR+IMPACT

Description: XTOR3A-N-WITH XTORFLD-XXX-WITH VISOR +

IMPACT S’-TELD
L..MARK CROSSTO..R .ED L..VI\AIE WIT-
FLOOD KIT-30W - 3500K

Light Loss Factor: 1.00
Number of Lamps:

Lamp Lumens:
Lumrare Watts:

Date:

Title:

Desc:

For: Shazach Holdings Inc

By:

0 19 38

-1 ms
30 W

0

0

aS3OU’dQO. 35 SudC 72-3-U> 2OO4-2Ol3 gts1ganysts 4c Cair.aUons 3ased C- SA me7335 an ‘ecomrnendao5 esrs evC’i tin :CCtenc pcrrn’c78



COOPER Lighting
Date: 21 Feb 2013

Title: 969 Keith road

Desc : North Wall Ligrtng

For: Shazach Holdings Inc

By:

Luminaire
IES Filename:

Description:

Light Loss Factor:
Number of Lamps:

Lamp Lumens:
Lum!r.aire Watts:

XTOR3A-N-XTORFLD+VISOR+IMPACT

XTOR3A-N-WITH )CrORFLD-XXX-WIT-{ VISOR +

IMPACT
LJIARK COSSTOR LED LLMI\A WIT
FLOOD KIT - 30W - 3SOCK

1 .C0

-1 ms
30 W

0

0

0 17 34
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COOPER Lighting
Date: 21 Feb2013 Luminaire

Title: 969 Keith road
IES Filename: XTOR3A-N-XTCRFLD+VISOR+IMPACT S i

Desc : South W&’ Lgntng Description: XTDR3A-N-WITH XTORF..D-XXX-W’TH VISOR ÷
VPACTS-LD

L..MARt< COSSTO..R ID LVI\AIE WIT-

FLOOD KIT- 30W - 3500K

For: Shazach Holdings Inc Light Loss Factor: 1.00

By: Nuriberof Lamps: I

Lamp Lumens: -1 ms
Lurare Watts: 30 W

19 38

0

0
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COOPER Lighting
Date: 21 Feb 2013 Luminaire

Title: 69 Keith road
IES Filename: XTOR3A-N-XTORFLD--VlSOR+lMPACT S/

Desc : West Waif Liht’ng Description: XTOR3A--WITH )CtORFD-XXXWITH VISOR ÷
IMPACT SIED
LVARK COSSTOR _ED RA: WITh
FLOOD KT - 30W - 350CK

For: Shazach Holdings Inc Light Loss Factor: I .C0

By : Number of Lamps: 1

Lamp Lumens: -1 ms
Lurninaire Watts: 30 W

0 19 38

0

0

ashOutdno t 36 6nId 72O3$.4 I 2OO4.233 ghIn AnaIynn nc Cacuraons basal n EdNA rnennds and ecarnnandnbnns es’JNs Nenved nern canIne: a phciQrPaic nec81
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Keith aaci -

AN Lndcape Native
Unie Nctec

PrGpoe Main 6uIidin - x 12&
Conceptual E.t Elevation - with completed phaee
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Project: 969 Keith Road Date: 28-Mar-13

DP App: DP E-97

Qty Unit % Complete Outstanding Value

Landscape

Street Trees 11 ea 250.00$          2,750.00$           100% -$                           

Hydroseeding 500 Sq. M. 2.00$               1,000.00$           0% 1,000.00$                 

Infill Shrubs and hedge to supplement 

native vegetation near driveway entrance. 1 ea. 1,500.00$       1,500.00$           0% 1,500.00$                 

-$                           

Fencing -$                           

Fencing - 2.0m Cedar 200 ft 25.00$             5,000.00$           100% -$                           

10,250.00$         2,500.00$                 

84

ParissaS
Typewritten Text
Landscape Cost Estimation

ParissaS
Typewritten Text

ParissaS
Typewritten Text



Photo 1: the 

proposed building is 

not visible from 

intersection of 

Cemetery Rd. and 

Keith Rd. because of 

its location behind 

the existing buildings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 2: view from 

Keith Rd. to the 

proposed building 

site through the 

existing driveway 

access 
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Photo 3: view from 

the proposed 

building location 

towards south  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 4: view from 

the proposed 

building location 

towards north 
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Photo 5: completed 

fencing on the south 

east corner to 

property to confine 

the view from Keith 

Rd. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 6: completed 

fence adjoining the 

proposed building to 

block the view from 

Keith Rd. to the 

building 
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Photo 7: view from 

Keith Rd. to the 

proposed building 

will be confined due 

to fencing and overall 

slope of the land 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 8: existing 

vegetation to block 

the view from Keith 

Rd. to the industrial 

site 
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Photo 9: the existing 

natural buffer which 

confines the view 

from Cemetery Rd. to 

the industrial site. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: April 5th, 2013 

TO: Planning & Development Committee – April 18th, 2013 

FROM: Gregory Gebka, Planner 

RE: Application for Special Occasion Licence Policy Exemption  

 (Highway 101 Music Festival Society – Electoral Area A) 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
(1) THAT the report entitled “Application for Special Occasion Licence Policy 

Exemption (Highway 101 Music Festival Society)” be received; 
 

(2) THAT the above-referenced application to allow an extension of hours for a 
community event beyond 10:00 p.m. for three consecutive days commencing on 
July 19th, 2013, be approved conditionally upon the Society modifying its 
application for special occasion licence policy exemption in order to correct its 
closing hours of operation to “12:00 a.m”. 

 
(3) THAT the Highway 101 Music Festival Society be requested to: 

(a) comply with Noise Bylaw No. 597 respecting ‘quiet hours’ during the proposed 
music festival; 

(b) comply with Zoning Bylaw No. 337 respecting the PA1 setbacks for off-street 
parking, loading and storage facilities; 

(c) comply with Zoning Bylaw No. 310 respecting no ‘third party signs’ advertising 
the proposed music festival;  

(d) limit the number and size of event signs erected on the Property and visible 
from a road to one 1-m² sign, to be removed immediately following the music 
festival; 

(e) submit record of approval from the MoTI for all music festival signs, works 
and related traffic control activities located on road rights of way. 

 
BACKGROUND 
Similar to last year, the Highway 101 Music Festival Society (the “Society”) is planning a three-day 
outdoor music festival to be held at the Pender Harbour Lions Club Park (the “Property”) July 19th 
through July 21st.  Pending approval, the Pender Harbour Lions Club would host this community 
event.  Liquor is planned to be sold during the event.  The Society has applied to the Liquor Control 
and Licensing Branch for a special occasion licence policy exemption in order to allow the event hours 
to extend beyond 10:00 p.m. for three consecutive days.  The Society proposes to operate the music 

ANNEX G
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festival from 6 p.m. to 12:00 a.m. on its opening day and from 12 noon to midnight on the following 
two days.  The Society expects up to 400 people per day attending the public event.   

A copy of the Society’s exemption application is enclosed as Attachment ‘A’.  A site map is also 
enclosed as Attachment ‘B’.  The Pender Harbour Lions Club Park is located within the PA1 zone, 
which permits assembly use. 

This report summarizes the application and provides recommendations for conditional approval. 

 
DISCUSSION 
Upon review of the application, staff contacted the Society to inform them of an error in their special 
occasion licence policy exemption application.  The application lists the intended closing hours 
incorrectly (as 12:00 p.m instead of 12:00 a.m.).   If considering approval, the applicant should be 
requested to make this correction, and to inform other agencies of the corrected hours, including the 
RCMP, Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MoTI) and shíshálh Nation. 

Staff also discussed with the Society certain zoning bylaw requirements respecting off-street parking, 
loading and storage.  In such cases, the PA1 zone requires a minimum lot line setback of 7.5 metres. 

Staff also asked the Society to clarify its plans to erect signs for advertising and controlling traffic 
during the music festival event.  The Society indicates that it plans to erect no more than one small 
(less than 1 m²) sign on the Property advertising the event.  In addition, the Society plans to erect 
temporary traffic control signs, along with other traffic safety control measures, during the event.  The 
Society also informed staff of at least one other (4’ x 8’) sign currently erected along Highway 101 to 
advertise the July event.  In the case of one particular sign located in Elphinstone, the Society 
misunderstood that the sign installed on private property along the highway is not subject to zoning 
bylaw requirements.  Staff clarified that if such sign is installed on private property it contravenes 
Section 502(13) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310, which prohibits the placement of ‘third party signs’.  A third 
party sign is a sign located on a lot for the purpose of advertising anything that is not directly related to 
a business or activity on the same lot.  Staff also clarified that any signs erected on the Highway 101 
road right of way must be approved by the MoTI. 

Bylaw Compliance staff have advised that last year’s music festival at the nearby Pender Harbour 
Golf Course did not result in any noise (or other) complaints.  This bodes well for the Pender Harbour 
Golf Club and Society; however, if considering approval of the policy exemption this year, the Society 
should be requested to abide by the Regional District’s Noise Bylaw, which notably sets a ‘quiet 
hours’ period between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.  This would mean that no audible music could be 
played beyond 11:00 p.m.  The Society is aware of this, but still needs an additional hour of operation 
between 11:00 p.m. and midnight for wind down and closing activities.   

Interestingly, while the special occasion licence policy exemption application must also be approved 
by local RCMP and First Nations, there appears no similar provision for MoTI approval.  If considering 
approval, it is recommended that the Society be asked to submit records of approval from the MoTI 
for all music festival signs, works and related traffic control activities situated on road right of ways. 

CONCLUSION 
The Highway 101 Music Festival Society is once again planning a community music festival to be held 
this year at the Pender Harbour Lions Club Park on July 19th through July 21st.  Proceeds from the 
festival are to be directed towards local community groups and sports teams.  As per Liquor Control 
and Licensing Branch policy, local government, RCMP and First Nations approval is required for an 
exemption to certain policies including hours/days of operation.  Considering the success of last 
year’s event resulting in no complaints, and subject to certain conditions requiring compliance with 
Regional District bylaws, staff recommend approval of the policy exemption. 
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APPLICATION FOR
SPECIAL OCCASION LICENCE

POLICY EXEMPTIONS
Liquor Coiroi and Lr Form LCL D1

INSTRUCTIONS:
• Complete all applicable fields, attach required documents and submit with payment as outlined in Part 7.

• Please read the instructions for each section of the form. The sections you need to complete depend on what exemptions you are
requesting. For some exemptions you must obtain approval from the local governmentlFirst Nation and local police in
order to complete this application.

• You may complete this application on a computer, then print the number of copies you need. Note: You will not be able to save
the information you put in the form. If you are completing this application by hand, please print dearly using dark ink.

• Send the completed application by mail or fax to the Liquor Control and Licensing Branch along with the $100.00 fee.

• If the application is complete, the Branch will consider your request and you will be notified as to whether your application has been
approved. Note: Unless you indicate otherwise, you will be notified of the decision by e-mail.

• The application must be received at least four weeks prior to the event in order to allow sufficient time for processing. Completed
applications received less than four weeks prior to an event may not be approved. Remember that you need this application
approved before you go to a liquor store to apply for your special occasion licence and it may take some time to process that
application.

• Additional information can be found in the Special Occasion licence Booklet which is available from Government Liquor Stores or
online at www.bcliguorstores.com/special-occasion-Iicence. If you have any questions call the Branch toll-free at 1-866-209-2111
(BC only) or 250-952-5787.

• LCLB forms and materials referred to in this document can be found at: http://www.pssg.gov.bc.ca/IcIb/forms_fees/index.htm

• NOTE: The applicant for the special occasion licence (“SOL”) must be the organization hosting the event or an individual who is
hosting a family event. The person applying for an exemption to policy must be the same as the individual applying for the SOL.

• NOTE: Professional event organizers and promoters are not eligible to apply for an exemption or a special occasion licence.

Exemptions Branch use only F Approved [ Not Approved Job No: I
Check () the exemption(s) for which you are applying:

Extend the hours for your event beyond 10:00 pm for outdoor events or 2:00 a.m. for indoor events
Note: Requires local govemmentlFlrst Nations and local police approval - see Part 4

r Sell hard liquor at a public special event
Note: Requires local govemmentlFirst Nations and local police approval - see Part 4

F Charge more for drinks than the prices specified in the “Special Occasion Licence — Liquor Price Schedule” (LCLBO3I a)
Note: Only permitted If the event is to raIse funds for charIty

[ Hold more than two Special Occasion Ucences per month or hold more than 24 per year

F Applicant is not a Canadian citizen or a permanent resident of Canada

F Licence fee adjustment for limited hours of liquor service
Note: See the SOL Policy Manual on the LCLB website

F Other (please describe):

Date of Event

First day of event: [JULY 192013

Last day of event: [1JLY 21 2013

LCL.B 031 (Last updated 8 June2011) I of 6 SpecIal Occasion Licence Policy Exemptions
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PART 1: Applicant and Organization Information
Section A: Private SOL for a family occasion
If you are applying for a Private SQL to celebrate a family occasion, complete this section. (The person applying for the exemption must
be the same as the person who will apply for the SOL) For all other types of SOL, please see Section B.

Daytime
Your namel

______

Phone:
(last I first I mkldle)

Applicant
E-mail:

______ ________ _____________

Iilailing I 1Address: L.________

________________________________ ____

L_____
Street City Province Postal Code

Section B: All other types of SQL
If you are applying for any other type of SOL complete this section. (The person completing this appilcation for exemption must be the
same as the person who Will complete the SOL application.)

CntI!jwYlol MUSIC FES11VAL SOCIET’
society, organization, company, etc. applying for the SOL

If the organization is a registered society, please provide the registration number Iz0059527

_____

an:[i 3776 SUNSHINE COAST HWY [DEIRA PARK

_____-

I5 - [VON.2H1
Street City Province Postal Code

Name and contact information of person completing this application:

___—__

DaYme[644459

__________________

(iastlflrstlmiddle)
Contactl.
E-mail: [hlbrown@hotmall.com

_____

6SUNSHIN COAST HWY [EIRA PARK

____

[__,
Street City Province Postal Code

Applicant’s position
in organization: DIRECTER

PART 2: Event Information
1. Please choose the event type below:

[ Public event Private event F Both public and private event (e.g. a public beer garden at a ball tournament
with a private dance)

A public event is a community or public celebration, such as a community festival or outdoor concert. It can be held in a place that is
open to, or in view of, the public such as a park, open room in a community centre, a business open to the public or an outdoor
location. Anyone can attend.

A private event is an event where attendance is limited to invited guests, advance ticket holders, or an organization’s members and
staff. Entry tickets for a private event must be sold, reserved or given away prior to the event commencing. A private event may be
social, cultural, recreational, religious, sporting or community oriented.

2. The event is a

[ Community event F Family event F Business host event (private; no-sale) F Liquor tasting

Please describe your event below:

MUSIC FESTIVAL ON JULY 19,20 21 BEING HELD ATTHE PENDER HARBOUR LIONS PARK.

Part 2 continued on next page...
LCLB 031 2 of 6 SpecIal Occasion Licence Policy Exemptions
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3. Location(s) of event

Is the event being held:
.

Indoors [Outdoors EOn a motor vessel

Where event is being held:j ARBOUR UONS PARK

Address of
j776 SUNSHINE COAST HWY ‘pRA PARK jVON-2H1

Siteet City Province Postal Code

Area of the facility where liquor will be consumed:

[OUT SIDE ThE HALL IN A FENCED IN AREA

Total number of attendees for event per day: TO 4oopp Total number of minors (under 19):jpp____

Total number of attendees for beer garden/licensed area, if aPPlicable:[250

______ ____

4. Security Plan

If the total number of people (all ages) expected to attend the event Is 500 or more, you must indude the following with this application:

f! A copy of your security plan which details:
• How you will control crowds and prevent over-consumption
• The number of security staff on site
• If minors will be present, how will you ensure they do not access liquor
•The number of serving staff on site

A site map of the proposed location Indicating where fencing and/or barriers will endose indoor and outdoor licensed areas

The name, title, phone number, cell phone and/or pager and email of a person who will be available to a Uquor Inspector for further
information if required

You can see a sample security plan on our website at http://www.pssggov.bc.ca/IcIb/forms_fees/index.htm

Door security: Door staff who will be responsible for preventing the entrance of unruly or disruptive persons and for removing persons
who become unruly or disruptive, or who present a safety risk to others are considered to be “security workers” and are required to be
licensed. Servers, bartenders or other individuals checking identification or counting patrons to ensure that the event is not over
crowded who are not expected to perform tasks associated with the security of the event are not considered to be security workers.
Further information about licensing requirements for door staff can be found at:
www.pssg.gov.bc.ca/securityiridustry/Iegislation/docs/Iicensingpolicy. pcif.

5. Date and times of the event
Please list the proposed days and hours of the event and liquor service:

.1 Event Fa.m. Liquorservicel Fa.m.Date.ULY 19 2013 starts at: p.m. begins at: L6Jp.m.
(Day/Month/Year)

________________
___________________

Event F a.m. Liquor service I F a.m.
endsat: 12fp.m. endsat: [_12Jp.m.

I Event I a.m. Uquor service I f a.m.Date1JULY 20 2013 starts at:L_iF p.m. begins at: [_F p.m.
(DayiMonthlYear)

________________
___________________

Event I F a.m. Liquor service I fl a.m.
ends at: L 12j p.m. ends at: [ 12 p.m.

Date:IJuLY 21 2013

____

at:[ 12 12
a.rn.

(Day/Month/Year)

_____________
_______________

Event F a.m. Liquor service F a.m.
ends at: 12 p.m. ends at: 12 p.m.

LCLB 031 3016 Special Occasion Licence Policy Exemptions
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PART 3: Special Occasion Licence Policy Exemption
Please explain why you are asking for the policy exemption(s) you selected on the first page of this form (If you selected a request to
charge more for liquor than allowed by the Liquor Price Schedule, please see Part 5 of this form.)

—WE ARE DOING A THREE DAY MUSICFEST AND WOULD LIKE TO HOLD A 5.0.1 LICENCES FOR ALL THREE DAY.
—I WOULD LIKE A EXEMP11ON FROM 10pm TO 1 AS ARE MUSIC FES11VALWILL BE GOING TO 12pm
AS THIS IS SOCIETY ORGANIZATION DEDICATED TO RAISING FUND FOR VARIOUS COMMUNITY GROUPS AS THE UONS CLUB,
AND SPORTS TEAMS.

PART 4: Local Government I First Nations and Police Approval
Both police and Local GovemmentlFlrst Nations approval are required if you are requesting an exemption to allow for

• an extension to hours for an outdoor event beyond 10:00pm; and/or
• sale of hard liquor (spirits or liqueurs) at a public event

Police Approval:
Local Police Jurisdiction:

Name of Official: Position title: [
Email of official:L

F Approved F Not Approved

Comments:

(IastI1irstImidd)

SIgnature of official:______________________

Local Government I First Nations Approval:
Local Government I First Nations Jurisdiction:f

ntp.

Name of Official: Position title:

Email of official:(

(last Ifirstlmiddle)

F Approved

Comments:

F Not Approved

Signature of official: Date:.
LCLB 031 4016 Special Occasion Licence Policy ExempUons
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PART 5: Liquor Price Exemption
If you are requesting a liquor price exemption permitting you to charge a higher price for liquor than allowed by the Liquor Price Schedule
because the event is to raise funds for a charitable purpose, indicate how your cause meets the definition of a charitable purpose:
1. The charitable purpose of the event for which this exemption application has been submitted is for.

EThe relief of poverty
or the advancement of:

Feducation

reUgion

Erecreation
Espo or athletics

Eaid to the disabled and handicapped

Fculture

Eyouth or senior citizens
Fother purpose beneficial to the community (please describe below):

2. In the space below, describe how the profits from this event will be used. For example, ‘the profits of this event will go to the ABC
Society to purchase an x-ray machine’ or ‘the profits will be used to run a children’s sports camp.’

NOTE: You must donate your total profits from the entire event, not just profits from the bar, and you must provide proof of your
donation within 60 days of the event. This proof must include a financial statement that addresses the evenCs revenues and expenses
and any documentation indicating that the charity received the profits such as a letter of thanks.

3. What types of liquor do you want to serve and what do you want to charge? (please check () and fill in requested price*)

F Spirits, including liqueurs (1 oz or 28 ml) Requested price: $

FSpirits, including liqueurs (1.5 oz or 43 ml) Requested price: $

F Coolers (can, bottle or serving 12 oz or 340 ml) Requested price: $

F BoWed or canned cider (12 oz or 340 ml) Requested price: $

F Draught cider (12 oz or 340 ml) Requested price: $

F Draught beer (12 oz or 340 ml) Requested price: $

F Bottled or canned beer (12 oz or 340 ml) Requested price: $

FWine (5 oz glass or full bottle) Requested percentage mark-up: %

(aprice includes HST if applicable.)

LCLB 031 5 of 6 -— Special Occasion Licence Poucy Exemptions
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PART 6: Declaration
My signature (the applicanVs) below indicates I understand and acknowledge that all of the information given is true and complete to
the best of my knowledge. Section 15(2) of the Liquor Control and Licensing Act states, A person applying for the issue, renewal,
transfer or amendment of a licence who fails to disclose a material fact required by the form of application or makes a false or
misleading statement in the form of application, commits an offenc&.

Name :jBrown Heather Irene

_____

Date[ 0210412013
(last I first! middle) (DayiMonthiYear)

Signature:_____________________

PART 7: Application Fees - Payment Options
Fees may be paid by cheque, money order, debit or credit card and are non-refundable. Debit transactions can only be made in
person at the Victoria Head Office. Submit the payment with the application form. Do not mail cash.

Application for Exemption to SOL Policy Fee: $100 TOTAL FEE Submitted: $
Fee: (non-refundable):

Payment is by (check () one):
cheque, payable to Minister of Finance (if cheque is returned, non-sufficient funds, a $20 fee will be charged)
[gmoney order, payable to Minister of Finance
EV1SA E MasterCard E
Ifpaying by credit cai’d, please provide credit card details below...

CreditcardNumber.1

____

Expiry Date: /

Name of cardholder (as it appears on card):[

Signature of cardholder:

______________________________________________________

Or you may send In the application without credIt card Information, but you must telephone LCLB Head Office directly to provide the
credit card number details. It so, please confirm by checking the box below:

El will call Victoria Head Office at 250-952-5787 or 1-866-209-2111 to provide credit card information and
understand that no action can proceed with my application until the application lee is paid in full.

Submit fee and application form to Victoria office only:
Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General

Liquor Control and Licensing Branch
LocatIon: 4th floor, 3350 Douglas St., Victoria

For Mail Only: P0 Box 9292 Stn Prov Govt Victoria, BC V8W 9J8
Phone: 250 952-5787 Fax: 250 952-7066 Web: www.pssg.gov.bc.ca/ldb E-mail: liquor.licensinggov.bc.ca

rFreedom of Information and Privacy Act - The information requested on this form is collected for the purpose of obtaining or making changes to a liquorf
licence. All personal information is collected under the authority of Section 15 of the Liquor Control and Licensing Act (RSBC 1996, c.267). Questions
should be directed to: Liquor Control and Licensing Branch, Freedom of Information Officer, P0 Box 9292 STN PROV GOVT. Victoria, BC V8W 9J8.

In Victoria, 250 952-5787 Outside Victoria, 1 866 209-2111. Fax: 250 952-7066

LCLB 031 — 6 of 6 ——
— Special Occasion Licence iiempflons
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APRIL 2 2013

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT THE PENDER HARBOUR LIONS CLUB SOCIETY
HAS GIVEN HEATHER BROWN PERMISSION TO APPLY FOR A LICENSE TO
OPERATE A BEER GARDENS DURING THE MUSIC FESTIVAL ON JULY l9
20 AND 212013 AT 13776 SUNSHINE COAST HWY MADEIRA PARK B.C.

YOURS TRULY

Neil Smith

President
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APRIL 2 2013

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

SECURITY PLAN FOR THE HWY 101 MUSIC FESTIVAL SOCIETY

WE WILL BE GE111NG SECURITY FROM OFF THE COAST I’M JUST GETfING THE PRICES FOR
THEM NOW WE WILL HAVE 8 TO 10 THE SAME AS LAST YEAR.

EVER ONE THAT WILL BE WORKING THE BEER GARDENS WILL HAVE TO HOLD THERE SERVING IT
RIGHT AND EVER ONE IN THE BEER GARDENS WILL SHOW ID TO GET A RISK BAND AND MUST
HAVE IT ON TO GET LIQUOR.

MINORS WILL NOT BE ALLOWED IN THE FENCED LOCATION THERE LIQUOR IS BEING
CONSUMED THERE WILL BE AT LEAST TWO SECURITY AND TWO VOLUNTEERS AT THE DOOR AT
ALL TIMES.

THERE WILL BE 6 SERVING STAFF ON AT ALL TIMES.

I WILL BE AVAILABLE TO THE LIQUOR INSPECTOR AND THE R.C.M.P. AT ALL TIMES FROM FRIDAY
lgthTO SUNDAY 21

YOU CAN GET ME ON MY CELL AT 604-740-1859 OR EMAIL hibrown@hotmail.com

THANK YOU FOR OUR TIME

HEATHER BROWN
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March 23 2013

To: The Sechelt Detachment of the R.C.M.P

Re: Notice of Public Event

We would like to notify you that we are holding the Hwy 101 Music festival on
July 19th 20 and 21. The event will be held at the Pender Harbour Lions Park.

With camping and parking on site and parking at the P.H.H.S.

We would like to request your presence at the event. And at this time we would
like to thank you for your help and we look forward to working with you to make
this a safe and fun event.

Any questions or for more information please feel free to contact: Heather
Brown at 604-740-1859 or Email hibrown@hotmail.com,

Thank you for your time

Sincerely

HWY 101 MUSIC FESTIVAL SOCiETIES
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5

Site Map - Pender Harbour Lions Club Park

Date: 05/04/2013

Path: I:\GIS\PIMS\Projects\PIMS.mxd

This information has been compiled by the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) 
using data derived from a number of sources
 with varying levels of accuracy.  The SCRD
disclaims all responsibility for the accuracy or 
completeness of this information.

:

0102030405
Meters

ATTACHMENT 'B'
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  April 06, 2013 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee, April 18th,  2013 
FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager 
RE:  Temporary Structures  

 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
THAT  the report from the Chief Building Inspector regarding temporary structures be 
received for information. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
 PDC March 21st,2013,  Recommendation No. 8 Temporary Structures 

The Planning and Development Committee recommended that staff forward a report to a future 
Planning and Development Committee with information on tent like temporary structures. 

 
Temporary Structures are excluded from regulation under the  BC Building Code 
provided: (excerpt from the BC Building Code, 2013) 
 

1. The building or structure is less than 10 square meters in footprint, 
(107 square feet), 

2. The building does not present a hazard to occupants or use, 
3. The building is one of the following:  

 
a. a construction office, 
b. a seasonal storage building, 
c. a special event facility, or, 
d. an emergency facility. 

 
 

Buildings less than 10 square meters in footprint, although they do not need a 
building permit and are unregulated with respect to construction, still are required to 
comply with zoning setbacks and other conditions related to the zoning bylaw. In many 
cases where a property owner is developing a property, a “power shed” is constructed 
to locate and secure power to the site.  Typically, these buildings may also house tools 
or items to be secured during the construction period and may remain on site provided 
they are located in accordance with zoning regulations. Buildings constructed over the 
10 square meter size, (measured at the base of the building), are required to have a 
building permit. 
 

ANNEX H
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On occasion, small buildings of 10 square meters or less are used to house hazardous 
materials such as fuel, large amounts of fertilizer, chemicals  or explosives.  In these 
instances, building departments opt to regulate the construction by way of a building 
permit and location of such structures, when and if they occur, to protect the public in 
general from incident.    As well, the local fire department may have a keen interest as 
to where these buildings are located and what they may contain, therefore a referral to 
the Fire Department is often made where these kinds of buildings are contemplated. 
 
Seasonal storage buildings or shelters are those structures that often find their way 
from large retailers to properties contemplating a cover for a boat, car or motor home for 
example and are sold as seasonal covers/garages with the  fine print indicating that the 
buyer should check with local authorities regarding permits before setting up the 
building.   
These buildings are not approved under the building codes as most exceed the 10 
square meter size and cannot meet the local climatic design requirements for wind 
uplift, rain and snow loading as all other buildings that exceed 10 square meters in size 
must. Many  of these buildings are located contrary to Zoning regulations with respect to 
setbacks and site coverage. Often, these structures are placed without permits for 
longer than the season they were intended to last, therefore creating a Bylaw  
Enforcement issue where a complaint has been initiated. 
 
A special event building such as a tent for entertainment, weekend picnic/barbeque 
shelter, circus activity tent or food dispensing structure, are often pre manufactured and 
are designed for multiple set ups at different locations.  These structures are not 
regulated by the Building Code or the Building Permit Section of the SCRD  as the 
duration of the set up is often short lived, (over the weekend for example). 
One exception to this would be a circus venue tent contemplated for assembly use over 
a period of days or weeks.  Engineering for wind rain and possibly snow loading, fire 
exits, combustibility of the tent fabric, emergency lighting, exit paths all must be 
examined and approved by the Authority having Jurisdiction, (Building Department and 
Fire Department), through a building permit process. 
 
Tents for the purposes of emergency shelters, triage facilities and  emergency 
response measures are also exempt from regulation. Typically there would be a 
calamity of some description warranting a temporary staging of a tent structure to offer 
protection from the elements to deal with the calamity.  This may be a fire, an 
earthquake, a command post, a vehicle accident, etc. 
 
Construction offices are permitted to be located on site for the duration of the 
construction period and  often are included in the building permit  package for the 
project.  Their location on the site may not comply with Zoning bylaw regulations but are 
generally permitted to be located on a setback allowance  to allow  space for 
construction of a new building in compliance with the Bylaws. 
 
Temporary accommodation or storage buildings such as motor homes, fifth wheels, 
trailers, metal shipping containers are permitted to be located on site with building 
permits provided there is a valid building permit issued for construction of a single family 
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residence on the same property. A  permit is issued and bond is taken to insure 
compliance with the bylaw for removal of the unit at the end of the project.  Often non-
resident property owners are looking for a place to stay while the construction of a 
single family residence is underway.  A self contained RV is one way to achieve this.  
Once the single family residence has been issued occupancy, the RV may possibly 
remain under zoning compliance for length and location on the site, but to be stored 
only and not to be used as a second dwelling.  
Where shipping containers are used as a lock up for the site materials, storage or tools, 
etc. while a building is being built; as long as there is a valid building permit for the 
building, or single family residence exists, a storage container may be located on site.  
Once the building is complete, it may be necessary to remove the shipping container 
from the site if a zoning violation develops after new construction has completed, or, the 
shipping container may be relocated on the property under a separate building permit 
process to legitimize its existence. (This may necessitate appropriate structural 
engineering of foundations). 
 
Yurts or other unique forms of structures such as tree houses, garden sheds, 
greenhouses, etc., are considered to be accessory buildings and are permitted to be 
built under a building permit process if they exceed 10 square meters in footprint.  They 
are not and cannot be used as dwelling units temporary or otherwise.  There are other 
iterations of tent/yurt structures that proliferate in the Regional District that may be 
considered as accessory buildings only and are not permitted to be used as a dwelling 
unit/sleeping room, temporary or otherwise unless part of a comprehensive  commercial 
development approved by the SCRD. (“Zen” tent accommodation  at Rockwater).  
Children’s play centers, dog houses, pool or hot tub equipment covers, plastic garden 
tool sheds all under the 10 square meter description are exempt from regulation with the 
exception of zoning setbacks.  
 
Bylaw Enforcement of illegally constructed/located or non compliant uses of all 
structures are based on a complaint driven process consistent with the Board Policy on 
Bylaw Enforcement.  Staff will only respond to complaints regarding tent/yurt/shipping 
container/ RV structures where complaints are formalized through Bylaw enforcement 
policy, or where the Building Inspector is confronted with a structure such as one of 
these  above on a site visit regarding a regularly expected or scheduled  inspection. 
 
 
 
Respectfully; 
 
Peter Longhi 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  April 06, 2013 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee, April 18th,  2013 
FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager 
RE:  Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control and Airborne Emissions Bylaw  

 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 

1.  THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector regarding  Halfmoon Bay 
Smoke Control Bylaw be received for information, 

 
2.  THAT the  Planning and Development Committee recommend  the proposed 

Halfmoon Bay Smoke control Bylaw  be referred to the Board for first and second  
readings,  

 
3.  THAT the fines for infractions related to the Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Bylaw  

Enforcement be added to  the SCRD Bylaw Notice Enforcement Bylaw No. 638 
Schedule B, Designated Bylaw Contraventions and Penalties 
 

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

• The time has been restricted  for continuous burns to a maximum of 
48 hours, after which a 24 hour period of no burning must occur,  

• A new definition of  “nuisance airborne emission” has been 
included, 

ANNEX I
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• The Bylaw includes  control of other airborne irritants, listed under 
Section 11, 

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

 
These changes have been made to accommodate the needs of Halfmoon Bay 
residents.  A survey regarding burning and smoke control took place in 2012 the results 
of which were presented at an Area B APC meeting.  The results were discussed and a 
review of the Robert’s Creek Smoke Control Bylaw took place as a core document with 
some additional requirements  added as a result of area B resident concerns.  
The Bylaw has been vetted by Legal Counsel  and  is attached for reference. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted 
 
Peter Longhi 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 

 
DRAFT BYLAW NO. 622 

 

A bylaw to regulate the emission of smoke or other airborne emissions and nuisances in the 
Electoral Area of Halfmoon Bay 
 
 
WHEREAS the Sunshine Coast Regional District has established a service for the purpose of 
regulating the emission of smoke or other airborne emissions and nuisances in the Electoral 
Area of Halfmoon Bay; 
 
NOW THEREFORE, the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board in open meeting assembled, 
enacts as follows: 
 
1. This bylaw may be cited as Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control and Airborne Emission 

Regulation Bylaw No. 622, 2013. 
 
2. Interpretation 

 
(a) In this bylaw: 

 
Bylaw Enforcement Officer: 
Means the person employed by the Regional District to enforce the bylaws of the 
Regional District, or his or her designate. 

 
 Class B Burn Pile: 

Means a burn pile composed of non toxic garden waste material which originated on the 
property on which the fire is to be located.  
 

 Construction Waste: 
 Means waste materials resulting from the construction, alteration, renovation or 

demolition of any building, structure and without limitation includes paper, plastic, drywall 
and wood materials such as dimensional or pressure treated lumber, plywood and 
particle board. 

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

 Outdoor Fire: 
Means any fire that burns in the open air, or outside a ‘building’, whether or not it is 
completely enclosed in an incinerator furnace or other device, but does not include a 
campfire, a barbecue, or a fire for the purpose of a ceremony, where all regulations of 
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the applicable Fire Department and any other Authority Having Jurisdiction are 
observed. 
 
Regional District: 
means the Sunshine Coast Regional District. 
 

 Toxic Materials: 
includes but is not limited to rubber tires, tar, asphalt shingles, batteries, electrical wire 
insulation, various plastic compositions, painted or treated wood and all other similar 
substances which may produce heavy black smoke when burnt. 
 
Ventilation index: 
means a climatic condition determined by the Ministry of Environment and posted on 
their website that indicates when it is possible to undertake a clean burn. 
 
(b)  Except as otherwise defined in this Bylaw, words and phrases are to be construed in 

accordance with their meanings under the British Columbia Building Code, Fire 
Code, Fire Services Act, Community Charter and the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District Fire Protection Bylaw No. 631, 2011, all as amended or replaced from time 
to time.     

 
 

Regulations: 
 

3. No person shall start, permit or maintain an outdoor fire whether within an incinerator or 
otherwise for the burning of a Class B burn pile, except in accordance with this bylaw.  

 
4. A Class B burn pile must take place in accordance with: 

 
(a) the Sunshine Coast Regional District Fire Protection Bylaw No. 631, 2011, as 

amended or replaced from time to time; and  
(b) any additional restrictions, conditions or requirements imposed under a Provincial 

enactment or a Regional District Bylaw. 
 
5. Despite section 6.3 (a) of the Sunshine Coast Regional District Fire Protection Bylaw No. 

631, but subject to section 8 of this Bylaw, for the purposes of the Halfmoon Bay 
Smoke Control Area, the burning of Class B burn piles is permitted only from April 1st 
- 15th and October 15th - November 15th when the Ventilation Index as issued by the 
Province of BC is rated as ‘good’ for the central Vancouver Island Coastal Region.   
 

6. The owner or occupier of a parcel on which a  Class B burn pile fire is to be located must 
ensure that: 
(a) any materials to be burned originate only from that property; and  
(b) the fire is attended at all times by a responsible person 19 years of age or older with 

suitable tools and water available, for the full duration of the burn. 
 
7. The owner or occupier, or another person who starts, maintains, or otherwise is 

responsible for a Class B burn pile must ensure that: 
 
(a)  the burn does not continue for more than two (2) consecutive days after which the 

fire must be completely extinguished.   
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(b) if any additional burn is contemplated during the permitted periods, a 24 hour ‘no 
burn’ period must elapse before any further burning on the same property.  

 
8. If conditions of weather are suitable and an owner or occupier of land on which a Class 

B burn pile satisfies the Fire Chief and the Regional District Board that an extension of 
the burning period is warranted and is unlikely to jeopardize public safety, the Regional 
District may, by Board resolution, extend the burning period if circumstances warrant an 
extension. 

 
9. The Fire Chief or a Bylaw Enforcement Officer may, upon receipt of a non-refundable 

$25 application fee, issue a permit for ‘special’ burning related to a site or safety factors.  
Every application for a permit pursuant to this Bylaw shall be made to the Fire Chief or  
Bylaw Enforcement Officer in the form prescribed by him/her for such purpose.  The 
Fire Chief or a Bylaw Enforcement Officer is hereby authorized and empowered to 
grant or refuse any such permit, taking into account conditions of weather, geography, 
personnel, equipment, access by the Fire Department,   available resources to deal with 
unexpected hazards or emergency,  and any conditions affecting fire and life safety in 
the circumstances.   

 
10. No person shall cause, allow, permit or suffer the manufacture, growing, storage, 

transfer or disposal of a substance that emits odours, fumes or particulate matter in or 
around a building or premises that disturbs, or would tend to disturb, the health, comfort 
or convenience of individuals in the vicinity of the building. 
 

11. A person who causes, commences, maintains or is otherwise responsible for any of the 
following: 
 
a) a back yard or outdoor fire; 
b) burning garbage, waste or refuse,  

(i) using a built in masonry chimney,  
(ii) using an airtight, free standing or insert heating appliance, or 
(iii) outside 

c) growing plants that produce strong odors or airborne allergens  
d) a commercial kitchen hood system that produces emissions when in use; 
e) the operation of an automobile or engine that produces exhaust, 
f) vapor or fumes generated from equipment used in automobile or equipment  

painting; 
g) a dust extraction system producing exhaust emanating from a hobby or wood shop, 
 
and must ensure that the activity does not result in nuisance airborne emissions that 
cause, or which tend to cause, physical discomfort or an adverse health effect to any 
person in the neighborhood or vicinity of the activity. 

 
12. Burning of firewood for the purposes of heating a residence, outdoor cooking or 

barbeques, or for special  ceremonial fires are permitted, provided that: 
 

a) If using a wood stove or insert, it is an approved appliance installed in accordance 
with the manufacturers installation manual; 

b) if using a  masonry chimney, it is kept in good repair and regularly cleaned;  
c) the firewood used as fuel is well seasoned and dry; and,  
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d) if using a propane or natural gas fired appliance, the appliance is an approved 
device, has been installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions and 
installation manual, and is used in strict accordance with these instructions. 

 
13. The Bylaw Enforcement Officer is hereby authorized to enter, at all reasonable times 

on or into any property within the Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control Service Area where 
he or she reasonably believes that an offence under this Bylaw has been or is being 
committed. 

 
14. No person shall purposely withhold or falsify any information required by the Fire Chief 

or a Bylaw Enforcement Officer, or refuse to assist in the carrying out of any inspection 
pursuant to this Bylaw. 

 
15. No person shall obstruct or interfere with the Fire Chief or a Bylaw Enforcement 

Officer while carrying out any inspection pursuant to this Bylaw. 
 
16. Every person who contravenes any provision of this Bylaw is guilty of an offence, and 

each day that a contravention exists or is permitted to continue shall constitute a 
separate offence.  
 

17. A person found guilty of a contravention of this Bylaw is liable to pay a fine of not less 
than $100.00 and not more than $10,000 or to imprisonment of not more than six 
months. 

 
18. Without limiting other means of enforcement available at law, this bylaw may be 

enforced by means of a ticket in the form prescribed for the purpose of Section 264 of 
the Community Charter. 

 
 
19. This bylaw shall come into force and effect on  XXXX, 2013 
 
READ A FIRST TIME   this   day of    
 
READ A SECOND TIME  this  day of   
 
READ A THIRD TIME   this  day of   
 
ADOPTED    this  day of   
 
 
 
      _____________________________________ 
      CORPORATE OFFICER 
 
 
 
 
      _____________________________________ 
      CHAIR 
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Proposed change to ticket fines 
 
 
Current  Offence Fine under the MTI Bylaw (Robert’s Creek Smoke Control Bylaw only) 
 
Burning without a permit         $ 100.00 
Burning when Ventilation Index is rated below “Good”       100.00 
Burning material not originating on site                              100.00 
Unattended fire                                                                   100.00 
Burning Construction Waste                                               100.00 
Burning Toxic Material                                                        100.00 
 
Proposed Offence Fine under the BEN Bylaw  (to be formatted and included under the 
BEN bylaw for HMB only) 
 

Schedule of fines for Offences under the Halfmoon Bay Smoke Control  and 
Airborne Emissions Bylaw 

 
Offence
 
  

Fine Early 
payment 

Late 
payment 

Compliance 
agreement 

Second 
infraction 

Third 
infraction 

Fourth or 
more 
infraction 

Burning 
without a 
permit   

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Burning when 
venting index 
is below good 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Burning 
material not 
originating 
from site 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Unattended 
fire 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Burning 
Construction 
waste 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Burning toxic 
Material 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Airborne 
products 
stemming 
from the 
growing of a 
controlled 
substance 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Emissions 
from a 
commercial 
kitchen hood 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 
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system, 
Excessive 
automobile or 
engine 
exhaust, 
 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Excessive 
vapour or 
fumes 
generated 
from 
equipment 
used in 
automobile or 
equipment  
painting, 
 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 

Excessive 
dust 
extraction 
system 
exhaust 
emanating 
from a hobby 
or wood shop, 

$100 $90 $110 no $200 $300 $400 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT

DATE: April 06, 2013

TO: Planning and Development Committee, April 18th, 2013

FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager

RE: Building Department Revenues to end of March, 2013

RECOMMENDATION:

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

DISCUSSION:

Permit revenues are showing a good start for 2013 with average revenues for March, based on
historical data collection since 2007. There are two anomalies regarding first quarter revenues
tracked over the last seven years; 2010 and 2011 where first quarter revenues are higher than
average over the period.

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 F seem to dominate the Building Department permit revenue sources. This would be a
result of some higher end residential projects recently issued in this Electoral Area.

New building code requirements at this stage are now presenting some problems for
applications where building sites are small and owners are needing to build close to property
lines, (even though the lots are large), to take advantage of views or level building sites.

The BOABC through cooperation of AIBC and APEGBC and the Province of BC will be creating
a summary sheet for seismic design to help non engineered applications through the system.
The summary sheet will be available for use soon and will be endorsed by most local
governments as a “checklist’ for permit application uptake until everyone is used to tackling the
new requirements.

As well, legislative changes with respect to unprotected openings, (windows), and Fire
Department response times are causing some grief with applicants and Staff alike. These
concerns are expected to work themselves out over the coming year once applicants and
design/building community become more conversant with the changes.

Respectfully;

Peter Longhi

ANNEX J
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT BP5700 Page:1
Date: AprO2,2013 lime: 3:16pmPermit Type: All
Status Code: ISSUEDDistrict: All
Year: 2013Area: All Areas
Period: 1 To 3

BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Period: January to March 2013

Three Year Construction Type Comparison
Work Code DescriptIon 2013 2012 2011
ADDITION AND ALTERATION 21 27 19WOOD STOVE/CHIMNEY 0 0 0AUXILIARY DWELLING 0 0 1COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION 5 5 4DEMOLITION 5 2 2AGRICULTURAL BUILDING 1 0 2INDUSTRIAL BUILDING 0 0 0MULTIFAMILY DWELLINGS 0 0 0NEW CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0SWIMMING POOL 0 1 0plumbing fixtures only for SFD 0 1 0PERMIT RENEWAL 0 0 0SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 26 18 27SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 0 0 0Special Inspection 0 2 2TEMPORARY PERMIT 0 0 0TENANT IMPROVEMENT 0 0 0UPGRADE 0 0 0RETAINING WALL 1 6 6WOOD STOVE! CHIMNEY 0 0 0AUXILIARY BUILDING 13 15 15CHANGE OF USE 1 1 1

Total Permits: 73 78 79
- Total Billings:

Total Project Values: $ 9,564,200.00 $ 8,576,389.00 $ 10,537,100.00
Cumulative Values: $ 9,564,200.00 $ 8,576,389.00 $ 10,537,100.00

District Breakdown
District Name Total Number of Permits Total Billings Total Project Values
AreaA 20 19,821.75 1,687,500.00AREA B 15 21,656.50 2,031,000.00Area D 4 7,702.00 726,150.00Area E 11 17,117.00 1,569,400.00AREA F 21 32,695.50 2,941,650.00Sechelt Indian Government District 2 11,186.75 608,500.00

GrandTotals:
:::::::::::::::::::E:E: :

Rate Breakdown
Rate Name Total Number of Permits Using Rates Rate Total Billings
APPLICATION FEE 60 13,748.50
APPLICATION PAYMENT 57 -12,877.50
MICROFILMING FEE 1 20.00
BUILDING PERMIT OFFICE EXPENSE 57 116.00
CIVIC ADDRESS 14 2,450.00
CHANGE OF USE 1 100.00
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE C 1 3,300.00
SUBSOILDRAINAGE 28 1,680.00
MICROFILMING 62 2,876.00
PENALTY 10 1,471.75115
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT 
FOR MARCH 2013 

 
1. Development Control 

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

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

Referrals, UREP referrals. 
 
The SCRD has received notification that four investigative licences were issued to Veresen 
Energy Infrastructure for a proposed IPP near Clowhom Lake; seven investigative licences 
were issued to Altaqua Greenergy Corp for a proposed IPP near Taquat Creek/Clowhom 
Lake; and one investigative licence was issued to Regional Power Ince for a proposed IPP 
on Misery Ck/Salmon Inlet.  
 

C. Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust) 
 
Islands Trust Bylaw 120 (Associated Islands Zoning Bylaw) – report provided to March 
PDC and comments forwarded to Islands Trust.  Copy of report and draft bylaw forwarded 
to Areas B to F APCs and RC OCPC and HMB OCPC for comment in March. 
 

D.  Agricultural Land Commission Applications 
 

D-57 (Walker) 1723 Christmas Rd (Lot D Block 15 DL 377 Plan 20987)  The application 
for inclusion into the ALR was reviewed by the PDC in February 2013 and a 
recommendation for inclusion was forwarded to the ALC in March. 
 

E. Subdivision Activity 

One new application was received. 
 
Electoral Area F 
 
Lynn Perez for Perez Holdings and Kalvia Investments of Lot H, D.L. 1402, Plan 
BCP11617, located at 1346 Burns Road in Hopkins Landing.  The application is to divide 
the property into two parcels.  Review will commence in April. 
 

F.  Development Variance Permits 

New Applications 
 
Two new DVPs were received in March. 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
337.140 (Zanen) located at 4294 Orca Rd. to vary setback from the natural boundary of the 
ocean from 7.5 m to 4.29 m at the south east side of the eastern deck and from 7.5 m to 

ANNEX K
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5.27 m at the south east corner of the new sunroom’s roof overhang to rebuild the existing 
deck and rebuild and extend the existing sunroom almost within the existing footprint; and 
to vary the west side parcel line setback where the steps projects beyond the face of the 
building from 0.75 m to 0 m to rebuild and extend the existing stairs and landing. The 
application was reviewed by the APC in their Mar. 27th meeting and they didn’t show any 
objection to the application. The application will be sent to the PDC to be reviewed in their 
meeting in Apr. 18th. A referral was sent to the SIB and the SCRD’s Building Division for 
comments. Building division has no objection to the application providing that any 
structure within 1.2 m setback from the property line should be non-combustible. A 
notification was sent to properties within 100 m² of the subject properties for comments. 
Two letters were received by the neighbours expressing objection to this application.  
 
337.139 (Pearce) located at Nelson Island to vary the setback from the natural boundary of 
the ocean from 7.5 m to 0 m to legalize the already rebuild building. The applicant 
requested to send a site plan and additional detail information. The application will be sent 
to the SIB and SCRD Building Division. The notification will be sent to the neighbouring 
properties within 100 m of subject property. The application will be reviewed at May 29th 
APC and Jun 20th PDC meeting.  
 
On-Going Applications 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
310.171 (Gray) located at 7884 Cooper Road to vary the maximum permitted floor area of 
the auxiliary building from 100 m² to 124.9 m² to construct a play room for the family 
members. An Archaeological surface inspection of the property was completed. According 
to the PFR study no archaeological concerns or exposed materials were found in the 
property and no further archaeological works was recommended. The variance permit was 
approved by the Board at their meeting on Mar. 28th.  
 
310.172 (Kingsley) located at 7878 Fawn Road to vary the maximum permitted floor area 
of all auxiliary buildings from 100 m² to 118.85 m² to construct a new 12.19 m X 9.75 m 
garage/workshop. The application was reviewed by the APC at its meeting in Mar. 26 and 
they took no exception to this application. The application will be reviewed by PDC in 
their meeting in Apr. 18th. Staff recommended approval of the permit subject to receipt of a 
letter of credit to the amount of $1000 to secure moving the existing shipping container out 
of the property upon the completion of the proposed auxiliary building. The referral was 
sent to SIB and SCRD Building Division for comment. The notification was sent to the 
neighboring properties within 50 m radius from the subject property.  
 
Electoral Area D 
 
310.169 (Silverthorne) located at 3172 Hansen Road to increase the max. permitted floor 
area of auxiliary building from 150 m² to  183.9 m² to equip the existing attic space as a 
second floor within the existing building envelope to be used for home occupation. Also, 
to increase the permitted number of non-family member employee only in conjunction 
with a “printing shop” home occupation from 1 to 2. The application was reviewed by 
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PDC in their Mar. 21st meeting. The application was approved by the Board in their 
meeting in Mar. 28th.   

 
H. Building Permits 

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

 
I. Development Permits 

 
New Applications 
 
Three new DPs were received in March. 
 
Electoral Area D 
 
DP D-116 (Brockley/Leech) located at 3733 Beach Avenue for repairing and upgrading 
the existing rock revetment along the natural boundary, demolition of an existing dwelling 
and excavation for a new foundation and construction of a new dwelling. The development 
is located within the Shoreline DPA. The geotechnical assessment was reviewed. The 
applicant was contacted to prepare a costal assessment to meet the requirements of OCP 
for the Shoreline DPA. The geotechnical engineer was contacted several times to clarify 
their recommendation regarding the revetment upgrade. The amendments were received 
and will be reviewed to issue the permit. The applicant was sent an unexecuted save 
harmless covenant to be registered. 

 
DP D-117 (Ketchen) located at 3365 Beach Ave within DPA# 2A: beach front slopes and 
DPA# 4: shoreline. The application is to build a retaining wall on the property line abutting 
foreshore. The applicant sent geotechnical and ecology assessment. The geotechnical 
engineer was contacted to send an amendment report to address the SCRD’s Risk 
Assessment policy. 
 
DP D-118 with variance (Sayer) located at 1038 Edmonds Road.  This application is to 
relax west side setback from property line abutting Edmonds Rd from 4.5 m to 1.84 to 
construct a guest cottage and rebuilding the existing house. This property is located within 
DPA# 2a: beach front slopes and DPA#4: shoreline. The applicant sent a geotechnical and 
ecology assessment prepared for the property. The application will be sent to the Apr. 29th 
APC meeting and May 16th PDC meeting. A referral was sent to the SIB for comments.  
 
On-Going Applications 
 
Electoral Area A 

 
DP –A27 with variance (Stipec for Cohen) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to 
reduce setback from natural boundary of Sakinaw Lake from 20 m to 15 m to construct a 
dwelling. The SCRD Board approved this permit at their meeting in Feb. 14th subject to 
certain conditions including a save harmless covenant and a written confirmation from SIB 

121



Planning and Development Division Monthly Report – March 2013 Page 4 of 7 
 

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

as the result of PFR. A PFR was completed and recommended that no further 
archaeological work is recommended. An unexecuted covenant was sent to the applicant to 
be registered. 
 
DP –A28 with variance (Cook for Muench) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to 
legalize the already rebuilt decks, landing and stairs within the 20 m setback from the 
Sakinaw Lake. The application was referred to Mar. 27th APC. The APC did not approve 
this application as presented. They requested more details on current improvements, 
especially in regard to making it more accessible for a person with disability. Staff had a 
meeting with the applicant and QEP to request providing more detail information including 
site plan showing the previous structures and the new ones, and the QEP additional 
explanation regarding the impacts and necessity of new additions. The applicant requested 
to apply require permits from the Ministry of Natural Resource Operation to legalize the 
existing deck and floats. The SIB didn’t support the application and requested to demolish 
the illegal structures. The notification was sent to the property owners within 100 m of the 
subject property. No written comments showing objections were received. the application 
will be resend to the April 24th APC meeting.  
 
DP A-29 (Rossi) located at 6270 Maple Rd. to construct a cabin and a boat house. The 
proposed development is in within the riparian DPA. The riparian assessment was received 
and will be reviewed to issue the permit.  

 
Electoral Area E 
 
DP E-96 (Pinto) located at Ocean Beach Esplanade to legalize the already built power 
shed, deck and access to beach within the “Beach front and ravine/creek-eroded slopes 
DPA”. The geotechnical engineer was asked to send an amendment to the report in order 
to meet the SCRD‘s Risk Assessment and Liability Policy.  
 
DP E-97 (Burtnick) located 969 Keith Rd. to construct a 1323.8 m² pre-engineered steel 
building for equipment maintenance and repair and two 74.3 m² buildings as garage in the 
Rural Industry DPA (form and character). Staff had several meeting with the applicant to 
discuss about the requirements of OCP’s DPA- rural industry. The application was referred 
to Town of Gibson, SCRD Building Division, SCRD Infrastructure Services Department, 
SCRD Fire Prevention officer and Squamish First Nation for comments. No objections 
were received showing objection to the application. The Site Profile was sent to the 
Ministry of Environment because of the previous land contamination. The applicant was 
prepared an environmental assessment for land contamination. The application was 
reviewed at the Mar. 27th APC and they support the application. The application will be 
sent to Apr. 18th PDC.  
 
On-Going Applications  
 
Electoral Area D 
 
DP D-111 with variance located at 1815 Sunshine Coast Hwy to relax setback from natural 
boundary of all other watercourses from 15 m to 0 m and also to relax the front parcel line 
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setback from 5 m to 0 m to legalize an already built retaining wall. This application was 
approved by the Board at their meeting on Jun. 6, 2012 subject to receipt of creek’s history 
through MOTI, receipt of Landslide Assessment by a geotechnical engineer and engineer’s 
assessment of the structural integrity of the retaining wall. Two first items were received 
by the staff. After several meetings the geotechnical engineer sent a letter discussing that 
investigating the wall’s integrity would cause disturbance to the stream protection and 
enhancement area and they recommended avoiding this investigation. This application will 
be sent to the Apr. 29th APC meeting and May 16th PDC meeting.  
 

J. Bylaws 
 
On-Going Applications  
 
Electoral Area A 

 
OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.30/337.104 (Webb and Cunningham) located at 
13121 Sunshine Coast Highway.  The bylaws were adopted in March and a letter was sent 
to the owners. 
 
OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment No. 432.31/337.103 – a public hearing has been 
scheduled to be held on April 24th.   Additional follow-up information will be forwarded to 
the Planning & development Committee in April. 
 
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.  Covenants were registered and the 
bylaws were adopted on March 28, 2013. 
 
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 325.22 and 310.146 (3L Property Dev’t).  A 
report regarding the open house held in February and the revised proposal was sent the 
March APC. 
 
Electoral Area D 
 
Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman) regarding amending subdivision district to allow for a two lot 
subdivision in ALR.  Application provided additional detail regarding community benefit 
and agriculture plan.  This was referred to APC, AAC and OCPC in March.  Referrals also 
sent to all agencies. 
 
Electoral Area F 
 
Bylaw 310.109 (Box Canyon Power Project) Applicant provided updated development 
plan and supporting information.  Staff sent referrals to the Area F APC and NRAC in 
March and placed copies of the reports on CD in the Gibsons and Sechelt libraries.  SCRD 
website updated to include the new information.  Staff awaiting input from the province’s 
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Regional Hydrologist regarding the water license related aspects of the information and 
will provide a report to the PDC when all information is available. 
 
Bylaw 310.147 (Burnco) to allow mineral processing on a portion of the proposed gravel 
mine site.  Staff reviewed the draft Application Information Requirements and a report will 
be provided to the April 4th, Infrastructure Services Committee. FAQ section on the SCRD 
webpage was adopted.  
 

K. Tree Cutting Permits 
 
No new applications were received. 
 

L. Strata Conversion Applications 
 

No new applications were received. 
 

2. Long Range Planning and Major Projects  
 
(A) Agricultural Area Plan Stage II and III – An RFP for consulting work on Stage II and III 

was issued, for which match funding from the Investment Agriculture Foundation was 
formally secured in March.  
 

(B) Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan – The Halfmoon Bay OCP Advisory Group met 
once in March.  The draft maps that will be attached to the OCP were distributed to the 
group and discussion ensued on IPP’s, energy production and how to incorporate the 
remainder of Electoral Area B into the OCP.  Discussion also took place about sending 
some members of the working group to the Welcome Beach Community Association open 
house on April 14th.  The draft of the OCP is nearing completion and it remains the goal of 
the working group to present the draft to the public in late June. 

 
(C) Zoning Bylaw No. 310 review – staff continued meeting with Area A and B APCs in 

March with invites to Halfmoon Community Plan Advisory Group members. 
 
(D) Narrows Inlet Hydro Project –Review placed on hold at applicant’s request to allow for 

additional studies to be completed in response to public comments.  The proponent has 
withdrawn two sites (CC and SS creeks) form the project.  Report provided to March PDC 
and interim comments forwarded to the Environmental Assessment Office.  Staff will 
discuss the comments with the EAO in April.  Copy of the report and comments (when 
finalized by the Directors at the April PDC) will be forwarded to the applicant. 

 
3. Other 
 

(A) Community to Community Forum – shíshálh and Squamish Nations confirmed interest and 
it will be held on Monday April 8, at Roberts Creek Hall.  UBCM funding is not available.  
Meeting arrangements made in March and will be finalized in early April. 

 
(B) Howe Sound Community Forum – Planning staff was asked to take notes at the Feb 26th 

meeting.  Staff finalized and circulated meeting notes in March. 
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(C) APCs – report regarding voting at meetings was forwarded to all APCs in March. 
 

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

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

Zoning Amendments 
310 12 6 7 2 3 4
337 6 1 2 2 1 2

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

Totals 29 11 16 6 6 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

Bylaw 310 3 13 14 10 6 10 2 0 2
Bylaw 337 5 7 7 9 1 2 2 2

Totals 8 20 21 19 7 12 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

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

Totals 23 33 26 31 29 21 2 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD

West Howe Sound 38 29 45 37 35 33 1 0 4 5
Elphinstone 58 44 45 49 44 39 4 4 5 13
Roberts Creek 68 59 54 71 56 51 2 5 3 10
Halfmoon Bay 86 61 62 70 64 56 2 5 1 8
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 153 93 117 105 70 74 8 6 7 21

403 286 323 332 269 253 17 20 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 57

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD

West Howe Sound 1
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek 1
Halfmoon Bay 6
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 8 1 1 2

0 0 0 0 0 16 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Year

Official Community Plan

Electoral Area

Totals

Crown Land Permit Applications

Year

Year

Bylaw Amended

Official Community Plan

Totals

Zoning Bylaw
Year

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW 
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Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012
Area TOTAL Mar YTD Area TOTAL March YTD

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

Totals 21 22 22 23 1 2 Totals 81 58 45 39 2 1

Subdivision Application Fees Collected Subdivisions Receiving Final SCRD Approval
Year Amount Collected Electoral 2011 2012 2013
2009 Area March YTD
2010 A 3 2 1
2011 B 1 1 1
2012 D 3 6
March E 4 4

 2013 YTD F 3 2
Totals 14 15 0 2

Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012
Area TOTAL Mar YTD Area TOTAL March YTD

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

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

Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012
Area TOTAL Mar YTD Area TOTAL March YTD

A $2,000 $8,000 A
B $6,000 $6,000 $3,000 $24,000 B
D $12,250 $2,450 $12,250 $12,250 D
E $24,900 $7,350 $2,450 E $2,450
F $2,450 $34,300 $2,450 $39,300 F $2,450 $4,900

Totals $39,600 $42,750 $30,050 $65,000 $0 $24,000 Totals $0 $2,450 $2,450 $4,900 $0

District of Sechelt Strata Conversion Applications Reviewed
Development Cost Charges Electoral 2011 2012

Year Area Mar YTD
2009 A
2010 B 1
2011 D 1
2012 E
March F
2013 Totals 1 1 0 0

Electoral 2010 2011 2012
Area Mar YTD Subdivision Exclusion Inclusion Non-Farm

A 1 0 0 0
B 0
D 2 2 1 0
E 1 1 0
F 0

Totals 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

$56,100

ALR Applications Reviewed
2013

2013

$118,800

Year

2013

$24,750
$24,750
$223,300
$82,500

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed

2013 2013

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits 
Year

Year

2013

Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year

2013

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision

2013

Money In Lieu of Park Dedication
Year

$15,455.00
$22,165.00
$19,947.00
$14,335.00
$1,715.00
$1,715.00
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Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  
March	  26,	  2013	   	   3:30	  pm	  
Minutes	  of	  the	  meeting	  held	  in	  the	  Cedar	  Room	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Regional	  District	  Offices,	  	  
1975	  Field	  Road,	  Sechelt,	  BC	  

	  

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

Regrets:	   Martin	  Kiewitz,	  Jon	  Bell	  	  
Absent:	   Nicole	  Huska	  
Also	  Present:	   Daryl	  Youngman	  and	  Terry	  Youngman	  regarding	  Bylaw	  310.145	  (in	  part)	  
	   Donna	  Shugar,	  Director,	  Roberts	  Creek	  (in	  part)	  
	   David	  Rafael,	  Senior	  Planner	  (in	  part)	  
	   Gregory	  Gebka,	  Planner	  

	   Diane	  Corbett,	  Recorder	  

Call	  to	  Order	   3:34	  pm	  
	  
1. Agenda	  

	  
The	  amended	  amended	  agenda	  was	  adopted	  as	  further	  amended:	  

• 1a.1	  and	  4.2	   Bring	  forward	  when	  delegation	  and	  Director	  are	  present	  
• 4.4	   	   Question	  on	  AAC	  Terms	  of	  Reference	  

	  
1a.	   Delegation	  

	  
1a.1	  	   Daryl	  Youngman	  and	  Terry	  Youngman	  regarding	  Bylaw	  No.	  310.145	  –	  See	  item	  4.2	  

	  
2. Reports	  and	  Minutes	  
	  
2.1 Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  Minutes	  of	  February	  26,	  2013	  

	  
The	  minutes	  of	  the	  February	  26,	  2013	  meeting	  were	  adopted	  as	  circulated.	  
	  

3. Business	  Arising	  From	  Minutes	  and	  Unfinished	  Business	  
	  
3.1 Vision	  Statement	  for	  the	  Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  

	  
The	  draft	  Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  (AAP)	  vision	  statement	  that	  was	  presented	  by	  the	  AAC	  
subcommittee	  for	  discussion	  at	  the	  last	  meeting	  had	  been	  slightly	  revised	  by	  staff	  and	  
was	  submitted	  by	  staff	  for	  feedback	  and	  further	  discussion.	  

	  
Recommendation	  No.	  1	  
	  
The	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  recommended	  that	  the	  draft	  Agricultural	  Area	  
Plan	  vision	  statement	  be	  forwarded	  as	  follows:	  

!

	  

ANNEX L
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Sustainable	  agriculture	  must	  become	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  a	  thriving	  regional	  
economy	  and	  community	  culture	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  With	  attention	  to	  self-‐
sufficiency	  and	  food	  security,	  consumers	  will	  know	  producers,	  and	  local	  farms	  
will	  operate	  profitably	  and	  provide	  nutritious	  food	  and	  goods	  for	  the	  whole	  
region.	  	  Farmland	  will	  be	  protected	  and	  enhanced	  though	  efficient	  use	  of	  
resources	  and	  best	  management	  practices.	  	  Innovative	  land	  use,	  soil	  and	  water	  
management,	  including	  drainage	  improvements	  and	  water	  conservation,	  will	  
enable	  a	  diverse	  range	  of	  farming	  on	  significantly	  more	  lands.	  
	  

(Item	  4.2	  was	  considered	  at	  this	  point	  in	  the	  agenda,	  from	  around	  4:00	  pm	  until	  5:13	  pm.)	  
	  

3.2 ALR	  Boundary	  Review	  –	  Sunshine	  Coast	  
	  
A	  Sunshine	  Coast	  ALR	  boundary	  review	  by	  the	  Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  is	  
scheduled	  to	  commence	  this	  summer.	  An	  ALC	  planner	  may	  be	  attendance	  at	  the	  next	  
AAC	  meeting	  to	  provide	  further	  information.	  

	  
3.3 Board	  Actions	  on	  Agricultural	  Issues	  

	  
The	  staff	  report	  dated	  March	  15,	  2013	  on	  Board	  actions	  on	  agricultural	  issues	  was	  
received	  for	  information.	  The	  Chair	  thanked	  staff	  for	  the	  report.	  
	  

3.4 Draft	  ‘A	  Zone’	  &	  Road	  Map	  for	  Supporting	  Agriculture	  through	  Zoning	  
	  
The	  Draft	  ‘A	  Zone’	  and	  ‘Road	  Map	  for	  Supporting	  Agriculture	  Through	  Zoning’	  were	  
received.	  	  
	  
Planner	  Gregory	  Gebka	  explained	  that	  the	  Road	  Map	  and	  the	  draft	  A	  Zone	  had	  been	  
developed	  through	  six	  to	  seven	  meetings	  with	  the	  AAC	  subcommittee.	  The	  proposed	  A	  
Zone,	  which	  will	  replace	  the	  current	  RU3	  zone,	  is	  a	  compilation	  of	  ALC	  regulations	  and	  
policies	  and	  some	  of	  the	  flavor	  of	  discussion	  at	  AAC	  subcommittee	  meetings	  regarding	  
other	  uses	  complementary	  to	  farming	  activity,	  like	  agri-‐tourism	  accommodations.	  	  
	  
The	  other	  component	  of	  the	  project	  is	  how	  to	  deal	  with	  lands	  outside	  the	  ALR	  to	  
encourage	  agriculture	  and	  farming.	  There	  is	  an	  effort	  to	  establish	  a	  game	  plan	  in	  the	  
concept	  called	  the	  ‘Road	  Map’	  so	  a	  bylaw	  can	  be	  drafted.	  The	  Advisory	  Planning	  
Commissions	  are	  currently	  reviewing	  the	  draft	  regulations	  to	  provide	  feedback.	  The	  
Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  is	  being	  asked	  to	  gauge	  what	  is	  workable,	  practical	  and	  
supportable	  in	  what	  is	  being	  proposed.	  
	  
Action:	  	   Discussion	  to	  be	  continued	  at	  next	  meeting.	  
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3.5 Potential	  Community	  Opinion	  Survey	  on	  Regulating	  Agriculture	  

	  
Staff	  discussed	  the	  draft	  community	  survey	  on	  agriculture	  and	  agricultural	  regulations	  
that	  would	  give	  direction	  for	  where	  to	  go	  with	  the	  Road	  Map.	  He	  emphasized	  the	  
importance	  of	  coming	  up	  with	  something	  the	  community	  can	  understand	  and	  that	  
reflects	  community	  values.	  Staff	  requested	  AAC	  members’	  opinions	  on	  what	  would	  work	  
as	  a	  community	  survey	  and	  ideas	  on	  where	  it	  would	  be	  presented.	  
	  
Action:	  	   Members	  will	  bring	  ideas	  and	  feedback	  on	  the	  survey	  at	  next	  meeting.	  

	  
4. New	  Business	  

	  
4.1 BC	  Agriculture	  Climate	  Change	  Action	  Plan	  2010-‐2013	  

	  
The	  Chair	  urged	  members	  to	  take	  a	  look	  at	  the	  BC	  Agriculture	  Climate	  Change	  Action	  
Plan	  2010-‐2013	  (available	  at	  www.bcagclimateaction.ca).	  	  
	  

4.2 Bylaw	  310.145	  (Youngman)	  to	  alter	  the	  subdivision	  designation	  to	  allow	  for	  subdivision	  
of	  706	  Leek	  Road,	  Roberts	  Creek	  
	  
Senior	  Planner	  David	  Rafael	  provided	  technical	  information	  on	  the	  rezoning	  application	  
and	  received	  questions	  and	  feedback	  on	  options	  for	  covenants	  and	  agreements.	  
	  
Daryl	  Youngman	  and	  Terry	  Youngman	  clarified	  the	  proposed	  plan	  to	  begin	  and	  
implement	  farming	  operations	  on	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  property	  and	  to	  engage	  in	  a	  three	  to	  
five	  year	  partnership	  agreement	  with	  an	  individual	  committed	  to	  farming	  the	  land.	  	  
	  
Director	  Shugar	  commented	  on	  the	  recent	  Roberts	  Creek	  Advisory	  Planning	  Commission	  
discussion	  of	  the	  application.	  The	  director	  also	  clarified	  that	  the	  only	  permission	  to	  
subdivide	  had	  been	  from	  Agricultural	  Land	  Commission.	  	  SCRD	  had	  not	  given	  
permission;	  the	  applicant	  would	  need	  a	  rezoning	  in	  order	  to	  be	  able	  to	  subdivide.	  First	  
reading	  had	  been	  given.	  This	  is	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  a	  public	  process.	  The	  rezoning	  process	  
would	  go	  thru	  a	  number	  of	  steps	  before	  a	  decision.	  	  
	  
Staff	  further	  explained	  the	  rezoning	  process:	  

• SCRD	  is	  doing	  consultation	  with	  agencies,	  which	  includes	  the	  ALC.	  	  
• A	  public	  information	  meeting	  would	  be	  arranged	  by	  Mr.	  Youngman,	  with	  ads	  

placed	  in	  the	  paper	  and	  notification	  of	  residents	  and	  owners	  within	  100	  metres	  
of	  the	  site.	  	  

• Information	  would	  be	  gathered	  and	  taken	  to	  the	  Planning	  and	  Development	  
Committee	  to	  consider	  whether	  to	  keep	  or	  to	  make	  amendments	  to	  the	  draft	  
bylaw.	  The	  Board	  would	  give	  second	  reading	  and	  the	  bylaw	  would	  move	  to	  a	  
public	  hearing.	  	  

• The	  draft	  bylaw	  would	  need	  to	  receive	  third	  reading	  and	  be	  adopted	  by	  the	  
Board	  for	  implementation.	  
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Comments	  and	  inquiries	  from	  members	  included:	  

• Inquiry	  on	  how	  the	  ALR	  boundary	  review	  scheduled	  to	  happen	  this	  summer	  
might	  affect	  this	  application	  	  
(Staff	  commented	  that	  the	  zoning	  would	  still	  be	  in	  place	  after	  the	  boundary	  
review;	  it	  will	  be	  up	  to	  the	  Board	  whether	  to	  change	  the	  zoning.)	  

• Inquiry	  on	  how	  to	  ensure	  covenants	  on	  the	  property	  are	  held	  long-‐term	  	  
(Staff	  commented	  that	  the	  covenant	  would	  ride	  with	  the	  land	  not	  individuals.	  
Staff	  was	  seeking	  advice	  from	  the	  Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  regarding	  its	  
experience	  in	  addressing	  situations	  where	  a	  new	  owner	  says	  they	  will	  not	  farm.	  
Staff	  invited	  members	  to	  give	  input	  if	  they	  had	  ideas	  on	  this.	  It	  was	  clarified	  that	  
the	  covenant	  on	  tree	  removal	  was	  still	  being	  worked	  on	  by	  staff,	  and	  would	  be	  
subject	  to	  scrutiny	  and	  feedback	  by	  the	  Planning	  and	  Development	  Committee	  
and	  public.)	  

• Regarding	  the	  proposed	  farming	  agreement,	  a	  member	  thought	  it	  was	  a	  great	  
idea,	  other	  than	  that	  it	  involved	  subdividing	  agricultural	  land.	  

• Don’t	  understand	  why	  the	  trees	  coming	  down	  are	  an	  issue.	  This	  is	  agricultural	  
land.	  That	  comes	  at	  the	  top	  and	  everything	  else	  comes	  below	  it.	  …If	  it	  is	  zoned	  
Agricultural,	  they	  are	  allowed	  to	  farm	  it.	  

• Concern	  about	  tree	  buffer	  blocking	  sunlight	  from	  crops	  
• Concern	  about	  lack	  of	  natural	  support	  system	  adjacent	  to	  a	  tree	  buffer,	  with	  

potential	  for	  blow-‐downs	  
• Am	  bothered	  that	  the	  ALC	  rationale	  for	  their	  decision	  to	  allow	  for	  subdivision	  is	  

not	  apparent…	  Inquiry	  if	  staff	  heard	  anything	  back	  from	  ALC	  on	  rationale	  on	  this	  
decision	  	  
(Staff	  sent	  off	  a	  request	  for	  clarification	  the	  previous	  week	  and	  had	  not	  yet	  
received	  a	  response.)	  

• If	  the	  requirement	  for	  farming	  can’t	  be	  protected	  through	  a	  covenant,	  wonder	  
whether	  or	  not	  the	  joint	  venture	  partnership	  is	  the	  best	  way	  to	  ensure	  it	  or	  if	  you	  
want	  to	  look	  at	  something	  like	  a	  landlord	  tenant	  arrangement.	  

• Benefit	  of	  having	  a	  tenant	  farming	  land	  is	  the	  homeowner	  gets	  the	  assessment	  
of	  farming	  on	  the	  land.	  

• Concern	  about	  subdivision	  setting	  a	  precedent	  in	  the	  area	  
• If	  I	  wanted	  to	  farm	  and	  take	  down	  all	  the	  trees,	  would	  that	  come	  under	  “Right	  to	  

Farm”	  (provincial	  legislation)?	  	  …	  In	  no	  way	  should	  agricultural	  activities	  be	  
impeded	  by	  any	  covenants	  on	  the	  property.	  

• Think	  that	  subdivision	  is	  impeding	  agriculture.	  
• We	  are	  talking	  about	  food	  production	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  over	  three	  years,	  

where	  we	  weren’t	  before….	  Maybe	  the	  community	  process	  isn’t	  enjoyable	  all	  the	  
time,	  but	  look	  where	  we	  are	  at…	  Suggest	  reflecting	  on	  the	  community	  process	  
we	  have	  gone	  through,	  and	  that	  we	  are	  now	  talking	  about	  growing	  potatoes	  and	  
increasing	  food	  production	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  

• Am	  concerned	  about	  precedent.	  Want	  to	  take	  no	  position,	  remain	  neutral;	  I	  am	  
torn.	  	  With	  the	  application	  we	  are	  seeing	  more	  farming,	  but	  we	  don’t	  want	  to	  
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see	  subdividing	  ALR	  land.	  …Am	  torn	  about	  subdividing	  ALR	  land	  but	  support	  this	  
one.	  

• Don’t	  think	  it	  should	  be	  subdivided.	  Why	  not	  just	  farm	  the	  way	  it	  is,	  and	  tear	  
trees	  down?	  Light	  loss	  is	  yield	  loss.	  

• No	  to	  subdivision	  
• Don’t	  like	  the	  idea	  of	  buying	  ALR,	  subdividing,	  and	  selling	  part	  for	  a	  house….	  

there	  is	  an	  economy	  of	  scale,	  usually	  five	  acres.	  
• Concern:	  that	  we	  have	  something	  innovative	  that	  will	  result	  in	  food	  production.	  

	  
Recommendation	  No.	  2	  
	  
The	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  recommended	  that	  the	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  
Committee	  does	  not	  support	  subdivision	  in	  the	  Agricultural	  Land	  Reserve.	  

	  
Daryl	  Youngman,	  Terry	  Youngman,	  Director	  Shugar,	  and	  Senior	  Planner	  Rafael	  left	  the	  meeting	  
at	  5:13	  pm.	  

	  
4.3 Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  Workshop	  –	  Tabled	  to	  next	  meeting	  

	  
4.4 AAC	  Terms	  of	  Reference:	  Food	  Policy	  Council	  

	  
The	  Chair	  remarked	  that	  he	  had	  heard	  no	  discussion	  on	  a	  food	  policy	  council	  since	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  Food	  Action	  Network	  member	  attended	  an	  AAC	  meeting	  (June	  2011).	  
No	  other	  members	  had	  heard	  anything	  more	  on	  activities	  related	  to	  a	  Sunshine	  Coast	  
food	  policy	  council.	  Staff	  suggested	  that	  this	  might	  come	  up	  as	  part	  of	  the	  AAP	  process.	  	  
	  

5. Next	  Meeting	   	   Tuesday,	  April	  23,	  2013	  at	  3:30	  at	  SCRD	  Cedar	  Room	  
	  
Adjournment	   5:46	  pm	  
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Rockwood Lodge, Sechelt, BC 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013  

 
Present:   Mike Latimer (Chair), Brett McGillivray, Dianne Sanford, Nicol Warn  
 
Regrets:   Marina Stjepovic, Paul van Poppelen, Dan Bouman, Sophie Hsia 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER  
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm 
 
 
ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 
 
Recommendation No. 1 – Adoption of the Agenda 
 
That the Agenda be adopted. 

CARRIED 
 

MINUTES 
 
Recommendation No. 2 – Adoption of the Minutes 
 
B. McGillivray/D. Sanford 
 
That the Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of January 23, 2013 be adopted. 

CARRIED 
 
BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
A discussion on the process of edits and approval of minutes took place.   
It was determined that the members would try to make a first round of edits and submit to 
the recording secretary by Saturday morning, with a compiled Final draft sent out later that 
afternoon to be reviewed again by all.  If additional edits are required, members will submit 
to the recording secretary by Sunday evening.  Monday morning the required Final version 
would be sent to the SCRD Planning Department. 
 

ANNEX M
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Sunshine Coast Regional District   
NRAC Minutes – March 27, 2013    
 

Page 2 of 3 

NEW BUSINESS 
 
Box Canyon Power Project – Bylaw 310.109 
 
In discussion of this item it was noted; 

• This application includes a concrete batch plant which would be washing cement. 
The committee has concerns with the lack of containment of potentially deleterious 
discharges associated with the concrete batch plant – especially if located less than 
30 metres from the nearest watercourse. 

• Committee members are hopeful safeguards will be in place for treating water 
leaving the plant. 

 
Recommendation No. 3 – Box Canyon Power Project; Bylaw 310.109 
 
B. McGillivray/ N. Warn 
 
With regards to the temporary use permit for a temporary batch plant, the Natural 
Resources Advisory Committee recommends; 
 
That, in addition to length of time, there should be certain safeguards added to Bylaw 
310.109 including; 

• Capture and treatment of waste water 
• Control of silt  

And consideration of any other environmental hazards that could affect the integrity of the 
creek. 

CARRIED 
 
In further discussion it was noted; 
 
The Committee is further concerned that the batch plant, or any other temporary facility, 
should not be within the 30 meter boundary in the first place.   
 
The mapping was viewed for water diversion from the creeks to the facility.  Compensation 
could be considered to another creek.  From the staff report, minimum flow requirements 
appear to be met. 
 
What happens if and when the compensatory measures fail?  (Case in point: the 
unsuccessful man-made spawning channel at McNab Creek.  Are there guarantees that 
failed measures will be made good? 
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Sunshine Coast Regional District   
NRAC Minutes – March 27, 2013  
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Recommendation No. 4 – Box Canyon Power Project; Bylaw 310.109 
 
M. Latimer/N. Warn 
 
The Natural Resources Advisory Committee recommends that communication of 
recommendations and input to the compensation process should include parties that have 
vested interests, stakeholders and the Squamish Nation.  Cumulative effects should be 
considered in their communications. 

CARRIED 
 
In discussion of this item it was noted; 
 

• If Zero net loss is the goal for habitat, the cumulative effects for all projects, such as 
proposed industrial activity and gravel operation, need to be considered.  

 
 
The committee would like clarification from staff regarding what government body 
negotiates community benefit and compensation for these IPP projects.   
 
Recommendation No. 5 – Nomination of Chair for 2013 
 
B. McGillivray/ N. Warn 
 
That Mike Latimer be nominated as Chair of NRAC for the 2013 year. 

CARRIED 
 
NEXT MEETING   
 
The next meeting of the Natural Resources Advisory Committee is Wednesday, May 22, 
2013 at 7:00 pm at Rockwood Lodge,Sechelt, BC. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
The meeting of the Natural Resources Advisory Committee adjourned at 9:05 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, MARCH 27, 2013 AT 7:00PM 
 
Present: G. Craig (Chair), C. McEachern, G. Park, J. McOuat, G. McBain, D. Burnham, J. 

Dickin, F. Mauro (Area A Director) and C. Patterson (Secretary). 
 
Regrets: R. Metcalfe, J. Hall, J. McDonald, L. Falk, and A. Skelley. 
 
Guests: G. Gebka (SCRD Planning Department), W. Zanen and B. Demott. 
 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  7:05 P.M. 
  
 
MINUTES 
 

1. Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of February 27, 2013  
2. Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of February 26, 2013 
3. Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of February 25, 2013 
4. Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of February 27, 2013 
5. West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of February 26, 2013 
6. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of February 26, 2013 

 
 Motion:  Moved by J. Dickin and seconded by C. McEachern 

  To adopt the Minutes of February 27, 2013 for Area 'A' and to accept the balance of 
the minutes with thanks.       PASSED 

 
  
BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
7.  Draft A Zone & Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning Electoral Areas B-F 

For Information Only 
 
 G. Gebka of the SCRD Planning Department introduced A Zoning currently under 

consideration for Areas B-F and discussed how it could be applied to Area A: 
• RU3 Zoning would be replaced with a new A Zone which will be more flexible and 

supporting for agriculture activities. 
• Agriculture covers a number of livelihoods such as livestock, plant crops, bees, 

horse riding and its related activities, and land-based aquaculture. 
• Extensive research has gone into the A Zone design by referencing the Agricultural 

Land Regulations and examining other agricultural communities zoning bylaws. 
• Local food production and consumption has been identified as a key goal. 
• A "roadmap" has been written and is amenable to each Area's priorities. 
• Temporary housing for farming help is permitted. 

ANNEX N
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• Items ancillary to the Agricultural Land Regulations can be decided by each 
community. 

• Maximum lot coverage for greenhouses is being considered, as well as certain 
setbacks for agricultural structures and agricultural activities.  Lighting regulations 
are to be considered separately. 

 
Discussion ensued with the following noted points: 

• Area A is soon to have an Official Community Plan Review and it would be prudent 
to discuss A Zoning simultaneously. 

• Food safety and monitoring would be a strong concern.  
• Disaster preparedness for the coast would be enhanced by increasing our self-

sufficiency in having local production of food. 
• Tax advantages might encourage agricultural production. 
• Water consumption through irrigation must be considered. 

 
 

It is hereby noted that this APC has received this presentation with thanks, and will 
consider further on the matter in future meetings and during the OCP Review. 

 
 
8.  Voting at APC Meetings 

 
 This has been received for information.  

 
 

9.   Development Permit with Variance Application No. DPA-28 (Sakinaw Lake, 
 Egmont/Pender Harbour 
  
 Discussion of the application followed with the noted points below: 

• Some enlargements of existing footprint have taken place but no quantification or 
description of the change has been presented. 

• The boathouse and docks have no permit.  A riparian survey after the fact is not 
meaningful. 
 

Motion:  Moved by C. McEachern and seconded by G. McBain 
To not approve this application as presented.  Details were needed on current 
improvements, especially in regard to making it more accessible for a person with a 
disability.          PASSED 
 
 The reason this committee has an issue with this is it is following a pattern, at Sakinaw 

Lake especially, of "build first, ask later".  Current penalties are not sufficient deterrent to 
stopping this type of activity.  The penalty should be more significant. 

 
 
10.   Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.140 (Orca Road, Egmont/Pender 

Harbour  
 
 W. Zanen addressed questions regarding this application with the following information: 
 

• The two foot overhang of the roofline was necessary for rain runoff. 
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• The stairway was designed in this manner due to a large rock close to the house.  
There is not enough space between the house and the rock to put the staircase 
there, and the rock is too close to the house to be blasted away. 

• The extension of the sunroom will not extend past the current line of the deck, thus 
the footprint will not change. 
 

Motion:  Moved by C. McEachern and seconded by J. McOuat 
To approve the variance as presented.      PASSED 
 
 
DIRECTORS REPORT:  
 

• The budget has been completed.  Area A will see a 3.84% increase in taxes. 
• Parks and Recreation Master Plan is drafted and going before committee.  
• Saint Mary's Hospital is to open soon.  The process of the delivery of health care 

will be dramatically improved and be more cost-efficient. 
 
 

NEXT MEETING: 7:00 p.m. on April 24, 2013 at Pender Harbour Secondary School 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: motion to adjourn at 9:15 P.M. by C. McEachern 
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Halfmoon Bay APC Advisory Group  
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 
MINUTES OF TUESDAY, MARCH 26, 2013  

 
Chair       Elise Rudland/Eleanor Lenz 
Ex Officio member     Garry Nohr 
Recording Secretary     Katrina Walters 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Call to Order  

Elise Rudland, co-chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:02 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 Feb. 26, 2013. 
3.2 Area A- Egmont/Pender Harbour APC Minutes of Feb. 27, 2013. 
3.3 Area D- Roberts Creek APC Minutes of Feb. 25, 2013. 
3.4 Area E- Elphinstone APC Minutes of Feb. 27, 2013. 
3.5 Area F- West Howe Sound APC Minutes of Feb. 26, 2013. 
3.6 Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes None. 
3.7 Agricultural Advisory Committee Notes of Feb. 27, 2013. 
3.8 Planning and Development Committee Minutes None. 

 
 

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

        Carried Unanimously 
 

4. Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business 
None. 

  
   
 
 
 
 

PRESENT 
Elise Rudland 
Alda Grames 
Eleanor Lenz 
Ray Moscrip 
Joan Harvey 
Lorne Campbell 
Wendy Pearson 
Len Pakulak 
Jay Corman 
 

REGRETS 
Ron Kernohan 
Richard Grant 
Walter Powell 
 

SCRD STAFF 
Greg Gebka 

 

GUESTS 
Simon Kingsley 
Kabel Atwall 
Rob Howat 
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5. New Business  
 

5.1  Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.172 (Fawn Rd, Halfmoon 
Bay) 
 
APC Comments/Concerns: 
-Will there be a noise concern for the neighbours?  
-What kind of effect would the variance have on future development of the property 
(future structures)? 

 
Motion: That the APC takes no exception to the application for Variance No. 310.172 
(subject to comments by neighbours). 
 

                       Carried Unanimously 
 
 

5.2  Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 325.22 and 
Rezoning Bylaw No. 310.146 (3L Developments Inc.)  

 
 

APC Comments/Concerns: 
 -The present OCP is more restrictive than the new OCP. 
 -The people at the open house did not fully understand the ¼ acre lots. 
 -The Board will want to know why this development hasn’t gone through the OCP. 

-The OCP does not want to be lobbied by a private interest group.  3L can not present to 
the OCP group. 
-What are the proposed widths of the ¼ acre lots on the street frontage?  There is 
concern by members about the narrow width of some ¼ acre lots in other areas of 
Halfmoon Bay.   
-All the existing ¼ acre lots in HMB were grandfathered; none were granted through the 
SCRD. 
-Feel that the developers are trying to push through small lots without sufficient 
provisions for water, roads, etc.   
-Out of seven neighbouring property owners, 6 are against the development.   
-It appears that the Halfmoon Bay community does not want this development…is there a 
need for this kind of a development at this time? 
-Can the SCRD tell us what will happen if Options 1 or 2 are selected? 
-Can we send 3L back with a request for 5 acre lots?  This would come out to about 35 
lots. 
-Consider a new site plan layout with 1/3 or 1/2 acre lots (rather than 1/4 acre lots).  A 
significant number of comments at the meetings supported mixed lot sizes…feel that the 
1/4 acre lots are too small. 
-The biggest concern is water, considering the drought we had last summer.  How are we 
going to supply these lots with water? 
-What is the current status of the SCRD regarding expanding water capacity? 
-The amount of water that is on that property should determine the density of the 
development on this property. 
-Is there enough water at the moment to supply the demand? 
-There is a lot of work that has to be done by 3L to get the water up the hill from the road. 
 
Motion: 
The APC recommend to the Planning Department that Option No. 3 be followed and that 
this application “be put on hold until the new Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan has 
been adopted to incorporate policies regarding developments of this nature and in this 
location. 
        Carried by Majority 
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5.3  Voting at APC Meetings 
 
-Received for information by the APC. 

 
5.4  Referrals from Island Trust- Gambier Associated Islands Draft Land Use Bylaw 
120 
 
-The APC supports staff recommendations.  
 
 
5.5  Draft “A” Zone and Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning 
 
APC Comments/Concerns: 
-What is the driving force behind this effort?  Making a zoning bylaw that is more 
encouraging of agriculture than is permissible in the current bylaws…sustainability, 
economy, and food security are the driving forces behind this effort. 
-One of the interesting points is that the farms on the Coast are struggling to survive. 
-The question of the economics prevails: farming is not undertaken for economic benefits 
since farmers are making minimum wage.  We have to be realistic…agricultural pursuits 
are supplemented by having at least one family member being employed elsewhere. 

 
 

6. Directors Report: 
Director Garry Nohr gave his report on the following subjects: 
 
-Budget for HMB at 2.77%. 
-The insurance company is paying out over 1 million for the Sechelt Ice Rink. 
-Attended a CEO workshop last week. 
-Had two federal grants for Gibsons: one for baffles in the arena and another to be used 
on improvements to the Gibsons pool for universal accessibility. 
-Auditor general: spoke about what is going to happen in the upcoming years. 
-Soon we will be working with government on a new recycling program: could be private 
enterprise or the SCRD that will be managing it. 
-The Parks and Recreation master plan is almost ready to go out to the public: it could be 
expensive for our taxes to implement. 

 
7. APC Committee Discussions/Requests: 

 
8. Next Meeting 

Tuesday, April 22, 7 PM. 
 

9. Adjournment 
8:44 PM 
 
 
________________________    ____________________ 
Elise Rudland/Eleanor Lenz      Date 
HMB APC Co-Chairs  
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
Minutes of Roberts Creek (Area D) APC 

Monday, March 25, 2013, 7:00 PM 
1088 Roberts Creek Road, Roberts Creek 

 1 

 
Present:  Jeffrey Abbott, Heather Conn, Kye Goodwin (Alternate Chair), Tzaddi Gordon, Dana 
Gregory, Marion Jolicoeur, Barry Morrow, Brock O'Byrne,  Gerald Rainville, and Eric Tiessen 
Also Present:  Donna Shugar (Director) and Diedra Goodwin (Recording Secretary) 
Regrets:  Bill Page (Chair) and Dave Ryan (Alternate Director) 
Delegations:  Daryl and Terry Youngman  
 
1  The meeting was called to order at 7:01 PM. 
 
2.  Minutes 
 2.1  Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of February 25, 2013 were accepted as 
circulated. (MJ/BO) 
 2.2 The following were received for information: 
  2.2.1  Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) Minutes of February 27, 2013 
  2.2.2  Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of February 26, 2013 
  2.2.3  Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of February 27, 2013 
  2.2.4  West Howe Sound (Area F)  APC Minutes of February 26, 2013 
  2.2.5  Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of February 26, 2013 
 
3.  NEW BUSINESS 
 3.1  Bylaw  310.145 (Youngman) to alter the subdivision designation to allow for 
subdivison of Lot 1, Block E, DL 905, Plan 17707,  706 Leek Road, Roberts Creek 

MOTION:  That the letter, dated March 25 from the applicant be received for information. 
 (JA/ET)  M/S/Carried 

MOTION:  The APC supports the application as presented with particular emphasis on 
statements 7 and 8 in the letter dated March referred to above and as detailed in the Staff Report 
dated March 15 which related to the previous Youngman application. (BO/MJ) M/S/Carried with 
GR opposed and BM abstained. [Letter is attached.] 

COMMENT:  DG likes the relationship between the RC community garden and the proposed 
development of the applicant's agricultural development.  For example donating some of the 
cedar to be logged from their property to the RC community garden for raised beds. 

NOTE:  The issue of letters of support arose, and Donna clarified the conditions under which any 
such letters count.  As plans evolve and change the letters must too, so that they address the 
specifics of the current proposal. 
 
 3.2  Voting at APC Meetings.  The SCRD APC Bylaw 453 was discussed. 
 
 3.3  Referral from Islands Trust -- Gambier Associated Islands Draft Land Use Bylaw 
120.   This item was received for information and the APC had no comments. 
 

ANNEX P
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
Minutes of Roberts Creek (Area D) APC 

Monday, March 25, 2013, 7:00 PM 
1088 Roberts Creek Road, Roberts Creek 

 2 

  
 3.4 Updated Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning City of Vancouver 
Bee Keeping Guidelines 
The City of Vancouver Bee Keeping Guidelines were received for information.   
MOTION:  We do not feel that Vancouver's restrictions are appropriate for Roberts Creek's rural 
setting.  (ET/JA)  M/S/Carried 
REQUESTS:  
1. Can the map provided showing zoning under Bylaw 310 in Roberts Creek be made available 

on line?  
2. Can the Secretary acquire four additional copies of the colour-coded multi-page chart Road 
Map for Supporting Agriculture through zoning for APC members who would like to have a 
copy of the current version? 
COMMENTS:   
DG: The 30 metre setback is excessive for handling of solid waste and livestock handling.   
ET: We need a process to develop our comments for these issues of Zoning for Agriculture. 
All Present:  In general we would like to broaden and not restrict the possibilities for agriculture 
 in Roberts Creek. 
For the next meeting we will be prepared to present our comments on the recently revised Road 
Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning. 
 
5. The Director’s Report included a report on progress on the proposed Community Garden, 
SCRD’s budget, and continuing problems from inadequate maintenance of bike lanes. 
 
6.  NEXT MEETING is scheduled for April 29, 2013, at 7:00 PM at 1088 Roberts Creek Road, 
Roberts Creek 
 
7.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:40 PM 
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To: APC Members

From: Daryl Youngman

Re: Application to rezone 706 Leek Road rvithin the ALR

The SCRD has given First Reading to my application to rezone my property so that the subdivision approved by the Agricultural Land
Commission in July, 2012, can be put into effect.

The ALC decision divides my propefty into two equal sized parcels.

The SCRD First Reading is based on my expanded plan to donate the use of 314 acre of land to a local aspiring farmer .We plan to
develop an intensive small scale organic farm on the newly created parcel, and to protect the other parcel for agricultural development
at a future time.This plan will see l/4 acre more developed than my previous proposal and overall will not dramatically change the
character of the neighborhood.

The SCRD is inviting the APC and other community groups to provide comments about this rezoning application, and my farm
development plan for this property.

I modified my initial plan in response to the AAC opinion that these properties must be retained as one property to be developed for
agricultural use.

I researched small intensive farming because I have maintained from the beginning of this process that the most realistic and
economically feasible way to develop my property is through gardens and greenhouses.

There is extensive information about small plot intensive farming throughout Canada, the USA, and around the world shorving that
there are many successful examples of much smaller properties than mine being developed exactly in this manaer.

My proposed farm plan has a number of community benefits:

1. both properties will continue to be retained in the ALR . The soil and topography of both properties realistically limit their
agricultural development to using gardens and greenhouses that produce food.

2. both properties are individually more affordable than retaining a single larger property.

3.the existing rural appearance rvill be retained. Eventually one more family can live on Leek Road, using the existing infrasrructure
and services.

4. this partnership contract makes it possible for a local young person to develop skills for intensive farming while developing the land
for organic food production. I will provide the farm land at no cost to the farmer, as well as contributing some of the supplies and my
labour.

5. this partnership plan may prove to be a model for the agricultural development of similar lands in support of the goal of local food
self-sufficiency.

6. As the garden areas on my property are developed, additional persons can learn farming skills through mentoring.

7. covenants rvill be placed on both properties that limit each property to one residence and the size of the residence .

8. the existing forest will be preserved by using a covenant that only allows the future removal of trees for agricultural development.

9. keeping the property as one parcel benefits an owner wanting the property for its timber value and to develop it as a view property,
or hobby farm.

I am therefore asking the APC to continue supporting the sub-division and rezoning of my property.

I will be pleased to discuss my application further at the APC meeting, or prior to then, if you wish. Thankyou.

Daryl Youngman
604-741-8228

t$awh 7{f t) 
>y,
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Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission 
Minutes of the meeting held at Frank West Hall, Elphinstone, BC 

March 27, 2013 
 

 

 

Present:     Lynda Chamberlin, Co‐Chair    Regrets:   Clemens Mauel     
      Rod Moorcroft            Alison Sawyer   
      Elizabeth Nordlund            Rob Bone, Co‐Chair     
      Graham Chapman       Absent:  Jim Gurney     
      Ron Kaiser              Alan Colleypriest 
      Patrick Fitzsimons       
  Director:   Lorne Lewis        Delegation: Julian Burtnick (DP E‐97) 
  Alt. Director Laurella Hay             
  Secretary:   Diane Corbett          
 

 
Call to Order   7:00 PM 
 
Agenda     
 
  The agenda was adopted as amended: 

• Bring Development Permit E‐97 and Delegation to first item of New Business 
• Move Unfinished Business to the end and add: Discussion on ‘Road Map for 

Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ 
 
Minutes 
 
1. Elphinstone (Area E) Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of February 27, 2013 

 
MOTION (GC/RM): “THAT the February 27, 2013 minutes be adopted as circulated.”  

 
Carried Unanimously 

 
2. The following minutes were received for information: 

• Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes, February 27, 2013 
• Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes, February 26, 2013 
• Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes, February 25, 2013 
• West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes, February 26, 2013 
• Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes, February 26, 2013 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Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – March 27, 2013  2  

New Business 
 
3. Development Permit E‐97 (Form and Character) (Shazach Holdings Inc. for 979 Keith Road, 

Elphinstone) 
   

Mr. Burtnick provided a brief history and described the extensive clean up of the 5.1 
hectare (12.6 acre) property conducted over the past ten months. Under the zoning 
bylaw, he can construct buildings for equipment maintenance and repair. Mr. Burtnick 
noted there are limited sites available to do these things, especially in size, and that he 
wanted to be in close proximity to Gibsons.  Other points by the applicant: 
• There are three mobile homes on the property; only two are allowed under current 

zoning regulations. This would be addressed.  
• $15,000 had been spent on an environmental assessment. A site profile had been 

submitted to the Ministry of Environment.  
• The buildings are pre‐engineered steel structures, allowing a large open span around 

eighteen feet high.  
• There is ample room on the property for parking. 

 
Comments from APC members: 
• Didn’t see anything that contravened the OCP. 
• Drove by the property and noticed it had been cleaned up. 

 
  MOTION (RM/PF):    That  the APC has no problems with the proposed development. 
       
                          Carried Unanimously 
                                         
4. Updated ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ and City of Vancouver Bee 

Keeping Guidelines 
 
The updated ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ (to replace copy 
received at previous APC meeting) and City of Vancouver Bee Keeping Guidelines were 
received for information. 
 

5. Medical Marihuana Regulations 
 
Views raised in discussion on the proposed federal medical marijuana regulations 
included:  
• Fear of removing this from affordable medicine production – it will be an industrial 

product. The price will go through the roof. …Have heard that the opportunity for 
people to grow for themselves or have people grow for them will be gone. 

• Not in favor of what has been proposed. Think the proposed legislation is a bad idea, 
has nothing to do with health but everything to do with controlling a substance. The 
federal government came up with a bad law in the first place, guaranteed to fail. 

• Concern about impact of the smell of medical marijuana on the sale of adjacent 

146



Elphinstone Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – March 27, 2013  3  

properties. There is also the right to clean air. 
• The smell can be dealt with…it can be solved. People should be allowed to take care 

of themselves. 
• Marijuana is illegal. That is what the government says. Now they are turning around 

and saying: “We are going to manufacture it”…? 
• Am not in favor of the regulations or how it is being handled. 
• Concern about short time line for public consultation 
• One member pointed out that, in light of not receiving the paper copy of the agenda 

in the mail until earlier that day, she felt unprepared to discuss agenda items. 
Although she had skimmed some material in the time available, she had not read 
about medical marijuana regulations as she was not too concerned about it. 

 
The staff report on the Medical Marihuana Regulations dated February 15, 2013 was 
received for information.  
 
The APC noted that, if APC input was being requested by the SCRD, the report should 
have been forwarded in a timely manner. 
 

6. Voting at APC Meetings 
 
The report of the Manager of Legislative Services on Voting at APC meetings, dated 
January 4, 2013, was received for information. 
 
APC members talked about their experience at the last meeting when discussion took 
place on the MOTI application. Comments included: 
• A member was disgusted with the attitude that was at the meeting, and commented 

that the APC is here to keep the OCP going and show the people what they can do, 
but not to belittle them or bully them. He noted the amount of work done by the 
applicant in setting up the property, and that the house “is so far back from the 
road”, maybe forty feet, especially compared to houses near Chaster Park that are 
much nearer to the road. 

• Abstained because I felt I didn’t have information… I felt confused… 
• The applicant was asking the APC to sign a blank cheque and did not say how many 

feet of road allowance he would be applying for. I don’t sign blank cheques. 
 

Co‐Chair Chamberlin commented on information received at her meeting with the 
Manager of Legislative Services after the last APC meeting: 
• It is the APC’s job to use the OCP as guidance but also to look at a broader picture 

that may not have been relevant or present for the OCP to look at, and try to use 
some logic and sense of fair play in dealing with it. 

• Members were advised to keep discussion with delegations as questions, and that 
they do not have to tell the delegation what they think about the application. 

• Members should feel free to ask other members if it seems there is a conflict of 
interest. 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• If there is a conflict of interest, members should not be involved in the discussion 
and should not be in the room.  

 
Director Lewis clarified that when the APC votes, it is a statutory application of the law. 
Each is a separate case and there should be no precedent for the next individual case.  
 

7. Gambier Associated Islands Draft Land Use Bylaw No. 120, 2013 – Referral from Islands Trust 
 
The Gambier Associated Islands Draft Land Use Bylaw No. 120, 2013 was received for 
information. 
 

Director's Report  
 
8. Director Lewis commented on the following topics: 

• New addition to St. Mary’s Hospital 
• Recent seminar on conflict of interest  
• Budget process 
• Planting at Chaster Park – Saturday, April 27  
• MOTI plans to inject knotweed site with Glyphosate 

 
Unfinished Business 
 
9. Discussion on ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ 
 

The Elphinstone APC agreed by consensus to provide feedback on the ‘Road Map for 
Supporting Agriculture through Zoning’ over this and the next two meetings, with a goal 
to complete the provision of feedback by the May meeting to enable submission of 
collated feedback to Planning staff by June.  
 
Co‐Chair Chamberlin led a discussion and took notes on feedback on proposed 
regulations on pages 1 to 7 of the ‘Road Map’. 
 
HOMEWORK:  Members agreed to review and write down notes and comments 
regarding the ‘Road Map for Agriculture’ document to bring for continued discussion 
and consolidation of feedback at the next meeting.  

 
Next Meeting    Wednesday, April 24, 2013 
 
Adjournment   8:45 PM 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Minutes of the West Howe Sound (Area F) Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 
Eric Cardinall Hall, Shirley Macey Park, Tuesday, March 26, 2013 
 

Page 1 of 4 

PRESENT: Mike Comerford (Co-Chair) REGRETS: Bruce Wallis 
 Judith Kenly   Chris Barlow 
 Charlie Collura  DIRECTOR: Lee Turnbull 
 Leonie Croy 
 Fred Gazeley (Co-Chair) 
 Ian Winn 
 Lynda Coote, Recording Secretary 

 
1. Call to Order 

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

2. Agenda 
MOVED by Mike Comerford, SECONDED by Judith Kenly 
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission Agenda be approved as circulated.” 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
3. Minutes 

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

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
MOVED by Judith Kenly, SECONDED by Leonie Croy 
THAT “The Area F Advisory Planning Commission Minutes of February 26, 2013 be 
approved as circulated.” 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

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

5. New Business 
 

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

 
5.2. Islands Trust – Gambier Associated Islands Draft Land Use Bylaw 120 

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

ANNEX R
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APC comments included: 
 What has changed? 
 This is a brand new bylaw 
 PDC draft minutes were not received 
 Courtesy referral to the SCRD 
 What has been the response from the Squamish Nation? 
 

5.3. Box Canyon Power Project – Bylaw 310.109 
Fred Gazeley spoke to this project, noting it has been ongoing for ten years. He 
also provided an excellent explanation of the location of this power project, site 
details and terminology. 
 
APC comments included: 
 What about the DFO report regarding water flows and volumes? 
 Final reports are done and all details are available on SCRD website and 

the two CD’s available at the libraries 
 Three streams come together at the headwater 
 Three penstocks come into one with a new valve system 
 A penstock is a large pipe carrying the water 
 There are no salmon bearing streams where the water comes into the 

system 
 High mountain streams with steep waterfalls 
 Fish bearing streams from the last waterfall at McNab  Creek to the ocean 
 Weirs will be created where the water is reintroduced into the streams 
 25 year contract to sell power to BC Hydro 
 Power line right-of-way adjacent to the BURNCO property 
 Environmental assessments will be done independently 
 What is the combined effect of this power project and the BURNCO 

project in the same area? 
 Penstocks will be in the existing road 
 A very small project that is not too invasive 
 Will cost approximately $35-50 million dollars to build with a 25 year pay 

back 
 Bylaw 310.109 is specific to the Box Canyon Power Project 
 Bring more questions to the Public Information Meetings 
 A date has not been set but APC and public will be notified 
 Elk and wildlife habitat will be assessed 
 Time frame for construction will be 2-3 years 
 Concerns will come out in the public meetings. 

 
Fred was thanked for sharing his extensive local knowledge and experience in 
relation to the proposed project. 

 
5.4. Updated Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning 

APC members received the updated “Road Map for Supporting Agriculture” and 
the City of Vancouver’s urban bee keeping regulations and guidelines. 
 
APC comments included: 
 Still don’t know why all this work in being done on agricultural zoning 
 Official Community Plans (OCPs) address this issue 
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 More money being spent on consultants 
 Road Map clarifies a lot of the unknowns 
 Do not want to see chickens, poultry, rabbits or roadside selling in RU1 

zone 
 It comes down to food security and community resiliency, especially 

during disasters 
 Creating a more secure community food source that is not so vulnerable 

to suppliers, transportation and ferries 
 Forward thinking and visionary and applaud the process 
 Gives people a choice 
 What about animal slaughtering? 
 Animal slaughtering for own consumption only as selling it will trigger 

Federal regulations 
 There must be some local means of slaughtering 
 We are out-of-step with what is going on in the cities 
 Some of these activities will affect neighbours 
 Independence is good with appropriate controls 
 SCRD asking for input now and the process will evolve into bylaws with 

controls 
 Then it becomes an enforcement issue 
 Community education is key and it happening now, i.e. raising chickens 

workshops 
 Will individuals need a “Permit” or does the term “permit” mean allows? 
 Point is not to get a lot of red tape so no “Permit” will be required 
 It will be a complaint driven system 
 Opening up to the possibility of abuse without enforcement 
 What are the benefits? 
 Use farmer’s markets to sell extra goods instead of selling at the end of a 

driveway 
 SCRD is encouraging individuals and APCs to fill in the grey areas on the 

sheets  
 All general comments would be welcomed. 

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

 
6. Director’s Report 

Director Turnbull reported on the following items: 
 SCRD Budget 
 Reduction in landfill hours 
 Grantham’s Water System 
 Recreation Facilities 
 Parks & Recreation Master Plan 
 Howe Sound Forum and BURNCO. 
 
Director Turnbull confirmed there had been no discussion at the SCRD with regard to a 
region wide burning ban this summer. 
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APC members expressed their concern about the disposal of gyprock and asbestos 
materials in the forests as the current disposal options are cost prohibitive. 
 

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

8. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 9.10 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

……………………………………………..   …………………………………………. 
Fred Gazeley, Co-Chair     Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APCMar2613 
27/03/13 
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Corporate Office
101 -8oRegattaLandh,g

tel: 250.4144200
fax: 250.414.4211

F toil free: 1.888.601.4200res,,wa er is enes fish@gofishbc.com
Society of BC

gofishbc.com

March 18, 2013 I RETiE1
Mayor and Councillors MAR 20 2013
Regional District of Sunshine Coast L S.C.R.1975 Field RD
Sunshine Coast BC VON 3A1

3T FiLE CCP’Y
Dear Mayor and Councillors:

I am pleased to share with you the enclosed summary - an abridged version of the 2013
Freshwater Angling and the BC Economy report prepared by M. Bailey (Wageningen UR)
and U.R. Sumaila (Fisheries Centre, UBC).

This new report provides important insights into a vital but often-overlooked sector.
Most notably, in 2010 alone:

• Freshwater anglers made direct expenditures of $546 million on equipment, travel,
accommodation and hospitality services - primarily in rural BC.

• Total economic impact of freshwater fishing was almost $1 billion.
• Freshwater fishing was responsible for tax revenues of $144 million.
• For every $1 invested in the Freshwater Fisheries Society of BC for stocking and

other services, anglers spent an average of $24.

To put this in perspective, BC’s anglers spend three times more on equipment than
downhill skiers, and infuse almost as much into the provincial economy as cruise-ship
passengers. A key distinction, however, is that angling distributes benefits throughout
the province — not just a few centres.

The growth in the value of BC’s freshwater sport fisheries, even during tough economic
times, did not happen by accident. Sound management by the province, reinvestment of
fishing licence revenues in conservation and enhancement services — not to mention
almost 300,000 dedicated anglers - are the keys to this sector’s success.

This abridged report can also be found on our website at www.gofishbc.com, and the full
report is available through our office. If you have any questions, or would like to discuss
partnership opportunities to support new programs in your area, please contact me at
(250) 414-4200 or 1-888-601-4200, or by e-mail at don.petersongofishbc.com.

Si nce rely,

Don Peterson
President
Freshwater Fisheries Society of BC

Our Vision: The Best Freshwater Fisheries in North America

Annex S
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200 -1627 Fort Street, Victoria BC  V8R 1H8 
Telephone  (250) 405-5151    Fax  (250) 405-5155 

Toll Free via Enquiry BC in Vancouver 604.660-2421.  Elsewhere in BC 1.800.663.7867 

Email  information@islandstrust.bc.ca 

Web  www.islandstrust.bc.ca 

 
March 25, 2013        File No.: 5450-30; 0410-20 
 
Via Email: mintc@tc.gc.ca 
 
The Honourable Denis Lebel 
Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities 
Tower C - 330 Sparks St. 
Ottawa Ontario  K1A 0N5  
 
Dear Minister Lebel: 
 
Re:  Derelict and abandoned vessels 
 
As Chair of the Islands Trust Council, I’m writing to you in response to the recently released Transport 
Canada report on the study of the extent of abandoned and derelict vessels in Canada.  
 
The Islands Trust has been concerned with derelict and abandoned vessels for decades and has 
been asking since 2010 for the Province of British Columbia and the federal government to develop a 
coordinated approach to the timely removal of all types of derelict and abandoned vessels, barges 
and docks. Although we’re grateful for the leadership shown by Transport Canada staff in some 
specific derelict vessel removals last year, no permanent solutions have been adopted. Federal and 
provincial departments continue to say jurisdiction for the issue is unclear, as was evidenced in recent 
media coverage on derelict vessels in Howe Sound. 
  
Derelict and abandoned vessels, barges and docks pose environmental contamination and safety 
risks. They also create visual pollution in our communities that negatively impacts tourism and 
commercial activities. As confirmed in the recently released report, the age of vessels in Canadian 
waters is increasing and so the incidence of abandoned and derelict vessels is expected to increase 
and become unmanageable. 
 
We appreciate that Transport Canada undertook the study and released the report. However, we are 
concerned the report significantly underestimates the number of derelict and abandoned vessels in 
BC. The report cites only 42 derelict and abandoned vessels on the whole BC coast, but that can’t be 
right, given the 60 problem vessels our staff reported to your survey after a very brief poll in just the 
Islands Trust Area. Also, given the ten-month wait for the report, we had hoped it would contain more 
substantive analysis of the root causes of the problem, possible preventative measures, and existing 
barriers to action.  
 
We are pleased Transport Canada and other federal departments are forming an inter-jurisdictional 
working group with interested provincial agencies. There is already an inter-jurisdictional working 
group for the BC coast (although it has been dormant while waiting for this federal inventory); we’ve 
been grateful for the participation of Transport Canada staff.  
 

…/2 
 
 
 

 
Bowen  Denman  Hornby  Gabriola  Galiano  Gambier  Lasqueti  Mayne  North Pender  Salt Spring  Saturna  South Pender  Thetis 
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The Honourable Denis Lebel 
March 25, 2013 
Page 2 
 
We support the goals of the new working group as outlined in the recommendations section of the 
report and suggest that the working group start by undertaking more rigorous data collection and 
detailed mapping. We also encourage you to include local government representatives on the working 
group, and ask that you consider inviting Islands Trust staff to participate.  
 
We look forward to the working group concluding its work expeditiously, in consideration of previous 
delays in addressing this issue. The number of abandoned vessels in the Islands Trust Area overdue 
for removal is increasing every month. Given the need for immediate action, we request that 
Transport Canada provide interim funding for vessel removals while awaiting the advice of the 
working group.  
 
We look forward to your response to this letter and to increased attention from Transport Canada to 
this important issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Sheila Malcolmson 
Chair, Islands Trust Council 
 
cc: Islands Trust Executive Committee 

Minister of the Environment (BC & Canada) 
Minister of Fisheries and Oceans 
BC Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 
Trust Area MPs 
AVICC members 
Bowen Island Municipality 
Islands Trust website 
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Nicholas Simons, M.L.A.

(Powell River— Sunshine Coast)
Parliament Buildings
Victoria, B.C. V8V 1X4
Phone: 250 953-4702
Fax: 250 387-4680

-çVE A

C,’-. %
,

PROVINCE OF

‘,fi co’-’”

Constituency Office:
109—4675 Marine Avenue

Powell River, B.C. V8A 2L2
Phone: 604 485-1249

5—4720 Sunshine Coast Highway
Sechelt, B.C. VON 3A0
Phone: 604 741-0792

March 14, 2013

Garry Nohr, Chair
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, B.C.
VON 3A1

Dear Garry,

1VED
OT2 FiLE CD1Y MAR20 2013 /

LA.go
SCRD

f RECEiVED

MAR21 2013

L CHAIR

Thank you for your letter regarding the Development of a Comprehensive Management Plan for
Howe Sound.

I would be very interested in participating in such a venture. As you know a land and resource
management plan for the Sunshine Coast is also long overdue.

I hope the Province has the resources necessary to conduct such initiatives.

All the best,

Nicholas Simons, MLA
Powell River — Sunshine Coast

ANNEX U
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r Sunshine Coast Regional District

r 1975 Field Road P 604.8856800
Sechelt, British Columbia F 604.8857909 iflf0@Scrd.ca
Canada VON 3A1 Toll free 1.800.687.5753 www.scrd.ca

December 12, 2012

Nicholas Simons, MLA
Powell River-Sunshine Coast
109 — 4675 Marine Avenue
Powell River, BC V8A 2L2

Dear Mr. Simons, MLA;

Re: Development of a Comprehensive Management Plan for Howe Sound

Recent success with environmental remediation and the improving conditions for aquatic life
in Howe Sound as well as increasing interest in the development potential of the sound has
resulted in considerable interest in exploring the concept of a comprehensive management plan
for Howe Sound.

The Sunshine Coast Regional District Regional Board passed the following resolution #375/12
related to the above at its October 11, 2012 regular meeting:

THAT the email and fact sheet, dated September 6, 2012, from Ruth Simons on
behalf of the Future of Howe Sound Society regarding McNab Creek be received;

AND THAT the SCR1) Board support the concept of developing a Comprehensive
Howe Sound Management Plan;

ANT) THAT the SCRD Board support and participate in a forum where all
stakeholders are invited to participate;

AND FURTHER THAT this resolution be copied to the Squamish Nation, Howe
Sound Community Forum, MLAs, MP, Islands Trust, Future of Howe Sound
Society and commercial and industrial stakeholders.

To gauge the level of interest in pursuing this initiative we would welcome your comments as
well as an indication as to whether your organization would participate in a forum to discuss
the concept of a comprehensive management plan for Howe Sound.

Sincerely,

Garry Nohr
Chair
\dr

\\scrd.ad\ffles\NetworkFiles\Administration\0400 Cooperation & Liaison - General\0400-60 Other Local Governxnents\2012-12-12 Howe
Sound Management Plan Concept Simons MLA.docx

ELECTORAL AREAS: A - Egmont, Pencler Harbour B - Halfmoon Bay D - Roberts Creek E - Elphinstone F - West Howe Sound
MUNICIPALITIES: Distct of Sechelt I Sechelt Indian Government District / Town of Gibsons157



From: AVICC [mailto:AVICC@ubcm.ca]  
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2013 3:28 PM 
Subject: Provincial Forest Vision and Population Projection Project 
 
Following are two pieces of information that AVICC has been asked to pass along to members.  
The first is from the BC Healthy Forest-Healthy Communities Initiatives in relation to a Provincial 
Forest Vision.  The second is promoting a Population Projection Project.   
  
Please forward on to those in your local government who may have an interest.  Thank you. 
 
***************************************************** 
Provincial Forest Vision 
As you are aware, the HFHC dialogue recommendations called for the creation of a 
forests vision to guide legislation, regulations, policies and operating procedures.  
Attached is the rationale and additional support for this recommendation.  Earlier Dr. 
Gordon Weetman published a brief paper on the need for a sustainable forest 
management framework predicated on having a forest vision 
http://bcforestconversation.com/wp-content/uploads/Weetman-A-Sustainable-Forest-
Management-Framework-for-BC-Crown-Forests.pdf 

Establishing the vision and implementing the framework outlined by Dr. Weetman would be a 
major step towards long-term sustainability of our forests.  I am encouraging the political 
parties to publicly announce that a legal forest vision guidance statement will be 
established.  The attached can be accessed through the following link 
http://bcforestconversation.com/wp-content/uploads/Bourgeois-The-need-for-a-BC-forest-
vision.pdf 

I would appreciate if you could let your members and networks know about this request.  
  
Thanks. 
  
Bill Bourgeois 
New Direction Resource Management Ltd. 
835 Strathaven Drive 
North Vancouver, BC, V7H 2K1 
Phone: 604-924-0765 
EM:  wwb@telus.net 
  
***************************************************** 
Population Projection Project 
This project, started on Vancouver Island, is receiving endorsement from Demographers around 
the world and is the subject of presentations to the Canadian Population Society, the American 
Association of Geographers, and the International Conference on Population Geography. 
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Holly A. Tuokko, PhD, Director, Centre on Aging (University of Victoria) offers … “Your project 
sounds very interesting and certainly the Centre could be involved in helping you to share this 
information widely. Thanks for informing me about this project.” (December 2012). 
  
Please find attached an invitation for communities to participate in the POPULATION 
PROJECTION PROJECT. 
  
To see examples of community level population projections, including animated age/sex 
distribution projections, animated population signatures, total population projections and 
dependency ratios, visit http://www.wminfomatics.com/PopulationProjections/About.html 
  
Yours truly, 
  
Warren Munroe, M.A. 
Population Research and Analysis 
WM Population Analysis 
WM Infomatics, www.wminfomatics.com 
wmpopulationanalysis@shaw.ca, 250-752-0683 
 
 
----- 
Iris Hesketh-Boles 
AVICC Executive Coordinator 
Local Government House Office Manager 
525 Government St, Victoria, BC  V8V 0A8 
Tel:  250-356-5122    Fax:  250-356-5119 
EM:  iheskethboles@ubcm.ca 
avicc.ca / ubcm.ca  
 
The Compass: Weekly News and Information from UBCM – subscribe for free at www.ubcm.ca 
  
 

159

http://www.wminfomatics.com/PopulationProjections/About.html
http://www.wminfomatics.com/
mailto:wmpopulationanalysis@shaw.ca
mailto:iheskethboles@ubcm.ca
http://www.ubcm.ca/


 

1 
Healthy Forests-Healthy Communities:  A conversation on BC forests 
Web: http://bcforestconversation.com     Email: info@bcforestconversation.com 
 

BC NEEDS A FOREST VISION 

Many citizens who follow forestry in BC are concerned the current management of our forests will not 
deliver the societal expectations over the long-term.  However, no formal statement such as a BC forests 
vision and goals or a transparent and trusted monitoring and assessment system exist to provide a 
measure as to whether forest management practices support their view.     

The public expects Government will manage the BC Crown forest lands in the public interest over the 
long term and not diminish them into the future.  Collectively, these can be summarized in the overall 
objective of achieving healthy and resilient communities which depend on conservation and use of 
healthy forests. 

In the conservation and management of forests, it is always good to know where you want to get before 
acting.  The late Dr. Gordon Baskerville, Dean Emeritus, Faculty of Forestry, University of New Brunswick 
in 1986 recommended foresters decide what they want from the forest before going to the “tool box.”  
Government and the forest industry have always played in the “tool box” with such documents as the 
Forest Practices Code, Forest and Range Practices Act, guidebooks, etc.  These tools have been used 
without the guidance of a forest vision.  The focus has been on timber production within other forest 
value constraints.  Is this our vision?  Many would say it is too narrow for the 21st century. 

The lack of clarity around what we desire from the forest and how it will be managed prevents us from 
determining whether the existing legislation will achieve the broad provincial objectives—what are the 
priorities, how do they fit together, where are the gaps?  We need a formal vision for BC’s forests to 
guide the development of supporting legislation, regulations and policies and the application of 
appropriate forest operational practices.  Without this, forest management is subject to decisions that 
focus on political expediency or special interest pressures.  We have seen and continue to see these.  A 
recent example is the introduction of the Forest Act Amendment to enable transfer of Forest Licenses to 
Tree Farm Licenses.  How was this expected to improve moving towards the desired future forest?  To 
date all comments from Government are to address the mid-term timber supply in the interior.  Again, 
this is a timber focus. 

During the Healthy Forests-Healthy Communities: A conversation on BC forests dialogue involving 
communities, experts and concerned citizens over the last two years, the following forest vision and 
goals were developed. 

British Columbia’s forest lands asset is protected, managed and restored to: 

• Ensure the health, protection and long-term viability of forest values;  
• Support healthy, diverse and resilient communities; and  
• Support viable and sustainable forest sector community businesses.  
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2 
Healthy Forests-Healthy Communities:  A conversation on BC forests 
Web: http://bcforestconversation.com     Email: info@bcforestconversation.com 
 

The proposed long-term goals to achieve this vision are: 

• A productive, resilient and healthy BC forest 
• Demonstrated practice of Sustainable Forest Management based on up-to-date data, science 

and planning 
• Effective and efficient strategic forest decision-making process involving First Nations, 

stakeholders and communities 
• Forest management that contributes to community identified local forest needs 
• A vibrant and innovative forest management sector 

We need leadership from politicians to establish a vision and goals.  Which of the political parties is 
prepared to commit to a formal vision for BC forests?  A commitment by Government to enable this to 
happen and to follow through with using the vision and goals as legal guidance for forest management 
would be the single most important action any leader could take for the future of BC forests. 

A wide range of forest values and the desires of local communities exist across BC.  The implementation 
of a provincial forest vision must have flexibility to accommodate these conditions.  Communities need 
to develop their visions for local forests, within the umbrella of the provincial vision and goals and 
reflecting local conditions with the emphases identified through local discussion and dialogue.  We 
already have this in examples such as in the Regional District of Mount Waddington (northern 
Vancouver Island) draft vision where industrial forestry will be the primary focus with other values 
included to an important but lesser extent.  A different vision has been applied to the Sea-to-Sky 
(Vancouver to Whistler) corridor where the focus is on tourism and recreation with industrial forestry 
conducted in a manner to retain these values. 

Which political party will take the leadership of ensuring our BC forest legacy and the resiliency of our 
communities?     

Bill Bourgeois is professional forester with 38 years experience in BC forest policy and Coordinator of the 
HFHC initiative. 
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   wmpopulationanalysis@shaw.ca                             www.wminfomatics.com   

 
 

How can we know whether more families are moving in to our communities than are 

moving out? What about young adults and retirees? What if trends in migration, 

mortality, and fertility continue into the future?  

These questions are important when considering Official Community Plans, demands 

on water works, roads, as well as opening and closing of public, and private facilities.  

The Population Projection Project uses an easy to understand, widely accepted method, 

referring to open, readily available census counts to create verifiable reproducible 

population projections. 

 

The resulting projections have both internal and ‘face’ validity and are transparent and 

easy to explain to a wide range of audiences. 

Examining population change allows us to have a better understanding of the 

challenges and opportunities facing our Regions, Municipalities and Communities. 

Your municipality is invited to participate in the Population Projection Project. See 

examples of animated age / sex distributions, animated population signatures, total 

population projections, and dependency ratios at:  

www.wminfomatics.com/PopulationProjections/About.html 

Population Projection Project 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT  
   

DATE:  April 10, 2013 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – April 18, 2013 
FROM: Paul Fenwick, General Manager Community Services 
RE:  2013/14 Policing Priorities 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report 2013/14 Policing 
Priorities and refers the RCMP request to outline priorities to the April 22, Policing 
Committee Meeting.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The RCMP has asked the SCRD by May 3rd to outline its priorities for the next fiscal year 
(Attachment 1). 
 
In the past, the SCRD has reviewed the priorities at Policing Committee with a recommendation 
going to the SCRD Board.  
 

REPORT 
Deadline 
 
If Policing Committee makes recommendations on priorities for the Board meeting on April 25th, 
the RCMP deadline for submission of comments may be achieved.  
 

Priorities 

 

The Board’s previous priorities are noted in the letter from Staff Sergeant Burdahl. Staff have 
not researched crime statistics or citizen input on potential new priorities due to lack of time 
given the letter arrived on April 8th.  The previous list appeared to match community input from 
discussions held at Policing Committee. Thought could be given to beach fires/loud parties 
(although incidences did appear to decline in 2012), house break-ins and activities that threaten 
safety or disrupt neighbourhoods related to the drug culture as other priorities.  Again staff have 
not had the opportunity to document whether police efforts should be stepped up related to the 
above. The detachment does not directly deal with traffic issues but the Policing Committee 
could note cases of where road or boating safety, for that matter, may be of concern. 
 

ANNEX W
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LOWER MAINLAND DISTRICT REGIONAL POLICE SERVICE - CONNECTED TO OUR COMMUNITIES

Sunshine Coast Detachment

April 3, 2013

Sunshine Coast Detachment
5800 Teredo Street, PC Box 188
Sechelt, BC
VON 3AO

Chairperson Garry Nohr
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A1

Re: Policing priorities for fiscal year 2013/2014

Dear Chairperson Nohr,

In preparation for our fiscal year 2013/2014 Detachment Performance Planning process we are
seeking your input regarding policing priorities as identified by the Sunshine Coast Regional
District.

For your’reference the 2012/2013 policing priorities identified by the Sunshine Coast Regional
District were Youth (vandalism & working with Youth Outreach Programs), Police Visibility,
Working with Restorative Justice Programs, and Illegal Dumping.

We kindly request your response, by letter, no later than May 3, 2013. Please contact either
myself or my administrative assistant, Teresa Ogrodnick, should you have any questions.

Yours truly,

(H.W. Berdahl) Staff Sergeant
Detachment Commander
Sunshine Coast RCMP
604.885.2266

/tao

Royal Canadian Gendarnene royale
Mounted Police dii Canada

I SCRD

L
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	 RU3 Zoning would be replaced with a new A Zone which will be more flexible and supporting for agriculture activities.
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