
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 

Thursday, September 12, 2013 
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 

 
AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 9:30 a.m. 
AGENDA      

1.  Adoption of the Agenda  
 
 
 

PART 1 (pages 1 – 103) for pages 104 – 234 see Part 2 
 
 
PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS 

2.  Mike Davies, Director of Marine Development, Kinder Morgan Canada 
Regarding Trans Mountain Pipeline 

 
 

REPORTS    
3.  Fortis BC, Eagle Mountain Woodfibre Natural Gas Pipeline Project 

Environmental Assessment  
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX A 
pp 1 – 5  

4.  Woodfibre Liquid Natural Gas Proposal – Export License Application  
(Regional; Planning Services) 

ANNEX B 
pp 6 – 16  

5.  Notes from Shoreline Workshop September 9, 2013  
(Regional Planning Services) 

Late Item 
(will be Annex C) 

6.  Narrows Inlet Hydro Project Environmental Assessment: Update 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX D 
pp 17 – 21  

7.  BURNCO Environmental Assessment – Application Information 
Requirements 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX E 
pp 22 – 25  

8.  Food Policy Forum and Food Policy Council 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX F 
pp 26 – 27  

9.  Letters Received Regarding Support of BCTS Blocks 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX G 
pp 28 – 33  

10.  Elphinstone Logging Focus Communication and Draft BCTS – SCRD 
Communications Protocol Agreement 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX H 
pp 34 – 45  

11.  Potential Telecommunication Tower and Antennae Siting Protocol  
All Electoral Areas (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX I  
pp 46 – 87  

12.  Application for Two Aquaculture Sites by Emerald Sea Farms on Nelson 
Island   
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX J 
pp 88 – 103  
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PART 2 (pages 104 – 234) for pages 1 – 103 see Part 1 
 

13.  Sunshine Coast Rod and Gun Club Land Use Agreement  
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX K 
pp 104 – 147  

14.  Bylaws to Consider Removing 6 Metre Minimum Width Regulations for 
Dwellings  
Electoral Areas A to F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX L 
pp 148 – 162  

15.  Zoning Bylaw No. 310 - Draft ‘A Zone’  
Electoral Areas B to F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX M 
pp 163 – 182  

16.  Potential for Site Specific Rezoning without OCP Amendment  
Electoral Areas A to F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX N 
pp 183 – 184  

17.  Regulation of Wind Power Generation Structures  
(Building Inspection) 

ANNEX O 
pp 185 – 186  

18.  Proposed Penalties for Completing Construction without Permits  
(Building Inspection) 

ANNEX P 
pp  187 – 196  

19.  Building Department Revenues for July/August, 2013 
(Building Inspection) 

ANNEX Q 
pp 197 – 201  

20.  Bylaw Enforcement Statistics (First Half Year) 
(Bylaw Compliance) 

ANNEX R 
pp 202 

21.  BEN Ticketing Issuance Summary – Halfmoon Bay 
(Bylaw Compliance) 

ANNEX S 
pp 203 – 204  

22.  Dog Control Statistics First Half 2013 
(Animal Control) 

ANNEX T 
pp 205 – 207  

23.  Hillside Workshop and Helicopter Tour of Hillside and McNab Valley 
(Hillside) 

ANNEX U 
pp 208 – 209  

24.  Planning and Development Monthly Report for July/August,  2013 
(Regional/Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX V 
pp 210 – 217  

25.  Heritage Protocol Committee Minutes of July 29, 2013 
(Regional Planning Services)  

ANNEX W 
pp 218 – 221  

26.  Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of July 23, 2013 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX X 
pp 222 – 225  

27.  Natural Resources Advisory Committee Notes of August 7, 2013 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX  Y 
pp 226 – 227  

28.  Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of July 31, 2013 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services)   

ANNEX  Z 
pp 228 – 229  

29.  Halfmoon Bay  (Area B) APC Minutes of July 23, 2013 
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX  AA 
pp 230 – 232  
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COMMUNICATIONS 
 

30.  Sheila Malcolmson, Chair, Islands Trust Council, dated August 22, 2013 
Regarding meeting request submitted to the Minister of Forests, 
Lands and Natural Resource Operations 

ANNEX BB 
pp 233 

31.  Sheila Malcolmson, Chair, Islands Trust Council, dated August 22, 2013 
Regarding Support for Howe Sound Management Plan 

ANNEX CC 
pp 234 

 
 
IN CAMERA 
 
That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with Sections 90 (1) (g), 
(i) and (k) of the Community Charter – “litigation or potential litigation affecting the municipality”, “the 
receipt of advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including communications necessary for 
that purpose” and “ negotiations and related discussion respecting the proposed provision of a 
municipal service that are at their preliminary stages and that, in the view of the council, could 
reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the municipality if they were held in public”. 

 
ADJOURNMENT  
  



N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.94\2013 PDC Report Sept 12.doc 

SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 27th, 2013 
TO:  Planning & Development Committee – September 12th, 2013 

FROM: Gregory Gebka, Planner – Planning & Development Division 

RE: Tentative Land Use Agreement – Sunshine Coast Rod & Gun Club  

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

(1) THAT the report entitled “Tentative Land Use Agreement – Sunshine Coast Rod & 
Gun Club” be received; and 

 
(2) THAT pending legal counsel review, staff be directed to execute the attached land 

use agreement with the Sunshine Coast Rod & Gun Club. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In 2006, the Sunshine Coast Rod & Gun Club (the “Gun Club”) rezoned an approximate 24.5-
hectare (60.5-acre) Crown land parcel to a new PA4 (Outdoor Firearms Range & Assembly) 
zone in the Roberts Creek Electoral Area.  The applicant has tenure to the land under a licence 
of occupation, which is up for renewal this year.  

The Gun Club has long term plans to consolidate its outdoor firearms practice facilities on the 
subject property, including the future development of an outdoor training area with shooting 
shelters, skeet and trap range, clubhouse, outdoor recreational areas, and parking area.  

At the time of rezoning, the Gun Club submitted a letter of undertaking committing to finalize a 
land use agreement with the Regional District to ensure: 
(1) Conformance to professional recommendations prepared by Carson Land Resource 

Management Ltd. and Delstone Resources, who assessed the geotechnical, hydrological 
and environmental features of the subject property; 

 
(2) the use of the site for discharging firearms is conditional upon adhering to specific best 

practices and standards for lead-shot recovery; 
 
(3) a surface drainage plan is developed for the southern portion of the site in order to ensure 

that no contaminants enter into the Chapman Creek and Husdon Creek watersheds; 
 

(4) preserving specific portions of the site in an undisturbed, natural state in order to maintain 
their representative ecological integrity; and 

 
(5) the Regional District is indemnified of any liability associated with the use of land as a 

firearms practice range. 
 
Despite staff and Gun Club members’ efforts, a land use agreement has not yet been finalized.  
Recently, the Gun Club expressed willingness to complete the agreement, as its licence of 
occupation is coming up for renewal.  Given the length of time since the rezoning, this report 
recaps the draft terms of the land use agreement. 
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Staff Report to Planning & Development Committee – September 12th, 2013 Page 2 of 2 
Regarding Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.94 
(Sunshine Coast Rod & Gun Club) 
   
 

 
 

DISCUSSION: 
 
Typically, as part of the rezoning process, land use agreements are executed as covenants on 
title.  However, in this case, the subject property is Crown land and there is no land title on 
which to register a covenant.  Nevertheless, a land use agreement is still possible and, once 
executed, a copy may be forwarded to the Crown land tenure authority (Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural Resource Operations). 
 
As originally requested, the applicant is expected to submit a drainage plan for the southern 
portion of the site prior to executing the agreement.  Staff and Gun Club representatives 
recently finalized a map appendix identifying specific bio-geoclimatic zones, which are to be 
preserved in a natural, undisturbed state.   
 
The agreement could be executed following legal counsel review. 
 
 
 

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

 

THIS AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is made as of ______________, 2013. 

BETWEEN: Sunshine Coast Rod & Gun Club, a society incorporated under the Society Act.  

(hereinafter referred to as the “Club”) 

AND: 

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT, with its office at 
1975 Field Road, Sechelt B.C. V0N 3A0. 

(hereinafter referred to as the “SCRD”) 

WHEREAS: 

A. The Club has a licence of occupation to the lands herein described as follows: 

Legal Description: Parts of District Lots 4076, 4077 and 4078, together with that 
parcel or tract of land in the vicinity of District Lot 2461, Group 1, 
New Westminster District, containing 24.51 hectares, more or less 

(hereinafter referred to as the "Lands")  

B. NOW THEREFORE in consideration of the premises set out herein and the sum of TEN 
DOLLARS ($10.00) now paid by the SCRD to the Club, the receipt and sufficiency of 
which is hereby acknowledged, and other good and valuable consideration. 

1. The Club hereby agrees: 
 

(a) to adhere to recommendations and mitigating measures outlined in the reports 
prepared by Carson Land Resource Management Ltd., dated November 4, 2004, and 
Delstone Resources, dated March 13, 2005 and addendum report assessing 
geotechnical/hydro geological and environmental aspects of the Lands, respectively 
attached and forming part of this Agreement as Appendices  ‘A’ and ‘B’; 

 
(b) to use the Lands for discharging firearms conditionally upon meeting or exceeding 

specific best practices and standards for lead-shot recovery, including US 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines attached and forming part of this 
Agreement as Appendix ‘C’; 

 
(c) to adhere to the attached drainage plan prepared by ____________ dated _______, 

2013, respecting the southern portion of the site in order to ensure that no 
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contaminants enter into the Chapman Creek and Husdon Creek watersheds, attached 
and forming part of this Agreement as Appendix ‘D’ (TO BE SUBMITTED); 

 
(d) to ecologically preserve and maintain in an undisturbed, natural state those 

representative portions of the Lands,  as denoted as ecological areas CWH dm 02,  
CWHdm02(03) and CWHdm05-07 on the map attached and forming part of this 
Agreement as Appendix ‘E’; 

 
(e) to release and forever discharge the SCRD and its officers,  employees, agents and 

elected officials from and against any and all  manner of actions, causes of action, 
debts, demands, suits, claims for compensation and costs ("Claims") which the Club 
now or any time thereafter may have; and 

 
(f) to indemnify and save the SCRD and its officers, employees, agents and elected 

officials harmless from and against any and all Claims by reason of, or in any way 
connected to, any loss or damage to persons, including death, or property, caused or 
contributed to directly or indirectly by slipping, sloughing, sliding or subsidence of 
land due to unpredictable or uneven settlement, settlement of buildings or 
improvements or loss of land by erosion or other means on the Lands caused by, or in 
any way connected with, the development, operation or maintenance of a firearms 
shooting range and auxiliary uses on the Lands. 

 
2 This Agreement runs with the Lands and inures to the benefit of and is binding on the parties 

hereto and their respective successors and assigns. 

3. Wherever the singular or masculine are used in this Agreement, the same shall be deemed to 
include the plural, the feminine, the body politic or corporate as the context or the parties so 
require; all references to each party hereto shall include the heirs, executors, administrators, 
successors, assigns, officers employees or agents of that party. 

4. This agreement shall enure to the benefit of and be binding upon the parties hereto and upon 
their respective successors and assigns; and if any section subsection, sentence, clause or 
phrase of the Agreement is for any reason held to be invalid by the decision of a Court of 
competent jurisdiction, the invalid portion shall be severed and the decision that it is invalid 
shall not affect the validity of the remainder. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto hereby acknowledge that this agreement 
has been duly executed and delivered by the parties executing this agreement. 
 

For SUNSHINE COAST ROD & GUN CLUB: 

______________________________ 
Authorized Representative 

_______________________________ 
Print Name and Office 

___________________, 2013 
Date 

 

For SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT: 

_______________________________ 
Authorized Representative 

_______________________________ 
Print Name and Office 

___________________, 2013 
Date 
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Carson Land Resources MgL. Lti
1861 Lower Road, Roberts Creek, B.C. VON2W6

ph: 604 886 3282 e mail: brian_carson@dccuet.com
Geotechnical /Hydrological Assessment

of a Portion of Lots 4076,4077 and 4078.
Sunshine Coast Regional District, B.C.

Submitted to
Sunshine Coast Rod and Gun aub.

November 4, 2004
By

Brian Carson, P.Geo.

L INTRODUCUON
On November 3, 2004, Brian Carson, P.Geo. of Carson Land Resources Mgt. Ltd. visited
the site of the proposed Rod and Gun Club facility with member, Fred Gazeley. The
purpose of the inspection was to ascertain the property’s geotechnical and hydrological
suitability for use as a gun club fhcility and assess potential for influencing downstream
surface and subsurface water quality and timing of flows.

The property encompasses a total area of26 hectares. The proposed development, as
shown on Figures 1 and 2, would include 3 shooting ranges, associated shelters, access
roads and paths, parking and eventually a permanent building to act as a clubhouse.

IL METHODOLOGY
1. The following material was reviewed.
• 1:5,000 scale map enlarged from forest cover map of area showing the location of the

property.
• Aerial photographs 30BCC94145 # Nos. 106 and 107. These photographs were

viewed stereoscopically to determine the basic landform and drainage features of the
property and how they related to adjacent road and natural drainages in the area.

2. Mr. Carson and Mr. Gazeley drove all the roads that had been constructed and walked
to the southern border of the property. Weather was clear and visibility was good
over the 1 and 1/2 hours spent on site.

3. The consultant has worked extensively on slope stability and water quality issues
associated with land development, both in Wilson! Husdon Creek Catchment and in
the adjacent Chapman Creek Watershed. He has extensive experience dealing with
land management, surficial materials and how changes in use might affect local
surface and ground water conditions. The nature of surficial materials was evident as
a result of the recent road construction. No test holes were dug on site during the visit
but the consultant has viewed deep excavations in the neighborhood of the property
and is familiar with local surficial materials.

Carson Land Resources Management Ltd
APPENDIX 'A'110



Carson Land Resources Mgt. Ltd.
1861 Lower Road. Roberts Creek, B.C. VON2W6

ph: 604 886 3282 e mail: brian_carsondccnet.com
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Carson Land Resources Management Ltd 2
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Carson Land Resources Mgi Ltd.
1861 Lower Road, Roberts Creek, B.C. VON2W6

ph: 604 886 3282 e mail: brian_carson@dccnet.comIlL RESULTS
1. The property is made up ofa portion ofLots 4076,4077 and 4078 totaling 26hectares. The land has a very gentle slope to the south averaging 2%. There are localareas ofalmost flat ground and adjacent to old glacial fluvial terrace incisions someshort escarpments of40 to 55 %. The surficial geology includes an almost universalblanket ofdeep glacial fluvial materials. This material is coarse textured, consistingof a matrix of medium to fine sands and a variable portion of rounded gravel andcobble size fractions.

2. The soils are dominated by Humo Ferric Podsols which indicates the landscape isstable, well drained and has supported a conifer forest under a moist temperateclimatic regime.

3. At depth, (ito 3 meters) in some areas, a compacted, impervious paleo- surface ofolder aged glacio fluvial materials occurs.

4. Infiltration and permeability of glacio-fluvial materials such as found here aregenerally high to rapid, with pockets of moderate to slow permeability as a result ofcompacted and or cemented subsurlce horizons. Where a subsurface pan is met,infiltrating water is held up and, depending on the extent, concavity and strength ofthe pan, accounts for the obvious changes in forest cover. Where the pan is absent thesoils are very droughthy so a stand of lodgepole pine predominates. As thecompacted pan increases its efficiency of holding up water the forest increases inproductivity as more moisture is available for summer growth.

5. Neither fine textured basal tills nor bedrock was observed anywhere on the property.
6. There are no natural permanent streams on the property.

7. The property shows very little natural surface drainage expression and, where it does,it is as a result ofpaleo- flooding immediately post glaciation. Two such paleodrainages are cut into the southern portion ofthe property. The lack of any definedsediment bearing channel indicated that these drainage rarely experience any surfaceflow at all. These paleo-drainages are connected to Husdon Creek which flowsthrough the adjacent regenerating forest stand to the south.

8. While there are some small areas ofmid winter ponding as a result of the presence ofa subsurface compacted pan, most of the property is freely drained and almost allprecipitation falling on the property eventually percolates down to glacial till orbedrock layer that is likely greater than 5 meters deep. Once water reaches this layer,it creates a perched water table and most likely flows slowly to the south.

9. On portions of the property that were developed with road and parking facilities somesurface water concentration was noted. At present, the disturbances are small enoughthat all such concentrated flow is reabsorbed into the natural forest floor downslope.

Carson LandResources Management Ltd. 3
APPENDIX 'A'112
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Carson Land Resources Mgt. Ltd.
1861 Lower Road, Roberts Creek, B.C. VON2W6

ph: 604 886 3282 e mail: brian_carson@dccnetcom

lv. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS1. The property appears to be ideal for the use intended, considering geotechnical andhydrological characteristics. There is virtually no opportunity for a well designed andmaintained gun club facility to result in contamination or change in flow of eithersurface water or ground water that might eventually reach Husdon Creek. There is nopossibility of any excess surface water ever reaching Chapman Creek, the RegionalDistrict’s Water Supply without major alteration of existing drainage.

2. There are no observable natural geotechnical hazards threatening the site norapparent hazards likely resulting from the proposed development of the property.
3. Any concentrated storm drainage resulting from further development on the propertyparticularly on the southern portion ofthe property should be minimized bymaintaining the high natural surface infiltration on the property and minimizing anyrerouting and concentration of subsurface water by road ditches or other linealexcavations. During the construction phase of the future skeet and trap facility astorm water! sediment management plan should be followed.

4. There are no problems for the eventual design and development a single septic tankdrainage field or building construction.

5. The primary contamination concern ofthe general public is associated with lead.Provided the club adheres to stringent rules for location and management of shootingtargets and their backstops and a means for collection ofused slugs and their safedisposal, there is virtually no risk of contamination of surface or ground water.

We trust that the contents ofthis report meet your requirements. If you have anyquestions or concerns, please contact us at any time.

Yours truly,

Carson Land Resources Management Ltd.

44%r—
*5j

Brian Carson, P.Geo.
Roberts Creek, B C

Carson LandResources Management Ltci 4APPENDIX 'A'113



Environmental Assessment
Portions of Distriót Lots 2461,4076,4077 & -._ - -

described by Land Water BC License of Occupation
No. 238223

March 13, 2005

Prepared by:

Sunshine Coast Rod & Gun Club Society
P0 Box 377
Secheft, BC, VON 3A0

Mr. David Elstone, RPF

DELSTONE RESOURCES
3594 Beach Avenue
Roberts Creek, BC
VON 7W2

Telephone: 604-740-2814
Email: delstone@dccnet.com

SCD
RECEIVED

JUN 2? 2E

jDIV1S!DN

Prepared for Mr. Fred Gazeley
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Environmental Assessment: Sunshine Coast Rod and Gun Club Society March 13, 2005

1.0 Introduction
This environmental assessmenf report has been prepared on the behalf of the Sunshine Coast Rod &
Gun Club Society (SCRGCS) in response to the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s file letter no.
310.94, dated June 24th, 2004. The Regional District’s letter stated that as part of the SCRGCS’s
application for the re-zoning bylaw amendment for portions of District Lots 2461, 4076, 4077 and
4078 that an environmental assessment be supplied in order to process the application.

SCRGCS approached Mr. David Elstone, RPF, to prepare the environment assessment as a qualified
professionaL given Mr. Elstone’s professional designation as a registered professional forester in
good standing with the Association of BC Forest Professionals and as one with experience in
describing, classifying and managing natural environs. Mr. Elstone, RPF, prepared this
environmental assessment on a pro bono basis for the SCRGS.

District Lots 2461, 4076, 4077 and 4078 are Crown Land within the by-law zoning influence of the
Sunshine Coast Regional District. The District Lots are physically located near the District of Sechelt,
straddling the boundaries of the Chapman Creek Watershed and the Husdon Creek Watershed.
Access is via the Sechelt-Wilson Forest Service Road. For the purposes of this report, the portions of
District Lots 2461, 4076, 4077 and 4078 associated with the SCRGCS will henceforth be referred
to as the ‘site’. The area of the site is approximately 26.1 hectares.

As per the SCRD’s letter, this environmental assessment provides detailed information and opinions
relating to the proposed use of the site, site topography, soil conditions, hydrology, riparian areas,
and habitat. In addition there are recommendations for protecting existing riparian areas.
Recommendations for prevention of lead shot accumulating into surface and ground water as well
as addition commentary on soils and hydrology høve been supplied within a separate report by a
different author.

2.0 Site Use

Proposed Use of Site
It’s the understanding of the author that the current zoning of District Lots 2461, 4076, 4077 and
4078 does not permit the establishment of outdoor structures that the SCRGCS would like to
develop. The current development of the site includes a soil-based access road, a soil based
parking lot, a rifle range with sand traps and an under-construction pistol range. The property is
gated at the entrance.

Under the proposed amended re-zoning bylaw, SCRGCS would like to construct outdoor facilities to
enhance the quality of the facilities offered. Items to be constructed might include but not be limited
to the construction of a skeet and trap range, a clubhouse, nature trails, an outdoor training area
and shooting shelters. This environmental assessment has been prepared within the context of the
proposed development.

Previous Human Use and Historical Disturbance
Previous human use is shown on Map 1 in the Appendix. From walking the site, it appears that a
forest fire was a major cause of disturbance and reason for the current forest cover for a majority of
the site. The occasional charred stump, a distinct ash layer at the top of the mineral soil horizon
profile and the predominance of Pinus contorta var. contorfa (Lodgepole Pine) are indicators of a fire

- Page 1 -
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Environmental Assessment: Sunshine Coast Rod and Gun Club Society March 13, 2005

history. Given P. contorto’s regeneration strategy of releasing seed from its cones generally after
intense heat such as from fire, and the profuse regeneration that this strategy is known to produce,
the current abundant presence of Pinus on the site is a probable indicator that forest fire was part of
this ecosystem. Determining the frequency of fire would be difficult, but depending on the specific
ecosystem, typically coastal environments may be subject to widespread fires possibly every 200 to
800 years. A recently cut Pinus stump shows the tree to be approximately 142 years old, suggesting
the last forest fire in this area occurred approximately 145 years ago plus or minus a few years. The
cause of the forest fire being human or natural is unknown.

It will be discussed later that Pinus is also prevalent on this site due to the very dry soil conditions of
the site.

In addition to ffre, humans hove also used sections of the site for past timber harvesting. The
southern portions of the site include old cut stumps and old skid trails. The abundance of the cut
stumps indicates that clearcut harvesting was the past siMcultural system employed.

The author has not conducted a review of historical First Nations use. The site is within the
traditional territory of the Sechelt First Nation.

Current Use
The site is currently under lease with a license of occupation from Land Water BC. The site has been
prepared for the intended use as a gun range. The area surrounding the site has been used
predominantly for timber management. Recreational use and non-timber botanical products
collection are possible other uses for the area. There is private land along the northern boundary of
the site. To the south of the site there is a plantation of young conifers. To the west was an old
grovel mine.

The site is partially within the provincially designated Community Watershed, the ‘Chapman Creek
Community Watershed’. This watershed supplies most of the residents of the Sunshine Coast with
potable water. It should be clearly noted that the site is located downstream of the current water
intake of the SCRD’s water collection system on Chapman Creek.

3.0 Site Description

Aspect and Topography
The aspect of the site varies from flat to ever so slightly south facing. Surface water draining off of
the site leaves the site along the southern boundary and then eventually drains into the Husdon
Creek watershed.

Soils
The site’s parent material soils are glaciomarine materials1,consisting of beach sands and gravel
that were produce by wave action during high sea-levels at the end of the last glaciation. These soils
are characteristically well drained.2

Valentine, K.W.G, P.N. Sprout, T.E. Baker and L.M. Lovkulich. 1 986. The Soil Landscapes of Britfsh Columbia.Ministry of Environment. Analysis Branch. Victoria, B.C.
2 Ibid

- Page 2-
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Environmental Assessment: Sunshine Coast Rod and Gun Club Society March 13, 2005

The landform the site is situated is the coastal plain3,a Iandform characterized by flat or gentle
rolling slopes.

The site is located within the coast mountain and islands physiographic region4

The predominant soil texture(s) encountered throughout the site by digging sample soil pits were
sands (S) to loamy (SL).

Hydrology and Riparian Areas
There are no perennial watercourses flowing through the site.

There is the very beginning of on incised ephemeral channel in the very southeast corner of the
leased portion District Lot 4078. This watercourse is identified as ‘Stream 1’ and is shown on the
site mop within the Appendix. Stream 1 begins inside the site boundary about 1 0-rn. The channel
drains out of the property and most likely into Husdon Creek further downstream; although this is
unconfirmed. Stream 1 is not fish bearing, only receiving water flow during heavy periods of
precipitation and is ‘bone’ dry at all ather times. Stream 1 would be classified as per the Forest and
Range Act of British Columbia as ‘56’. The riparian vegetation of Stream 1 is the same as proximal
vegetation cover.

Stream 1 is shown within the Habitat Atlas.

Husdon Creek has water licenses downstream.

There is overland flow noted between the access road within the District Lot 4078 portion of the site.
The flow is concentrated to old skid trails and ends as it encounters depressions along the road of
the main rifle range.

There are no watercourses from the site that flows into the Chapman Creek Watershed.

There is a low depression in the southwest corner of District Lot 4078. There is no watercourse
within this depression. This area is a receiving site and was noted for having wet soils.

Ecosystem Description and Mapping
Five sample plots were established to gather field data on soils and vegetation cover. This field data
was used to identify the site (ecosystem) classifications of the site. Plot location are shown on the
map within the Appendices. Procedures used for field data collection and site classification followed
those contained within ‘A Field Guide for Site Identification and Interpretation for the Vancouver
Forest Region’5

Ibid
Ibid
Green, R.N. and K. Klinka. 1 994. A Field Guide for Site Identification and Interpretation for the Vancouver

Forest Region. Ministry of Forests, Victoria, B.C., Land Management Handbook. No. 28.

- Page 3-
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Environmental Assessment: Sunshine Coast Rod and Gun Club Society March 13, 2005

Table 1. Summary of Indicator Vegetation (Understorev) Data Recorded Per Plot
P’ot Species Latin

Polystichurn munitium
Diyopteris expanse
Lysichitum americonum
Hypnum subimponens
Gaultherio shallon
Vaccinium parvifolium
Pseudotsuga menziesii
Thula plicata
Alnus rubra
Mahonia nervosa
Kindbergia oregano
Pseudotsuga menziesii
Thula plicata
Tsuga heterophylla
Polystichum munitium
Dryopteris expanse
Thula plicata
Tsua heterophylla

2

3

Species Common
sword fern
spiny wood fern
skunk cabbage
curly hypnum
Salal
Huckleberry
Doug las-fir
western redcedor
red alder
dull Oregon grope
Oregon beaked moss
Douglas-fir
western redcedar
western hemlock
sword fern
spiny wood fern
western redcedar
western hemlock
Various moss sea.

% Cover
40
10

*

*

*

70
20**

10
<1
<1
70

20**

40
10

20**

*

4 Gaultheria shaion Salal *

Kindbergia oregana Oregon beaked moss < 1
Muhonia nervoso dull Oregon grape < 1
Vaccinium pa,vifolium Huckleberry *

Hylocomium splendens step moss 100
Pteridium acquilinum bracken fern < 1
Rhytidiadelphus triguelrus Electrified cat’s-tail moss < 10
Thula plicata western redcedor

5 Gaultheria shallon Salal *

Voccinium pariifolium Huckleberry *

Pteriditjm acquilinum bracken fern < 1
Hylocomium splendens step moss 100
Thuja plicata western redcedar
Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 70

Not‘Vegetation growing on coarse wood debris or elevated woody debris such fallen trees.
indicative of the moisture ar nutrient regime of the soil.
Trees species found within the understorey.
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Table 2. Summary of Forest Cover (Overstorey Vegetation) Data Recorded Per Plot
Plot Spedes Latin Spedes Common % Distribution Estimate of Crown

by Volume Height Class’
1 Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 70 35-40-rn D

Thua plicata western redcedor 20 - CD-S
Alnus rubra red alder 10 - CD

2 Pseudolsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 70 50-rn D-CD
Tsuga heterophylla western hemlock 30 CD-I

3 Thufti plicafa western redcedar 50 <30-rn CD-I
Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 45 <30-rn CD
Alnus rubra red alder 5 40-rn D

4 Pinus contorft] var contorto Shore pine 50 20-25-rn CD-D
Thuja plicata western redcedar 20 -

Pseudoisuga menziesii Douglas-fir 20 25-30-rn D
Tsuga heterophylla western hemlock 10 - I-S

5 Pin us contorto var conforki Shore pine 90 - D
Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 10 - CD-I

*Crown Classes —0 — dominant layer; CD — co-dominant layer; I — intermediate layer; S — suppressed layer.

CWH - Coastal Western Hemlock
dm — Dry Maritime

Table 4. Summary of Site Physical Aifributes Recorded Per Plot
Plot Humus Layer Soil Texture

Plant Communities
— Cedar, Fir, Alder — Skunk cabbage

This area is situated in a depression and is a nutrient and moisture receiving site. Variable water
tables, with a small area of standing water in summer are indicated by the presence of skunk
cabbage. The forest canopy is heterogeneous with a mixed conifer deciduous canopy. The diversity

Table 3. Derived Ecosystem Classification (Site Identification) and Plant Communities Represented
by each Plot.
Plot Biogeoclimatic BGC Soil Moisture Regime Soil Nutrient Site Site Association

(BGC) Zone’ Subzone” Regime Series
I CWH dm Fresh to Moist Rich 05-07 (Cedar-Swordfem) —

(Hemlock/Cedar — Deerfem)
2 CWH Dm Slightly Dry Mediurn 01 Hernlock — Flat moss
3 CWH Dm Slightly Dry Rich 05 Cedar — Sword fern
4 CWH Drn Very Dry to Poor to 02(03) Fir/Pine — Clad ma

Modeately Dry Medium (Fir/Hemlock-Salal)
5 CWH Dm Very Dry Very Poor 02 Fir/Pine - Cladina

No CWH Dm Slightly Dry / Poor 01/03 Hemlock— Flat moss /
plot Moderately Dry Fir/Hemlock — Salal

Coarse Slope Asped
Fragments Gradient

1 Moder/Mull Sand-Loamy Gravel particles 25% 5 SE
Sand

2 Mar Loamy Sand Ae/Ash layer, gravel 25% 0 S
particles

3 Moder Loamy Sand Ash layer 10% 2 S
4 Mor Loamy Sand Ash layer 20% 2 S
5 Mar Loamy Sand Ae/Ash layer 40% 4 S
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in the overstorey offers an abundance of habitat. Pileated woodpecker use of dead red older trees
was observed. This is a productive site in terms of growing timber as well in its relative ability to offer
various forms of habitat and plant species. The plant community present is in part due to the past
logging of this area as indicated by old stumps found throughout. The stand age was measured to
be approximately 50 years. Red alder is nearing its climax age and will soon begin to decline.
Understorey western cedar and other light seeking plant species will quickly in fill gaps in the canopy
created by the withdrawal of alder. Overstorey light reaches the forest floor as indicated by the
relatively well-developed understorey vegetation layer.

II — Fir/Hemlock
This area interestingly does not appear to contain any old logged stumps. Fire scars and an ash
layer at the top of the mineral soil horizon indicate the area had experienced fire. The stand age
was measured to be approximately 100 years. Within the overstorey canopy there are multiple
layers as a result of the tall dominant Douglas-fir trees. This variable canopy offers a diversity of
habitat within the canopy. Low light levels persist below the overstorey as indicated by the lack of
understorey vegetation.

Ill — Cedar Fir Alder
The plant community present is in part due to the past logging of this area as indicated by old
stumps found throughout. The stand age was measured to be approximately 50 years. Rçd alder is
nearing its climax age will soon begin secenesing. This area is regarded a more homogenous area
than area I. Fire scars were observed on old stumps as well as an ash layer was found at the top of
the mineral soil horizon.
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IV - Pine Fir Cedar Hemlock
There is a diversity of tree species in the canopy. The stand age was measured to be approximately142 years. Homogenous coniferous canopy with low light levels reaching the forest floor. Ahomogenous understorey vegetation as indicated by the predominance of moss cover.

V - Pine Fir Said
Very slow growing and low productivity in temis of timber production. This plant community has arelatively very homogenous canopy and understorey. Many woody plant species of vegetationassociated with this dry and poor nutrient site. Pinus is a lead indicator the edafopic conditions ofthis site. Area V is the most abundance plant community within the site.

VI - Hemlock Cedar Stepmoss
Slow growing and low productivity in terms of timber production. Relatively homogenous canopyand understorey.

No picture
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4.0 Documented Site Issues

An online review of documented information associated with site was conducted by visiting theSunshine Coast Habitat Atlas ønd the Ministry of Sustaincible Resource Management’s ConservationData Centre (CDC) websites. There are no highlighted polygons for the ‘Lands for Nature’ mappingwithin the site. Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory mapping conducted by Environment Canada and theCDC, January 2004, shows no identified polygons within the boundaries of the site. The CDC’s‘Terrestial Info Mapping Service’ revealed no known locations of species and natural plantcommunities at risk.

5.0 Impact Statements and Management Recommendations

The site is not within an area designated for environmental and habitat concerns.

No rare plant communities or species at risk were found during the visits to the site.6 It should benoted Mr. Elstone did not visit the site during oil four seasons, at which various species may bevisible within the site temporally during a particular season.

Probably the most valuable feature in terms of biodiversity and habitat is that within the 26 ha sitethere is a diversity of plant communities. Each plant community unto itself is not unique as there arerelatively abundant similar plant communities throughout coastal British Columbia. In managing thissite for the intended purpose, retaining representative portions of each community would allow thesite to be able to continue to offer a diversity of natural habitats. To what percentage or measureeach plant community should be retained is an arguable point given the surrounding Crown Landsare being managed to a natural state as well. Ergo logging may occur on adjacent Crown Landsbut this disturbance is no different from what most of the site has already experienced in terms ofpast logging.

Development of the site in terms of a new skeet and trap range or club house will result in theremoval of portions of the present plant communities. Construction of shooting shelters on theexisting range will have no impact to the current natural state of the site given that the range hasalready been constructed and shooting shelters are to be placed within the range. Development oftrails and outdoor training areas will have a low impact on the site should standard mitigationprocedures be employed.

It is recommended that plant community I - Cedar, Fir, Alder — Skunk cabbage undergo the leastamount of future human disturbance given its wet soils and productive habitat. Development tooccur in this area should be limited to trails and nature interpretation purposes.

Although no species at risk were noted during the field visits to the site, in maintaining therepresentative plant communities, allows for the ingress of these sites in future. Possible species atrisk that have been documented to be within the CWH dm ecosystem7might include Ardea herodios

6 Proulx, G., D. Bemier, J.M. Heron, K.A. Paige. 2003. A Field Guide to Species at Risk in the Coast ForestRegion of British Columbia. International Forest Products Limited and Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection,Victoria, B.C.
Ibid
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(Great blue heron), Accipler gentiles laingi (“Queen Charlotte” goshawk), Melaneipes lewis (Lewis’swoodpecker) and Myotis keenii (Keen’s long-eared myotis). Should nesting sites be discoveredduring future development, identification of the species associated with the nests should be doneprior to further disturbance and the appropriate action be taken.

Maintaining natural vegetation screens wherever possible will serve to dampen noise from range useas well as provide additional protection for human safety in terms of stray munitions.

The SCRGCS should if not already done, prepare a forest fire prevention and suppressionmanagement plan given the dry conditions of the site. The plan should contain provisions forrestrictions of use during high or extreme forest fire conditions, and a list of fire suppressionresources and contacts.
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DELSTONb RESOURCES
EMAIL: delstone@dccnef.com

October4, 2005

Sunshine Coast Rod & Gun Club Society
POBox377
Sechelt, BC, VON 3A0

Attention: Mr. Fred Gazeley

RE: Addendum to the report ‘EnvironmentalAssessment, Portions ofDistrict Lots 2461, 4076,4077 & 4078 asdescribed by Land Water BC License OfOccupation No. 238223, March 13,2005’

Dear Mr. Gazeley:

After a recent discussion with the Sunshine Coast Regional District planning staff requesting a missingmap, I decided to review my report titled as per the above. In doing so, I have come across someinformation that would alter the content of the report and require the addition of one morerecommendation.

In reference to the Ministry of Environment’s Conservation Data Centre’s BC Species and EcosystemExplorer program, the following new information was noted in regards to the found plant communitiesand their provincial Conservation Status Rank as prepared by the Conservation Data Centre:

Potential Ecological Communities Found
Biogeoclimati BGC Site Site Association Conservation Status Rank*
c (BGC) Zone Subzone Series

CWH dm 05—07 (Cedar—Swordfern) - Blue
(Hemlock/Cedar -

Dee rfe rn)
CWH Dm 01 Hemlock - Flat moss Blue
CWH Dm 05 Cedar - Sword fern Blue
CWH Dm 02(03 Fir/Pine - Cladina Red (Blue)

) (Fir/Hemlock—Salal)
CWH Dm 02 Fir/Pine - Cladina Red
CWH Dm 01 /03 Hemlock - Flat moss / Blue

Fir/Hemlock — Salal

*New information
For your information, the Conservation Data Centre provides this ranking for the purpose of:
“To provide a list of species for consideration for more formal designation as Endangered orThreatened, either provincially under the British Columbia Wildlife Act, or nationally by the Committeeon the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC).

To help inform setting conservation priorities for species/ecological communities considered at risk inBritish Columbia.”

CONSULTANTS TO BUS/NESS AND THE ENVIRONMENT
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Chapter Ill:
Best Management Practices
(BMPs) For Outdoor Ranges

3.0 Background I
To operate an outdoor range that is
environmentally protective requires
implementing an integrated lead management
program, which incorporates a variety of
appropriate BMPs. These BMPs create a four
step approach to lead management:

Step I - Control and contain lead bullets
and bullet fragments
Step 2 - Prevent migration of lead to the
subsurface and surrounding surface
water bodies
Step 3- Remove the lead from the range
and recycle
Step 4 - Documenting activities and
keeping records

An effective lead management program requires
implementing and evaluating BMPs from each
of the four steps identified above and illustrated
as Figure 3-1. The BMPs discussed in Sections
3.1 and 3.2 should not be considered
alternatives to lead reclamation, but rather

Sp1 Sp2

practices that should be followed between lead
reclamation events.

It is important to note that the cost and
complexity of these BMPs vary significantly. It is
your range’s individual characteristics that
will determine which BMPs should be
implemented. The specific BMPs are described
more fully below.

3.1 Bullet and Shot Containment
Techniques (Step 1)

3.1.1 Bullet Containment

I
Knowing where spent lead is allows the
appropriate BMP to be used. The single
most effective BMP for managing lead in
these areas is by bullet containment.
Ownersloperators should employ a
containment system that allows for the
maximum containment of lead on-site. The
containment systems mentioned in this section
are for reference only. Each containment design
for a range is site specific. Each owner/operator
must look at the various factors in determining
which containment system is best for his or her
range. Some factors include: overhead, cost of
installation, maintenance (e.g., creation of lead
dust from steel containment systems). Range
owner/operators should consult with various
contractors to determine which containment
system is best for their range.

-
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Figure 3-1 —4 Steps to Build a Successful Lead Management Program Utilizing a Variety of BMPs
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This section discusses BMPs for controlling
spent lead bullets and fragments in a
“controlled” and well-defined area behind the
target area. Containing bullets and bullet
fragments is critical to successfully managing
lead.

There are a variety of containment device
options available that serve as BMPs to control
lead. The principle behind all of them is trapping
and containing the actual bullet. They include:

Earthen Berms and Backstops
Sand Traps
Steel Traps
Lamella or Rubber Granule Traps

For each type of trap, design variations have
been developed to fit the specific needs of an
individual range. Below are discussions of each
general category of trap. Some bullet
containment devices are so comprehensive that
they virtually eliminate lead’s contact with the
environment.

However, it is important to discuss all types of
bullet containment devices because they are
part of comprehensive BMPs for managing lead
at rifle and pistol ranges.

EPA does not endorse any bullet containment
design as being “better’ than another. Different
containment designs attempt to eliminate lead’s
contact with the environment, however,
additional BMPs may be required for lead
management.

EPA recommends that you discuss your
range’s bullet containment needs with a
variety of vendors before deciding what type
of containment device to use. This manual
does identify the possible advantages and
disadvantages associated with each
containment device in Table 3-1, at the back of
this chapter.

Earthen Berms and Backstops

Perhaps the most common bullet containment
system at rifle and pistol ranges is the earthen
backstop (earthen material, i.e., sand, soil, etc.,

which is located directly behind the targets).
The earthen backstop is generally between 15
and 20 feet high with a recommended slope as
steep as possible1. In many instances,
backstops may be naturally occurring hillsides.
When using an earthen berm or backstop,
ensure that the uppermost layer (to a depth of
one to two feet) exposed to the shooting activity
is free of large rocks and other debris. These
materials tend to increase ricochet and bullet
fragmentation, which will, in turn, make lead
reclamation activities more difficult, not to
mention possible safety issues.

Removal of lead from earthen backstops may
require lengthy reclamation (see Section 3.3) of
the soil to remove the lead. Continued use of
the backstop without removing the lead may
result in increased ricochet of bullets and
fragments. In addition, the backstop may lose
its slope integrity because of “impact pockets”
that develop. Once the lead has been removed
from the earthen backstop, the soil can be
placed back on the range and used again.
Adding lime and phosphate during the rebuilding
process is recommended as appropriate (see
Section 3.2). However, other bullet containment
techniques, including those listed below, should
be considered prior to reestablishing an earthen
backstop.

Sand Traps

A variation of the earthen backstop is the sand
trap. Sand traps range from those that are
simply mounds of sand or soil located directly
behind the bullet targets, which serve as
backstops to a sand trap that employs a system
designed to contain, collect and control lead and
contact water. This sand trap uses a grade of
sand that is ballistically acceptable. Regular
maintenance must be performed to remove
larger particles (bullets) from the impact area.
These traps are placed so that bullets fired
across the range pass through the targets and
become embedded in the sand. These traps
are typically 15 to 20 feet high with a slope as
steep as possible. The most important design

1. National Rifle Association, “The NRA Range Source Book:
A Guide to Planning and Construction,” June 1998
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criteria for these traps is that the uppermost
layer (to a depth of I to 2 feet) be free of large
rocks and other debris to reduce ricochet and
bullet fragmentation, and to facilitate reclamation
efforts. There may also be an impermeable
layer (e.g., clay or liner) under the sand to
prevent lead from contacting the soil underlaying
the trap.

Sand traps come in various designs and levels
of complexity. The sand trap may be ballistic
grade sand-contained in-ahigh backstop, or-a -

more complex “Pit and Plate” system. The Pit
-= and Plate system uses an angled, steel - -

deflection plate cover that helps to direct bullets
and bullet fragments to the top layer of sand
only. Some of the more sophisticated sand
traps incorporate lead recovery devices.
However, the Pit and Plate may increase the
surface-to-mass ratio of the bullet splatter and,
therefore, may increase environmental risk of
lead migration.

Regardless of the type of sand trap that is used,
the traps become saturated with bullets/bullet
fragments. Once this happens, the sand must
be sifted (see Section 3.3) to remove the bullets.
The recovered bullets can then be sold to a lead
recycler (this is discussed in more detail later in
the chapter). After sifting, the sand can be
returned to the trap. Continued use of the trap,
without removing the lead, may result in an
increased risk of ricocheting off the backstop
and thus creating an increased safety hazard.
Furthermore, the sand trap will become unstable
over time. Sand traps may be located over an
impermeable liner, to prevent lead from
contacting soil underlying the trap. This will
provide additional protection to soil and
groundwater.

Steel Traps

spent lead can easily be reclaimed for recycling.

With some steel traps, expended lead bullets
may not come in direct contact with soils,
thereby possibly minimizing lead’s contact with
the environment. Consequently, the need for
other BMPs (e.g., lime spreading, and/or
engineering controls), such as those required at
ranges with unlined earthen backstops or
unlined sand traps, may be avoided if this trap
design is selected for the range’s bullet

--containmentdevice: lnaddition,bulletremoval
is somewhat easier then a sand trap, and may
only require emptying the bucket or tray
containing the bullets and/or bullet fragments.
However, an increase of lead dust and
fragmented lead may be an additional
environmental concern. Therefore,
understanding the amount of lead dust and
fragments is important to a successful lead
management program. Also, some steel trap
designs are not intended for shooting at different
angles, therefore limiting the shooter to shooting
straight on (no action shooting).

As with sand traps, steel traps vary in design
and complexity. For example, the Escalator
Trap has an upward sloping deflection plate that
directs bullets into a spiral containment area at
the top. The Vertical Swirl Trap is a modular,
free standing trap with four steel plates that
funnel the bullets into a vertical aperture in
which they spin, decelerate, and become
trapped in a bullet collection container. The Wet
Passive Bullet Trap is equipped with steel
deflection plates that slope both upward and
downward. The upwardly sloped deflection
plate is covered with an oil/water mixture to help
reduce the occurrence of ricochet and bullet
fragmentation. The bullet follows its own path in
the round deceleration chamber for bullet
recycling.

Steel traps are located directly behind the
targets so that expended bullets, along with
bullet particles, are directed into some form of
deceleration chamber. Once inside the
chamber, the bullets decelerate until the bullets!
bullet particles fall into collection trays at the
bottom of the deceleration chamber. When the
trap is full, or on a more frequent basis, the

Lamella and Rubber Granule Traps

The Lamella Trap uses tightly-hanging, vertical
strips of rubber with a steel backing to stop
bullets. This trap is located directly behind the
targets and, in many cases, the targets may
actually be mounted to the trap. Lead removal
requires mining the bullets from the rubber. The
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Rubber Granule Trap uses shredded rubber
granules, housed between a solid rubber front
and a steel backing, to stop bullets once they
pass through the target. For both traps, the
bullets remain intact, thus eliminating lead dust
and preventing lead and jacket back splatter.
Depending on the design of the rubber trap, the
bullet either remains embedded in the rubber
strip or falls to the bottom of the trap, from which
the bullets are removed for recycling.

These traps, when properly installed, are
intended to increase safety by decreasing the
occurrence of back splatter and eliminating the
introduction of the lead dust into the air and
ground. However, there are several concerns
over their use since they may:

b require additional maintenance;
may present a fire threat under extremely
high volume use (due to heat from friction
created upon bullet impact);
not withstand weather elements over the
long term; and
cause the rubber particles to melt to the lead
bullets - making lead reclamation more
difficult.

Bullet Containment Innovation

Aside from the bullet containment devices
discussed above, there are new designs and
innovations continually being developed. One of
these innovative bullet containment devices is
Shock Absorbing Concrete (SACON). SACON
has been used as a bullet containment device
since the 1980’s and extensively field tested by
the military. SACON has not yet been available
as a backstop material for small arms ranges.
When available for conventional rifle and pistol
ranges, SACON may provide a means to easily
reclaim lead. Additionally, crushed, lead-free
SACON can be recycled (re-casted) after bullet
fragments have been removed by adding it to
other concrete mixtures for use as sidewalks,
curbs, etc.

3.1.2 Shot Containment

Reducing the Shoffall Zone

Unlike rifle and pistol ranges, the area impacted
by lead shot fired at trap, skeet, and sporting
clays ranges is spread out and remains primarily
on the surface. Knowing where spent lead is
allows the appropriate BMP to be used. The
single most effective BMP for managing lead
in these areas is by reducing the shotfall
zones.

Concentrating the lead shot in a smaller area
facilitates lead management by providing a
smaller and more dense area of lead to both
manage in-place and reclaim, thereby making
the management and reclamation process
simpler and more effective. To reduce the
shotfall area at a range, owners/operators may
choose to modify the shooting direction.

Sporting Clays Courses

Technologies have been developed to assist in
reducing the range size of trap and skeet, and
sporting clays facilities. The National Sporting
Clays Association (NSCA) has developed a
Five-Stand Sporting Clays compact course
designed for shooting sporting clay targets. The
targets are directed over a smaller area then in
English Style Sporting Clays (conventional
sporting clays). It was originally designed to be
overlaid on a conventional trap or skeet field and
to be an alternative to English Style Sporting
clays, which covers a much larger area. Another
design, known as the National Rifle Association
(NRA) Clays, is a portable target throwing unit
which concentrates 15 rail-mounted machines
on a two-story flatbed trailer. The NRA has also
developed “compact sporting,” which is
specifically for sporting clay facilities. This
practice alters the angle that the target is thrown
to concentrates the shotfall zone.

Skeet Fields

The typical single skeet field has a shotfall zone
that is fan-shaped. For skeet fields with multiple
stands sided-by-side, the shotfall zones would
overlap creating a shoffall zone that has a
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concentration of shot near the center of the fan.

Trap Fields

One way to reduce the shotfall zone at trap
fields is to build the fields at an angle to one
another. This will make the shape of the
shooting dispersal pattern smaller and more
concentrated. However, if you do decide to
choose this option, be aware of safety issues
when designing the overlapping shotfall zones.

For a range with only one trap field, one way to
minimize the shotfall zone is to keep trap
machines set in as few holes as possible (e.g.,
the number two or three hole setting). This
reduces the area of lead concentration by
limiting the angles for pigeon throwing, and
therefore the area for lead shot fall. However,
when two or more trap fields are positioned side
by side, the shotfall zone will be continuous
regardless of the “hole” setting.

3.2 BMPs to Prevent Lead
Migration (Step 2)

This section discusses BMPs for preventing lead
migration. These BMPs include:

Monitoring and adjusting soil pH
Immobilizing lead
Controlling runoff

These BMPs are important for all outdoor
ranges.

3.2.1 Monitoring and Adjusting Soil pH and
Binding Lead

Lime Addition

The BMP for monitoring and adjusting soil pH is
an important range program that can effect lead
migration. Of particular concern are soils with
low pH values (i.e., acidic conditions), because
lead mobility increases in acidic conditions since
the acid of the soils contributes to the lead break
down. The ideal soil pH value for shooting
ranges is between 6.5 and 8.5. This BMP is
important because many soils in the eastern

United States have pH values lower than 6.2

To determine the pH of your soil, purchase a pH
meter at a lawn and garden center. The pH
meters are relatively inexpensive but valuable
tools in the management of lead at your range.
If the soil pH is determined to be below 6, the
pH should be raised by spreading lime. It is
recommended that the pH be checked
annually.

One way to control lead migration is by
spreading lime around the earthen backstops,
sand traps, trap and skeet shotfall zones,
sporting clays courses and any other areas
where the bullets/shots or lead fragments/dust
accumulate. For example, lead mobilized in
rainwater from the lead that spatters in front of
backstops after bullet impacts can be effectively
controlled by extending a limestone sand layer
out about 15 feet in front of the backstop.
Likewise, spreading lime over the shoffall zone
will help to raise the pH of the very top soil layer
to a pH closer to ideal levels and reduce the
migration potential of lead. This is an easy, low

J cost method. Spreading lime neutralizes the
acidic soils, thus minimizing the potential for the
lead to degrade. Lime can be easily spread by
using a lawn fertilizer drop spreader available at
any lawn and garden center.

Smaller forms of limestone (powdered,
pelletized, and granular) are better suited
because they dissolve and enter the soil more
quickly then larger forms. However, the smaller
the forms of lime must be replenished more
often. Conversely, limestone rock dissolves
more slowly but does not need to be replenished
as often. The larger rock form is better suited
for drainage ditches, where it can decrease lead
mobility by raising the pH of the storm water
runoff.

Another way to control lead migration in earthen
backstops is to break the capillarity within the
base of the backstop. Most porosity in the soil
material used in backstop is of capillary size,

2 National Shooting Sports Foundation, “Environmental
Aspects of Construction and Management of Outdoor Shooting
Ranges,” June 1997
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and, as a result, water is pulled upward into a
capillary fringe within the base of the backstop.
The height to which the water will rise in an
earthen backstop depends on the soil material in
the backstop. Water will rise more then 6-feet in
clay, 3.3-feet in silt, 1.3-feet in fine sand, 5-
inches in coarse sand, and only 2-inches in
gravel.

Lime spreading is an especially important
method for implementing this BMP at sporting
clays ranges where heavily wooded areas are
less accessible to conventional lead removal
equipment. These types of ranges also tend to
have more detritus (e.g., leaves, twigs, etc.) on
the ground, which can increase soil acidity as
they decompose. In these areas, semi-annual
monitoring of the soil pH levels is
suggested.

Spreading bags of 50 pounds (at ranges with
sandy soils) or 100 pounds (at ranges with
clayey soils) per 1,000 square feet of range will
raise the pH approximately one pH unit for a
period of between one and four years,

Additionally, it is important to remember to
monitor the soil pH annually, as the
effectiveness of the lime decreases over time.
Additional routine applications will be necessary
throughout the life span of most ranges.

Phosphate Addition

In addition to lime spreading, another way to
control lead migration is phosphate spreading.
This method is recommended where lead is
widely dispersed in range soils, a range is
closing, or there is a high potential for vertical
lead transport to groundwater (e.g., low soil pH,
shallow water table). Under these
circumstances, range soils may benefit from
phosphate treatment. Unlike lime spreading, the
main purpose of phosphate spreading is not to

Table 3-2 — Calculating Weight of Lime to Increase Soil pH Values*

Current pH 4.0 4.3 4.5 4.8 5.0 5.5 6.0 6.5

Desired pH

5.0-6.0 14 11 8 5 3 - - -

6.5-8.5 - - - 20 17 11 7 -

* Lime requirements stated as pounds of lime! 100 square foot of problem area for clay soils in
temperate climates (i.e., Mid-Atlantic/Northeast US).

respectively. The market price of lime in either
the granular or pelletized form should range
from approximately $2.00 to $4.00 per 50 pound
bag.

Table 3-2 provides information for raising pH
levels of clay soils in temperate climates (i.e.,
Mid-Atlantic/Northeast). Additional information
on the amount of lime to apply may also be

Because of capillarity, the spent bullets may be found on the bags of the purchased lime and/or
in contact with acidic rainwater for a longer from the local lawn and garden center. It should
period of time, hencemoreIead is dissolved. beiioted that if the soil pHis below 4.5, the
Breaking the capillarity by adding a layer of addition of lime may only raise the soil pH to
limestone or gravel to the base of the backstop approximately 5. In this situation, other BMPs
should reduce the rate of deterioration of spent should be used as well. If the soil pH is above
bullets, the erosion of the backstop, and the the ideal range upper value (8.5), do not add
amount of lead going into solution in the water in lime. Adding lime to a soil of this pH could result
the backstop. Also, any lead dissolved should in mobilization of the lead. Lime spreading may
precipitate out of solution as the acids are be done at anytime during the year, except
neutralized and the pH raised from the water when the ground is frozen.
passing through and reacting with the limestone.
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adjust soil pH but to bind the lead particles. This
process also decreases the potential amount of
lead that can migrate off-site or into the
subsurface. Phosphate spreading can be done
either separately or in conjunction with lime
spreading. Generally, 15 to 20 pounds of
phosphate per 1,000 square feet will effectively
control the lead.

Phosphate spreading is especially
recommended for sporting clays ranges and
those parts of ranges not easily accessible by
reclamation equipment. Phosphate spreading
should be repeated frequently during the range’s
lifetime. See pilot testing under “Other Ways to
Bind Lead” below for proper frequency for
replacing phosphate.

You can purchase phosphate either in its pure
form, as phosphate rock, or as lawn fertilizer.
The average lawn fertilizer costs approximately
$7.00 per 40 pound bag. If you purchase lawn
fertilizer, remember to check the bag for the
actual percentage of phosphate. Most fertilizers
contain 25% phosphate, so that if you purchase
a 40 pound bag of fertilizer that contains 25%
phosphate (i.e., 10 pounds of phosphate) you
will need to spread 80 pounds of fertilizer per
1,000 square feet of the backstop. A typical
fertilizer drop spreader can be used for
distributing the phosphate. Like lime, phosphate
should not be spread when the ground is frozen.
In addition, it is not advised to use phosphate
near water bodies since it contributes to algal
blooms. Rock phosphate is a better choice if
water is nearby.

Other Ways to Bind Lead

Although it may be possible to minimize lead’s
mobility by spreading fertilizers that contain
phosphate at impacted areas of the range, a
more comprehensive procedure for immobilizing
leachable lead in soils, by using pure phosphate
in rock form or a ground phosphate rock [Triple
Super Phosphate (TSP)], was developed and
patented by the USEPA/Ohio State University
Research Foundation and RHEOX, Inc. This
procedure used a three step approach to
minimize lead’s mobility. The first step was to
identify the boundaries of the area of the range

to be treated. This included not only determining
the length and width of the range area, but also
the depth of lead within the area.

Depth was determined by taking sample cores
of the area, which also identified “hot spots”
where lead accumulation was greatest. Once
the area was identified, the second step was to
treat the area with TSR Pure phosphate rock
was used rather then fertilizers, as this
phosphate is insoluble in water and will not
cause an increase in phosphate runoff. In
addition, TSP pellets were approximately 80%
minus 20 mesh size to ensure a uniform
distribution of TSP after blending with soil.

In this step, pilot testing was conducted. Here,
various amounts (in increasing percentages by
weight) of TSP were added to the affected soil
areas, then the area was tested according to an
EPA test method that identified the amount of
leachable lead in a given soil sample. This test
is called the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure, or TCLR Separate TCLP testing of
the range’s hot spots was conducted. There has
been some discussion that the Synthetic
Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP)
proposed by the EPA may be a more
appropriate test.

Upon completion of the pilot testing, which
determined the amount of TSP needed at the
range, the third step was to begin actual
treatment of the range. Where the depth of the
lead accumulation was shallow (less than two
feet), then standard yard equipment, such as
tillers, seed/fertilizer spreaders, and plows were
used to mix TSP with the affected soil. Where
the affected area’s lead accumulation was
deeper than two feet, an auger was required to
mix the TSP with the affected soil. Random
testing of the range ensured the effectiveness of
the treatment level.

3.2.2 Controlling Runoff

The BMPs for controlling soil erosion and
surface water run-off are important to preventing
lead from migrating off-site. There are two
factors that influence the amount of lead
transported off-site by surface water runoff: the
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amount of lead fragments left on the range and
the velocity of the runoff.

The velocity of the water can successfully be
controlled at outdoor ranges by: (1) using
vegetative, organic, removable and/or
permanent ground covers; and (2) implementing
engineered controls which slow down surface
water runoff and prevent or minimize the
chances of lead migrating off-site. Bear in mind
that safety considerations and potential
ricochets need to be-considered when
implementing any engineered controls.

Vegetative Ground Cover

Use grass to direct surface water drainage
away from the target area (e.g., planting
them at the top of the backstop or sand trap).
This will minimize the water’s contact with
lead bullet fragments, minimizing the
potential for lead migration.

Grass is not impermeable; however, it does slow
down the rate of flow and reduce the amount of
lead entering the soil via rainwater. Remember,
grass requires periodic maintenance (i.e.,
moWih)fômáihtãih its effectiveness as well as
for aesthetic reasons.

Mulches and Compost

Planting vegetative ground cover (such as
grass) is an important and easy erosion control
method. However, planting vegetative ground
cover at shotgun range fields may not be
practical. Vegetation provides several benefits
by minimizing the amount of lead that will run off
the land surface during heavy rainfall. It is
important to use a mixture of grass seeds to
ensure that the cover will last into the future (i.e.,
annual rye grass lasts one year and dies and
perennial rye grass lasts three to four years,
then dies off). Fescue grasses form useful mats
that are effective in controlling erosion.

Ground cover absorbs rainwater, which reduces
the amount of water the lead is in contact with,
as well as the time that the lead is in contact
with the water. Furthermore, the ground cover
will divert and slow down surface water runoff,
thus helping to prevent lead from migrating off-
site.

Grasses yield the greatest benefit at rifle and
pistol ranges where the bullet impact areas are
sloped, and water runoff and soil erosion may
be more likely. Specific recommendations are
to:

Utilize quick growing turf grass (such as
fescue and rye grass) for the grass covering
of backstops, which can be removed prior to
reclamation and replanted thereafter;

) Avoid vegetation that attracts birds and other
wildlife to prevent potential ingestion of lead
by wildlife; and

Mulches and composts can reduce the amount
of water that comes in contact with the lead
fragments. In addition, mulches and compost
contain hermic acid, which is a natural lead
chelating agent that actually sorbs lead out of
solution and reduces its mobility. At a minimum,
the material should be two inches thick. These
materials can be spread over any impacted area
and/or low lying areas where runoff and lead
may accumulate. Like vegetative covers,
organic surface covers are not impermeable. In
addition, the organic material needs periodic
replacement to maintain effectiveness and
aesthetic integrity. Furthermore, these materials
should be removed prior to any lead removal
event, as they may impede sifting or screening.
Note that these materials tend to be acidic
(especially during decomposition), so, if low
pH is a concern at your range, this option
may not be appropriate. Again, however,
lime may be used to control pH (see Section
3.1.1)

Surface Covers

Removable Surface Covers

Removable surface covers may be effective at
outdoor trap and skeet ranges. In this case,
impermeable materials (e.g., plastic liners) are
placed over the shoffall zone during non-use
periods. This provides the range with two
benefits during periods of rainfall: (1) the shotfall
zone is protected from erosion; and (2) the spent
lead shot is contained in the shotfall zone and
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does not come in contact with rainwater.

Permanent Surface Covers

For outdoor rifle and pistol ranges, impact
backstops and target areas can also be covered
with roofed covers or other permanent covers to
prevent rainwater from contacting berms.
However, this method may be less desirable
because of the cost to install the roof, which
must be carefully designed to avoid safety
issues with ricochets, etc.

For shotgun and other ranges, synthetic liners
(e.g., asphalt, Astroturf, rubber, other synthetic
liners) can also be used beneath the shotfall
zone to effectively prevent rainwater or runoff
from filtering through lead and lead
contaminated soil. Synthetic liners will generate
increased runoff, which must be managed,
however. No single type of liner is suitable for all
situations based on site characteristics.
Therefore, liners must be chosen on a site-
specific basis, bearing in mind the site’s unique
characteristics, such as soil type, pH level,
rainfall intensity, organic content of soil, and
surface water drainage patterns.

Engineered Runoff Controls

Runoff control may be of greatest concern when
a range is located in an area of heavy annual
rainfall because of an increased risk of lead
migration due to heavy rainfall events. A “hard”
engineered run-off control may be needed in this
situation. A heavy rainfall event is defined as
rainfall that occurs at such a rate that it cannot
be absorbed into the ground and causes an
increase in the volume and velocity of surface
runoff. The impacts of rainfall are greater in
rolling or sloped terrain (increases velocity of
runoff) or where surface water bodies are
located on, or immediately adjacent to, the
range.

Examples of “hard” controls include:

Filter beds
Containment Traps and Detention Ponds
Dams and Dikes

‘ Ground Contouring.

Designing and implementing these “hard”
engineering controls may require the assistance
of a licensed professional civil engineer. They
are included in this manual to offer the reader a
general understanding of these BMP options.
However, this manual does not offer specific
instructions for construction and operation of
these controls. For information about designing
and implementing any of these controls, or
assistance with other range design questions,
contact a licensed professional civil engineer
having applicable experience or the NRA Range
Department, at (800) 672-3888, ext. 1417. The
National Sports Shooting Foundation (NSSF)
may be contacted at (203) 426-1320 for specific
references regarding the use and design of
these controls.

Filter Beds

Filter beds are engineering controls built into an
outdoor range to collect and filter surface runoff
water from the target range. The collected
runoff water is routed to a filtering system, which
screens out larger lead particles, raises the pH
of the water (thus reducing the potential for
further lead dissolution), and drains the water
from the range area. This technique may not
completely prevent lead from entering the
subsurface, since lead bullets, fragments and
large particles may still remain on the range.

Filter beds should be established at the base of
the backstop (see Figure 3-2). In addition to
mitigating off-site migration, the filter beds work
to raise the pH of the rainwater, which has fallen
on the target range, to reduce lead dissolution,
and to strain small lead particles out of the
rainwater. The filters typically consist of two
layers: a fine-grained sand bed underlain by
limestone gravel or other neutralization material.
By design, the backstops and berms direct the
runoff so that it drains from the range to the
filters. The collected water then soaks through
the top sand layer into the neutralization
material, which raises the pH of the filtrate. The
lead particles in the rainwater are collected on
the sand, while the pH-adjusted water drains
through the filter to a perforated drainage pipe
located within the limestone gravel.
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Figure 3-2 — Sample Filter Bed System (Adapted from Proceedings for National Shooting, Range Symposium,
October 17-19, 1993, North American Hunting Club and Wildlife Forever)

Filter beds are designed to capture fine particles
of lead transported in surface water runoff.
They are not designed to capture bullets. The
operation and maintenance requirements of filter
beds are minimal. Maintenance activity is limited
to periodic removal of debris (such as litter,
leaves, etc.) and occasional replenishment of
the limestone.

The use of filter beds is most effective on sites
with open, rolling terrain where surface water
runoff is directed to them. At existing rifle and
pistol ranges, a limited system of trenches and
filters can be installed at the base of natural soil
backstops or at natural drainage depressions.

Dams and Dikes

At shotgun ranges, dams and dikes can also be
used to reduce the velocity of surface water
runoff. Dams and dikes must be positioned
perpendicular to the direction of runoff to slow
the flow of surface water runoff. To accomplish
this, determine the direction of the range’s
surface water runoff. This will be particularly
obvious at ranges with sloped terrain. The
dams or dikes should be constructed using
mounds of dirt that are approximately a foot
high. These mounds should transect the entire
range perpendicular to the stormwater runoff
direction.

Containment Traps and Detention Ponds

Containment traps and detention ponds are
designed to settle out lead particles during
heavy rainfall. Typically, they are depressions
or holes in the range’s drainage paths. Here,
the lead-containing runoff passes through the
trap or pond, allowing the lead bullet fragments
to settle out. Vegetative cover can be placed in
the drainage path to increase the effectiveness
of containment traps and ponds by further
reducing the velocity of runoff and allowing for
more lead fragments to settle from the runoff. It
is important to regularly collect the lead and
send this lead to a recycler.

These runoff controls are most important at
ranges at which off-site runoff is a potential
problem, such as ranges where the lead
accumulation areas are located upgradient of a
surface water body or an adjacent property.
Since lead particles are heavier than most other
suspended particles, slowing the velocity of
surface water runoff can reduce the amount of
lead transported in runoff.

Ground Contouring

Another mechanism to slow runoff and prevent
lead from being transported off site is ground
contouring. By altering drainage patterns, the
velocity of the runoff can be reduced.
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Furthermore, in areas where pH is high
(resulting in a lower potential for lead
dissolution), the soil can be graded or aerated to
increase the infiltration rate of precipitation, so
that rainwater is more easily absorbed into the
soil. This slows down or prevents surface water
runoff and off-site migration. It should be
pointed out that this design, in effect, collects
lead in the surface soils. Therefore, range
operation and maintenance plans should include
lead reclamation as well as adjusting the pH,

3.3 Lead Removal and Recycling
(Step 3)

To successfully minimize lead migration, the
most important BMP for lead management is
lead reclamation. Implementing a regular
reclamation program will allow you to avoid
expensive remediation and potential litigation
costs. Ranges in regions with high precipitation
and/or with acidic soil conditions may require
more frequent lead recovery since the potential
for lead migration is greater. In regions with little

precipitation and/or where the soil is somewhat
alkaline, spent bullets may be allowed to
accumulate on the soil for a longer time between
reclamation events. It should be noted that to
ensure that lead is not considered “discarded” or
“abandoned” on your range within the meaning
of the RCRA statute (i.e., a hazardous waste),
periodic lead removal activities should be
planned for and conducted. This typically
requires one or more of the following:

- Hand Raking andSifting
Screening

I
‘ Vacuuming

Soil Washing (Wet Screening,
Gravity Separation, Pneumatic Separation)

These methods are discussed in detail below.
Figure 3-3 provides examples of common lead
reclamation equipment.

Also, it is important to be aware that state
regulations may require that the material being
sent for recycling have a minimum lead content
in order to qualify as a scrap metal that can be

Figure 3-3 — Examples of Lead Reclamation Equipment

and adding phosphate.

Example of shaker system.
Courtesy of National Range Recovery

I

Example of final separation device
(Patented Pneumatic Separation
Unit) used with a Shaker System.
Courtesy of MARCOR.

11
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shipped under a bill of lading (i.e., exempt from
RCRA).

Hand Raking and Sifting

A simple BMP that can be done by club
members, particularly at small ranges, is raking
and/or sifting bullet fragments from the soil.
Sifting and raking activities should be
concentrated at the surface layer. This is a low-
technology and low-cost management
alternative for lead reclamation. Once collected,
the lead must be taken to a recycler or re-used.
Arrangement with a recycler should be made
prior to collecting any spent lead to avoid having
to store the lead and avoid potential health,
safety and regulatory concerns associated with
storing lead.

At trap and skeet ranges, conducting sifting and
raking activities in the shot fall zone
(approximately 125 - 150 yards from the
shooting stations) will yield the most lead. For
sporting clay ranges, these activities should be
conducted around tree bases, where lead shot
tends to collect. Basically, the process consists
of raking with a yard rake the topsoil in the shot
fall areas into piles, as if you were raking leaves,
removing any large debris (e.g., rocks, twigs,
leaves, etc.), and then sifting the soil using
screens.

Once the soil has been raked and collected,
pass it through a standard 3/16 inch screen to
remove the large particles. This process will
allow the lead shot sized particles to pass
through the screen. The sifted material (those
not captured by the 3/16 inch screen) should be
passed through a 5/100 inch screen to capture
the lead and lead fragments. This process will
also allow sand and other small sediment to
pass through the screen. Screens can be
purchased at many local hardware stores. The
screens should be mounted on a frame for
support. The frame size will vary based on the
technique used by each range. For example, if
one person is holding the framed screen, it may
be better to use a smaller frame (2 feet by 2
feet) whereas, if several people are holding the
framed screen, it can be larger.

Raking and sifting can be performed by club
members on a volunteer basis. Some clubs
provide incentives, such as reduced fees, to
members who assist with the lead removal
process. Other clubs have hired college
students during the summer. A number of small
clubs have found that reloaders will volunteer to
rake in exchange for collected shot.
Hand sifting and raking are cost effective lead
removal techniques for small ranges, or low
shooting volume ranges. However, these
techniques may not be appropriate for situations
in which there is a large volume of lead on the
range. In this instance, reclamation machinery
may be more appropriate.

Note: Those conducting the hand raking and
sifting reclamation at ranges should protect
themselves from exposure to lead. Proper
protective gear and breathing apparatus
should be worn. The Occupational Safety
and Health Administation (OSHA) or an
appropriate health professional should be
contacted to learn about proper protection.

PurchasinglRenting Mechanical Separation
Machinery

Reclamation equipment may be rented from
local equipment rental services. One type of
machine that that it may be possible to rent for
lead shot reclamation is known as a screening
machine (also referred to as a mobile shaker,
gravel sizer, or potato sizer). This device uses a
series of stacked vibrating screens (usually two
screens) of different mesh sizes and allows the
user to sift the lead shot-containing soil
[gathered by hand raking, sweeping, or
vacuuming (discussed above)]. The uppermost
screen (approximately 3/16 inch mesh) collects
larger than lead shot particles, and allows the
smaller particles to pass through to the second
screen. The second screen (approximately 5/
100 inch mesh) captures lead shot, while
allowing smaller particles to pass through to the
ground. The lead shot is then conveyed to a
container such as a five gallon bucket. In the
Northeastern United States, the typical rental
cost for this equipment is between $500 and
$4,500 a week, depending on the size shaker
desired. It may be possible to get more
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information on rentals for this type of equipment
from heavy equipment rental companies.

Another possible option is to rent a vacuum
system that will collect the lead shot-containing
soil from the range. Here, vacuuming takes the
place of hand raking or sweeping. A vacuum
machine is used to collect the lead shot-
containing soil. Once collected, the lead shot-
containing soil must be sifted through a
screening system (either a rental screening
machine, or a series of home made framed
screen sets). You may be able to obtain more
information about renting vacuums or
vacuuming services (e.g., it may include a
person to operate the machinery),from heavy
equipment rental companies.

Some clubs have found that performing their
own lead reclamation to be very time
consuming. Part of the reason these
reclamations took so long is that the soils were
wet. Reclamation is much easier under dry soil
conditions. For example, one club reclaimed
lead from their range, using equipment they
modified themselves. Twenty-five tons of lead
were collected but the reclamation took over two
years. Another club took a year to reclaim 10
tons of lead. A more preferrable option may be
to hire a reclamation company.

Hiring a Professional Reclamation Company

Another option for lead removal is to hire a
professional reclaimer. Lead reclamation
companies claim to recover 75%-95% of the
lead in the soils. Generally with reclamation
companies there is no minimum range size
requirement for lead reclamation. Concentration
of lead is more important than quantity spread
over a field, especially if it is a difficult range for
reclamation (e.g., hilly, rocky, a lot of clay in the
soil).

Please note that reclamation companies tend to
be in high demand — it may take over a year for
the company to start at your club. Therefore, it
is wise to plan ahead and make the call to the
reclamation company as early as possible.

Some reclamation companies require a site visit

to view the topography, the soil composition, and
amount of lead observed on the ground. During
the visit, some companies may even do a site
analysis to determine whether or not it is
feasible to reclaim. This analysis identifies the
location of lead, the expected recovery amount,
and the depth lead reaches into the soils.

Reclamation Activities

Using machinery to reclaim lead usually requires
that the area be clear of scrub vegetation.
Grass, mulch, or compost is generally removed
or destroyed during the reclamation process.
Some reclamation companies have no problem
beginning reclamation on a grassy field. Other
reclamation companies will remove grass before
or during reclamation (by burning it, if allowed
locally, leaving behind the lead shot), and still
others require that all vegetation be removed
before they arrive at the range. Some
companies will re-seed the area once the
reclamation is completed.

Since sporting clay ranges generally have many
trees, removal of vegetation as discussed above
may not directly apply to existing sporting clay
ranges. At these ranges, the focus is on
removing vegetative debris (i.e., fallen limbs,
tree bark, etc.) prior to reclamation. This may
include removing some trees to gain better
access with the reclamation machinery. Of
course, when designing a new sporting clay
range, steps to facilitate lead reclamation should
be taken into account. For example, less and
more widely spaced trees will facilitate lead
reclamation.

Reclamation companies use several types of
machinery to reclaim lead. Some companies
drive their separation machinery over the site.
The lead-laden soil is picked up, processed and
then returned to the ground after most of the
lead is removed. Other companies scrape off
the top several inches of soil from the ground,
using a front-end loader to bring the soil/lead to
stationary reclamation machines, and then
return the soil to the field after reclamation.
Many companies till the top two to five inches of
soil and grass immediately prior to reclamation
to facilitate the process (some companies may
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require this to be done prior to arrival on the
range).

Regardless of how it is collected, the actual
reclamation of the lead follows the same general
pattern. Most often, it is sifted through a series
of shaking screens. The lead and soil pass
through shaking screens (usually at least two
screens) of decreasing mesh (hole) size, with
the topmost screen having the largest mesh.
This part of the reclamation machinery is usually
adapted from machinery used for potato or
gravel sizing.

Any soil/debris automatically screened out as
being too big or too small is either returned to
the field or re-screened to ensure no lead is
caught in the debris. This procedure is why
moist, clay soils are more difficult to reclaim.
The moist, clay soils can bind together into shot-
sized pellets producing more “product” for the
second part of the reclamation. The wet soils
can also clog the screens.

For some reclamation companies, their process
ends after sifting the soil and returning it to the
ground. However, some companies take
reclamation one step further. After screening,
the resulting lead, soil, and other lead-sized
particles enter a blowing system. Here the lead
shot is easily separated from the soil and other
debris by the blowing air. The lead is much
more dense than the soil and other lead-sized
debris so that it falls out first. Figure 3-3 depict
examples of actual lead reclamation machinery.

Some lead reclamation companies will perform
the reclamation during club off-hours so that
club activities are not interrupted. Additionally,
some perform the reclamation on a field-by-field
basis, to minimize any disruptions to club
activities. However, others companies require
the club to shut down during the reclamation.
Reclamation time varies depending on weather,
site accessibility, range size, and number of
personnel assigned to perform the reclamation.

Reclamation activities may generate dust,
especially in drier western locations. To prevent
or minimize dust from traveling off the range and
causing complaints from neighbors, reclamation

activities generating dust should only be
conducted during periods of no wind. In
addition, such activities should be completed as
quickly as possible.

Vacuuming

For ranges that are located on hilly, rocky, and/or
densely vegetated terrain, several reclamation
companies employ a vacuum system that
collects the lead shot (and soil and other
detritus). The resulting mix is then placed into
the reclamation machinery discussed above.
This method is especially effective for sporting
clay ranges where lead shot tends to pile up
around tree bases.

Vacuuming has traditionally been used for
removal of lead shot from trap, skeet and
sporting clay ranges. Another way to apply this
method involves removing the top layer of an
earthen backstop or sand trap with shovels. It is
then spread thinly over an impermeable material
such as plywood. A vacuuming device is then
used to collect the materials that are lighter than
lead (e.g., sand or soil), while leaving behind the
heavier materials (i.e., lead bullets/shots and
fragments). The soil can then be returned to the
range. This process is most efficient for dry,
sandy soils without a lot of organic material. A
more recent innovation is the use of a high
suction vaccum. This vaccum itself does not
have to be moved about, since a very long hose
(up to 600 feet) is used to move in and around
trees during the collection of lead shot at trap
and skeet ranges.

Soil Washing (Physical and Gravity
Separation)

Soil washing is a proven technology and another
lead reclamation method used by some
reclaimers to separate the lead particles from
the soils. Soil washing is the separation of soils
into its constituent particles of gravel, sand, silt
and clay. Because of the much higher surface
area and surface binding properties of clay,
most lead contaminants tend to adhere to the
clay particles.

Soil washing, therefore, attempts to generate a
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clean sand and gravel fraction by removing any
fines adhering to the larger soil particles and, if
necessary, to transfer contaminants bound to
the surface of the larger particles to the smaller
soil particles. Typically, the soils are first
excavated from the range and then mixed into a
water-based wash solution. The wet soil is then
separated using either wet screening or gravity
separation techniques. One benefit of this
system of reclamation is that it does not require
that soils be dry.

In addition, soil washing may be able to recover
all or almost all lead particles through a
combination of wet screen sizing and density
separation. This technique is an option for
remediation of a range being closed and may
compare favorably from an economic standpoint
with the disposal option.

Soils treated using this method have been
shown to be below 5 mg/L TCLP and to have up
to 99% of particulate lead removed. Treatment
costs are site specific, but can range from less
then $40 per ton (1999 levels) for simple
physical/gravity separation up to about $100 per
ton for processes involving leaching. Credits for
recycled lead help offset the treatment cost and
the cost of recycling any treatment sludges and
concentrated soil fines. Water used in soil
washing is from a closed loop system and
should only be disposed at completion of
cleanup. Experience shows the water to not be
a RCRA regulated hazardous waste, therefore
probably allowing disposal to a local wastewater
treatment plant.

Wet Screening

With this method, particles larger and smaller
than the surrounding soils are passed through a
series of large-mesh to small-mesh screens.
Each time the mixture passes through a screen,
the volume of the soil mixture is reduced. Large
particles such as lead shot/bullets and
fragments are screened out of the soil/wash
mixture early in the process and can be taken
off-site for recycling - allowing the soil to be
placed back on-site.

Gravity Separation

This technique can be used in cases where the
lead particles are the same size as surrounding
soil particles. The wet soil/wash mixture is
passed through equipment, which allows the
more dense materials (i.e., lead materials) to
settle to the bottom of unit and separate out of
the soil/wash mixture.

Pneumatic Separation

Pneumatic separation (see figure 3-3) is an
effective means to enhance the traditional
screening results. Traditional screening cannot
separate shot and bullets from other shot and
bullet sized material, i.e., rocks, stones, roots,
and various debris. A recycling facility considers
non-lead items as “contaminants” which
drastically reduces the value of the recycled
lead. Pneumatic separation utilizes an air
stream, and specific density analysis, to
effectively separate the shot/bullets from the
other shot/bullet sized material.

3.3.1 BMPs to Assist Lead Reclamation
and Recycling

There are several operational activities that
should be conducted throughout the year to
facilitate reclamation. The following is a
discussion of these activities.

Frequency of Lead Removal

It is important to perform lead removal at a
frequency appropriate your site. The frequency
is dependent on several factors. These include:

Number of rounds fired
Soil pH
Annual precipitation
Soil Type
Depth to groundwater.

Lead volume, as estimated by the number of
rounds fired, is a factor in determining the
appropriate frequency of reclamation at ranges.
It also assists in determining whether a range
may receive economic returns from lead sold
after reclamation. One reclamation company

Chapter III - Page 111-15

APPENDIX 'C'139



C n
BMP for Lead at Outdoor Shooting Ranges

indicated that to make reclamation economically
feasible, a backstop could be reclaimed when it
contains at least 20 pounds of lead per square
foot of backstop. Another source indicated that
a maximum of 100,000 rounds per firing lane
could be allowed before reclamation of the lead
occurs. This would assure good range
operation and maintenance as well as be a cost
effective amount of lead for recovery purpose.

For shotgun ranges, tracking the number of
targets thrown can help indicate when the lead
shot should be reclaimed. For example, one
source indicated that when a range has thrown
approximately 250,000 to 1,000,000 targets,
depending on the shooting area, reclamation of
the lead shot should occur. Another reclaimer
indicated that if about two pounds of lead per
square foot accumulated on the range, cost
effective reclamation was possible.

Because the number of rounds fired is important
to know, establishing record keeping procedures
to monitor the number of rounds fired is
recommended. This can be accomplished by
maintaining logbooks and asking shooters to list
the number of rounds shot and the type/size of
shot/bullets they use. This should be done by
lane and by stand.

There are many ranges at which lead removal
has not occurred for many years. Many of these
ranges are used extensively. Such ranges are
especially good candidates for potential positive
cash flow as a result of removal and recycling.
Subsequent removal frequency depends on
range use and environmental factors. The NRA
recommends a frequency of one to five years for
lead cleanup, even on ranges with minimal use4.
One possible approach to making reclamation
more cost effective is for a number of ranges in
the same geographical area to work together in
organizing coordinated removals at their ranges.
This will reduce the reclaimer travel and
mobilization cost for each range.

Minimization of Vegetation

As discussed previously, vegetation is useful
hoth for nontrolling th moiint of runoff nd

erosion from the range and inhibiting lead
mobility. However, excessive or
unmaintained vegetative cover can interfere
with reclamation activities. For example,
large amounts of vegetation impedes the
screening and sifting processes used by many
reclamation companies. Therefore, prior to
reclamation activities, it is best to remove,
reduce, or mow excessive vegetation from the
area. Once the reclamation has been
conducted, quick-growing vegetation such as a
rye/fescue grass mix should be replanted. This
process should be repeated for each
reclamation event.
In addition, heavily wooded areas may inhibit
lead reclamation because they are less
accessible by heavy reclamation machinery.
For ranges that are heavily wooded, it is
recommended that you minimize the vegetation
or modify the range design to allow lead
reclamation equipment access to the range.
Access to the impact area should be developed
to facilitate reclamation. Make sure that the
pathways do not present a safety risk.

Innovative Landscaping

Some new ranges are landscaping their ranges
to include a sand track (an area the size of the
shotfall zone that is only sand) located behind
some aesthetically pleasing shrubs. This allows
the spent shot to concentrate on the sand,
making it very easy to perform reclamation
because there is no interference by vegetation.

Selecting a Lead Reclaimer

In ensuring that the reclamation is conducted
appropriately, selecting a reclaimer that is right
for your range is extremely important. Some
lead reclamation companies will travel to your
range and assess the range prior to conducting
lead collection activities. This assessment trip
allows the reclamation company to confirm
information gained during initial discussions, as
well as to assist in appropriately estimating
costs, time required, and the estimated volume
of lead at the range. Conducting this pre
assessment also allows you to determine which
reclaimer is right for your situation.

4. National Rifle Association, “Metallic “Bullets” lead
Deposits on Outdoor and Indoor Firing Ranges” 1991
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Questions Commonly asked by the Reclaimer Monetary returns from selling reclaimed
lead

When you contact a reclamation company, it is
likely that the reclaimer will ask several general
questions. Typical questions include:

When was the last reclamation conducted?
How many rounds have been shot since that
last reclamation?
What is the use frequency of the range?
What are the site characteristics and soil
types?

b What type of bullet containment device is
used at the range?

Answering these questions will be a lot easier if
you have maintained good records, as is
suggested above.

Questions to ask the reclaimer

When choosing a reclaimer be sure to ask the
general questions about prior cleanups (past
projects), insurance to cover company and
cleanup (general liability insurance, pollution
insurance, bonding, etc.), and site plans to
ensure health and safety of workers and range
personnel. Other questions you may want to ask
the reclaimer include:

Can the reclamation take place outside
normal hours of range operation?
What cost are involved and what is the
“profit” sharing arrangement?
How long will the reclamation take?
Does vegetation at the range need to be
removed?

Economic Considerations

Lead removal costs, if incurred, may vary
dramatically depending upon the type and
volume of soil or sediments, topography,
amount of lead, and location. Because the
economics of reclamation varies due to many
factors, this manual does not provide specific
estimates. However, it is important to
understand that lead reclamation may or may
not be economically beneficial. Economic
benefits can be captured in two ways:

Future cost avoidance by minimizing the
need for costly site remediation Some

reclaimers bid the lowest flat fee with all the lead
provided to the range for selling. The range
owners/operators must then consider the
transportation costs to send the reclaimed
bullets to a recycling company. Alternatively, in
a “profit-sharing” situation, the reclaimer will
ideally split the economic return of lead sold for
recycling based on the volume reclaimed and
the current value of lead. In a best case
scenario, the average split may by 50/50, but it
may also be lower. Although the value of lead
varies, the value of reclaimed lead typically falls
between $.10 and $.25 per pound excluding
transportation cost. See the appendix for
contact information regarding lead reclamation
companies that specialize in lead removal at
outdoor ranges.

3.4 Documenting Activities and
Record Keeping (Step 4)

Documenting activities and keeping good
records is of paramount importance for an
effective lead management program at a range.
Owners/operators should document all activities
done at the range with respect to BMPs and
recycling of lead. Records should be kept on
when services were provided and who provided
them.

Owners/operators may want to document what
type of BMP(s) were implemented to control
lead migration, the date of service, and who did
the services. The records should be kept for the
life of the range. Records may be used to show
that owners/operators are doing their part to
help prevent lead migration off-site and show
that they are doing their part to be stewards of
the environment.

3.5 Additional Economic
Considerations I
Not all BMPs need to be implemented at once.
Many can be phased in over time. However, it
is important to begin implementing BMP5,
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especially lead reclamation and recycling, as
soon as possible. Implementing the most
appropriate BMPs for your range requires
consideration of your range characteristics and
costs associated with implementing the BMPs.
This manual provides a large selection of BMP5
that vary in both cost and sophistication. In
selecting BMPs for your range, it is important to
look at all costs and all the benefits (or potential
problems) associated with each BMP.

3.6 Summary of Key BMPs for
Shooting Ranges

There are several BMPs that are highly
recommended to be implemented, if applicable
to your range. Table 3-1 identifies the
advantages and disadvantages of all BMPs
discussed in this chapter. This table serves as a
quick reference guide for potential BMPs.
Readers should refer back to the detailed
discussions above for further information
regarding these BMPs.
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Table 3-1 — Summary of Key BMPs

BMPs for Preventing Lead Migration

M onitoririg and Acuing pH

n
BMP for Lead iit Outdoor Shooting Ranges

BM P Oion Advantages Disadvantages

Lirre Spreeding 1. Eesy 1. Does rot offer a

2. Inaxpenave perrrenent solution
3. Effective 2. Will rot work in

ctren-eIy ecidic

conditions
Immobilizing Lead

BM P OjIon Advantages Disadvantages

Phohate Spreeding 1. Eesy 1. Does not offer a
2. I npenave perrrenert solution
3. Effective

Contrdling RLrit

BM P Opton Advantages Disadvantages

Vegatative Grou-xJ Cover (e.g., gess atc.) 1. Ey 1. Requres periodic
2. Aeathaticly rreintenance

pIeng 2. Mi be rerrived
3. Relativdy or reduced prior to
inexpernve reclantion
4. Effectivdy ows 3. Exceeave
and can redirect vegatation will

ru-off interfere with
5. Sorre nBy reclarretion
“biosorb” leai

Orgeric SulaDe Cover (e.g., rrdch and 1. Eesy 1. Reqt.ires periodic
corrpoat) 2. Aehaticly rrrtenance

plerig 2. Muat be rerroved
3. Ra1iveIy prior to reclarration
inexpernve 3. May not be

4. Effectivdy ows sutable at ranges
and ca-i redirect with ecidic soil

ririoff conditions

Filter Beds 1. Diverts and treats 1. May requre [iring
lea-i contan-inated a licensed ençjfleer
ru-off 2. Hier iritial setip
2. Low rrntenance coat

3. Asats with range
draine

Chapter III - Page 111-19

APPENDIX 'C'143



Table 3-1 — Continued

(‘ )
BMP for Lead at Uudoor Shooting Ranges

BMP Option Advantages Disadvantages

Water/Sediment Traps 1. Low maintenance 1. May require hiring a
2. Assists with range licensed engineer
drainage 2. Higher initial setup

cost
Dams and Dikes 1. Low maintenance 2. Higher initial setup

2. Assists with range cost
drainage

Ground Contouring 1. Lower initial setup 1. May require hiring a
cost licensed engineer
2. Assists with range
drainage

Controlling and Containing Bullets

Bullet Containment Devices

BMP Option Advantages Disadvantages

Earthen Backstop 1. Minimal (if any) inital 1. Build up of bullets
setup cost increases chances of
2. Accepts firing from ricochet and
various guns and fragmentation problems
directions 2. Lead removal

requires mining
3. Potential decreased
value of lead because it
is less clean then lead
reclaimed from other
trap systems
4. Does not eliminate
lead’s intorduction into
the environment

Sand Trap 1. Low initial setup cost 1. Build up of bullets
2. Ease of maintenance increases chances of
3. Accepts firing from ricochet and
various guns and fragmentation problmes
directions 2. Lead removal

requires mining
Pit and Plate Trap (Sand) 1. Low initial setup cost 1. Lead builds up on top

2. Simple intallation layer of sand causing
3. Lead removal and ricochet problems
recycling requires less 2. Increased bullet
extensive mining fragmentation

3. Higher level of
maintenance then sand
traps

Much of this information was obtained from Action Target’s Bullet Containment Trap Technologies video.
Reference to various pros and cons of individual bullet containment devices is included in this manual for
informational purposes only. The USEPA does not endorse any particular bullet containment device, design,
or product.

Chapter III - Page 111-20

APPENDIX 'C'144



0
BMP for Lead at Outdoor Shooting Ranges

Table 3-1 — Continued

Controlling and Containing Bullets Cont

Bullet Containment Devices

BMP Option Advantages Disadvantages

Earthen Backstop 1. Minimal (if any) inital 1. Build up of bullets
setup cost increases chances of
2. Accepts firing from ricochet and
various guns and fragmentation problmes
directions 2. Lead removal

requires mining
3. Potential decreased
value of lead because it
is less clean then lead
reclaimed from other
trap systems
4. Does not eliminate
lead’s intorduction into
the environment

Sand Trap 1. Low initial setup cost 1. Build up of bullets
2. Ease of maintenance increases chances of
3. Accepts firing from ricochet and
various guns and fragmentation problmes
directions 2. Lead removal

requires mining
Pit and Plate Trap (Sand) 1. Low initial setup cost 1. Lead builds up on top

2. Simple intallation layer of sand causing
3. Lead removal and ricochet problems
recycling requires less 2. Increased bullet
extensive mining fragmentation

3. Higher level of
maintenance then sand
traps
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Table 3-1 — Continued

Controlling and Containing Bullets Cont

Bullet Containment Devices

BMP Option Advantages Disadvantages
Rubber Granule 1. Can be used indoors 1. Rubber strips

or outdoors quickly become
2. Reduction of lead destroyed and must be
dust replaced

2. Potential fire hazard
3. High maintenance
4. Scattered lead
fragments mixed with
rubber can migrate -

lead contaminated
granules are hazardous
and require special
handling

Removal and Recycling of Lead

Hand Raking and Sifting 1. Easily done by club 1. May be more time
members consuming at large
2. Inexpensive ranges
3. Can be done outside 2. Weather sensative
operating hours (i.e., works best under
4. Relatively effective dry conditions)

3. Exposure to lead and
lead dust possibleScreening 1. Effective 1. Vegetation must be

2. Potential economic removed
returns 2. Weather sensative

(i.e., works best under
dry conditions)Vacuuming 1. Effective 1. Weather sensi tive

2. Can be used at least (i.e., works best under
accessible ranges dry conditions)
3. Less vegetation
needs to be removed

Soil Washing 1. Effective at cleaning 1. Vegetation must be
the soil to remove the removed
lead particles so one is
left with non-lead soil
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: August 28, 2013 
TO: Planning and Development Committee – September 12, 2013 
FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 
RE: BYLAWS TO CONSIDER REMOVING 6 METRE MINIMUM WIDTH REGULATIONS FOR 

DWELLINGS (AREAS A TO F) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. THAT the report titled “Bylaws to consider removing 6 metre minimum width 
regulations for dwellings (Areas A to F)” be received; 

2. AND THAT Bylaw 310.151,2013 and Bylaw 337.105, 2013 receive first readings; 
3. AND THAT staff refer the bylaws to: 

a) all Advisory Planning Commissions: 
b) Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee; 
c) Squamish and shíshálh Nations; 
d) SCRD Infrastructure Services (re: water and solid waste), Community 

Services (re: fire department) and Building Department; 
e) Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; 
f) Coast Community Builders Association; and 
g) Other agencies, governments and groups identified during the 

consultation process; 
4. AND THAT staff provide a report to a future SCRD Planning and Development 

Committee regarding community input and consideration of scheduling a 
public information meeting. 

 
 
BACKGROUND  

Both Bylaw 310 and 337 include a provision that prevents single family dwellings from being 
less than 6 metres wide in the Residential One (R1) zone.  Early zoning bylaws adopted by the 
SCRD expressly prohibited single wide mobile homes.  The provision was changed to the 6 
metre minimum width requirement, without any detail or interpretation, in the R1 zone in Bylaw 
264 (adopted in March 1985) and applied to all Electoral Areas.  The provision was carried 
forward to both Bylaw 310 and Bylaw 337 when they were adopted.  Subsequent amendments 
to Bylaw 337 added the R1A, R1B and RS1 zones and the minimum 6 metre width provision 
was included in these new zones.  A further amendment to Bylaw 310 added the provision to 
the C5 zone.  Maps in Attachment B show the properties within the above zones for each 
Electoral Area. 
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The main impact of this provision is to prevent single wide mobile homes from being used 
as single family dwellings in these zones.  It also prevents smaller dwellings from being a 
development choice.  This reduces the ability of a property owner to take up the 
opportunities offered by modern prefabricated or manufactured dwellings.  The regulation 
also impacts dwelling design choice as it is not clear how much of the dwelling needs to 
be over 6 meters wide; is it a portion or all of the dwelling.  Another issue is how to handle 
proposals to add an extension to lawful non-conforming dwellings (those less than 6 
metres wide but built before the regulation exited).  The long standing interpretation was 
that the whole building must be 6 metres in width, thus preventing small additions to single 
wide mobile homes. 
The regulation does not apply to any ancillary buildings such as workshops. 
The SCRD Building Department regularly works with property owners to ensure that 
building permit applications are modified to meet the regulation, however there are some 
ambiguities.  Internal staff discussions on how to resolve these raised the option of 
removing the 6 metre width regulation as a simple way forward. 
DISCUSSION  
Options 
Option 1  Give Bylaw 310.151 and Bylaw 337.105 First Readings and conduct public 

consultation. 
Staff support this option as it would remove an ambiguous regulation that reduces 
development choice. 
As noted below, the Hopkins Landing Area would continue to have the 6 metre 
minimum width reregulation to conform to the West Howe Sound Official Community 
Plan.  As the proposed amendments are to the zoning bylaws and not any of the 
Official Community Plans (OCPs), there is no need to consider the Local 
Government Act’s section 882 (impact of OCP amendment on waste and financial 
plans) or section 879 (early and on-going consultation during OCP development 
provisions). 
Once consultation is completed then staff will bring a report back to a future 
Planning and Development Committee for consideration.   

Option 2 In addition to Option 1, direct staff to prepare an amendment to the West Howe 
Sound Official Community Plan and draft separate bylaw amendments to Bylaw 310 
to allow for some aspects to move forward independently of others.  
If the Board considers that the Hopkins Landing policy direction to establish a 6 
metre minimum dwelling width should be considered for amendment then staff could 
draft bylaw that proposes to do this.  Consultation could test whether the West Howe 
Sound community in general and the Hopkins Landing area specifically supports this 
approach or desires a refinement of the current OCP policy. 
To allow for separate aspects to be considered in isolation staff could draft a bylaw 
amendment specifically for the West Howe Sound area and another for the other 
Electoral Areas.   
Staff do not support this option as it would reopen discussion of a recently adopted 
OCP which specifically set out a policy to establish a minimum dwelling width for the 
Hopkins Landing area. 
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Option 3 Direct Staff to prepare amendments to Bylaws 310 and 337 that establish 
unambiguous guidance for determining how the regulation is to be applied. 
Staff do not support this option as it is likely to result in a variety of preferred 
guidelines that differ from one electoral area to another.  This would add complexity 
and continue to retain a regulation that staff consider to limit property owners’ 
development options.  Staff would also need to consider if OCP amendments would 
be needed to support changes in the zoning bylaws that define how to apply the 
regulation. 

Option 4  Direct staff that there is no need to amend Bylaw 310 and 337 to remove the 6 
metre width requirement for dwellings. 
Staff do not support his option as it would maintain the current situation and would 
retain the ambiguity of the regulation. 

Official Community Plans (OCPs) 
Staff reviewed the OCPs and found that only one has a reference to establishing a minimum 
width for dwellings.  The West Howe Sound OCP (adopted in October 2011) contains the 
following policy with regard to the Hopkins Landing Neighbourhood: 

“1.  Residential Hopkins Landing - The properties in proximity to the North Road ‘hair 
pin’ down toward the ocean are designated as Residential. Due to on-site 
limitations; lots size, terrain servicing the intensity of use and the type of housing will 
be limited to single detached dwellings with minimum width (staff emphasis) and 
maximum floor space requirements and where minimum parcel size requirements 
for subdivision shall be the following: 

Suggested uses on the parcels include bed & breakfast, home occupations with 
other uses including; stand alone auxiliary dwellings or duplexes on parcels 
exceeding 2,000 square metres and a second dwelling on the parcels exceeding 
4,000 square metres. 

Minimum parcel size requirements for subdivision shall be a minimum of 2,000 
square metres due to soil constraints for on-site sewage disposal for the bulk of the 
residential parcels in the neighbourhood. 

With properties containing two dwellings that are subject to a subdivision 
application, consideration should be given to being subdivided on a density neutral 
basis. Due to limited access and low lying waterfront properties on Burns Road; the 
new parcels should be zoned for one dwelling maximum to reflect the overall 
housing density in place at the adoption of this OCP.” 

The OCP further notes that there is a concern about smaller dwellings being demolished and 
replaced by larger dwellings, thus breaking up the character of the area.  However it is unclear if 
the OCP policy to set a minimum dwelling width is contrary to the objective of retaining smaller 
homes.  It may prevent new development from meeting this objective by encouraging 
wider/larger homes, although the floor area limits set out in Bylaw 310 for parcels less than 
1500 square metres (maximum total floor area to 0.3 x the parcel size) and height restriction of 
8.5 m for smaller lots of less than 750 sq m probably ensures that community desire to retain 
smaller homes is met. 
At this time staff suggest that, as the West Howe Sound OCP was recently reviewed and 
adopted, the minimum width provisions in Bylaw 310 be maintained for the Hopkins Landing 
area as shown on the West Howe Sound map in Attachment B.   
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Current Zoning Regulations and Impacts 
The Planning Department understands that the regulation reflects a community desire to 
prevent ‘unsightly’ mobile homes from being located within certain areas.  It does not 
introduce design criteria for other dwelling forms and it could be argued that some 
dwellings that are wider than 6 metres could also be unsightly to some.  
The SCRD Building Department regularly has to work with property owners to redesign 
proposed dwellings to meet the regulation.  Not all of the designs are for single wide 
mobile homes.  In fact some design choices reflect site led criteria (such as narrow lots 
that require modest buildings), others reflect a desire to build a small relatively affordable 
home or to take up the opportunity offered by modern manufactured homes.   
Another issue that the Building Department is coming across is dwelling designs that have a 
portion of the building being less than 6 metres.  This raised the question about how much of 
the profile of the dwelling can be less than 6 metres before it contravenes the Bylaw provision.  
Attachment C shows some examples of this.   
A question also arose regarding proposals to add extensions to lawful non-conforming 
dwellings (for example those that were under 6 m wide and built prior to the provision 
being included in a land use bylaw).  Staff determined that such a proposal would fall 
under Section 911 of the Local Government Act regarding non conforming uses and 
siting, which allows for extensions to non-conforming buildings providing that the 
extension would not further contravene the bylaw.  As the dwelling is already under 6 
metres wide, any extension to increase the building width would not further contravene the 
bylaw.  In fact it would move towards compliance with the 6 meter regulation.  Thus 
Planning staff consider that a building permit could be issued (assuming there are no 
other issues). 
Proposed Zoning Regulation 
Staff consider that for Bylaw 310, the 6 metre minimum width for dwellings regulation should be 
removed from the R1 and C5 zones and that a new R1B zone is established for the Hopkins 
Landing area.  For Bylaw 337 the regulation should be removed from the R1, R1A, R1B and 
RS1 zones. 
As noted above the 6 metre width regulation could be retained in the Hopkins Landing area.  To 
clarify that the 6 metre width provisions will be maintained that a new zone, Residential One B 
(R1B), could be established for the Hopkins Landing area; thus it will have the same regulations 
as the current Residential One zone. 
As the 6 metre provision would be retained for a specific area, there needs to be an explanation 
of how the regulation is applied to proposals for irregular shaped dwellings.  Appendix C shows 
examples of irregular shaped dwellings that do not conform to a strict interpretation of the 6 
metre regulation (that the narrowest width of the dwelling shall be more than 6 metres).  
However they conform to the spirit of the regulation. 
There are several options for interpreting the regulation as follows: 

i. Strict – no part of the dwelling can be less than 6 metres wide; 
ii. Restrictive – allow for a small portion of the dwelling to be less than 6 metres, for 

example no more that 25% of the dwelling can have a width of less than 6 metres 
iii. Balanced – allow for half of the dwelling to be less than 6 metres in width; 
iv. Flexible – allow for a greater portion of the dwelling to be less than 6 metres for 

example up to 75: of the dwelling can be less than 6 metres. 

151



Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (September 12, 2013) 
Regarding Bylaws 310.151 and 337.105  Page 5 of 15 
 

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3360-20 310.151\2013-Sep-12 Report to PDC re 6m width 
provision.docx 
 

If the Board directs staff to move forward with the bylaw amendments then staff will prepare 
West Howe Sound specific questions for the Area F APC regarding what the preferred 
interpretation of the regulation should be.  Supporting information for the Area F APC, such as a 
quick analysis of exiting dwellings in the Hopkins Landing area (using the airphotos) will be 
provided. 
Another option is to direct Staff to prepare amendments to Bylaws 310 and 337 that establish 
unambiguous guidance for determining how the regulation is to be applied. Staff do not support 
this option as it is likely to result in a variety of preferred guidelines that differ from one electoral 
area to another.  This would add complexity and continue to retain a regulation that staff 
consider to limit property owners’ development options.  Staff would also need to consider if 
OCP amendment would be needed to support developing changes in the zoning bylaws that 
define how to apply the regulation. 
Draft copies of Bylaw 310.151 and 337.105 arising from Option 1 are included in Attachment A. 
Consultation 
Staff do not consider that the proposed amendments will have any impact upon the interests of 
the District of Sechelt, Town of Gibsons, the School District or most provincial ministries (such 
as Ministry of Health).  Staff suggest the following organizations and agencies should be 
consulted: 

a) all Advisory Planning Commissions: 
b) Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee; 
c) Squamish and shíshálh Nations; 
d) SCRD Infrastructure Services (re: water and solid waste), Community Services (re: fire 

department) and Building Department; 
e) Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; 
f) Coast Community Builders Association; and 
g) Others identified during the referral process. 

Once consultation is completed then staff will bring a report back to a future Planning and 
Development Committee for consideration.  The report may also suggest whether to hold a 
single public information meeting or several area based meetings. 
 
___________________________ 
David Rafael, Senior Planner 
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ATTACHMENT A 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 

ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 310.151, 2013 
A bylaw to amend the Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 

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

PART A – CITATION 
1. This bylaw may be cited as the “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment 

Bylaw No. 310.151, 2013”. 

PART B – AMENDMENT  
2. In section 301 (1) insert in the appropriate location: 

“R1B Residential One B” 

3. In section 502 (2), Keeping of Poultry or Rabbits, insert “R1B” so that it reads: 

“In any zone other than an R1, R1B, RM1, RM2 or RM3 zone, on a parcel having an 
area of 1500 square meters or more, the use of land, buildings and structures may 
include the keeping of poultry or rabbits for domestic consumption only provided 
that:…” 

4. In section 502 (9), Occupancy During Construction, insert “R1B” so that it reads: 

“A mobile home or recreational vehicle may be used in the R1, R1A, R1B, R2, CR1, 
CR2, RU1, RU2, RU3 and RU3B Zones to provide accommodation for the resident 
during construction of a principal dwelling on a parcel, provided that:…” 

5. In section 502 (11), Bed and Breakfast, insert “R1B” so that it reads: 

“Bed and breakfast is permitted as an auxiliary use, subject in all cases to the 
following conditions in the R1 and R1B zone where the parcel size exceeds 2000 
square metres, and in the…” 

6. In Section 503 (5), Height of Buildings and Structures, insert “R1B” so that it reads: 

“On parcels less than 750 square metres in the R1, R1B, R2, CR1, RU1, RU2 and 
RU3 zones the maximum height of a single family dwelling shall not exceed 8.5 
metres.” 

7. In Section 504 (1), Floor Area of Buildings, insert “R1B” so that it reads: 

“On a parcel less than 1500 square metres in the R1, R2, CR1, RU1, RU2 and RU3 
zones, the maximum total floor area of all buildings on a parcel shall be the parcel 
area multiplied by 0.30;” 

8. For the Residential One (R1) Zone delete the following and renumber as needed: 

“Size of Structures 
601.5 no building containing a dwelling shall have a width less than 6 meters;” 
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9. For the Commercial Five (C5) Zone amend section 841.3 by deleting the following and 
renumber as needed: 

“Size of Structures 
(a)  no building containing a dwelling shall have a width less than 6 meters; 

and” 

10. Insert the Residential One B zone as Section 603 as follows: 

“603 R1B Zone (Residential One B) 
603 On a parcel in an R1 Zone, 

Permitted Uses 
603.1 except as otherwise permitted in Part V of this bylaw the following and 

no other uses are permitted: 

(1) single family dwelling; 

(2) home office; 

603.2 with a parcel size exceeding 2000 square meters the additional 
permitted uses are: 

(1) one auxiliary dwelling unit; 

(2) bed and breakfast subject to Part 502 (11) of this bylaw; 

(3) horticultural sales auxiliary to one single family dwelling unit; 

603.3 with a parcel size exceeding 3500 square meters the additional 
permitted uses are: 

(1) one single family dwelling; 

(2) keeping of livestock subject to Part 502 (4) of this bylaw; 

Siting of Structures 
603.4 no structure shall be located within: 

(1) 5 meters of a front parcel line; 

(2) 2 meters of a rear parcel line except where the rear parcel line is 
contiguous to a highway in which case the minimum setback shall 
be 4.5 metres; and 

(3) 1.5 meters of a side parcel line except where the side parcel line is 
contiguous to a highway in which case the minimum setback shall 
be 4.5 meters; 

Size of Structures 
603.5 no building containing a dwelling shall have a width less than 6 meters; 

Parcel Coverage 
603.6 the maximum parcel coverage of all buildings and structures shall not 

exceed 35%; 
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Buildings Per Parcel 
603.7 no more than two dwellings may be located on a parcel. 

Home Office 
603.8 a home office shall be subject to the following conditions: 

(a) no external indication shall exist that the dwelling is utilized for 
any purpose other than normally associated with a residential 
building except for a single sign not exceeding 3500 square 
centimetres (.35 square meters) in area; 

(b) there shall be no out of doors storage of materials, equipment, 
containers or finished products; 

(c) employees of a home office are restricted to members of a family 
as defined in this bylaw plus one other person. 

Horticultural Sales 
603.9 horticultural sales shall be subject to the following conditions: 

(a) notwithstanding any other parts of this bylaw, only one sign not 
exceeding 0.35 square meters in area is permitted to be installed on 
a parcel, in a manner that does not obstruct or obscure the site 
access or egress; 

(b) an auxiliary building or structure and a portable open air stand used 
for horticultural sales are subject to section 603.4 of this bylaw, 
except that a portable open air stand may be sited to within 1.5 
meters of a front parcel line.” 

11. Amend Schedule A of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 by 
rezoning those properties within the area shown on Appendix A to this Bylaw from 
Residential One (R1) to Residential One B (R1B). 

PART C – ADOPTION 
READ A FIRST TIME this DAY OF 2013 

READ A SECOND TIME AS AMENDED this DAY OF  2013 

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of the  
TRANSPORTATION ACT this  DAY OF 2013 

PUBLIC HEARING held pursuant to  
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this   DAY OF 2013 

READ A THIRD TIME this DAY OF 2013 

ADOPTION this DAY OF 2013 

________________________ 
Corporate Officer 
________________________ 
Chair  
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Appendix A to Bylaw 310.151 
 

 
 

Existing Zoning:  Residential One (R1) 

Proposed Zoning:  Residential One B (R1B) 

 
________________________ 
Corporate Officer 
 
________________________ 
Chair 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 337.105, 2013 

A bylaw to amend the Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1987 
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District in open meeting assembled 
enacts as follows: 
PART A – CITATION 
12. This bylaw may be cited as the “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment 

Bylaw No. 337.105, 2013, 2013”. 
PART B – AMENDMENT  
13. For the Single Family Residential (RS1) Zone delete the following and renumber as 

needed: 
“Width of Dwellings 
600.5 No building containing a dwelling shall have a width less than 6 meters;” 

14. For the Single Family Residential (R1) Zone delete the following and renumber as needed: 
“Width of Dwellings 
601.4 No building containing a dwelling shall have a width less than 6 meters;” 

15. For the Single Family Residential (R1A) Zone delete the following and renumber as 
needed: 

“Width of Dwellings 
602.4 No building containing a dwelling shall have a width less than 6 meters;” 

16. For the Single Family Residential (R1B) Zone delete the following and renumber as 
needed: 

“Width of Dwellings 
603.4 No building containing a dwelling shall have a width less than 6 meters;” 

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

________________________ 
Corporate Officer 
________________________ 
Chair  
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ATTACHMENT B 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 22nd, 2013 

TO:  Planning & Development Committee – September 12th, 2013 

FROM:  Gregory Gebka, Planner 

RE: Draft ‘A Zone’ to replace ‘RU3 Zone’ – Zoning Bylaw No. 310 

 (Electoral Areas B-F) 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

(1) THAT the report entitled “Draft ‘A Zone’ to replace ‘RU3 Zone’ – Zoning Bylaw No. 310” be 
received;  

 
(2) THAT Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.148 be forwarded to the Board for First 

Reading;  
 

(3) THAT staff conduct a workshop with Electoral Area Directors to review the scope and 
intent of the proposed ‘A Zone’; and 

 
(4) THAT Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.148 be referred to the following committees 

and referral agencies for comments: 
 

(a) Areas B-F APCs 
(b) Roberts Creek OCPC 
(c) Agricultural Advisory Committee 
(d) Agricultural Land Commission 
(e) District of Sechelt 
(f) Town of Gibsons 
(g) Sechelt Nation 
(h) Squamish Nation 
(i) Vancouver Coastal Health Authority 
(j) Ministry of Agriculture 
(k) Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 
(l) Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
At its meeting of July 25th, the Board adopted the following Corporate & Administrative Services 
Committee recommendation:  
 

Recommendation No. 22 Zoning Bylaw No. 310 – Draft ‘A Zone’ Update 

THAT the Planner’s report titled “Zoning Bylaw No. 310 – Draft ‘A Zone’ Update” be received; 

AND THAT staff coordinate a citizen engagement initiative outlining the basic rationale for the ‘A Zone’; 
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 AND THAT staff continue to collaborate with Agricultural Area Plan consultants and Agricultural Advisory 
Committee to conduct a public opinion survey and opinion poll on key zoning issues; 

 AND THAT staff report on all community input gained from the public opinion survey and opinion poll; 

AND FURTHER THAT Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.148 (the ‘A Zone’) be brought forward to a 
future Planning and Development Committee meeting. 

This report introduces Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.148, and provides additional 
information and recommendations concerning the draft bylaw, consultation program and.  
 
The ‘Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through Zoning”, which focuses on agricultural uses 
in non-ALR areas including residential and rural zones, will be addressed in a second stage of 
zoning amendments.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
As previously reported, the draft ‘A Zone’ addresses a number of inconsistencies between the 
current ‘RU3 Zone’ (the ‘rural-agriculture’ zone within Zoning Bylaw No. 310) and the 
Agricultural Land Commission’s (ALC’s) policies and regulations governing land use within the 
agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).  Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is too restrictive and is inconsistent 
with ALR regulations. 
 
Consultation 
 
As recently directed by the Board, staff will coordinate a citizen engagement initiative outlining 
the basic rationale for the ‘A Zone’.  At least part of this initiative is anticipated to be in consort 
with upcoming Agricultural Area Plan public workshops. 
 
Draft Bylaw No. 310.148 could be referred to the following committees and agencies for 
comments: 
 
 Areas B-F APCs 
 Roberts Creek OCPC 
 Agricultural Advisory Committee 
 Agricultural Land Commission 
 District of Sechelt 
 Town of Gibsons 
 Sechelt Nation 
 Squamish Nation 
 Vancouver Coastal Health Authority 
 Ministry of Agriculture 
 Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 
 Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure 

 
 
Initial APC and OCPC comments regarding the draft ‘A Zone’ were summarized in a previous 
report.  To recap, the first round of APC/OCPC consultations generally indicates that: 
 

 perspectives on agriculture vary widely, depending on whether land is in or outside of 
the ALR.  Most people recognize ALR as land where ‘farming comes first’; 
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 agriculture is generally considered secondary to residential use in residential and rural 
areas.  As such, the degree of acceptance of agriculture in these land use areas also 
varies widely; 
 

 there is a general desire in Roberts Creek to have more permissive zoning for 
agricultural activities throughout the community.  The Roberts Creek community 
supports zoning for increased food self-sufficiency; 
 

 there is a general desire in West Howe Sound for residential areas to remain residential, 
especially in areas with concentrations of small lots. 
 

 Agriculture on the Sunshine Coast is currently small-scale and, with a few exceptions, is 
in its early stages of development.  Draft regulations focusing on industrial-scale 
agriculture have caused some concern.  This approach and its level of detail may not be 
necessary at this time. 
 

Following initial APC and OCPC comments, agricultural zoning amendments have been 
simplified where possible.  In doing so, draft Bylaw No. 310.148 (attached) is recommended to 
proceed at this time solely to replace the current ‘RU3 Zone’ with a new ‘A Zone’ that is more 
consistent with applicable ALR regulations and Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) guidelines.  A 
comparative summary of the draft ‘A Zone’ is enclosed as Attachment ‘A’.  A map showing the 
proposed ‘A Zone’ and how its boundaries coincide with the ALR will be available at the 
Planning & Development Committee meeting. 
 
Both the MoA and the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) were initially consulted when 
drafting the ‘A Zone’, in effort to meet provincial guidelines and achieve consistency with ALC 
regulations.  Despite initial consultation, additional ALC and MoA comments may be 
forthcoming.   
 
Additional new zoning provisions applicable to non-ALR zones, such as residential areas, will be 
drafted following additional community engagement this fall. 
 

 
Consistency with Official Community Plan (Agricultural) Policies   
 
Staff reviewed the draft Bylaw No. 310.148 against the agricultural policies of each applicable 
Official Community Plan (OCP) for consistency.  For the most part, the ‘A Zone’ is consistent 
with applicable OCP policies; however, it is worth noting that: 
 

(1) The Roberts Creek OCP sets out criteria for considering more than three units of 
agritourism accommodation under temporary use permits, as follows: 

 
 the use is accessory to working farm operations;  
 the use is on agriculturally designated land that is in the ALR; the  
 application is consistent with ALC policies;  
 the working farm will continue in operation and will not be adversely affected;  
 potable water of sufficient quantity for both farming and non-farming use is available;  
 sewage disposal facilities are suitable;  
 on-site parking is adequate;  
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 the impact of increased traffic on adjacent roadways is considered;  
 the environmental impact of the proposal is considered; and 
 the impact on adjacent properties is addressed. 

 
The draft ‘A Zone’ sets out the following minimum criteria:  

 
 the parcel area must be at least 2 hectares (4.94 acres); 
 the campground must not exceed 5% of the parcel area;  
 the parcel must be classified as a farm for property tax assessment purposes; 
 adequate off-street parking is provided pursuant to this bylaw;  
 adequate on-site waste water disposal facilities are provided meeting current 

provincial health regulations; 
 the number of campsites plus the number of bed and breakfast rooms must not 

exceed 10. 
 

(2) Under its agriculture policies, the West Howe Sound OCP states that agricultural related 
retail, such as farm gate sales, garden supply centres, and agri-tourism, may be 
considered through individual site rezoning applications, with support from the 
Agricultural Land Commission.  It is noted that both the current and proposed zoning 
bylaws permit ‘farm gate sales’.  More discussion with the Area F APC and OCPC may 
be necessary to clarify the community’s position on agricultural related retail.  
 

(3) Both the Roberts Creek and Elphinstone OCPs appear to consider ‘agriculture’ and 
‘keeping livestock’ separately.  Bylaw No. 310.148 would redefine ‘agriculture’ as 
horticulture, or raising livestock including apiculture and land-based aquaculture.  If the 
bylaw proceeds, it is possible to make minor OCP amendments to ensure consistency of 
terms.    

 
Definition of Agriculture 
 
A broader definition of “agriculture”, as proposed, would have implications for other land 
use zones in which the use is permitted.  Zoning Bylaw No. 310 currently permits 
‘agriculture’ in the following zones: 
 
CR1  
CR2 
RU1 
RU1A 
RU1B 

RU1C 
RU1D 
RU2 
RU2A 
RU3 

RU3A 
RU3B 
CD2 

 
If the definition of ‘agriculture’ changes its focus from primarily growing crops, as in the 
current zoning bylaw, to more broadly encompassing horticulture or raising livestock 
including apiculture and land-based aquaculture, then some adjustments will be 
required, at least for the time being, to maintain the status quo in all non-ALR zones.  
Options for avoiding any major land use changes within non-ALR zones include: 
 
(1) maintaining the current definition of “agriculture” (focused on growing crops), except 

under a different name – such as “crop production”.  Each non-ALR zone that 
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currently permits ‘agriculture’ would be amended to permit ‘crop production’ in its list 
of permitted uses; 

 
(2) deleting ‘agriculture’ from the list of permitted uses within each non-ALR zone, as 

‘horticulture’ is permitted within all zones; or 
 
(3) modifying the proposed new definition of “agriculture” to a different term, such as 

“farming”.  As such, “farming” under the ‘A Zone’ would mean the use of land, 
building or structure for horticulture or raising livestock, including apiculture and land-
based aquaculture. 
 

Staff recommend Option (1), as the least complicated. Option (2) would likely have 
implications on agricultural sales, which are permitted under the current definition of 
‘agriculture’.  Option (3) may cause some confusion under the ‘A Zone’ between 
‘farming’ and ‘farm business’. 

 
 
 
___________________________ 
Gregory Gebka, Planner 
Planning & Development Division 
gregory.gebka@scrd.ca 
604-885-6804 (ext. 3)  
GG/ Attachments 
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Summary of Draft ‘Agriculture (A) Zone’ 

 
 
The draft ‘A Zone’ is organized under the following list of sections, within which draft provisions 
are modified following advisory committee comments received to date: 
 

 Permitted Uses – in addition to certain uses permitted more broadly under the ‘general 
provisions’ of the zoning bylaw, this section permits principal uses on lands zoned ‘A’, 
including agriculture, farm business, and single family dwelling.  All of these uses are 
listed under the ALR Use, Subdivision & Procedure Regulation as ‘farm use activities’ 
that may be regulated by a local government bylaw but must not be prohibited. In 
addition to the principal uses, a number of secondary uses are listed, including 
agricultural product sales, agritourism, secondary suite (see ‘Number of Dwellings’ 
below), winery or cidery, etc.  All of these are listed under the ALR Use, Subdivision & 
Procedure Regulation as uses that may be regulated by a local government bylaw and 
potentially prohibited. 
 

 Additional Permitted Uses – in addition to the principal uses, on a lot exceeding 1 
hectare the draft ‘A Zone’ permits either a limited-width manufactured home or, where 
authorized by the Agricultural Land Commission, a second single family dwelling.  Horse 
riding, training or boarding facility are also permitted subject to a lot area exceeding 1 
hectare.  Intensive agriculture is permitted subject to a lot area exceeding 8 hectares. 

 
 Site Specific Uses – the draft ‘A Zone’ also replaces the existing ‘RU3A Zone’, which 

solely permits an existing garden supply centre (‘Quality Farms’ site) on Pratt Road.  The 
existing business is principally a retail store, despite being located in the ALR, where 
retail sales are permitted only accessory to a farm and up to a certain maximum footprint 
area (300 m²).  In addition the ‘A Zone’ would replace the existing ‘RU3B Zone’, which 
permits an existing duplex on Burton Road. 

  
 Number of Dwellings – As in the current ‘RU3 Zone’, the draft ‘A Zone’ normally 

restricts the number of dwellings to two per lot. 
 

In addition, however, the draft ‘A Zone’ also permits a ‘secondary suite’ in an effort to 
provide more housing options.  Permitting secondary suites could result in up to two 
dwelling units within a single detached house – the principal dwelling unit and a 
secondary suite.   
 
As in the current ‘RU3 Zone’, the draft ‘A Zone’ permits a second single detached house 
on lots exceeding 1 hectare.  When combined with the potential for a secondary suite, in 
some circumstances this could permit up to four dwelling units on lots exceeding 1 
hectare – two single detached dwellings, each with a secondary suite. 
 
To encourage innovative, ‘out of the box’ farm housing, the draft ‘A Zone’ allows the 
number of dwellings to potentially increase to five under specific circumstances where 
the Regional District has signed a housing agreement with a landowner to provide for 
farm housing.  Minimum criteria for entering into such housing agreement includes the 
subject lot having an assessed ‘farm’ classification, a land area exceeding 2 hectares 
(4.94 acres), and each additional dwelling unit having a floor area not exceeding 90 m² 
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(968.7 ft²).  Staff are preparing additional information on the possibility of entering into 
housing agreements for this purpose. 

   
 Areas of Buildings, Structures and Uses – To be consistent with ALC regulations, the 

draft ‘A Zone’ sets out various restrictions on floor area, land area and lot coverage 
occupied by specific activities deemed to be ‘farm uses’ in the ALR.  In response to 
expressed concerns over some permitted ancillary uses such winery or cidery 
restaurants, in some cases the floor area limits are more restrictive than set out under 
the ALR Use, Subdivision & Procedure Regulation. 

 
 Conditions of Use – the draft ‘A Zone’ sets out conditions on specific uses, mainly in an 

effort to be more consistent with ALC regulations. 
 

 Temporary Use Permits – In response to AAC subcommittee discussion of the merits 
of encouraging agritourism activities on farms, the draft ‘A Zone’ permits campground 
use under temporary use permits.  As proposed, the ‘A Zone’ would set out the minimum 
criteria for considering approving temporary use permits on a case-by-case basis, as 
follows: 
 
- the subject lot having an assessed ‘farm’ classification and a land area exceeding 2 

hectares (4.94 acres); 
- the campground area must not exceed 5% of the lot area.  On a 2-hectare lot the 

maximum campground area would equal 1000 m² or 0.25 acres; 
- the combined number of campsites and any bed and breakfast guest rooms limited 

to 10.  
 

 An earlier draft contained provisions for issuing temporary use permits for temporary 
farm worker housing.  These have been removed, following staff discussions concerning 
the demand for such housing on the Sunshine Coast at this time.  Such provisions could 
be re-introduced if there is an expressed demand for additional (temporary) housing for 
farm workers. 

  
 Siting – The draft ‘A Zone’ establishes minimum structural setbacks identical to the 

‘RU3 Zone’.  In addition, minimum setbacks are also stipulated for various specific 
agricultural buildings, structures and uses from lot lines, watercourses and waterbodies.  
These proposed agricultural setbacks are largely based on provincial guidelines, with 
certain modifications, as initially recommended by the AAC subcommittee.  More 
recently, parcel line setback provisions for ‘stormwater detention ponds’, ‘on-farm 
composting’ and ‘wood waste storage’ have been eliminated, in an effort to simplify the 
‘A Zone’. 

 
 Lot Coverage – The draft ‘A Zone’ sets out the maximum lot coverage identical to the 

‘RU3 Zone’.  In addition, the ‘A Zone’ sets out a maximum 50% greenhouse lot 
coverage, which is less than the MoA guideline of 75%. 
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Comparing the ‘A Zone’ to the ‘RU3 Zone’ 
 
The ‘A Zone’ is drafted with the intent of being relatively permissive of agriculture and other 
related activities deemed to be ‘farm uses’ within the ALR.  In summary, the draft ‘A Zone’: 
 

 permits ‘agriculture’ on ALR lands under more broadly defined terms, including rearing 
livestock.  While rearing livestock is currently permitted in most zones under Bylaw No. 
310, its general provisions limit the rearing livestock, including aquaculture, “for domestic 
consumption only”. 
 

 permits a ‘farm business’ and ‘intensive agriculture’, though the latter would require a 
minimum 8-hectare lot area.  Agriculture is considered somewhat disjunctively under 
Bylaw No. 310, as it is defined as ‘growing crops’, while also permitting ‘keeping of 
livestock’ for domestic consumption only, and ‘keeping of less than 50 pigs’ on lots 
exceeding 1.75 hectares.  The ‘A Zone’ would make it clear that agriculture, including 
intensive agriculture and farm operations, are permitted on ALR lands, though with some  
restriction on intensive agriculture, as noted.  If additional zoning restrictions on farm 
uses are deemed necessary, they could be introduced to the draft bylaw, though some 
may require Ministerial approval. 
 

 permits ‘agricultural product sales’ more expressly than the currently under Zoning 
Bylaw No. 310 – subject to certain limits on sales area, as per ALC regulations.   
  

 permits a secondary suite within a single detached dwelling, whereas the ‘RU3 Zone’ 
does not.  Secondary suites are proposed to be defined as a limited-size accessory 
dwelling located within or attached to a single detached dwelling.  To encourage 
affordable housing, additional secondary suites could potentially be permitted more 
broadly in other  zones where single detached dwellings are permitted; 
 

 continues to permit kennels only in Elphinstone and West Howe Sound, subject to a 15-
metre lot line setback. 
 

 permits ‘agritourism’, whereas the ‘RU3 Zone’ does not (other than in the form of a bed 
& breakfast).  Recognizing that farms could potentially be tourist destinations 
complementary to agriculture, the ‘A Zone’ permits agritourism and tourist 
accommodation in the form of campgrounds, subject to a temporary use permit.  Various 
minimum criteria are set out in the ‘A Zone’ for considering such use on a temporary 
basis, including in place of bed and breakfast use; 
 

 permits an additional, second single detached dwelling on lots exceeding 1 hectare, 
similar to the ‘RU3 Zone’, Unlike the ‘RU3 Zone, however, the draft ‘A Zone’ stipulates a 
second, additional dwelling must be either a limited-width manufactured home occupied 
by either the principal resident’s immediate family or by farm workers or a second single 
family dwelling where authorized by the Agricultural Land Commission; 
 

 permits winery or cidery as an accessory use, including a small restaurant.  The ‘RU3 
Zone’ does not permit any of these uses.  A winery or cidery is permitted on a lot where 
at least 50% of the ingredients are produced on the same farm or on a lot exceeding 2 
hectares so long as at least 50% of the product ingredients are produced in BC under a 
minimum three-year contract – as stipulated by ALC regulations; 
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 permits brewery and creamery as an ancillary use.  The ‘RU3 Zone’ does not permit 
either use.  Each use is permitted on a lot where at least 50% of the ingredients are 
produced on the same farm, consistent with the ALR Use, Subdivision & Procedure 
Regulation; 
 

 permits ‘farm research and education’ subject to a specific maximum lot coverage – as 
per ALC regulations; 
 

 permits ‘horse riding, training or boarding facilities’, whereas the ‘RU3 Zone’ does not.  
Horse riding, training and boarding facilities are deemed a ‘farm use’ in the ALR and, as 
such, can be regulated under a zoning bylaw but must not be prohibited.  The use would 
be limited to three horse stalls per hectare to a maximum of 40 stalls, consistent with 
ALC regulations; 
 

 permits two site-specific uses, as permitted in the existing ‘RU3A’ and ‘RU3B’ Zones; 
 

 stipulates setbacks from lot lines, watercourses and waterbodies for farming activities 
such as farm buildings having confined livestock, mushroom growing and solid waste 
storage facilities.  Most of the proposed setbacks are based on MoA guidelines; 
however, following AAC input, slightly reduced front yard setbacks are proposed in some 
cases; 
 

 stipulates maximum lot coverages identical to the ‘RU3 Zone’.  Unlike the ‘RU3 Zone’; 
however, the ‘A Zone’ would stipulate maximum greenhouse lot coverage, exclusive of 
other buildings, of 50%, less than the 75% greenhouse lot coverage recommended 
through MoA guidelines. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 310.148, 2013 

A bylaw to amend the Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 
 
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District in open meeting assembled 
enacts as follows: 
 
PART A – CITATION 
 

1. This bylaw may be cited as the “Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment 
Bylaw No. 310.148, 2013”. 

PART B – AMENDMENT  
 

1. Amend Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 as 
follows:  

(a) replace throughout Bylaw No. 310 all uses of the terms: 
 
“horticultural sales” with “horticultural product sales” 
“riding stable and academy” with “horse riding, training or boarding facility” 
“RU3”, “RU3A” and “RU3B” with “A” 
“Rural Three”, “Rural Three – A”, and “Rural Three – B” with “Agriculture” 
 

(b) Part III by replacing “RU3  Rural Three” and “RU3A  Rural Three - A” with “A  
Agriculture”; 
 

(c) Part V by inserting into Columns I and II, as follows: 
 

COLUMN I    COLUMN II 
Class of Building or Use   Parking Spaces 
Agritourism accommodation  1 per accommodation unit 

 
(d) Part X by replacing the term “agriculture” with “crop production” 

 
 
(e) Part X by deleting sections 1021, 1021A and 1021B and replacing as follows: 

 
 

  A Zone (Agriculture) 
 
1021 Permitted Uses  
 
1021.1 The following uses are permitted in the A zone: 
 

(1) agriculture  

(2) farm business 

(3) single family dwelling 
(4) kennel, in Elphinstone and West Howe Sound only 
(5) uses permitted in section 502(1)  
(6) secondary suite 
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(7) agritourism excluding agritourism accommodation [see section 1021.5(2)]  
(8) agricultural product sales   [see sections 1021.7(2) and 1021.8(2)] 
(9) winery or cidery    [see sections 1021.7 and 1021.8(4)] 
(10) brewery     [see sections 1021.7(4) and 1021.8(5)] 
(11) restaurant     [see section 1021.7(3)] 
(12)  creamery    [see section 1021.7(4) and 1021.8(5)] 
(13) farm research and education  [see section 1021.7(5)] 
(14) animal slaughter or processing  [see section 1021.8(1)] 
(15) storing farm machinery, implements, agricultural products and supplies 

ancillary to a farm business 
(16) home occupation    [see section 502(10)] 
(17) bed and breakfast    [see sections 502(11) and 1021.5(2)(f) ] 

 
 

Additional Permitted Uses 
 
1021.2 On a parcel having an area exceeding 1 hectare (2.47 acres) the following additional 

uses are permitted:  
 

(1) either one manufactured home, up to 9 metres (29.5 feet) wide, for housing: 
 
(a) the principal resident’s immediate family; or 

(b) farm workers    
 
or 

 
(2)   a second single family dwelling in Electoral Areas B, D and F, where authorized 

by the Agricultural Land Commission;  

 

(3) horse riding, training or boarding facility [see section 1021.8(3)] 
 

1021.3 Intensive agriculture is permitted on a parcel having an area exceeding 8 hectares 
(19.8 acres).  

 
Site Specific Uses  
 

1021.4 (1) A garden supply centre is permitted on Lot 17, District Lot 682, Plan 13714. 
 
(2) An additional dwelling to create a duplex is permitted on Lot B, Block H, 

District Lot 903, Plan 1866 in place of a second single family dwelling  
 
 

 
Temporary Uses 
 

1021.5 (1) The A zone is designated as a temporary use permit area for the purpose of 
  permitting temporary campgrounds in Electoral Areas B, D and E. 
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(2) A temporary use permit for a campground in Elphinstone, Roberts Creek or 
Halfmoon Bay may be issued where: 

 
(a) the parcel area must be at least 2 hectares (4.94 acres); 
 
(b) the campground must not exceed 5% of the parcel area;  
 
(c) the parcel must be classified as a farm for property tax assessment purposes;  

 
(d) adequate off-street parking is provided pursuant to this bylaw; 

 
(e) adequate on-site waste water disposal facilities are provided meeting current 

provincial health regulations; and 
 

(f) The number of campsites plus the number of bed and breakfast rooms must 
not exceed 10. 

 
 

Number of Dwellings  
 
1021.6  (1) The number of dwellings on a parcel must not exceed two, except as permitted 
  by sections 1021.2, 1021.4(2) and 1021.6(2).  

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

up to three additional dwellings where: 
 

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

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

for all dwellings and farm use on the parcel; and 
 

(e) Agricultural Land Commission approval is received.  
 

 
Areas of Buildings, Structures and Uses 

 
1021.7 (1)  The parcel coverage of all buildings and structures used as part of a park, 
  including biodiversity conservation, passive recreation, heritage, wildlife and 
  scenery viewing, is limited to 100 m² (1076.4 ft²). 

 
(2) Agricultural product sales may consist of a combined total indoor and outdoor 

sales area of 300 m2 (3229.2 ft²), including an open air stand, provided that the 
use conforms to section 1021.8(2). 
 

(3) A winery or cidery may include a restaurant: 
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(a) having a floor area not exceeding 100 m² (1076.4 ft²), provided that the 
indoor seating capacity does not exceed 30; and 
 

(b) an outdoor seating area area not exceeding 50 m² (538.2 ft²). 
 
(4) A winery or cidery, brewery or a creamery may include: 

 
(a) product preparation, processing and storage; 
 
(b)  a retail sales area not exceeding 100 m² (1076.4 ft²); 

 
(c) on-site tours. 
 

(5) The parcel coverage of all buildings, structures used solely for farm education 
and research is limited to 100 m² (1076.4 ft²). 

 
Conditions of Use 

 
1021.8  (1) At least 50% of animals slaughtered and farm product processed, packaged or 

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

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

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

per hectare to a maximum of 40 per parcel. 
 

(4) A winery or cidery must have either: 
 
(a) at least 50% of the ingredients used for wine or cider products produced on 

the same farm, or 
 
(b) a land area more than 2 hectares (4.94 acres) and, unless otherwise 

authorized by the Agricultural Land Commission, at least 50% of the total 
farm product for processing provided by a British Columbia farm under a 
minimum three-year contract; 

 
(5) A brewery or creamery must have at least 50% of the ingredients used for 

producing beer or creamery products produced on the same farm. 
 

  
Siting 

 
1021.10  (1) Except as otherwise provided for in this section, no building or structure may be 

  situated within: 
 

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

abuts a road, in which case the minimum setback to side parcel line is 4.5 
metres (14.8 feet). 
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(2) Except as specified under subsection (3), agricultural and farming activities, 
uses, buildings and structures must be situated a minimum distance from a 
parcel line, as follows: 

 
 

use of land, building or structure 

parcel line setback 

front or       

abutting ALR all other 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

greenhouse containing no artificial lighting 5 metres (16.4 feet) 5 metres (16.4 feet) 

greenhouse containing artificial lighting 15 metres (32.8 feet) 15 metres (49.2 feet) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

mushroom growing medium preparation and 
storage 

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

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

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

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

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

 

176



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Parcel Coverage 
 

1021.11  Parcel coverage must not exceed 15%, except: 
 

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

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

exceed 50%. 
 

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

 “agricultural building” means a building used in relation to agriculture, intensive 
agriculture or a farm, but does not include a dwelling; 
 
“agricultural product sales” means the use of land, building or structure for the sale of 

use, building or structure 
watercourse / waterbody 

setback 

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

15 metres  

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

30 metres 
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local agricultural products including horticultural products, dairy, eggs, meats, 
apicultural products, aquacultural products, wines, ciders, beers, or creamery products, 
which are either: 
  
 grown, produced and sold on a parcel that is principally used a residence, farm, 

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

sales or wholesale sales; 
 
“agricultural unit” or “AU” means an equivalent live farm animal weight 
corresponding to 455 kg (1000 lbs) for livestock, poultry or farmed game, or any 
combination these equaling 455 kg (1000 lbs); 
 
“agriculture” means the use of land, building or structure for horticulture or rearing 
livestock, including apiculture and land-based aquaculture. It may include agricultural 

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

“agritourism” means temporary or seasonal activities such as farm tours, hay rides and  
fish ponds that promote or market farm products grown, raised or processed on a 
parcel classified for assessment purposes as a farm;   

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

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

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

marine algae; 
 
It excludes: 
 
 aquaculture processing not described in this definition; 
 disposing fish offal on the same site; 
 storing fish offal outdoors; 
 using float houses, suction or dredging harvest methods; 
 
“aquaculture processing” means treating, preparing, smoking, packaging, cooking or 
canning of fish, shellfish, molluscs, crustaceans or marine algae for sale and 
distribution.  It includes preparing, manufacturing fish offal for use in or as fish feed or 
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compost, and excludes any other treating, preparing or rendering not described in this 
definition; 
 
“campground” means land used and maintained for the temporary accommodation of 
visiting travellers or the general public in tents or recreational vehicles except park 
model recreational vehicles or mobile homes.   
 
“community garden” means land, buildings and structures maintained for horticulture 
by an organization, society or other collective group of people;  
 

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

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

 
“creamery” means a facility where milk and cream are processed and where butter or 
cheese are produced.   
 
“crop production” (a) means cultivating, producing or harvesting crops and 
    marketing and selling the crops harvested on the same parcel; 
 
  (b) includes: 

(i) the storage and sale on a farm of the crops harvested on the 
same farm; 

(ii) the storage on a farm of farm machinery, implements and 
supplies used on that farm; 

(iii) repairs on a farm to farm machinery and implements used 
on the same farm; 

 
(c) excludes rearing livestock and all manufacturing, processing, 

storage and repairs not referred to in this definition; 
 

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

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

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

 “farm operation” means an agricultural business involving any of the following 
activities: 
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 growing, producing, raising or keeping animals or plants, including mushrooms, or 
the primary products of those plants or animals; 

 clearing, draining, irrigating or cultivating land; 

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

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

 
 “farmers market” means the use of land, buildings or structures for agricultural 

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

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

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

community garden, school or other institutional use; or 
 

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

sales or wholesale sales; 
 
“horticulture” means the growing of fruits, vegetables, herbs, flowers and ornamental 
plants; 
 
“intensive agriculture” means a farm operation that grows mushrooms commercially 
or confines more than 5 AUs per hectare for commercial food production; 
 

“kennel” means the use of land, buildings or structures for boarding, breeding, 
providing care or training of more than three dogs, except a domestic litter born on the 
same parcel, either commercially or not-for-profit, and where pet supplies may be 
incidentally stored and made available for sale.  
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“livestock” means domestic farm animals including poultry, bees reared through 
apiculture, fish or other aquatic animals raised through aquaculture; 
 
“manufactured home” means a single family dwelling manufactured in a factory 
setting in one or more sections, and transported and situated in place for occupancy; 
 
“poultry” means domestic birds typically raised for the consumption of eggs or meat 
such as chickens, ducks, turkeys, geese, pheasants, quail, game birds and ratites; 
 
“restaurant” means the use of a building where food is prepared and offered for sale or 
sold to the public for immediate consumption including cafe, cafeteria, ‘take-out’ 
facility, ice-cream shop, tea or lunch room, dairy bar, coffee shop, or a snack bar;  
 
“retail sales” means the use of land, building or structure for the sale of goods to the 
public; 
 
“sales area” means  floor area or land area where customers may freely peruse, select 
and purchase products that are for sale; 
 
“silviculture” means the lifecycle development, maintenance and care of forests for the 
purpose of growing crops of trees having economic value; 
 

“secondary suite” means an auxiliary dwelling unit that is located within, or attached 
to, a single family dwelling; 
 
“temporary farm worker accommodation” means a dwelling, which may contain one 
or more sleeping units, sanitary facilities and not more than one cooking facility, 

specifically designed to accommodate seasonal farm workers during the growing or 
harvest season; 
 
“waterbody” means a body of fresh water or salt water; 
 
“watercourse” means a naturally occurring or man-made channel that conveys water, 
whether regularly or intermittently, which may include a stream, brook, ditch, creek, 
spring, ravine, swamp or gulch; 
 

“wholesale sales” means the sale of goods in quantity, typically for resale by retailers, 
contractors, and other bulk purchasers; 
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PART C – ADOPTION 
 
READ A FIRST TIME this  DAY OF   2013 
 
READ A SECOND TIME this  DAY OF 2013 
 
PUBLIC HEARING held pursuant to  
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this   DAY OF 2013 
 
APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of the    
TRANSPORTATION ACT this   DAY OF  2013 
 
 
READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF  2013 
 
ADOPTION this  DAY OF 2013_ 
 
 
 

_
___________________________ 
Corporate Officer 
 
 
____________________________ 
Chair 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

   
DATE: August 26th, 2013 

TO:  Planning & Development Committee – September 12, 2013 
FROM: Gregory Gebka, Planner - Planning & Development Division 
RE: Potential for Site Specific Rezonings without OCP Amendment  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

(1) THAT the report entitled “Potential for Site Specific Rezonings without OCP 

Amendment" be received; and 

(2) THAT staff be directed to develop a general OCP policy within all of the 

Regional District’s OCPs to allow a potential increase in lot density, where 

proposed by an applicant to amend both a zoning bylaw subdivision 

district and corresponding OCP land use designation, subject to: 

(a) more current, detailed and accurate professional soils mapping and 

analysis; 

(b) the proposal involving no land use change; 

(c) the proposal being consistent with all other applicable OCP land use 

policies. 

 

BACKGROUND: 

At its meeting of the May 24th, 2012, when considering a rezoning application affecting a 
property on Stephens Road in Roberts Creek, the Board requested staff prepare a report 
concerning the potential to introduce a general ‘blanket’ OCP policy allowing site specific 
rezonings for lot density increases without a corresponding OCP amendment in cases where: 

 a more accurate and current soils report improves upon or refines the soils capability 
mapping within an OCP 

 no land use changes are proposed 

 the proposed development is consistent with neighbourhood values 

This report provides information and recommendations on the matter. 
 

DISCUSSION: 

Staff appreciate the rationale for introducing a general OCP policy in support of rezoning 
applications where better, more accurate and update professional soils mapping and analysis 
are provided. However, there are potential technical and legal implications of establishing a 
general OCP policy allowing zoning amendments to proceed without a corresponding OCP 
amendment.    
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Staff Report to Planning & Development Committee – September 12
th

, 2013 Page 2 of 2 

Potential for Site Specific Rezonings without OCP Amendment 
 

 
N:\Planning & Development\6410 Planning & Development - General\6410-01 General\2013-Sep 12 PDC Potential for 
Site Specific  Rezonings without OCP Amendment.docx 

The Local Government Act requires all zoning bylaw amendments be consistent with an OCP, 
where applicable.  This includes subdivision district (zoning) regulations corresponding with 
applicable OCP land use designations and lot size policies.  Establishing a blanket OCP policy 
to allow a change of subdivision district without an applicable OCP land use designation change 
would cause inconsistency between the zoning bylaw and OCP. 

In addition, rezoning a property to a different subdivision district to allow a higher lot density 
without a corresponding OCP land use designation change could lead to confusing differences 
between the SCRD’s subdivision district mapping and its OCP land use designation mapping. 

As an alternative, it may be more appropriate to develop ‘blanket’ OCP policies that 
acknowledge and support the possibility of amending both a zoning bylaw subdivision district 
and corresponding OCP land use designation in circumstances where more current, detailed 
and accurate soil report supports an increase in lot density and subject to specific policy criteria.  
If the Planning & Development Committee agrees with this approach, then staff could bring back 
a report including a ‘blanket’ OCP amendment. 

 

 

 
___________________________  
Gregory Gebka, Planner 
Planning & Development Division 
GG/ 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
DATE: August 7, 2013 

 

TO: Planning and Development Committee, September 12th, 2013 
 

FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager and David 
Rafael, Senior Planner. 

 

RE: Regulation of Wind Power Generation Structures 
 

 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1. THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector regarding wind 
powered electrical generation be received for information, 

 

2. THAT the Planning and Development Committee direct Planning Staff to 
research and prepare a zoning bylaw amendment for such structures 
and others with a view to incorporate these regulations into the Zoning 
Bylaw, and,  

 

3. THAT any future applications for wind generator turbine structures be 
temporarily set in abeyance, pursuant to LGA section 929, (1) and (2), 
until staff have been able to report back with regulatory options 
regarding these kinds of structures. 

 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 

 

A recent building permit application for a wind powered electrical generator was granted 
through a Planning and Building Division review process.  As there are no regulations  

governing structures of this nature in the Building Code, (except the foundations), and 
since only Zoning requirements governing setbacks from property lines related to 
structures would apply.  Zoning Bylaw No. 310 sets a height limit of 11 metres for all 
buildings and structures; however the following exceptions are included in the 
regulation: 
 

503 (3) Church spires, chimneys, flag poles, masts, aerials, fire hall hose drying 
towers, water tanks, domes, windmills on parcels of 4000 square meters 
or more, public monuments, observation towers, transmission towers, 
elevators and ventilation machinery and farm buildings including silos, 
shall not be subject to the height requirements of this bylaw provided that 
such structures occupy no more than 10% of the surface of the parcel, or 
if situated on a building, not more than 15% of the roof area of the 
principal building. 

 

The same exception is set out in Bylaw 337 (section 513 (3)). 
 

As such, the permit was subsequently issued. In doing so, there was some public 
concern related to height, setbacks for this specific use and concerns over potential 
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (September 12, 2013) Page 2 of 2 
 Regarding W ind Turbines   

 
noise emanating from the turbine itself possibly affecting local wildlife and disturbing the 
quiet enjoyment of local area residents. 

 

The location of this structure is in Roberts Creek. 
 

The Roberts Creek OCP does speak to the public processes that should be followed 
where wind generation exceeds 5 KW in capacity, (contemplating much larger wind 
farms for example).  However, as this particular unit was exactly 5KW, it was seen that 
no public process would be required although a meeting was held subsequent to the 
permit being issued between area residents, the Director for Robert’s Creek and staff to 
discuss the concerns. No other OCP has a specific policy related to small scale energy 
production. 

 

As a result of public concerns, it was brought to our attention before the meeting that 
the generator was to be relocated by the owner on site at a distance where possible 
initial effects on residents would be largely reduced. The building permit was amended 
in this regard. 

 

This permit was the first of its kind issued in the Sunshine Coast Regional District and 
while there is general support for ‘green’ power such as small scale wind generation on 
the Sunshine Coast, it remained a neighborhood concern as to how to regulate 
structures of this kind and any potential side effects of its continual operation. 

 

There are a number of regulations governing wind generation structures in Ontario that 
were seen to be useful in potentially setting some local standards for regulation of such 
structures. The Province of Ontario seems to be the only Province in Canada 
attempting to deal with structures and mechanics of the turbine operation when placed 
in or near residential areas. As well, steps to control the proximity to residential 
neighborhoods based on size and capacity were also pointed out in the discussion and 
regulations dealing with this and other issues were included in the Ontario regulations. 

 

The province of BC has a land use operational policy for wind farms on Crown Land. It 
notes that, with respect to noise, towers should be located such that the maximum 
sound level outside a dwelling (not owned by the proponent) will be 40 decibels. 

 

The SCRD Noise Control Bylaw No 597 allows the SCRD to respond to noise complaints 
however it does not include any specific noise levels as a trigger.  It relies on a 
determination of what is an unacceptable noise level that disturbs the quiet, peace, rest, 
enjoyment, comfort, or convenience of any person or persons in the 
neighborhood or vicinity. 

 

Staff, under the direction of the Board resolution proposed above, (and pursuant to 
LGA section 929 (1) and (2)), will not process any future applications until some 
regulations addressing noise, height, engineering or any possible side effects have 
been qualified and addressed in some satisfactory regulatory format to deal with local 
concerns over these types of installations. 

 

Staff will also consider the height exemption regulation as there are other forms of 
development that are exempt that may cause issues; for example, domes are exempt 
for the 11 metre limit. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 7, 2013 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee, September 12th, 2013 
FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager 
RE:  Proposed Penalties for Completing Construction without Permits   

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

1. THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector regarding Proposed Penalties 
for Construction without Permits  be received for information, 

 
2. THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend moving forward with 

a regulation process to permit fines for contraventions of Zoning or Building 
Bylaws for all Electoral Areas in addition to the double permit fee philosophy 
structure currently in force. 
 

3. THAT the Planning and Development Committee recommend the type(s) of 
enforcement methodology to be used in enforcement for construction without 
permits related to both Building and Zoning bylaw infractions.  
 

4.  AND FURTHER THAT the Planning and Development Committee refer any 
approved option(s) back to staff for preparation under a covering report for a 
future Planning and Development Committee for consideration and referral to the 
Regional District Board for adoption. 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The following recommendation was made at the May 16th Planning and Development 
Committee meeting and further recommendation from July 18th, 2013: 
 
Recommendation No. 27 Penalties (May 16th) 

The Planning and Development Committee recommended that staff prepare a report to see what 
can be done to increase the penalties and curb the activity of “build now and ask for forgiveness 
later” circumstances. 
 
Further Recommendation No, 15   Penalties (July 18th) 
 
The Planning and Development Committee recommended that the Chief Building Inspector and 
Bylaw Manager’s report dated July 9th titled “Proposed Penalties for completing construction 
without permits” be received for information and that this topic be deferred for staff to provide 
options for penalties on violations for the following: 
 

• Building Bylaw 
• Zoning Bylaw 
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DISCUSSION: 
 
1.0   Building Bylaw Violations: 
 
Penalty ticket fine maximums under the MTI system of enforcement are limited to those 
fines as set out in the Fine Schedule, (the maximum individual fine is $500, however we 
would have to issue this fine in person each time for any continuing offence). 
 
Presently at the SCRD, the penalties for construction without permits are as follows: 
 

1. Building permits are 1.5 times the permit value with no maximum. (this was 
amended two years ago from a double fee to a maximum of $2000.) 

2. In Half Moon Bay only, a further BEN ticket may be issued for such offences like 
occupancy without a permit, construction commencing without a permit, and 
work at variance with plans.  

 
In most jurisdictions in the lower mainland, the penalties are typically a double permit 
fee, the general philosophy being that more often than not, the applicant was not aware 
they needed a permit and should not be unduly penalized.  Developers are more astute 
to permit processes regarding the double fees, and realize that on large buildings a 
double fee can represent a large sum of money.  As a result they are more likely to 
cooperate with normal permit processes. 
 
A building permit cannot be issued without a development permit or development 
variance permit being processed first where required. 
 
It could happen that a property owner will start a project without any permits, be red-
carded by the Building inspector for commencing work without a permit and then realize 
that variances are needed before building permits and construction can continue.  This 
process can equate to several months as a public process is required for a DP or DVP. 
 
Our problem on the Sunshine Coast appears to be that people are aware they need 
permits but believe that the Regional District will usually grant a variance at relatively 
little cost if discovered.  Many of the applicants appear to be well financed on projects 
occurring in more remote areas and are willing to accept the double fee, typically 
$2000-$8000 thousand dollars, (both planning and building permit double fees 
combined), as a small price to pay for getting the jump on project timing, or being able 
to claim ignorance of setbacks from the creeks or ocean, not to mention biological 
assessments or geotechnical requirements, to insure a preferred view or location from a 
water course, or ocean access for a dock. 
 
The Regional District Board is then faced with the dilemma of approving a variance for a 
building already built in a location where it would not normally permitted, or potentially 
requiring deconstruction in order to obtain compliance. 
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In the Province of British Columbia we are bound by ticket fine processes outlined in the 
Local Government Act. 
 
There are two ticketing mechanisms that can be used in addition to the double permit 
fees commonly established by local bylaws: 
 

1. The MTI ticketing capability  as defined under the Offence Act which is 
currently  adopted and in force however has some limitations on the ability 
to serve a ticket as this must take place in person. 

 
2. The BEN ticketing system which is in partial use for enforcement 

purposes, however not currently adopted for the purposes of building 
without permits or related to construction safety, zoning infractions, or 
occupancy without a permit in any Electoral Area  with the exception of  
Halfmoon Bay, ( Halfmoon Bay BEN pilot program). 

 
Both ticketing capabilities fall under the Offence Act and can render fines up to $500.00 
per offence for each day the continuing offence goes unresolved.  
 
Amendments to the ticketing schedule referencing specific bylaws and subsequent 
offences must be approved by the Board prior to implementation. 
 
Under certain circumstances if the owner ignores due process, is found guilty of an 
offence, is ticketed, refuses to pay and the ticket amounts cannot be collected, the 
remedies are set out in the attached legislation at the end of this document. 

Options for Building Permits: 
 

1. Retain the status quo where bylaws are contravened with respect 
to building without permits at 1.5 times the permit amount with no 
limit. 

 
2. Amend the Building without permits fee amount to 2.0 times the 

permit value with no limits. 
 

3. Include additional fines to the double building permit fee under the 
MTI system, if possible, where permits are not taken.  Current 
ticketing fine schedules may need to be amended to allow ticketing 
under the revised sections. 

 
4. Retain the current double fee philosophy as in #2 above and 

proceed to move forward with a regulation process to permit 
ticketing under the BEN ticketing system amending the current 
Ticketing Bylaw schedules to include fines for contraventions of 
specific sections of the Building bylaws for all electoral areas.  This 
process would enable the Bylaw Officer to issue tickets for 
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specified amounts as often as each day the offence continues until 
the offence is resolved without the need to serve the ticket in 
person.  

 
5. Move to the double permit fee philosophy only and include the 

launch of an education strategy including signs at building supply 
stores, ferry landings, mail-outs to owners advising of permit 
requirements. 

 
6. Fine the owner in accordance with the current Bylaws, (and any 

future amended ticketing bylaw fines). In addition to this option, 
also place a Notice on Title and where life safety, fire related or 
health issues exist, require the owner to correct these life safety 
issues to the extent of the Local Government Authority.  

 
7. A combination of any or all of the above. 

 
Resistance to option four by the owner could end up in an adjudicated dispute process, 
however would likely be upheld in Provincial Court should the owner wish to dispute the 
total amount of the fines levied.  The admission of guilt in committing the offence is not 
disputable. 

2.0     Zoning Bylaw Violations: 
 
If any building or structure is erected, constructed, reconstructed, altered, repaired, 
converted, or maintained or if any building, structure, or land is used in violation of the 
SCRD Zoning Bylaws or of any resolution adopted under these parts, the SCRD, in 
addition to other remedies, may take any appropriate action or begin proceedings to: 
 

(1)  prevent the unlawful erection, construction, reconstruction, alteration, repair, 
conversion, maintenance, or use; 

(2)  restrain, correct, or abate a violation; 
(3)  prevent the occupancy of a building, structure, or land; or 
(4)  prevent any illegal act, conduct, business, or use in or near the premises. 
(5)  order the demolition of a building where it is in the public interest to do so. 

 
Presently, a double permit fee process exists in Planning and Development where 
depending on the applicant and the if a DP or DVP is required, the fine can double the 
permit fee and will  range resulting in fees up to $1000 for a DVP and  $1200 for a DP. 
 
Zoning Bylaw Fine Process Proposed Policy 
 
The following approach creates a more comprehensive zoning enforcement program 
that requires alleged violators to promptly correct the violation.  It also provides 
consistent language for investigating alleged violations and subsequent enforcement 
response.  As part of its enforcement response, The SCRD may impose fines as a 
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means to achieve compliance, and to serve as a deterrent for future violations by the 
individual violator, and others in the regulated community. 
 
The following guidance is designed to promote a more consistent approach to the 
assessment of fines, while allowing staff to exercise discretion for fining a particular 
violator.  The procedures set forth in this section are intended for the guidance of SCRD 
personnel.  They are not intended, and cannot be relied on, to create any rights, 
substantive or procedurally enforceable by any party in litigation with the SCRD.  The 
SCRD Board reserves the right to act at variance with these procedures and to change 
them at any time without public notice. 
 
Determining a Fine 
 
As provided for in the current provincial legislation under the MTI ticketing system, the 
Planning and Zoning may assess violators fines of up to $500.00 per day of violation for 
noncompliance until the violation is remedied.  When determining the amount and 
duration of a fine, the Planning Division shall consider the nature, circumstances, extent 
and gravity of the violation, any prior history of such violations, the degree of culpability, 
and such other matters as justice may require.  In addition, the violator may be required 
to pay administrative costs.   
 
The SCRD will generally not impose a fine that exceeds $10,000 to any one violator for 
multiple days of a continuous violation.  Most fines will be less than $500 per day of 
violation.  Only the most egregious violations will be assessed the maximum rate 
according to the schedule of fines attached to the MTI Bylaw. 
 
Staff shall assess the significance of the violation and the significance of compliance to 
calculate a fine.  As new or better information is obtained, the fine should be adjusted, 
either upwards or downwards as necessary. 
 
The results of these calculations should be documented as dollar amounts on the 
“Worksheet for Calculating Zoning Violation Fines” provided at the end of this 
document.  Each component of the fine calculation, (including all adjustments and 
subsequent recalculations), must be clearly documented with supporting materials and 
written explanations in the case file.  In general, the SCRD should seek a fine that 
reflects the gravity of the violation, but it cannot exceed $10,000, the maximum for any 
one offence under the BC Offences Act.  
Significance of the Violation 
 
Determining the significance of the violation involves assessing the nature, 
circumstances, and extent and gravity of the violation.  These factors depend largely on 
an assessment of impacts, general goals of the zoning district, and professional 
experience.  Factors that should be considered include: 
 

• Significance of the impact (including impacts to neighboring properties)  
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• Acreage of the affected area 
• Duration of the violation 
• Pre-existing quality of the affected area 

 
The above factors are relevant to characterizing the significance of the violation in terms 
of whether and how the violation impacts the affected area.  Overall effects of a 
violation will depend on a variety of factors unique to the circumstances of each case.  
For example, the size of a violation in the affected area, although a relevant factor, may 
not always be determinative of significance.  A small violation may be of higher 
concern than a big violation after consideration of such factors as allowed uses in the 
district, location, and cumulative losses within the affected area. 
 
The above factors demonstrate that the significance of the violation is appropriately 
evaluated over a range of impacts.  The guidance provided here regarding the 
determination of “major,” “moderate,” and “minor” significance reflects generalizations 
intended to contribute to consistency in application of the fine matrix, rather than to 
establish hard and fast rules. 
 
Generally if a high quality area is significantly impaired in performing its functions by a 
violation, the impairment should be characterized as having “major” significance.  An 
example of a “major” violation would be a person that builds an unauthorized structure 
in a sensitive viewing area.  A violation that results in violation of provincial or federal 
regulations would also be considered “major”.  “Minor” significance of violation includes 
a violation that has negligible impacts to moderate or high-quality areas.  An example of 
a “minor” violation would be a person that posts a sign in violation of zoning regulations.  
A violation that jeopardizes an area not recognized as either of particularity low or high 
quality, which performs relatively few functions, or where cumulative losses have been 
few, may be considered to have “moderate” significance. An example of a “moderate” 
violation would be a person that builds an unauthorized structure in violation of setback 
requirements. 
 
Significance of Compliance 
 
The fine matrix exhibits a range for significance of compliance of “minor, moderate, and 
major.” When determining whether to characterize a particular violation as being of 
“minor,”“moderate,” or “major” significance, the following factors should be considered: 
 

• Degree of culpability  
• Compliance history 
• Deterrence value 
• Recalcitrance 

 
The two principal criteria for assessing culpability are the violator’s previous 
experience with zoning requirements and the degree of the violator’s control over the 
illegal conduct.  The criteria for assessing the violator’s experience is whether the 

192



Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (September 12, 2013) 
Regarding proposed penalties for constructing without permit 
 

 
7 | P a g e  

N:\Legislative & Regulatory Affairs\4000 Bylaw Enforcement - General\4000-01 General\2013-Sep-12 
PDC report re Penalties for construction without permits.docx 

violator knew or should have known of the requirements of the zoning regulation.  
Someone who has had previous experience with zoning requirements should be 
characterized as having “major” compliance significance. With regard to the violator’s 
control over their conduct, there may be situations where the violator may bear less 
than full responsibility or may share liability for the occurrence of a violation.  In such 
situations, the violation generally should be characterized as having “moderate” 
compliance significance for that particular violator. 
 
The violator’s past compliance history should be considered when determining the 
compliance significance.  Generally, a violator with one or more prior violations that 
were the subject of a formal enforcement response by the Regional District should be 
characterized as having “major” compliance significance. 
 
Another relevant factor may be the need to deter future violations by this particular 
violator and/or others in the regulated community. 
 
The recalcitrance adjustment factor may be used to increase the fine based on a 
violator’s unjustified delay in preventing, mitigating, or remedying the violation in 
question. As distinguished from culpability, which relates to the violator’s level of 
knowledge of the regulatory program and responsibility for a given violation, 
recalcitrance relates to the violator’s delay or refusal to comply with the law, to cease 
violating, to correct violations, or to otherwise cooperate with regulators once specific 
notice has been given and/or a violation has occurred. The more serious the lack of 
cooperation or unjustified delay engendered by the violator, the higher the recalcitrance 
adjustment should be. 
 
The above criteria are not in any order of priority, and the examples regarding the range 
of fines to be pursued are not intended to be all inclusive or mutually exclusive.  The 
county should use best professional judgment to characterize the significance of the 
violation and significance of compliance. 
 
Calculating a Fine 
 
The fine matrix below should be used to assess a daily rate for a violation based on the 
significance of the violation and the significance of compliance.  The amounts provided 
in the table are for a single day of violation.  Each day the violation remains constitutes 
a separate violation, and the amounts may be added cumulatively, but may generally 
not exceed $10,000. 
 
For the purpose of calculating days of violation for the assessment of a fine, the first day 
of violation shall begin on the date the SCRD first inspects and documents the alleged 
violation, i.e. the initial site inspection.  At their discretion, staff may adjust the fine from 
the matrix based on the significance of the violation, and the significance of compliance.  
For example, the first 30 days of violation may be considered on the low end of “minor” 
for compliance significance.  The next 30 days could result in an upward shift within the 
matrix because the violator has not resolved the violation as stipulated by the county.  If 

193



Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (September 12, 2013) 
Regarding proposed penalties for constructing without permit 
 

 
8 | P a g e  

N:\Legislative & Regulatory Affairs\4000 Bylaw Enforcement - General\4000-01 General\2013-Sep-12 
PDC report re Penalties for construction without permits.docx 

the maximum fine of $500 dollars a day were assessed, the maximum $10,000 fine 
would be reached after 20 days of violation. 

 
Daily Fine 
  

Significance of the Violation 
Significance of 

Compliance 
 

Minor 
 

Moderate 
 

Major 
Minor 0 - 50 51 - 100 101 - 200 

Moderate 51 - 100 101 - 200 201 - 300 
Major 101 - 200 201 - 300 301 - 500 

 
Other factors as justice may require encompassing both factors that operate to reduce a 
fine, as well as factors that operate to increase a fine.  An example of a mitigating factor 
is where another regulatory agency has imposed a penalty on the violator for the same 
violation.  These costs may be considered when determining the appropriate fine.  The 
fine should be of a sufficient level to promote deterrence.  If a fine is reduced or 
increased for any reason, the rationale should be clearly documented in the case file.  
The worksheet for calculating the fine is seen below in section 4.0. 
 
Example: 
 
An owner places a small garden shed up against a fence and the neighbor complains 
about the shed location.  The owner was not aware of the zoning setback requirement 
regarding sheds, nor were they aware of any permits required.  The properties are 
located in an upscale neighborhood recently developed with subdivision controls 
regarding structures on the lot. 
 
Solution: 
 
The significance of the violation could be considered moderate given the upscale nature 
of the development, however the significance of compliance could be considered minor 
given the owner was able to sincerely demonstrate no knowledge and a willingness to 
relocate the shed. 
 
Staff could assign a fine of $100. 
 
It may be assessed as low as $50 if in a neighborhood where the development is older 
and has no rules regarding accessory structures.  
 
If the shed remained in place after 30 days, the level of fine would increase as the 
significance of compliance has now escalated to recalcitrance and now may be 
considered “major”, resulting in a fine of $300 for the next ticket. 
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The matrix model can be used with differing fine amounts based on the wishes of the 
Board, however the sample fees in the matrix above are based on the Offences Act 
daily fines for typical offences. 

3.0  Additional Building and Zoning Bylaw Penalties: 
 
A registration of a Notice on Title can be placed on the property and could be construed 
as somewhat of a penalty, but where no lender is involved, it may not matter to the 
owners.  What is does do is alert future owners of a problem and protects the Regional 
District from some of the liability.  The balance of liability may be determined in the 
Courts depending on the severity of the resulting claim or calamity. 
 
In addition to any of the options above, the Regional District Board already has the 
authority under section 269 (1) and (2) to recover land or improvement based costs of 
remediation from the owner as taxes. Any enforcement measures pursuant to the 
regulation, other than current ticketing options above, would be a Board decision. 

The following is an excerpt from the Local Government Act: 

Regional District action at defaulter's expense 

269  (1) The authority of a board under this or another Act to require that something be done 

includes the authority to direct that, if a person subject to the requirement fails to take the 

required action, the regional district may 

(a) fulfill the requirement at the expense of the person, and 

(b) recover the costs incurred from that person as a debt. 

(2) Section 363.2 [special fees and charges that are to be collected as taxes] applies 

to an amount recoverable under subsection (1) that is incurred for work done or services 

provided in relation to land or improvements. 
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4.0   Worksheet for Calculating Fine for Noncompliance   
Case Name:   
Violator:   

Case #:    
Date of Calculation:    

 
 
Date violation was documented:__________________  
                      
Date compliance was achieved:__________________ 
 
Date appeal was filed: _________________________                            
 
Total days of violation:                            

 
 
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
Dates:                          
                         

Staff person 
preparing file: 
 
________________

 Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
# Days:    
 

Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                    
Fine/Day:$                                    

Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Total:$                         
Grand Total:$----------------    
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SCRD STAFF REPORT

DATE: August 8th, 2013

TO: Planning and Development Committee, September 12th, 2013
FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager
RE: Building Department Revenues for July and August, 2013

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector regarding Building Permit revenues for July
and August 2013, be received for information.

DISCUSSION:

The value of construction overall, and hence permit revenues generated thus far in all Electoral
Areas, seem to have been largely generated through smaller additions and alterations over the
two reporting periods.

Looking back, the low June permit activity was offset by a series of better months earlier in the
year balancing off and giving us a vision forward of a slightly better than last year close to 2013.
(See eight month summary of permit revenues attached.)

Staff are still waiting for the applications on a few larger projects this fall which should help the
budget numbers moving into 2014.

Staffing levels will still be down as the summer holiday season is just finishing up, with
remaining senior staff who have accrued large holiday time over the years are taking
advantage of their holiday time and the good weather on a rotating basis. Remaining staff will
be expected to manage current workloads in their absence.

Respectfully;

Peter Longhi
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT BP5700 Page: 1
Date: Sep 03, 2013 TIme: 2:41 pm

Permit Type: Al) Status Code: ISSUED
District: All Year: 2013
Area: All Areas Period: 7 To 7

BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Month of: July 2013

Three Year Construction Type Comparison
Work Code Description 2013 2012 2011
ADDITION AND ALTERATION 7 8 7
WOOD STOVE/CHIMNEY 0 0 0
AUXILIARY DWELLING 0 0 0
COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION 0 0 2
DEMOLITION 3 3 3
AGRICULTURAL BUILDING 0 0 0
INDUSTRIAL BUILDING 0 0 0
MULTIFAMILY DWEWNGS 0 0 0
NEW CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0
SWIMMING POOL 0 0 0
plumbing fixtures only for SFD 0 2 0
PERMIT RENEWAL 0 0 0
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 15 10 10
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 0 1 1
Special Inspection 1 0 1
TEMPORARY PERMIT 0 0 0
TENANT IMPROVEMENT 0 0 0
UPGRADE 0 0 0
RETAINING WALL 0 1 0
WOOD STOVE/ CHIMNEY 0 0 0
AUXILIARY BUILDING 10 4 10
CHANGEOFUSE 0 1 0

Total Permits: 36 30 34
TotaIBllIlngs$4.$4631380$32,40550
Total Project Values: $ 3,802,200.00 $ 4,202,480.00 $ 2,793,700.00
Cumulative Values: $ 25,360,025.00 $ 25,676,469.00 $ 25,679,650.00

District Breakdown
District Name Total Number of Permits Total Billings Total Project Values
Area A 9 9,520.00 1,107,000.00
AREA B 7 6,097.00 570,000.00
Area D 7 5,348.50 478,000.00
Area E 8 10,938.00 1,061,000.00
AREA F 5 7,027.00 586,200.00

Grand Totals: 36 $ 38,930.50 $ 3,802,200.00
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 8P5700 Page: 1
Date: Sep 03, 2013 lime: 9:45 am

Permit Tpe: All Status Code: ISSUED
District: All Year: 2013
Area: All Areas PerIod: 8 To 8

BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Month of: August 2013

Three Year Construction Type Comparison
Work Code Description 2013 2012 2011
ADDITION AND ALTERATION 4 9 13
WOOD STOVE/CHIMNEY 0 0 0
AUXILIARY DWELLING 1 0 0
COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION 3 1 2
DEMOLITION 1 2 1
AGRICULTURAL BUILDING 0 0 1
INDUSTRIAL BUILDING 0 0 0
MULTIFAMILY DWELLINGS 0 0 0
NEW CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0
SWIMMING POOL 0 1 1
plumbing fixtures only for SFD 0 0 0
PERMIT RENEWAL 0 0 0
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 8 13 9
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 0 1 0
Special Inspection 0 0 0
TEMPORARY PERMIT 0 0 0
TENANT IMPROVEMENT 0 0 0
UPGRADE 0 0 0
RETAINING WALL 0 1 2
WOOD STOVE! CHIMNEY 0 0 0
AUXILIARY BUILDING 4 5 14
CHANGEOFUSE 0 0 0

Total PermIts: 21 33 43
TotaiBIIIings$)VD’$52,91700$49,88i25
Total Project Values: $ 2,009,000.00 $ 5,008,000.00 $ 4,709,840.00
CumulatIve Values: $ 27,369,025.00 $ 30,684,469.00 $ 30,389,490.00

District Breakdown
District Name Total Number of Permits Total Billings Total Project Values
Area A 4 6,484.50 574,000.00
AREA B 3 4,583.00 452,000.00
Area 0 4 2,216.00 151,000.00
Area E 6 5,385.00 454,000.00
AREA F 4 5,602.75 378,000.00

Grand Totals: 2000.

Rate Breakdown
Rate Name Total Number of Permits Using Rates Rate Total Billings

APPLICATION FEE 15 2,880.00
APPLICATION PAYMENT 15 -2,880.00
BUILDING PERMIT OFFICE EXPENSE 18 36.00
CIVIC ADDRESS 7 1,225.00
SUBSOIL DRAINAGE 10 600.00
MICROFILMING 18 742.00
PENALTY 1 107.00
COMMERCIAL BUILDING PERMIT 3 759.25
PLUMBING FIXTURES 9 1,387.00
RESIDENTIAL PERMIT 17 17,571.00
TITLE SEARCH 16 144.00199
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 7, 2013 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee, September 12th,  2013 
FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager 
RE:  Bylaw Enforcement Statistics (first half year)  

 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

1. THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager regarding 
Bylaw Enforcement Statistics  be received for information. 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Bylaw  Enforcement file volumes are  trending  to exceed last year’s  number of 
enforcement files based on the first half  complaint statistics  for 2013.   
 
Bylaw Enforcement files are tending to be related more to noise complaints, building  
without  permits in restricted areas such as development permit areas and   within creek 
and foreshore setbacks set-backs.  
 
In summary, the complaint sources are as follows for this year so far: 
 

• Building  without a permit:  33  
• Noise violations:  21 (construction: 4, loud music: 2, machine: 2, roosters: 13) 
• Zoning violations: 19 (Setbacks: 8, Junk storage: 4, Secondary suite: 1, Home 

occupation: 2, Over height fence: 1, Sleeping in Aux Bldg: 2 & Sale of eggs: 1) 
• Development Permit violations : 5 
• Tree Cutting without permits: 3  
• Smoke violations: 1 

 
New files opened are spread evenly throughout all electoral areas, approximately 12-16 
files opened in each, with the exception of Area F which has fewer than normal, 4,  
complaints. 
 
Ongoing files that remain unresolved are specific to files that are in the process of being 
currently handled by staff, or have been set in abeyance as a result of legal  action or 
future  zoning bylaw amendments proposed to deal with key issues surrounding the 
nature of the complaint, (bed and breakfast and  agriculture related activities in 
residential zones). 
 
The complexity of some of the files have contributed to lengthy file management 
activities keeping the Bylaw  Compliance Officer hard at work.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 28th , 2013 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee, September 12,  2013. 
FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager 
RE:  BEN Ticketing Issuance Summary- Halfmoon Bay 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
THAT the report from the Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager regarding  BEN 
ticket issuance for Halfmoon Bay be received for information. 
 
 
HISTORY: 
 
The Planning and Development Committee requested that staff report regularly on the issuance 
of BEN tickets within the  Regional District to help gauge the effectiveness of the  BEN  Bylaw 
enforcement  tool as a mechanism for gaining compliance with local bylaws, to the extent to 
which bylaws  the Regional District has permitted tickets to be written.  
 
Presently BEN tickets can be written for the following infractions: 
 

• Smoke Control  infractions in Roberts Creek Electoral Area 
• Irrigation outside of permitted times 
• Ports Moorage 
• A pilot project in Halfmoon Bay for: 

 
• Noise created in conflict with the noise Bylaw, 
• Zoning where conflicts with the Zoning Bylaw are present,  
• Dog control where dogs are deemed a threat to the public or a dog running 

repeatedly at large, 
• Building Code related safety, health and fire safety concerns that persist 

uncorrected. 
• Buildings occupied without a valid occupancy certificate. 
 

 
a. When  approved by the Board, smoke control infractions in Halfmoon Bay. 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
There have been a total of  21 tickets issued in Halfmoon Bay  pursuant to the pilot project as of 
August 28th, 2013. 
 

• 18 dog  control related tickets have been issued  
• 3 building bylaw related  tickets have been issued 
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Of the dog related tickets, 4 have been set aside pending completion of a compliance 
agreement, 5 have been paid early  and  dog licenses purchased, 4 have gone to collection as 
unpaid and 5 are new  tickets pending payment. 
 
Of the building bylaw related tickets, one was paid  early and full compliance with the 
outstanding issues has been met, the remaining two have been set aside pending completion of 
a  compliance agreement. 
 
None of the tickets issued have been disputed.   
 
Our brief experience with compliance as a result of ticket issuance based o the Halfmoon Bay 
pilot program  has been favorable.  Staff see that recipients of a ticket generally admit fault and 
are resolving the concerns with the SCRD.  It would appear that the program thus far is effective 
and is meeting the goals of the program as expected.   
 
 
Respectfully Submitted; 
 
Peter Longhi 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 12th  2013 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee September 12th 2013. 
FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager 
RE:  Dog Control Statistics First Half 2013 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
1.0  THAT the Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager’s report on Dog Control 
Statistics be reviewed for information. 
 
 
One attachment (Attachment A):   
 
Electoral area breakdown of dog control file volume and graph showing historical volume 
from 2009 forward. 
 
 
 
Background 
 
As requested by the Committee, Dog Control statistics are submitted quarterly to indicate 
any trends and track bylaw activity in respective Electoral Areas as well as look at the 
overall number of files generated and dealt with. 
 
The graph attached indicates the number of files in each of the electoral areas. 
 
The last column on the monthly report in each electoral cluster indicates the total number of 
files for that electoral area. 
 
Viewing the statistics, it would appear that there has been a significant  increase in  dog 
related files  in areas B and D, with a high number in area E   over previous years.      
 
There have been fourteen BEN tickets issued for “dogs at large infractions”  and “no licence 
running at large” in Area B, Half Moon Bay, none of which have been paid. 
 
There have been two MTI tickets issued for dog related infractions in other electoral areas, 
one of which has been paid and the other has been sent to collection. 
 

• Where MTI or BEN tickets have been issued and the tickets remain unpaid, they are 
sent to a collection agency for payment. 

 
The higher volume of dog related infractions in Area B, D and E is assumed to be a result 
of non resident owners arriving on the Sunshine Coast for summer and bringing their dogs 
with them, combined with some additional tourism visitation  component who are also 
accompanied by their pets. 
 
 
 
Respectfully,   Peter Longhi 
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SCRD
DOG CONTROL OFFICER

2013
MONTHLY REPORT

RETURNED DOGS DOG FILE
TO OWNER IMPOUNDED TOTAL B D E F F S TOTAL

January 1 0 1 7 4 2 15
February 0 2 2 1 5 4 0 0 10
March 0 2 2 5 6 1 3 0 15
April 2 1 3 9 5 5 4 1 24
May 0 1 1 8 6 7 2 1 24
June 0 2 2 9 1 4 1 0 15
July 0 0
August 0 0
September 0 0
October 0 0
November 0 0
December 0 0

Year Totals 11 39 27 23 12 2 128

******* COMPLAINTS AREAS
B D E F S Total

At Large 34 24 21 10 2 91
At Large/Return to Owner 1 1 0 1 0 3
At Large/Impound 2 4 1 1 0 8
Attack with injuries 0 0 2 2 0 4
Attack without injuries 0 0 0 2 0 2
Noise 5 4 1 1 0 11
Request to Sell License 2 2 1 0 0 5
No License 8 8 2 2 0 20

Total 52 43 28 19 2 144

Vicious Dogs (from Aft with/injuries) 0 0 0 1 0 1

****** The complaints in the lower half do not represent the upper half complaints as
at times the complaint can be a combo of at large/no license or noise/no license.
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  DATE: August 28, 2013 

TO: Planning and Development Committee (September 12, 2013) 
FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 
RE: HILLSIDE WORKSHOP AND HELICOPTER TOUR OF HILLSIDE AND MCNAB VALLEY 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. THAT the report titled “Hillside Workshop and Helicopter Tour of Hillside and 

McNab Valley” and dated August 28, 2013 be received; 
2. AND THAT the Hillside Workshop be designated as a Special Planning and 

Development Committee Meeting, date to be confirmed; 
3. AND THAT up to $9000 be allocated from Function 540 (Hillside Development 

Project) as deficit funding to pay for the tour of Hillside and McNab Valley; 
4. AND THAT the 2013 Financial Plan be amended; 
5. AND THAT the Board identify those Directors and staff to attend the tour; 
6. AND THAT SCRD staff liaise with the Directors to set a date and time; 
7. AND THAT staff contract with a company for that date. 

BACKGROUND 
At the June 27, 2013 Board the following resolution was adopted:  

283/13 Recommendation No. 12 Hillside Workshop 

THAT a workshop be held to determine the development plans and direction for 
Hillside Development with information that includes history, potential and 
obstacles, jurisdiction over roads, review HIDEGRO terms of reference, property 
sold and the present financial position; 

At the July 25, 2013 Board the following resolution was adopted: 
357/13 Recommendation No. 10 Hillside / McNab Valley Tour 

 THAT the staff report dated July 10, 2013 titled “Helicopter Tour of Hillside and 
Other Areas” be received; 

 AND THAT this topic be deferred to determine funding sources. 
This followed the report considered at the July 18, 2013 Planning and Development Committee 
(Attachment A).   
DISCUSSION 
Workshop as a Special Planning and Development Committee 
Staff are starting to organize the Hillside Industrial Park workshop. During staff discussions, it 
was considered that it is better to have these types of sessions as special committee meetings 
so that a recording secretary would be present and especially that formal recommendations 
could be made. 
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (September 12, 2013) 
Regarding Hillside Workshop and Tour  Page 2 of 2 
 

N:\Planning & Development\6851 Hillside Industrial Park\6851-30 Reports\2013-Sep-12 PDC report re Hillside and McNab tour.docx 
 

Since there are a number of policy related items for the Hillside workshop agenda staff consider 
that it would be a good idea to consider holding the workshop as a Special Planning and 
Development Committee meeting.  Staff have yet to finalize a proposed date and will provide a 
verbal update at the committee meeeitng. 
Helicopter Tour  
Staff consider that the cost of the tour should be covered by the Hillside Development Project 
Budget (540).  The 2013 budget did not include any provision for a tour and it would have to be 
a deficit item to be made up in 2014.  The Hillside Development Project Budget is currently 
funded by general taxation or future land sales of Hillside property. 
The Board requested that the tour take place prior to the Hillside workshop; at the time of 
drafting this report the date for the workshop has yet to be set.  Staff suggest that the Board 
identify which Directors are to go on the tour and staff will work with them to find a suitable date 
for the tour keeping in mind arrangements for the workshop.  It is suggested that at least the 
General Manager of Planning and Development attend the tour; other members of staff may 
also attend based upon seat space. 
Staff can then approach the two helicopter companies to seek best price and make 
arrangements. 

 
David Rafael, Senior Planner 
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT 
FOR JULY and AUGUST 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 received four Crown referrals in July and August. 
 
Application File 2410904 by Horst for Private Moorage located at 10605 Highway 101, 
Halfmoon Bay. 
 
Re - Application for Two Aquaculture Sites File 1414149 and 2409076 by Emerald Sea 
Farms on Nelson Island near Cape Cockburn 
 
Application 2410890 by West Coast Wilderness Lodge located at 6649 Maple Road, 
Egmont, BC. 
 

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

D.  Agricultural Land Commission Applications 
 
D-58 (Lachuczewski) for non-farm use in order to operate a small restaurant as part of a 
micro-brewery at 801 Highland Road, including developing a beer retail sales area larger than 
permitted under the ALR Use, Subdivision & Procedures Regulation.  The AAC reviewed the 
application in July, and requested more information on how the ALC determines and 
measures the required 50% farm ingredients used to produce the beer.   

  
E. Subdivision Activity 

One new application was received in July. 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
Bruce and Donna Brown, 4541 Rondeview Road, Madeira Park.  The applicants own two 
adjacent parcels and are re-configuring the parcel boundary. 
 

F.  Development Variance Permits 

New Applications 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
310.175 (Rutherford) to vary the required setback to waterbody (ocean) in order to permit 
a retaining wall located at 5603 Mintie Road.  The application was deemed incomplete and 
more information is forthcoming. 
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Planning and Development Division Monthly Report – July and August 2013 Page 2 of 6 
 

\\scrd.ad\files\networkfiles\Planning & Development\6970 Planning Reports & Statistics\6970-20 Reports\September 2013\2013-July and August 
Planning Monthly Summary.docx 

 
310.177 (Johnson) to vary the minimum required building setback to waterbody (ocean) in 
order to permit an auxiliary building (“gazebo”) with attached deck located at 8347 
Redrooffs Road. 
 
Ongoing Applications 

 
Electoral Area B 
 
310.173 (Rempel and Levene) to vary the minimum rear lot line setback in order to permit 
portions of an existing retaining wall located at 8981 Noble Road.  A  a preliminary field 
reconnaissance (PFR) was completed, as requested by the shíshálh Nation, and the permit 
was issued in July. 
  
310.174 (Garcia) to vary the maximum floor area for auxiliary building from 200 sq m to 
280 sq m and allow the area for home occupation to exceed that used for residential 
purposes.  The application was considered at the April 23rd PDC, a staff report was 
considered at the June 20th PDC and the Board on June 27th resolved to issue the permit 
subject to completion of preliminary field reconnaissance and confirmation that the 
shíshálh Nation had no concerns.  This was confirmed and the permit will be issued in July. 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
337.140 (Zanen) located at 4294 Orca Rd. to vary setback from the natural boundary of the 
ocean from 7.5 m to 5.88 m at the south east corner of the southern stair to rebuild the 
existing deck and stair; and to vary the west side parcel line setback where the steps 
projects beyond the face of the building from 0.75 m to 0 m to rebuild and extend the 
existing stairs and landing. The permit was issued in July. 
 
337.139 (Pearce) located at Nelson Island to vary the setback from the natural boundary of 
the ocean from 7.5 m to 0 m to legalize construction of a new workshop, storage and wood 
shed, reconstruction and expansion of the existing walkways and decks which include 
increasing the walkway’s elevation and renovation of the existing dwelling within its 
previous footprint. The application was referred to DFO, SIB, Ministry of Natural 
Resource, and SCRD Building Division for comment. The SIB has requested a PRF prior 
to any land alternation activities. A notification was sent to the neighbours within 100 m 
from the subject property for comment. The applicant was requested to send an accurate 
site plan showing the location of the buildings and actual property lines regarding the 
existing high water mark. After receiving the site plan the application will be sent to the 
APC to review.  

 
G. Board of Variance 

 
No new applications were received in July or August. 
 
Completed Applications 
 
Electoral Area A 
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Planning and Development Division Monthly Report – July and August 2013 Page 3 of 6 
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BoV 142 (Peterson) located at 13685 Falconbridge Road, to permit an addition to a 
building containing a legal non-conforming use. The applicants requested a minor variance 
to expand the floor area of the cabin by 83.6 meters. The Board of Variance issued an 
order approving the application on July 10th, 2013.  
 
BoV 143 (Schimmel for Smith) located on Billings Bay on Nelson Island to vary the 
setback from the natural boundary of a stream from 30 meters from the high water mark to 
15 meters to allow the construction of a recreational cabin. The applicant completed an 
RAR Assessment Report confirming the development will have no impact on fish habitat. 
The Board of Variance issued an order approving the application on July 10th, 2013. 
 

H. Building Permits 
 

Staff reviewed 23 building permit applications in July and 15 applications in August to 
confirm Zoning Bylaw and Official Community Plan compliance. 

 
I. Development Permits 

 
New Applications 
 
There were 2 new DP applications received in July and 2 new DP applications received in 
August. 
 
Completed Applications 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
DP A-32 (Meeres) located at Sakinaw Lake, an application to renovate/extend an existing 
cabin located within the 30 meter riparian area surrounding Sakinaw Lake. The renovation 
meets the 20 meter setback requirement of Zoning Bylaw 310, and the 15 meter 
Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area identified in the RAR Assessment Report. It 
also results in no land alteration of the Sakinaw Lake shoreline. The Development Permit 
was issued on July 24, 2013. 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
DP B-57 (Donohoe) located on Redrooffs Road, an application to demolish and existing 
single family dwelling and replace it with a new single family dwelling. The property is 
located in a hazardous area and required the applicants to register a Save Harmless 
Covenant and submit a geotechnical report confirming that the proposed development 
meets the SCRD’s risks assessment criteria. The proposed development was consistent 
with the geotechnical report recommendations and the Development Permit was issued 
August 12, 2013. 
 
Ongoing Applications 
 
Electoral Area A 
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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 its meeting of February 14th subject to 
certain conditions, which were all satisfied by the applicant prior to the permit registration 
on July 19, 2013. 
 
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 Sakinaw 
Lake. The application was referred to Mar. 27th APC. The APC did not recommend 
approve this application as presented, requesting more details on current improvements, 
especially in regard to making it more accessible for a person with disability. At their 
second meeting of Apr. 23rd, the APC recommended approving the variance conditional to 
the owners’ agreement that this is a one-time only addition to a max. size of 300 sq. ft. The 
applicant applied to the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 
(MFLNRO) to legalize their existing deck and floats. The SIB didn’t support the 
application and requested the illegal structures be demolished. Staff requested the SIB refer 
the application again to their referral committee for further investigation.  Notification was 
sent to the property owners within 100 m of the subject property. No objections have been 
received. The applicant will be referred to the PDC after the applicant resolves the issues 
with SIB and the MFLNRO. 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
DP–B58 (Van Klinken Enterprises for Klager), located on Redrooffs Road, an application 
for the demolition of an existing single family home and the construction a new single 
family home. The applicant has submitted a geotechnical report and is in the process of 
registering a Save Harmless Covenant, however we are awaiting the submission of a site 
plan and construction drawings before moving ahead with reviewing the application. 
 
Electoral Area D 
 
DP D-111 (Matheson) with variance located at 1815 Sunshine Coast Hwy to relax the 
setback from natural boundary of a watercourse from 15 m to 0 m and also to relax the 
front parcel line setback from 5 m to 0 m to legalize an already built retaining wall. The 
Board approved the Development Permit at its meeting on June 6th, 2012, subject to receipt 
of creek’s history through MOTI, receipt of a geotechnical engineer’s landslide assessment 
and assessment of the structural integrity of the retaining wall. Staff received the first two 
items. The geotechnical engineer sent a letter discussing the wall’s integrity including its 
potential to disturb a stream protection and enhancement area. They suggested the best 
path for all parties is approval of the structure based on the information that has been 
provided to date without asking for structural integrity confirmation. According to the 
investigation conducted by the Chief Building Inspector, the investigation regarding 
structural integrity of the retaining wall is required before issuance of the DP. The 
geotechnical engineer was informed about the result of this investigation and recent 
changes of the retaining wall to reconsider the prepared assessment and recommendations.  
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DP –D121 (Green Vista Contracting for Scorrar), located at 975 Conrad Road, an 
application for the construction of a single family dwelling within the 30 meter riparian 
assessment area. The applicant has provided a site plan and construction drawings and the 
Qualified Environmental Professional is currently preparing the required Assessment 
Report. Once this report is submitted the application review will begin. 
 

J. Bylaws 
 
New Applications 
 
No new bylaws were initiated by the SCRD in July or August. 
 
On-Going Applications  
 
Electoral Area D 
 
OCP Zoning Bylaw Amendment Nos. 600.1 & 310.127 (Groom).  Following a public 
information meeting in June, a public hearing was scheduled to be held on September 10th.  
The public hearing has been re-scheduled to October 1st. 
 
Bylaw 310.145 (Youngman) regarding amending subdivision district to allow for a two lot 
subdivision in ALR.  Bylaw received 2nd reading and Public Hearing scheduled for 
September 24, 2013 at Roberts Creek Hall 
 
Electoral Area E 
 
OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaw Nos. 600.2 and 310.138 (Penonzek and Johnson) a 
public hearing was scheduled in July for September 11th at Frank West Hall.  
Advertisements and notifications commenced in August. 
 
Electoral Area F 
 
Bylaw 310.109 (Box Canyon Power Project) Bylaw given 3rd reading and adopted on July 
25, 2013.  Applicant notified and requested to submit a temporary use permit (TUP); 
preparation taking place and a TUP will be submitted in due course 
 

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 – Stages II and III continued with staff drafting an 

online opinion survey to run from August to October, and a series of poll questions to be 
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implemented in September.  Staff also worked with the Ag Plan consultants on developing 
a series of public workshops to be held in September through October. 
 

(B) Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan – The Halfmoon Bay OCP received first reading 
in July and was subsequently sent for referrals to external agencies and groups.  Staff 
attended the Halfmoon Bay Community Association Annual General Meeting in August. 
Staff also met with Planning staff at the District of Sechelt in August to explain how the 
OCP relates to the boundary with the municipality/ 

 
(C) Zoning Bylaw No. 310 review – staff prepared an update report to the PDC in July, 

worked on developing a public opinion survey concerning agricultural land use, and 
finalized a draft ‘A Zone’ for the September PDC meeting. 
 

(D) Narrows Inlet Power Project – proponent responded to issues raised by EAO and the 
project has been modified to remove two components, SCRD staff reviewed the additional 
information and provided comments to EAO to meet the deadline. Report will be provided 
to September PDC. 

 
3. Other 

 
(A) Staff worked with local Vancouver Coastal Health staff to organize a food policy forum – 

to be held on October 9th and 16th. 
 

(B) Staff have been making arrangements for the “Shorelines: Not Just a Pretty Beach” 
workshop to be held Sept 9, 2013. 
 

(C) Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee took place on July 29. 
 

(D) Sunshine Coast Housing Committee met on July 31 
 

(E) Staff sent letter to PM, copied to MOP, MLA, First Nations and Future of Howe Sound 
Society regarding planning process for Howe Sound 
 

(F) Staff sent a letter of support for Sunshine Coast Homelessness Advisory Committee grant 
application to BC Housing regarding cold weather shelter 
 

(G) Staff sent letter confirming zoning and land use designation to the BC Liquor Control and 
Licensing Branch regarding the licence amendment application (to add patron participation 
entertainment) for the Restaurant at Painted Boat, Licence No. 303025. 
 

(H) Stina Hanson appointed as Planning Technician II, permanent full time position. 
 
(I) The Coastal Invasive Species Council has received 15 calls from Sunshine Coast residents 

reporting the presence of invasive species.  The majority of those calls were to report 
Japanese knotweed. 

______________________________ 
Steven Olmstead, 
General Manager of Planning and Development Division 
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Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity
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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 2 2
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 3 2 1 1 1 2 2
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 13 16 6 6 9 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

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 4

Totals 8 20 21 19 7 12 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

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 1 7
Halfmoon Bay 7 3 8 10 6 5 1 1 2
Egmont/Pender Hrbr 4 5 2 5 5 3 1 1 1 3

Totals 23 33 26 31 29 21 2 4 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 13

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 1 1 2 5 3 17
Elphinstone 58 44 45 49 44 39 4 4 5 5 3 7 5 2 35
Roberts Creek 68 59 54 71 56 51 2 5 3 1 3 3 3 1 21
Halfmoon Bay 86 61 62 70 64 56 2 5 1 1 4 2 6 1 22
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 153 93 117 105 70 74 8 6 7 6 7 5 4 3 46

403 286 323 332 269 253 17 20 20 14 18 19 23 10 0 0 0 0 141

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 0 3 3
Elphinstone
Roberts Creek 1
Halfmoon Bay 6 1 1 1 3
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 8 1 1 1 1 2 1 7

0 0 0 0 0 16 1 1 0 0 2 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 13Totals

Crown Land Permit Applications

Year

Year

Bylaw Amended

Official Community Plan

Totals

Zoning Bylaw
Year

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW 

Year

Official Community Plan

Electoral Area
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SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

N:\Planning & Development\6970 Planning Reports & Statistics\6970-20 Reports\September 2013\2013-July and August  Planning Activity Summary

Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012
Area TOTAL JUL/AUG YTD Area TOTAL JUL/AUG YTD

A 8 4 8 4 1 2 A 20 8 16 8 2 3
B 3 4 1 7 1 B 7 13 2 13 6
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 F 34 5 0 6 2

Totals 21 22 22 23 1 4 Totals 81 58 45 39 2 11

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

JUL/AUG E 4 4 1
 2013 YTD F 3 2

Totals 14 15 1 8

Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012
Area TOTAL JUL/AUG YTD Area TOTAL JUL/AUG 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 JUL/AUG YTD Area TOTAL JUL/AUG 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 $2,450 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 $26,450 Totals $0 $2,450 $2,450 $4,900 $0

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

Year Area JUL/AUG YTD
2009 A
2010 B 1
2011 D 1
2012 E

JUL/AUG F
2013 Totals 1 1 0 0

Electoral 2010 2011 2012
Area JUL/AUG 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

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision

2013

$118,800
$56,100

2013

$223,300

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed

2013 2013

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
YearYear

$4,310.00

$15,455.00
$22,165.00
$19,947.00
$14,335.00
$865.00

2013

Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year

ALR Applications Reviewed
2013

Money In Lieu of Park Dedication
Year

2013

$82,500

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits 
YearYear

2013

$38,500

217



   
 

 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT & SECHELT INDIAN BAND 

HERITAGE PROTOCOL ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

SECHELT NATION HEALTH & SOCIAL BOARDROOM 
 

MINUTES 

 
ATTENDEES: 

Sechelt Indian Band Chief       Garry Feschuk 
   Councillor     Jordan Louie 
   Rights and Title Department Director  Jasmine Paul 
   Rights and Title Department Researcher Kelly Boras 
   Recording Secretary    Leanne Swekla 

SCRD: Director, Halfmoon Bay (Area B), Chair Garry Nohr 
Director, Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) Frank Mauro 
Director, Roberts Creek (Area D)  Donna Shugar 
Director, Elphinstone (Area E)   Lorne Lewis 
Director, West Howe Sound (Area F)  Lee Turnbull (10:00 am) 
Alt. Director, District of Sechelt  Doug Hockley (10:00 am) 
General Manager, Community Services Paul Fenwick 
General Manager, Infrastructure Services Bryan Shoji   
Senior Planner     David Rafael 

Municipal Representatives: 

   District of Sechelt    Darnelda Siegers (9:30 am) 
   Town of Gibsons    Gerry Tretick (10:00 am) 

Call to order: 12:20 pm 

AGENDA 
1. Adoption of Agenda w/ Additions 
 Moved: J. Louie 

Seconded by G. Nohr 
Carried 
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2. Minutes of Heritage Protocol meeting held March 1, 2013 

Moved: J. Louie 
Second: D. Shugar  
Carried 

 
3. Follow up of Actions and Recommendations from Meeting of March 1, 2013 

 
Recommendation No. 3 – Egmont Point Notation of Interest 
D. Rafael will send letter to J. Paul for signature as letterhead will show both SCRD and SIB 
logos. 
 
Recommendation No. 4 – First Nations Engagement Process 
Awating comments from SIB. 
 
Recommendation No. 5 – Community to Community Forum Update 
Still waiting for report. 
  
Other 
3L Development in Halfmoon Bay – on hold pending complete of OCP.  
Agricultural Plan – ongoing. SCRD has been in contact with both First Nations. 
Zoning of Water/Ocean Surface in Area A – On hold but SCRD anticipates some Ocean 
Zoning now due to in camera info from JWMAC meeting.   
SCRD Disclosure Policy – Complete. 
Lillies Creek Watershed – Staff vacancy at SCRD has just been filled so unsure of timeline.  
The information has been sent to the Lands Dept.  
Update of Lower Mainland Treaty Advisory Committee (LMTAC) Demise- SCRD has asked 
for funding from the Federal government. 

New Business 

4. Engagement Process (see attached document) 
Paragraph #14 and E): Needs to be clarified. As follows: 

• Political Leadership needs to be clarified. 
• Change title to include Sechelt Nation.  
• 14. Reword note that this is for SCRD initiated projects 
• Amend D (Dispute Resolution, see the mechanism set out in the Sechelt Nation’s 

Decision Making Policy (David Rafael to liaise with Jasmine Paul) 
 

Bring back for review at next Heritage meeting. 
 
5.  UBCM Convention – Garry Feschuk to attend meeting with the Ministries regarding issues 

with the hospital funding, send copy of briefing note to Chief Feschuk when available 
 
 Date of next Regional Hospital Board meeting is October 4, 2013.  There is little time to 

organize the ceremony for official opening of new hospital,  Lauren Tindle is organizing; 
Director Shugar will ask Tina Perrault (SCRD) for contact details. 
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MOTION:  Invite Regional Health Board to SCRD for a meeting in early September regarding 
planning for the opening ceremonies. 
Moved: 
Second: D. Shugar 
Carried 
MOTION: Recommendation #24 - Meeting request with BC Hydro at UBCM –carried – see 
attached.  
MOTION: Meeting request at the UBCM convention with Minister Thompson, Ministry of 
FLNRO – carried - see attached (ANNEX d addition) 
 

6. Nelson Island  
Harry Roberts Homestead Park was set up but missed the location of the house.  SCRD will 
approach BC Hydro to add the two adjacent lots to the park to include the house.   Maps 
will be sent to SIB ASAP. 

 
7.  Shíshálh Nation Lands and Resources Decision-Making Policy 

Follow up to workshop of June 11, 2013 – carry forward, no further discussion at this time 
 
8.  Wind Turbines 

Donna Shugar has been made aware of a small wind turbine(less than 5000 kws) on 
property in Upper Roberts Creek and in SIB territory. Owner plans on selling the power 
onto the grid. May lead to a total of four (4). There are few regulations to draw on but 
causing problems for local residents. SCRD has no jurisdiction.  SCRD will look at possible 
regulatory measures.  

 
9. Meetings at UBCM 
 The following meetings have been requested by SCRD: 

• Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations re Howe Sound planning 
process 

• Minister of Health regarding hospital funding 
• Minister Responsible for Housing regarding Cold Weather Shelter 
• BC Hydro regarding park expansion on Nelson Island 

 
Sechelt nation have requested meetings with: 
• Minister of FLNRO regarding Sunshine Coast Projects (community forest) and other 

issues 
• Premier 

 
 Carried – That SCRD and Sechelt Nation coordinate meetings and share information and if 
possible attend meetings jointly (this is subject to further discussion between SCRD Chair and 
Sechelt Nation Chief) 
 
10. Update of Major Projects-Proposals 
 

a) SIB Recreation Centre ground breaking will be in September. 
b)  Halfmoon Bay OCP had its first reading last week, referrals will be sent (please 

contact Andrew Allen at SCRD as he is the Planner overseeing the project). 
c) In responding to the issues identified by the Environmental Assessment Office, NI 

Holdings (Narrows Inlet power project) added unrequested information and missed 
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some points, thus more time is required for review as new info is awaited.  Thus 
SCRD has asked for an extension for its comments.  Also the info is not posted on the 
public section of the EAO web site and SCRD staff had difficulties accessing the 
SharePoint site (for members of the working party only). 

d) Western Tidal Holdings – SIB has meeting with them on July 31, to reiterate that 
they do not support this tidal power project in the Skookumchuck Narrows. SCRD 
has also sent a letter opposing this project. 

e) Pan Pacific Aggregate project is not moving forward as the company seems to be in 
receivership. 

 
11. Other 

Garry Nohr will continue to follow up with Chair of Powell River Regional District regarding 
BC Ferries drain on economics due to schedule changes, etc.  Chief Feschuk would like to 
attend any meetings that are arranged  

 
12.  Date and Location of Next Meeting – November 18, 2013 at SCRD, 9:30 am 
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Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  
July	  23,	  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),	  Jon	  Bell,	  Betty	  Hart,	  Frank	  Roosen,	  Katie	  Latham,	  	  
Margrett	  George,	  Peter	  Doig	  (part)	  

Regrets:	   Jade	  Bisson,	  Dave	  Ryan,	  Dawn	  Myers,	  Gerald	  Rainville	  
Absent:	  	   Martin	  Kiewitz,	  Nicole	  Huska	  
Also	  present:	   Jeffery	  Paleczny,	  Town	  of	  Gibsons	  Development	  Services	  Coordinator	  (part)	  
	   Gregory	  Gebka,	  SCRD	  Planner	  

	   Diane	  Corbett,	  Recorder	  
	  

Call	  to	  Order	   3:33	  pm	  
	  
1. Agenda	   	   The	  agenda	  was	  received.	  

	  
2. Reports	  and	  Minutes	  
	  

2.1 Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  Minutes	  of	  June	  25,	  2013	  -‐	  Deferred	  
	  

2.2 Board	  Actions	  on	  Agricultural	  Issues	  
	  
Staff	  responded	  to	  questions	  from	  the	  Chair	  regarding:	  

• Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  ALR	  review	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  –	  Is	  not	  a	  
priority	  of	  the	  ALC;	  would	  depend	  on	  SCRD	  Board	  decision	  to	  proceed.	  

• Youngman	  application	  for	  subdivision	  within	  the	  ALR	  –	  Will	  proceed	  to	  public	  
hearing.	  

	  
Margrett	  George	  arrived	  at	  3:45	  pm,	  at	  which	  time	  quorum	  was	  reached.	  
	  

2.3 Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  Consultation	  Process	  Update	  
	  
Staff	  received	  suggestions	  from	  members	  regarding	  the	  content,	  target	  and	  focus	  for	  
a	  video	  to	  be	  produced	  for	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  (AAP)	  by	  a	  
member	  of	  the	  AAP	  consultant	  team.	  Short	  videos	  produced	  by	  the	  videographer	  for	  
the	  Regional	  District	  of	  Nanaimo	  were	  viewed	  as	  examples.	  	  
	  
General	  points	  from	  discussion:	  

• Show	  barriers	  and	  realities	  of	  agricultural	  production	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  
comparing	  the	  current	  situation	  here	  (interview	  producers)	  to	  past	  
operations	  (archival	  information;	  interview	  old	  timers;	  aerial	  map	  showing	  
how	  coast	  agriculture	  used	  to	  look	  and	  what	  is	  happening	  now);	  and	  contrast	  
to	  agricultural	  operations	  in	  other	  areas.	  	  

• Need	  to	  impact	  children.	  	  
• Envision	  where	  we	  can	  be.	  

!
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• Market	  awareness:	  	  
o Focus	  on	  where	  people	  could	  start	  immediately	  to	  support	  agriculture	  

here.	  Show	  farmers	  markets	  and	  interview	  some	  vendors.	  
o Show	  there	  is	  an	  economic	  impact	  if	  more	  money	  is	  spent	  here.	  
o Show	  there	  is	  a	  tipping	  point,	  a	  critical	  mass	  where	  producers	  have	  

more	  demand	  for	  their	  products	  and	  therefore	  are	  more	  prone	  to	  
sow	  more	  plants,	  raise	  more	  livestock.	  

• Goals:	  encourage	  people	  to	  grow	  food	  (education)	  and	  to	  patronize	  local	  
producers	  (market	  awareness);	  community	  building.	  

	  
Actions:	   Staff	  will	  email	  to	  the	  committee:	  	  

• link	  to	  the	  videos	  shown	  at	  this	  meeting,	  with	  a	  request	  for	  feedback	  
on	  content	  for	  an	  AAP	  video	  by	  August	  1;	  	  

• tentative	  dates	  for	  the	  late	  September	  AAP	  public	  workshop	  series.	  
	  
Peter	  Doig	  left	  the	  meeting	  at	  4:15	  p.m.,	  at	  which	  time	  quorum	  was	  no	  longer	  met.	  

	  
3. Business	  Arising	  From	  Minutes	  and	  Unfinished	  Business	  
	  

3.1 AAP	  Vision	  Statement	  Review	  	  
	  
Members	  brainstormed	  ways	  to	  refine	  the	  draft	  Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  vision	  
statement,	  the	  latest	  draft	  being	  the	  version	  from	  the	  elected	  officials	  forum	  in	  late	  
June	  that	  was	  taken	  to	  the	  AAP	  open	  house	  events.	  	  
	  
It	  was	  agreed	  that	  aspects	  of	  the	  current	  draft	  vision	  statement	  could	  be	  separated	  
as	  goals	  or	  objectives,	  and	  that	  the	  vision	  statement	  should	  be	  refined	  and	  
shortened	  in	  length.	  A	  working	  draft	  vision	  statement	  was	  assumed:	  
	  

Sunshine	  Coast	  agriculture	  will	  be	  profitable	  and	  provide	  nutritious	  food	  and	  
goods	  while	  increasing	  self-‐sufficiency	  and	  food	  security.	  	  	  	  

	  
Action:	   Staff	  will	  integrate	  feedback	  received	  at	  this	  meeting	  and	  draft	  some	  
options	  for	  a	  vision	  statement,	  to	  be	  sent	  to	  AAC	  members	  via	  email	  for	  further	  
feedback	  prior	  to	  the	  September	  24	  AAC	  meeting	  (on	  next	  agenda).	  

	  
3.2 Public	  Opinion	  Survey	  regarding	  Agriculture	  and	  Food	  

	  
Members	  suggested	  changes	  regarding	  the	  draft	  agriculture	  and	  food	  public	  opinion	  
survey	  and	  the	  public	  poll/short	  survey,	  scheduled	  to	  be	  available	  online	  and	  in	  hard	  
copy	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  month.	  	  	  
	  
Dale	  Peterson	  indicated	  that	  Seaweeds	  Health	  Food	  Store	  and	  Marketplace	  IGA	  
were	  open	  to	  the	  idea	  of	  conducting	  the	  poll	  on-‐site.	  
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Action:	   Staff	  will	  email	  the	  draft	  survey	  and	  draft	  poll	  to	  members	  for	  any	  further	  
feedback	  prior	  to	  the	  publication	  deadline	  at	  the	  end	  of	  July.	  

	  
3.3 Canadian	  Food	  Inspection	  Agency	  Policy	  on	  Local	  Food	  Claims	  

	  
An	  edited	  version	  of	  a	  recommendation	  on	  local	  food	  claims	  that	  was	  proposed	  at	  
the	  last	  meeting	  by	  David	  Ryan	  was	  put	  forward	  by	  Chair	  Dale	  Peterson:	  	  “That	  all	  
sales	  and	  advertising	  of	  any	  agricultural	  products	  using	  definitions	  ‘local’	  or	  ‘locally-‐
grown’	  must	  have	  full	  disclosure	  in	  their	  labeling	  or	  advertising	  (farm	  name,	  town,	  
province).”	  
	  
Action:	   Further	  discussion	  regarding	  a	  recommendation	  on	  local	  food	  claims	  will	  
be	  added	  to	  the	  next	  agenda.	  

	  
3.4 Food	  Policy	  Forum	  Update	  

	  
Organizers	  of	  the	  Food	  Policy	  Forum,	  utilizing	  funds	  recently	  received	  through	  a	  BC	  
Healthy	  Communities	  grant,	  include	  SCRD’s	  Gregory	  Gebka	  along	  with	  Meghan	  
Molnar	  and	  Eleonora	  Molnar	  of	  Vancouver	  Coastal	  Health.	  	  Staff	  reported	  that	  the	  
forum	  would	  bridge	  the	  gaps	  and	  cross	  jurisdictions	  in	  terms	  of	  establishing	  a	  Food	  
Policy	  Council	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  The	  plan:	  	  

• Includes	  a	  ‘local	  food’	  dinner	  event	  on	  October	  8	  and	  a	  Food	  Policy	  Council	  
inauguration	  event	  on	  October	  16.	  Venues	  have	  been	  secured.	  

• Targets	  around	  50	  key	  stakeholders	  in	  the	  community	  including	  government	  
officials,	  food	  producers	  and	  other	  individuals	  involved	  with	  the	  food	  system	  
on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  

• Intends	  to:	  introduce	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  food	  policy	  council	  and	  how	  it	  works,	  and	  
have	  some	  discussion	  about	  some	  of	  the	  key	  goals	  and	  issues	  that	  need	  to	  be	  
addressed	  by	  a	  food	  policy	  council;	  and	  inaugurate	  a	  Food	  Policy	  Council	  on	  
the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  

o One	  or	  two	  AAC	  members	  would	  sit	  on	  the	  Food	  Policy	  Council,	  with	  
an	  option	  of	  serving	  for	  a	  number	  of	  months	  and	  then	  rotating	  
members.	  

o The	  Council	  would	  have	  members	  that	  span	  various	  jurisdictions,	  such	  
as	  Vancouver	  Coastal	  Health,	  local	  governments	  and	  others.	  

	  
4. New	  Business	  

	  
4.1 AAC	  Group	  Photo	  for	  SCRD	  AAC	  Web	  Page	  –	  Deferred	  

	  
4.2 BCTS	  2013	  Operational	  Plans	  

	  
As	  a	  quorum	  was	  not	  met,	  it	  was	  not	  possible	  for	  the	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  
Committee	  to	  make	  a	  recommendation	  regarding	  the	  BCTS	  2013	  Operational	  Plans	  
outlined	  in	  the	  Staff	  Report	  dated	  July	  22,	  2013.	  
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Comments	  from	  the	  ensuing	  discussion	  of	  Block	  A91376-‐G043C3ZD	  included:	  
• It	  is	  concerning	  to	  me.	  A	  lot	  of	  it	  will	  be	  a	  pretty	  big	  concern.	  
• Concern:	  real	  or	  potential	  damage	  to	  the	  aquifer,	  which	  should	  be	  risk-‐free	  of	  

any	  damage.	  None	  of	  the	  creeks	  and	  streams	  should	  have	  the	  water	  quality	  
affected.	  In	  places	  the	  aquifer	  is	  far	  down;	  other	  areas,	  it	  is	  shallow.	  Once	  it	  is	  
damaged,	  it	  is	  damaged.	  The	  forest	  is	  providing	  to	  the	  aquifer.	  

• Will	  it	  be	  clear-‐cut?	  Concern	  about	  fish	  bearing	  creek(s).	  …	  If	  clear-‐cut,	  there	  
will	  be	  washouts	  over	  winter.	  We	  only	  have	  one	  highway;	  it	  is	  at	  Chaster	  
Creek.	  …If	  the	  block	  is	  clear-‐cut,	  all	  of	  us	  down	  below	  will	  feel	  it.	  

• It	  is	  a	  really	  steep	  ravine.	  They	  only	  mark	  the	  large	  creeks	  on	  the	  (provided)	  
map	  but	  it	  is	  a	  dense	  system	  of	  creeks.	  All	  of	  these	  are	  private	  wells,	  on	  
Burton,	  Russell.	  …This	  map	  just	  shows	  streams	  that	  have	  names,	  not	  the	  ones	  
that	  come	  and	  go.	  There	  are	  springs;	  our	  well	  is	  spring-‐fed.	  

• A	  45-‐metre	  setback	  is	  not	  enough	  to	  buffer	  residential	  properties.	  
• Concern	  about	  road	  access	  at	  Upper	  Reed	  and	  Henry	  Roads:	  Reed	  Road	  at	  

Henry	  (going	  towards	  Sechelt),	  where	  a	  gravel	  road	  starts,	  is	  really	  narrow.	  It	  
is	  a	  residential	  area.	  Every	  winter	  the	  Regional	  District	  puts	  cones	  on	  the	  
sides	  of	  the	  culverts.	  Reed	  Road	  runs	  over	  lots	  of	  creeks.	  If	  driving	  logging	  
trucks	  on	  the	  road,	  they	  would	  need	  to	  work	  on	  it.	  It	  is	  just	  a	  gravel	  road.	  
There	  are	  houses	  that	  front	  only	  on	  Reed	  Road.	  

• If	  it	  affects	  water,	  that	  will	  affect	  agriculture.	  
• There	  would	  be	  a	  lot	  of	  effects	  on	  the	  water.	  Erosion	  would	  impact	  the	  water	  

supply.	  …It	  is	  really	  steep.	  The	  slope	  of	  the	  land	  compounds	  the	  erosion	  
problems.	  

• Trees	  are	  what	  hold	  the	  water.	  There	  could	  be	  floods	  in	  winter,	  dried	  up	  
wells	  in	  summer.	  

• It	  (BCTS	  selection	  of	  Block)	  seems	  so	  random.	  
• It	  will	  butt	  up	  against	  a	  park,	  and	  an	  old	  growth	  area.	  
• Would	  lose	  water	  supply.	  
• Is	  there	  any	  ability	  to	  say	  no?	  
• Tell	  your	  friends	  and	  neighbours.	  Write	  a	  letter.	  

	  
5. Next	  Meeting	   	   Tuesday,	  September	  24,	  2013	  at	  3:30	  at	  SCRD	  
	  
Adjournment	   5:55	  pm	  
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
NATURAL RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE NOTES 

Rockwood Lodge, Sechelt, BC 
Wednesday, August 7, 2013  

 
Present:   Mike Latimer (Chair), Brett McGillivray, Julie Davidson, Monika Schittek 

(recording secretary) 
 
Regrets:   Nicol Warn, Paul van Poppelen, Sophie Hsia, Dianne Sanford, Mark Giltrow, 

Susan Grayston, Virginia Cullen                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
 
CALL TO ORDER  
 
The Chair could not call the meeting to order as we had not reached quorum. 
A general discussion ensued on the topics presented. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Narrows Inlet Power Project – Additional Reports for Environmental Assessment 
 
In discussion of this item it was noted: 

• The Narrows Inlet application is fairly mature.   
• On-line access to the 900 page document is not available through the PIP website, 

but the questions/response area is available for public viewing.  The proponent has 
responded to the questions.   

• The scope of the project has changed with the removal of two creeks from their 
application.  The drawdown appears to have changed from 30 to 9 meters.  The 
question of sediment still exists.   

 
NRAC has previously commented and provided recommendations to the SCRD board.  
There does not appear to be anything further to add. 
 
Application for Two Aquaculture Sites File 1414149 and 2409076 by Emerald Sea 
Farms on Nelson Island near Cape Cockburn 
 
In discussion of this item it was noted: 

• This application appears to be a resubmission of an application from 2006.   
• Most comments centred around the poor choice of location due to potential 

recreational (Harry Roberts Park) and industrial (Tri Water Aggregates) land/water 
use conflicts.  Members asked if the application site could be moved and if this was 
the best option for this purpose. 
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• There are also issues/concerns around foreshore and upland access and general 
lack of SCRD zoning on upland areas on Crown land.  For the best interest of all to 
be maintained, the members asked if the application could be held off until unzoned 
areas could be zoned and studied.  There was a suggestion all areas in the SCRD, 
unzoned at this time, could be assessed. 

• Lack of baseline information (apparently not a requirement as part of the application 
process) is also a concern.   

 
NEXT MEETING   
 
The next meeting of the Natural Resources Advisory Committee is Wednesday, September 
25, 2013 at 7:00 pm at Rockwood Lodge,Sechelt, BC. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
The discussion of the Natural Resources Advisory Committee adjourned at 8:10 pm 
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AREA 'A' MINUTES 
 

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
SCRD OFFICE, LAGOON ROAD, MADEIRA PARK 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 31, 2013 AT 7:00PM 
 
 

 

Present: G. Craig (Chair), A. Skelley, J. Dickin, G. Park, C. McEachern, J. Hall, F. Mauro 
(Area A Director) and C. Patterson (Secretary). 

 
Regrets: R. Metcalfe,  J. McDonald, D. Burnham, L. Falk, G. McBain and J. McOuat. 
 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  7:04 P.M. 
  
 
MINUTES 

1. Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of June 26, 2013 
2. Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of June 24, 2013 
3. Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of June 26, 2013 
4. West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of June 25, 2013 
5. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of June 25, 2013 
6. Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of July 3, 2013 
7. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of June 20, 2013 

 
 Motion:  Moved by A. Skelley and seconded by J. Dickin 

  To adopt the Minutes of June 26, 2013 for Area 'A' and to accept the balance of the 
minutes with thanks.        PASSED 

 
 
  
BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
8.  Subdivision Application MOTI #2013-03296 

 
Discussion of the property included where the multiple driveways accessed the site and 
that the subdividing would allow the current owner to keep the higher area that backs onto 
his property on Rondeview Road.  Compliance with Bylaw 337 will be required, as well as 
OCP Compliance. 
 

Motion:  Moved by J. Hall and seconded by A. Skelley 
  This Board approves this application noting the need to determine a useable area as 

required in Bylaw 337 1b and also a riparian area assessment to meet OCP 
compliance as suggested in note 2a.      PASSED 
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9.  Application for Two Aquaculture Sites File 1414149 & 2409076 by Emerald Sea Farms on 

Nelson Island near Cape Cockburn 
 
Points raised in discussion were: 

 Concerns with some inaccuracies on the application, such as nearest settlement is 
incorrect, and the upland use of 1414149 is not Crown Land but a SCRD park.  
More description would have been preferred in the application. 

 At this time there is no activity at the gravel pit site, but this could change in the 
future. 

 With the large amount of boating and kayaking use in that area more description of 
the surface activity to be expected at the site would have been useful.  Boats using 
that area for anchoring might disturb the Geoduck site unintentionally. 

 Forage Fish Hatching Area (Ie., Needlefish spawning area) might be adversely 
affected by the activities of the Geoduck farm, more so at site 1414149 than with 
2409076.  Any interface between the spawning area and the Geoduck site must be 
minimized. 

 
Comment:   

  This Board supports applications like this but due to limited information in the 
application we would like to mention our concerns as noted above.  Application 
#2409076 appears to have fewer issues and raises less concern than the issues 
mentioned for #1414149.       

 
 

 
 
 
DIRECTORS REPORT:  
 

 Multi-Materials B.C. Stewardship Plan has been unveiled and the Market Clearing 
Price announced.   

 The Agricultural Area Plan, with the goal of 20% locally grown food production by 
the year 2020, has presented its study to the public. 

 The construction of the water treatment plant for South Pender is on schedule, with 
the goal of having it operational by the end of the year. 

 The Bikeways and Walkways Function will have a survey drafted by committee and 
sent out for public response. 
 

 
 
 
NEXT MEETING: 7:00 p.m. on September 25, 2013 at the Library of the Pender Harbour  
   Secondary School, 13639 Sunshine Coast Highway 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: motion to adjourn at 8:08 P.M. by G. Craig 
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Halfmoon Bay APC Advisory Group  
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 
MINUTES OF TUESDAY, July 23, 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 7:04 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 none. 
3.2 Area A- Egmont/Pender Harbour APC Minutes of June 26, 2013. 
3.3 Area D- Roberts Creek APC Minutes of June 24, 2013. 
3.4 Area E- Elphinstone APC Minutes of June 26, 2013. 
3.5 Area F- West Howe Sound APC Minutes of June 25, 2013. 
3.6 Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes  of July 3, 2013. 
3.7 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of June 25, 2013. 
3.8 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of June 20, 2013. 

 
 

Motion: That the above Area B minutes from May be accepted as discussed 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 
Ray Moscrip 
Jay Corman 
 
 
 
 

REGRETS 
Richard Grant 
Lorne Campbell 
Eleanor Lenz 
Ron Kernohan 
Joan Harvey 
Wendy Pearson 
Len Pakulak 
Walter Powell 
 

SCRD STAFF 
 

 

GUESTS 
Pat Harrison 
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5. New Business  
 

5.1 Subdivision Application MoTI # 2013-02750 
 

APC Comments/Concerns: 
-The APC committee   
-When they say 1 dwelling is proposed, they mean 1 dwelling per proposed lot.  
 
Move to support subdivision application MoTI        

 
 

       
          

 
6. Directors Report: 

 
Director Garry Nohr’s report: 
 
-First Nations all the people involved in New MMBC (MultiMaterial BC) any material 
outside the 3P’s (packages, printed paper) if we go with Sechelt, we would get blue 
boxes.  …moving also to organics in the future…will be writing about it in the next 
newsletter…Waste management: will be moving towards weight. 
-what about the bear-aware: it is a big issue. 
-Sechelt has metal…will it have metal? 
 
-Women’s Progress Meeting:  
-The Parks Master Plan presentation has been done; did a great job.  Ot should be in 
place by next year, with financials to bring facilities up to code for 2020. 
-3L  
-The Browns  
-SCRD Policy Code of Conduct 
-Will be attending the FCM on Friday  
-Economic Development 
-New recycling program  
-The Welcome Beach Society  
-Fullerton Road  
-Waste management on hold to see with happens with MMCB 
-BC ferries: lots of SC representation: will talk about economic strain it puts on the 

 community for housing 
-OCP: HMB it went through first reading and will go out to the public again..a few 

 changes right at the meeting…well written and well laid-out.  It was a little over 2  years to 
 be finished. 

-water conservation will be at level 2 by the end of the week…not going to let it get 
 too low before it gets stopped. 

-Meeting with ministers at UBCM to discuss concerning issues including BC Ferries; 
 transportation issues; bike lanes: have taken these concerns on. 

-BURNCO causing controversy; 
-Voting thrusday on 6 year plan for funding the library…try to improve libraries 
-BC timber sales protocol agreement soon to be signed…hope to have the same thing 

 with Community Forests. 
-Meeting Monday at Sakinaw showing efforts to get sawkey e back and will give public 

 announcement 
- 
 

7. APC Committee Discussions/Requests: 
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1. Trout Lake: every year a log appears…this log is floating: is there any way a raft 
could be installed instead? 

2.  
 
 Pat Harrison: talked about his vision for the HIKE CANADA trail: a non-motorized trail 
 -goal now is to do regional publicity, support local communities (B&B); and fundraise for 
 long-term maintenance of the trails.   
 

8. Next Meeting 
Tuesday, August 27, 7 PM. 

 
9. Adjournment 

7:55 PM 
 
 
________________________    ____________________ 
Elise Rudland/Eleanor Lenz      Date 
HMB APC Co-Chairs  
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lslcmds Trust
August22, 2013

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

Tall Free via Enquiry BC in Vancouver 660-2421. Elsewhere In BC 1.800.663.7867

Email informatlon@lslandstrust.bc.ca

Web www.Islandstrust.bc.ca

File Number: 0440-20-08

By email: info@scrd.ca

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

pear Garry Nohr:

RECEIVED

AUG 2 6 21113

L

Re: Meeting request submitted to the Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations

Thank you for your invitation to your proposed meeting with the Honourable Steve Thomson, Minister of
Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations at the September 2013 UBCM Convention to discuss
a comprehensive management plan for Howe Sound.

We would be pleased to attend this meeting as part of the Islands Trust Council’s formal commitment to
advocate for a comprehensive Howe Sound management plan. In September 2012 our Council voted to
advocate for such a plan in order to assure a balanced relationship between development and the
protection of unique biophysical qualities of the region.

I look forward to hearing from you about a time and date for the meeting, and about how many Islands
Trust representatives could attend the meeting.

We appreciate the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s leadership on this topic and look forward to
working with you next month.

Sincerely,

—.
_•.4______,._. .—

Sheila Malcoimson
Chair, Islands Trust Council
smalcolmson@islandstrust.bc.ca

cc: Islands Trust Council

Preserving islcWt covnmwiities, cu1tnt ond environment
Bowen Denman Homby Gabriola Galiano Gambler Lasqueti Mayne North Pender Salt Spring Satuma South Pender Thetis
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200 1627 Fort Street Victona BC V8R I H8
Telephone (250) 405 5151 Fax (250) 405 5155

Toll Free via EnquIry BC In Vancouver 660 2421 Elsewhere in BC 1 800 663 7867

Email infoafion@islandstrust.bc.ca

islct vic1s Trust Web

August 22, 2013 File Number: 0420-20

By email: infofutureofhowesound.org

Ruth Simons I RE •vEDExecutive Director I
Future of Howe Sound Society AU( 26 21113
Dear Ruth Simons: 1

L CHAIR
Re: Support for Howe Sound Management Plan

I am writing to inform you that in September 2012 the Islands Trust Council voted to advocate for a
comprehensive Howe Sound management plan to assure a balanced relationship between development and
the protection of unique biophysical qualities of the region.

At their quarterly meeting in September 2012, the Islands Trust Council received information from Peter Snell
on behalf of the Future of Howe Sound Society about the natural revitalization of Howe Sound in recent years.
Investments of tens of millions of dollars and countless volunteer hours cleaning up past industrial pollution
and restoring and remediating habitat have led to the ecological recovery of Howe Sound - truly a good news
story.

I recently read the “Push for Howe Sound plan gaining traction” article in the August 9, 2013 edition of the
Coast Reporter and was pleased to learn of the broad support that is emerging for a comprehensive Howe
Sound management plan.

The Islands Trust Policy Analyst, Clare Frater(:’.:’:. -‘:c .), is watching for opportunities for
the Islands Trust to advocate in support of a comprehensive Howe Sound management plan. Please be in
touch with her should you wish to discuss this topic or make a suggestion about how the Islands Trust could
support local government advocacy efforts. The Islands Trust Executive Committee has agreed to participate
in a potential Sunshine Coast Regional District meeting with the Honourable Steve Thomson, Minister of
Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations at the 2013 Convention of the Union of BC Municipalities in
September.

In addition, I have asked to be invited to the next local government Howe Sound Community Forum so that I
can learn more about this topic and others important to Howe Sound.

We appreciate your leadership on this issue and your commitment to preserving and protecting the marine
environment of the Islands Trust Area.

Sincerely,

Sheila Malcolmson
Chair, Islands Trust Council
smalcolmson@islandstrust.bc.ca

cc: Nicholas Simons, MLA for Powell River-Sunshine Coast
Jordan Sturdy, MLA for West Vancouver-Sea to Sky
John Weston, MP for West Vancouver/Sunshine Coast
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Bowen Island Municipality
Gambier Island Local Trust Committee
Islands Trust Council
Islands Trust website

Preservirl lskml commlrnities, ciilture ncA environment
Bowen Denman Hornby Gabriola Galiario Gambler Lasqueti Mayne North Pencler Salt Spring Saturna South Pender Thetis234
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