
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
May 15, 2014 

SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 
 

AGENDA 
 
CALL TO ORDER 9:00 a.m. 

AGENDA      
1.  Adoption of the Agenda  
 

 
PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS 
2.  Donna McMahon, Executive Director, Gibsons & District Chamber of 

Commerce 
Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce Economic Development 
Final Report - 2013/14 
(Economic Development) 

ANNEX A 
pp 1 –  4 

3.  Matt Thomson, Coordinator, Sunshine Coast Housing Committee 
Housing on the Sunshine Coast: Trends, Needs and Direction 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX B 
pp 5 – 48  
 

 

REPORTS    
4.  2013 Budget Project Status Report - Crown Land Strategy for Mt. 

Elphinstone  
(Regional Planning Services) 

Verbal 

5.  Transition Houses 
(Rural Planning Services) 

Verbal 

6.  Town of Gibsons Official Community Plan Update 
(Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX C 
pp 49 – 52  

7.  Commercial versus private use of moorage facilities for bed and breakfast 
operations – Areas A to F 

Electoral Areas A to F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX D 
pp 53 – 58  

8.  Bylaws 310.156, 310.157 and 337.109 Provisions for Marihuana Production 
Facilities on all Land Use Zones that allow Agriculture (Areas A, B, D, E, F) 

Electoral Areas A to F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX E 
pp 59 – 73  

9.  Zoning Amendment Bylaw 337.110 (Zacharias, 5956 Dubois Road) 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX F 
pp 74 – 85  

10.  Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 675.1 
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX G 
pp 86 – 88  

11.  Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.184 (Pinkerton) Area D 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX H 
pp 89 – 98  

12.  Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.183 (Dixon) (Area F)  
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX I 
pp 99 – 111 



Planning and Development Committee Agenda - Thursday, May 15, 2014 Page 2 of 3 
 
13.  Hillside Activity Report – May 6, 2014 

Hillside 
ANNEX J 
pp 112 

14.  Building Department Revenues April 2014 
(Building Department) 

ANNEX K 
pp  113 – 116

15.  Planning and Development Monthly Report April 2014 
(Regional/Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX L 
pp 117 – 125 

16.  Heritage Protocol Advisory Committee Minutes of February 24, 2014 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX M 
pp 126 – 128 

17.  Sunshine Coast Housing Committee Minutes of March 26, 2014 
(Regional Planning Services) 

ANNEX N 
pp 129 – 131 

18.  Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of April 22, 2014 
(Regional Planning Services)  

ANNEX O 
pp 132 – 138 

19.  Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of April 30, 2014 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX P 
pp 139 – 140 

20.  Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of April 22, 2014 
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX Q 
pp  141 – 142 

21.  Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of April 28, 2014 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX R 
pp 143 

22.  West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of April 22, 2014 
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services) 

ANNEX S 
pp 144 – 147

 

COMMUNICATIONS 
23.  Patricia Heintzman, Chair, Squamish-Lillooet Regional District Board of 

Directors, dated March 27, 2014 
Regarding the Howe Sound Community Forum. 

ANNEX T 
pp 148 – 149 

24.  Zoltan Fabian, Project Manager, Pacific and Yukon Region, Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency, dated April 15, 2014 

Regarding Woodfibre LNG Project – Commencement of Environmental 
Assessment Substitution Decision. 

ANNEX U 
pp 150 – 163 

25.  Kevin Washbrook, Director, Voters Taking Action on Climate Change, 
dated April 17, 2014 

Regarding Permit Amendment Approved for Lafarge Canada’s Coal 
Facility on Texada Island. 

ANNEX V 
pp 164 – 168  

26.  Greg Moore, Chair, Metro Vancouver Board of Directors and Malcolm 
Brodie, Chair, Zero Waste Committee, dated April 28, 2014 

Regarding New Waste-to-Energy Capacity for Metro Vancouver and 
deferred public meeting in Gibsons. 

ANNEX W 
pp 169 – 170 

27.  Jenna Bedore, Conservation Planner, The South Coast Conservation 
Program, dated May 5, 2014 

Regarding Local Government Tools Supporting Species and 
Ecosystems at Risk: A Resource Guide for the South Coast of British 
Columbia and potential delegation to the SCRD. 

ANNEX X 
pp 171  
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IN CAMERA 

That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with Sections 90 (1) (a) 
“personal information about an identifiable individual…”, (e) “the acquisition, disposition or 
expropriation of land or improvements…” and (i) “the receipt of advice that is subject to solicitor-
client privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose”. 

 
ADJOURNMENT  
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Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce  
Economic Development Final Report - 2013/14  
Donna McMahon, Executive Director 
 

Background  

In 2013 the SCRD contributed $12,000 in funding to 
the Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce to 
pursue Economic Development projectsspecifically 
a Car Free Tourism pilot project and the updating and 
maintenance of the Investor attraction website 
created by BCI (now at www.gibsonsanddistrict.ca) 
and to act as the primary contact point for  
economic development inquiries in the Gibsons area. 
We also negotiated a fee for service agreement with 
the Town of Gibsons for $12,000.  

Because we did not finalize this funding until May of 
2013, we asked for a carry-over of funds to the end of 
Q1, 2014. And we are now reporting back. 

We have been extremely pleased with the results of 
our first full year of economic development activities. 
What happened wasn't entirely according to plan, but 
one of the benefits of being a small organization is 
that we are nimble and can respond to new 
challenges and opportunities. We have been 
exceptionally active this year and  feel that we are 
delivering outstanding value for our funding dollar. 

First, I should go back and mention four projects that 
we had identified last year as priorities for continued 

attention after the dissolution of Best Coast 
Initiatives:  the Intelligence Cluster, Hillside, Seaspan, 
and the Marine Highways tourism initiative.  

 Intelligence Cluster: All the people who were 
registered on the website developed by BCI were 
contacted and asked about their interest in 
continuing the site. The response rate was so low 
that we decided it was not worth putting more 
effort into the website. Instead, the Chamber has 
been pursuing several different initiatives that 
are aimed at that target sector: IT professionals 
and other "footloose" consultants  who locate on 
the Sunshine Coast. (More about this later.) 

 Hillside: We're aware that the SCRD has been 
moving quietly forward with Hillside Industrial 
Park. We'd appreciate periodic updates so that 
we can make sure the website is correct, and that 
we're prepared for any inquiries or projects. 

 Seaspan Project: On further consideration we 
judged that lobbying to get Seaspan workers to 
locate on the coast had a very low chance of 
success, so it was not pursued. 

 Marine Highways:  This tourism initiative is going 
forward under the umbrella of the newly  

 incorporated BC Ocean Boating 
Tourism Association. Michael 
McLaughlin is continuing to 
participate on behalf of this 
region, and the Chamber 
maintains a strong interest in the 
project, since it is an obvious tie-
in with our tourism programs.  

 
Left: The Chamber has published a 
business and services directory for 
Upper Gibsons. It's available from our 
website or as a handout at the Visitor 
Centre. 

ANNEX A
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2014 Core Projects 

Investment Attraction Website 

In the summer of 2013, the Chamber purchased a 
new domain (www.gibsonsanddistrict.ca) and 
moved the BCI site over to it. We updated the 
content  to reflect changes that had occurred 
since it was first launched, such as the 2011 
Census. That work was completed in the Fall of 
2013, but the hard-coded site needed to be 
moved onto an easily updatable platform. 

Through feedback from the Town's Economic 
Development Select Committee, it also became 
clear that the site needed a content overhaul. 
Information provided on the site did not 
showcase the Town's role as the commercial and 
services hub for a region of 13,000 residents, not 
just the 4,500 who live within the Town's 
electoral boundaries. In Q1 of 2014, we rewrote 
the entire website and contracted with Terra 
Firma Digital Arts (the original designer) to move the 
site to a WordPress platform and make it mobile-
friendly. This work is complete and the new version 
of the site has been launched. 

The site remains a work in progressas it should be. 
We can now make changes immediately, responding 
to new events and opportunities. 

Car Free Tourism   

The Chamber's Car Free Tourism program was 
effectively hi-jacked by the summer 2013 Community 
Shuttle service, run in partnership with the Town and 
SCRD.  While the shuttle bus was "Car Free", the idea 
of running a bus for locals and visitors hadn't even 
been on our radar a few months earlier. The pilot 
project was successfully completed but organizing the 
shuttle took a lot of our staff resources. 

Nonetheless, we did make progress on the following: 

 We documented the target markets, scope and 
objectives for car free tourism. 

 We held a brainstorming session in spring 2013 
attended by representatives of the Chamber, 
Gibsons VIC, Sechelt VIC, Town, SC Tourism, BC 
Transit, Transportation Choices, Coast Cultural 

Alliance, and Landing Merchants. We came up 
with a list of attractions, and also of obstacles.  

 Our VIC staff collected a full year of data on how 
many visitors arrive bike, boat or transit. This will 
give us a baseline to track trends and measure 
the success of initiatives. 

 We engaged in a preliminary branding/design 
process with graphic designer Jan Poynter. 

 The Visitor Centre's newly launched website 
(www.gibsonsvisitorinfo.ca), is built around Car 
Free Tourism. While we haven't yet solved some 
thorny mapping challenges, we have created a 
great deal of car free friendly content, which we 
will be expanding on in the coming year. 

 We joined the Sunshine Coast Trails Society to 
build partnerships and work on connectivity for 
car free visitors to access outdoor activities on 
the coast. We are also working to identify a few 
high quality trails with strong tourism potential to 
prioritize them for protection under the Forest 
and Range Practices Act. 

 We partnered with TraC (Transportation Choices) 
to host a Cycling Tourism workshop on May 9. 

In the coming year we hope to identify key foot and 
cycling routes that should be prioritized by the Town 
and SCRD for development or improvement. 

2
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Other Economic Development 
Activities  

Developing the "Intelligence Cluster"  

Nobody knows how many coast residents work 
remotely, bringing dollars into our local economy. 
Some have offices in Gibsons, like Sprightly Software 
or Cypress Power. But others, some of them very 
substantial firms, are operating from home. For 
example, Self Design, a province-wide home 
schooling network, employs  a number of teachers 
here on the coast, and eMETA Learning Solutions has 
clients across North America. 

There is no simple way to either measure the size of 
this sector, or make contact with the people in it, so 
we are working at the problem in a number of 
different ways. 

 Coast Makers 

Makers are enthusiasts who use a blend of old 
crafts and new technologies (especially 3D 
printing, 3D modelling software and advanced 
materials) to create new tools, objects, or 
artwork. The Chamber is sponsoring a new group 
called Coast Makers, which has held two very 
successful public meet-ups and a number of 
smaller gatherings, and is rapidly gaining 
momentum. 

It's worth noting that many of the participants in 
this group either run businesses on the coast (e.g. 
Ox and Monkey, Beaver Stamp Works), work in 
tech related occupations (many home-based IT 
consultants) or are retired from high level careers 
in business and industry. They are informally 
mentoring local students to learn and experiment 
in technologies where the opportunities are 
expanding explosivelymuch the way that 
computers took off forty years ago. 

Having an active Makers community here is also 
an attractor for innovative and creative people 
who are thinking of relocating to the coast. 

 Geek Nights 

Two coast residents independently began trying 
to arrange meet-ups of tech workers last year, 
then they met and collaborated and thus was  
 

born the TechHub Meet Ups, also known as Geek 
Nights. We didn't start it, but we know a good 
thing when we see it, and we are promoting this 
group to our members and the community via  
newsletters and networking. 

This has already provided a measurable benefit 
for uswe were able to find a web designer for 
our new Visitor Centre website through referrals 
from this network. 

We are working with people in this group to see if 
we can develop a tech directory for the coast, to 
help customers find local IT/web help, and also to 
build business-to-business relationships. 

 Business License Survey 

The Town sent out a survey of local businesses 
along with the business license renewals in 
December. This idea came from the  Economic 
Development select committee, enthusiastically 
supported by the Chamber. This is an example of 
a simple and cost effective way that we can work 
with partners to improve our understanding of 
our local economy. We are presently helping to 
analyze the data and report back to the Town. 

 Building the Chamber's Network 

Finally, one of the best ways to improve 
networking in the community is by building the 
Chamber's membership base.  Since November, 
the Chamber has welcomed fifty new members, 
many of them attracted by our affordable new 
rates for "microbusinesses." Our last two AGM 
and Business speed dating events were extremely 
well attended, with many new faces. 

 
Business Speed Dating at the Chamber's AGM, March 28, 
2014 at the Gibsons Public Market. Over 80 people attended. 
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Education and Community Partnerships 

 We attended the first ever Economic Gardening 
conference in Canada, held in Kelowna in October 
2013. Economic Gardening focuses on growing  
local entrepreneurs rather than trying to lure 
companies from other communities. The program 
in Kelowna uses sophisticated corporate-level 
tools to help entrepreneurs compete in the global 
economy. 

 We participated in the Community Foundation's 
Vital Signs working group on the Economy and 
identified some potential future partnership 
opportunities. 

 We liaised with the Progress Plan, Open Door 
Group and the Women's Enterprise Centre to 
identify opportunities for women considering self 
employment or starting businesses. There are 
quite a few existing programs, but they tend to 
be gated (with many enrollment requirements) 
and operate in silos with little communication. 

 We held workshops for local businesses to help 
upgrade their knowledge and skills. The series 
began with Getting Started with Facebook 
Advertising and LinkedIn 101 for Business, and is 
continuing in 2014. 

Welcome New Residents 

Everybody on the coast knows somebody who came 
for a visit and ended up moving here. As part of our 
goal to connect with visitors who are thinking of 
relocating, we have prepared an ad for the New 
Coaster magazine which will also be used as a rack 
card at the Visitor Centre. It provides contact 
information to help with business relocation or start-
up on the coast. 

ED Inquiries 

In the period from April 2013 to March 2014, the 
Chamber responded to (and logged) over 70 
economic development inquiries by phone, email and 
in person. 

We have all kinds of initiatives and community 
partnerships underway at the Chamber. Stay tuned 
for 2014 updates.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: May 7, 2014 

TO: Planning and Development Committee – May 15, 2014 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: HOUSING ON THE SUNSHINE COAST: TRENDS, NEEDS AND DIRECTION 

RECOMMENDATION 
THAT the report dated May 7, 2014 and titled “Housing on the Sunshine Coast: Trends, 
Needs and Direction” be received for information. 
 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
At the April 29, 2014 meeting the Sunshine Coast Housing Committee considered a report 
(Attachment A) setting out the recent trends, needs and direction for housing on the Sunshine 
Coast.  The report updates the 2006 and 2009 Affordable Housing Studies.  It incorporates 
recent information from sources such as the 2011 Census and National Household Survey. 

The committee’s draft minutes include the following recommendation: 

“That the report entitled Housing on the Sunshine Coast: Trends, Needs and Direction 
(April 2014) be received and approved; and that the Coordinator present the report to 
local governments.” 

The report notes the following key findings: 

• Home ownership is generally unaffordable even for households earning median 
income; while couples with children tend to have the highest median income in most 
Sunshine Coast communities, there remains a significant gap between median 
dwelling values and median purchasing power for a single family home in all 
communities except Sechelt.  

• Because of the slow real estate market, rental housing is generally available at a 
price that lone-parents and individuals earning a median income can afford; 
however, about one third of Sunshine Coast renters are currently in core housing 
need.  This is projected to grow from about 840 households in 2011 to between 
1,158 and 1,166 households by 2036, nearly 40%.  No social housing or purpose-
built rental developments are currently planned to meet this need.  

• The Sunshine Coast’s aging population points to a need for greater resources for 
seniors, particularly low-income seniors, in order to allow these individuals and 
families to age in place.  

• There are few resources for the homeless population; however, for the first time in 
the winter of 2013-14, an approach combining the Extreme Weather Emergency 
Shelter (EWES) funded by BC Housing and a community-funded Cold Weather 
Shelter meant that shelter beds were available all winter. Usage averaged between 
6 and 8 individuals per night, many of whom used the shelter all winter long. This 
chronically homeless population indicates the need for additional supportive, low-
barrier housing for the Sunshine Coast.  

ANNEX B
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (May 15, 2014) 
Regarding Housing Trends Report  Page 2 of 2 
 

 
N:\Community Services\5040 Social Housing\5040-20 Social Housing Programs\Regional Housing\2014-May-15 PDC report re 
Housing Trends.docx 

The report provides a useful source of information that can assist the SCRD, other Sunshine 
Coast local governments and other organizations when developing policy/strategies relating 
directly to housing or that housing has an impact on (such as attracting employment, retention 
of young families, attracting key workers and so on).  The report will be added to the SCRD 
website to assist in making it available to the wider Coast community. 

The Coordinator for the Sunshine Coast Housing Committee was invited to present the report in 
more detail at the May 15, 2014 Planning and Development Committee.  He will also do the 
same at the relevant meetings of the Town of Gibsons and District of Sechelt. 

 

 

David Rafael, Senior Planner 
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Summary	  
The	  Sunshine	  Coast	  is	  a	  rural	  community	  in	  Southwestern	  British	  Columbia,	  located	  
about	  40	  minutes	  by	  ferry	  from	  Vancouver.	  	  The	  total	  population	  of	  the	  region	  in	  2011	  
was	  28,619,	  up	  3.1%	  from	  2006.	  	  Most	  population	  growth	  is	  centered	  around	  the	  two	  
incorporated	  municipalities	  of	  Sechelt	  and	  Gibsons.	  	  The	  population	  is	  also	  generally	  an	  
older	  one,	  with	  over	  60%	  of	  the	  region	  aged	  45	  and	  up.	  	  Youth	  (15-‐24)	  represent	  less	  
than	  10%	  of	  the	  population,	  while	  young	  adults	  account	  for	  less	  than	  one-‐fifth	  of	  the	  
population.	  
	  
Median	  household	  income	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  is	  generally	  on-‐par	  with	  other	  coastal	  
communities	  in	  the	  region	  at	  $55,708	  annually,	  up	  39%	  from	  2001.	  	  However,	  the	  cost	  of	  
housing	  during	  this	  time	  period	  also	  increased	  significantly:	  	  over	  130%	  across	  the	  SCRD.	  	  
This	  high	  cost	  of	  housing	  has	  placed	  pressure	  on	  rental	  markets,	  though	  this	  has	  ebbed	  
somewhat	  since	  the	  2008	  slow	  down	  in	  the	  real	  estate	  market.	  	  Nonetheless,	  nearly	  50%	  
of	  renters	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  pay	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  their	  income	  toward	  housing,	  
and	  about	  one-‐third	  of	  renters	  are	  in	  core	  housing	  need.1	  	  This	  report	  shows	  that	  while	  
the	  rental	  market	  and	  sales	  prices	  for	  homes	  have	  ‘flattened	  out’	  since	  2008,	  the	  cost	  of	  
housing	  remains	  an	  ongoing	  concern,	  particularly	  if	  real	  estate	  markets	  revive	  in	  coming	  
years.	  	  	  
	  
The	  report	  has	  the	  following	  key	  findings:	  
	  

• Home	  ownership	  is	  generally	  unaffordable	  even	  for	  households	  earning	  median	  
income;	  while	  couples	  with	  children	  tend	  to	  have	  the	  highest	  median	  income	  in	  
most	  Sunshine	  Coast	  communities,	  there	  remains	  a	  significant	  gap	  between	  
median	  dwelling	  values	  and	  median	  purchasing	  power	  for	  a	  single	  family	  home	  
in	  all	  communities	  except	  Sechelt.	  

• Because	  of	  the	  slow	  real	  estate	  market,	  rental	  housing	  is	  generally	  available	  at	  a	  
price	  that	  lone-‐parents	  and	  individuals	  earning	  a	  median	  income	  can	  afford;	  
however,	  about	  one-‐third	  of	  Sunshine	  Coast	  renters	  are	  currently	  in	  core	  housing	  
need.	  	  This	  is	  projected	  to	  grow	  from	  about	  840	  households	  in	  2011	  to	  between	  
1,158	  and	  1,166	  households	  by	  2036,	  nearly	  40%.	  	  No	  social	  housing	  or	  purpose-‐
built	  rental	  developments	  are	  currently	  planned	  to	  meet	  this	  need.	  

• The	  Sunshine	  Coast’s	  aging	  population	  points	  to	  a	  need	  for	  greater	  resources	  for	  
seniors,	  particularly	  low-‐income	  seniors,	  in	  order	  to	  allow	  these	  individuals	  and	  
families	  to	  age	  in	  place.	  

                                                
1	  For	  a	  full	  definition	  of	  core	  housing	  need	  see	  Section	  4.3.	  
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• There	  are	  few	  resources	  for	  the	  homeless	  population;	  however,	  for	  the	  first	  time	  
in	  the	  winter	  of	  2013-‐14,	  an	  approach	  combining	  the	  Extreme	  Weather	  
Emergency	  Shelter	  (EWES)	  funded	  by	  BC	  Housing	  and	  a	  community-‐funded	  Cold	  
Weather	  Shelter	  meant	  that	  shelter	  beds	  were	  available	  all	  winter.	  	  Usage	  
averaged	  between	  6	  and	  8	  individuals	  per	  night,	  many	  of	  whom	  used	  the	  shelter	  
all	  winter	  long.	  	  This	  chronically	  homeless	  population	  indicates	  the	  need	  for	  
additional	  supportive,	  low-‐barrier	  housing	  for	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  
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1. Introduction	  

1.1 Background	  and	  Purpose	  
In	  2006,	  Eberle	  Planning	  and	  Research	  completed	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Affordable	  
Housing	  Study.	  	  This	  study	  was	  updated	  in	  2009	  using	  the	  2006	  Census	  data.	  	  Since	  the	  
completion	  of	  these	  reports,	  housing	  has	  remained	  an	  ongoing	  priority	  for	  local	  
governments	  and	  stakeholders.	  	  Local	  governments	  have	  adopted	  policies	  and	  plans	  to	  
further	  address	  the	  issue	  of	  housing,	  and	  in	  January	  2013	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Housing	  
Committee	  was	  convened.	  	  	  
	  
The	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Housing	  Committee	  was	  formed	  as	  a	  direct	  result	  of	  the	  housing	  
studies,	  to	  provide	  a	  coordinated	  regional	  approach	  to	  housing	  issues	  in	  Gibsons,	  
Sechelt	  and	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Regional	  District.	  	  	  Through	  a	  Memorandum	  of	  
Understanding,	  these	  three	  local	  governments	  have	  established	  a	  funding	  partnership	  to	  
convene	  the	  Committee	  and	  fund	  a	  position	  of	  Coordinator.	  	  	  
	  
The	  purpose	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Housing	  Needs	  Assessment	  Update	  is	  to	  assess	  the	  
extent	  and	  nature	  of	  the	  need	  for	  affordable	  housing	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  and	  
determine	  what	  kinds	  of	  demographic,	  economic	  and	  real	  estate	  changes	  have	  occurred	  
since	  2009.	  

1.2 Data	  Collection	  and	  Non-‐Response	  Rates	  
The	  data	  in	  this	  report	  comes	  from	  a	  number	  of	  sources.	  	  These	  include:	  
	  

• Statistics	  Canada:	  2011	  Census	  
• Statistics	  Canada:	  2011	  National	  Household	  Survey	  
• Greater	  Vancouver	  Real	  Estate	  Board	  
• BC	  Housing	  
• BC	  Non-‐Profit	  Housing	  Association	  
• Classified	  listings	  (craigslist,	  Coast	  Reporter,	  kijiji)	  

	  
This	  report	  follows	  the	  template	  provided	  by	  BC	  Housing,2	  with	  some	  modifications	  on	  
organization,	  and	  additional	  data	  on	  the	  cost	  of	  rental	  and	  ownership	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  
Coast.	  	  In	  some	  cases	  data	  was	  supplemented	  by	  conversations	  with	  stakeholders	  and	  
local	  experts	  on	  housing	  issues.	  
	  
Some	  of	  the	  data	  cited	  in	  this	  report	  is	  from	  the	  2011	  National	  Household	  Survey.	  	  There	  
is	  significant	  concern	  over	  response	  rates	  in	  the	  2011	  National	  Household	  Survey.	  	  
Nationally	  the	  NHS	  had	  a	  Global	  Non-‐Response	  Rate	  of	  31.4%.	  	  Only	  2	  Sunshine	  Coast	  

                                                
2	  Available	  at:	  
http://www.bchousing.org/resources/Partner_Resources/Developing_Housing_Opportunities/Need_and
_Demand_Template.pdf	  	  
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jurisdictions	  had	  a	  better	  response	  rate	  than	  the	  national	  average:	  Gibsons	  and	  Sechelt	  
Indian	  Government	  District.	  	  All	  remaining	  jurisdictions	  had	  a	  higher	  non-‐response	  rate	  
than	  the	  national	  non-‐response	  rate	  (see	  Table	  1,	  below).	  
	  
The	  voluntary	  nature	  of	  the	  survey	  means	  that	  information	  on	  certain	  households	  may	  
be	  missing	  from	  the	  survey;	  in	  particular,	  low-‐income,	  immigrant	  and	  Aboriginal	  
households	  may	  have	  lower	  response	  rates.	  	  This	  makes	  it	  difficult	  to	  draw	  meaningful	  
conclusions	  from	  certain	  of	  the	  statistics	  provided,	  particularly	  income	  data.	  	  The	  change	  
in	  survey	  also	  makes	  it	  difficult	  to	  conduct	  a	  longitudinal	  analysis	  of	  housing	  and	  income	  
trends,	  as	  the	  NHS	  is	  essentially	  a	  new	  survey,	  with	  a	  new	  methodological	  approach.	  	  As	  
such,	  NHS	  data	  provides	  us	  a	  snapshot	  of	  2011,	  but	  that	  snapshot	  is	  not	  always	  
comparable	  to	  data	  provided	  by	  the	  previous	  long-‐form	  Census.	  

Table	  1:	  Global	  Non-‐Response	  Rates3	  to	  the	  2011	  National	  Household	  Survey	  on	  
the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  
	  	   Global	  Non-‐Response	  Rate	  
Gibsons	   26.3%	  
Sechelt	   41.4%	  
Area	  A:	  Pender	  
Harbour/Egmont	   42.9%	  
Area	  B:	  Halfmoon	  Bay	   47.1%	  
Area	  D:	  Roberts	  Creek	   49.8%	  
Area	  E:	  Elphinstone	   34.3%	  
Area	  F:	  West	  Howe	  
Sound	   40.4%	  
Sechelt	  Indian	  
Government	  District	  
(SIGD)	   26.1%	  
Sunshine	  Coast	   36.1%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Housing	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
This	  report	  therefore	  strives	  to	  be	  as	  accurate	  as	  possible	  in	  describing	  local	  trends,	  but	  
is	  limited	  by	  the	  data.	  
	  
In	  addition	  to	  Sunshine	  Coast	  communities,	  for	  some	  selected	  indicators,	  statistics	  from	  
other	  communities	  around	  BC	  and	  the	  province	  as	  a	  whole	  have	  been	  presented	  to	  
show	  how	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  compares	  to	  these	  jurisdictions.	  

                                                
3	  Global	  Non-‐Response	  Rates	  refers	  to	  the	  proportion	  of	  survey	  recipients	  for	  that	  National	  Household	  
Survey	  who	  did	  not	  complete	  and	  return	  their	  survey.	  
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2. Community	  Demographic	  and	  Economic	  Profile	  

2.1 Population	  and	  Age	  
Population	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  rose	  by	  3.1%	  between	  2006	  and	  2011.	  	  This	  growth	  
has	  taken	  place	  in	  the	  District	  of	  Sechelt	  and	  the	  Town	  of	  Gibsons.	  	  Areas	  A	  and	  B	  also	  
grew,	  though	  at	  a	  lower	  rate.	  	  All	  other	  jurisdictions	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  have	  seen	  
population	  declines	  as	  indicated	  by	  Table	  2.	  

Table	  2:	  Total	  Population	  of	  SCRD	  Jurisdictions,	  2011	  

Jurisdiction	   2011	  Population	  
%	  change	  
since	  2006	  

Town	  of	  Gibsons	   4,437	   6.1%	  
District	  of	  Sechelt	   9,291	   9.9%	  
Area	  A	   2,678	   2.1%	  
Area	  B	   2,675	   4.6%	  
Area	  D	   3,244	   -‐1.9%	  
Area	  E	   3,482	   -‐2.0%	  
Area	  F	   2,015	   -‐9.8%	  
Sechelt	  Indian	  Band	   797	   -‐3.6%	  
SCRD	   28,619	   3.1%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  Census	  2011	  
	  
Table	  3	  shows	  population	  changes	  in	  selected	  comparative	  BC	  municipalities.	  	  Parksville,	  
Squamish	  and	  Nelson	  all	  showed	  significant	  population	  growth	  between	  2006	  and	  2011,	  
while	  Powell	  River	  showed	  a	  slight	  population	  increase	  and	  Sidney	  showed	  a	  decline	  in	  
population.	  	  

Table	  3:	  Total	  Population	  of	  Comparable	  BC	  Municipalities,	  2011	  

Jurisdiction	   2011	  Population	  
%	  change	  
since	  2006	  

Powell	  River	   13,165	   1.60%	  
Sidney	   11,178	   -‐1.20%	  
Parksville	   11,977	   9.00%	  
Squamish	   17,158	   14.80%	  
Nelson	   10,230	   10.50%	  
British	  Columbia	   4,400,057	   7.00%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  Census	  2011	  
	  
Projecting	  into	  the	  future	  using	  the	  same	  population	  growth	  rate	  of	  that	  five-‐year	  
period,	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  can	  be	  expected	  to	  grow	  by	  nearly	  5,000	  individuals	  between	  
2011	  and	  2036.	  	  	  
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Table	  4:	  Total	  Population	  Projections	  

Year	   Projection	  

2016	   29,506	  
2021	   30,421	  
2026	   31,364	  
2031	   32,336	  
2036	   33,339	  
Source:	  Consultant	  generated,	  based	  on	  2006-‐2011	  population	  growth	  rates	  
	  
Table	  4	  shows	  the	  population	  of	  Sunshine	  Coast	  jurisdictions	  by	  age	  group,	  and	  median	  
age.	  	  The	  largest	  age	  cohort	  for	  each	  Sunshine	  Coast	  jurisdiction	  is	  the	  45	  to	  64	  year-‐old	  
age	  group	  that	  collectively	  represents	  36.8%	  of	  the	  total	  population.	  	  Seniors	  also	  
represent	  a	  significant	  proportion	  of	  the	  population,	  nearly	  a	  quarter	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  
Coast	  in	  total.	  	  This	  fact	  is	  worth	  noting	  by	  planners	  trying	  to	  anticipate	  future	  
needs.	  	  Beyond	  this	  common	  feature,	  there	  is	  variability	  in	  the	  age	  profile	  of	  different	  
areas	  within	  the	  region.	  	  Seniors,	  who	  represent	  a	  significant	  proportion-‐-‐nearly	  one	  
quarter-‐-‐of	  the	  total	  Sunshine	  Coast	  population,	  comprise	  28.5%	  of	  Sechelt	  
residents.	  	  However,	  in	  Areas	  D	  and	  E	  they	  actually	  represent	  a	  lower	  proportion	  than	  
the	  25	  to	  44	  year	  old	  segment.	  	  In	  those	  jurisdictions	  this	  younger	  age	  group	  represents	  
the	  second-‐largest	  proportion	  of	  the	  population,	  19.6%	  and	  18.8%	  respectively.	  	  The	  
Sechelt	  Indian	  Band	  has	  the	  largest	  proportion	  of	  children	  (0-‐14)	  and	  youth	  (13.4%),	  
although	  Areas	  D	  and	  E	  also	  have	  high	  proportions	  of	  both	  these	  younger	  age	  cohorts	  as	  
well.	  
	  
The	  population	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  is	  generally	  older	  than	  British	  Columbia	  as	  a	  
whole.	  	  About	  36%	  of	  the	  BC	  population	  is	  45	  or	  older,	  while	  more	  than	  60%	  of	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  population	  is	  45	  or	  older.	  	  BC’s	  median	  age	  is	  41.9,	  compared	  to	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast’s	  median	  age	  of	  51.6	  

Table	  5:	  Population	  by	  Age	  and	  Median	  Age,	  2011	  

  Gibsons Sechelt Area A Area B Area D Area E Area F 

Sechelt 
Indian 
Band 

Sunshine 
Coast 

British 
Columbia 

0-14 12.3% 11.6% 8.9% 13.7% 15.3% 14.8% 13.5% 15.3% 12.7% 15.4% 
15-24 10.3% 8.7% 7.8% 9.2% 11.3% 11.2% 8.5% 13.4% 9.7% 12.6% 
25-44 17.7% 16.8% 12.8% 16.9% 19.6% 18.8% 17.5% 18.5% 17.2% 26.3% 
45-64 33.4% 34.3% 42.8% 40.3% 38.7% 38.1% 40.1% 31.2% 36.8% 30.0% 
65+ 26.5% 28.5% 27.7% 19.9% 15.1% 17.0% 20.4% 21.7% 23.6% 15.7% 
Total 4,435 9290 2690 2665 3240 3475 2005 785 28610 4400055 
Median Age 51.4 53.6 56.7 50.9 47.4 48.1 51.3 48.8 51.6 41.9 

Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  Census	  2011	  
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2.2 Income	  
Both	  median	  and	  average	  incomes	  have	  risen	  across	  most	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  in	  the	  
period	  between	  2006	  and	  2011.	  	  The	  largest	  income	  gains	  were	  seen	  in	  Area	  E	  (29%	  rise)	  
and	  Sechelt	  (28%),	  with	  significant	  increases	  in	  Area	  F	  (21%),	  Area	  A	  (21%),	  Area	  B	  (17%)	  
and	  Gibsons	  (16%).	  	  Area	  D	  and	  the	  Sechelt	  Indian	  Band	  both	  saw	  a	  small	  decrease	  in	  
median	  income	  between	  2005	  and	  2010	  (the	  years	  for	  which	  income	  was	  measured	  in	  
each	  census),	  of	  4%	  and	  3%	  respectively.	  	  Overall	  the	  median	  income	  increased	  by	  16%	  
on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  while	  average	  income	  has	  increased	  by	  20%	  in	  the	  period	  
between	  censuses.	  	  	  
	  
It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  this	  change	  in	  median	  income	  is	  subject	  to	  some	  uncertainty,	  
due	  to	  the	  low	  response	  rates	  for	  the	  National	  Household	  Survey.	  	  As	  low-‐income	  
households	  may	  be	  less	  likely	  to	  respond,	  the	  rise	  in	  median	  income	  seen	  between	  2005	  
and	  2010	  may	  be	  inflated.	  	  	  

Table	  6:	  2005	  and	  2010	  Average	  and	  Median	  Household	  Incomes	  

	  	  

Median	  
Household	  
Income	  (for	  2005)	  

Median	  
Household	  
Income	  (for	  2010)	  

%	  change	  in	  
median	  
income	  

Average	  
Household	  
Income	  (for	  
2005)	  

Average	  
Household	  
Income	  (for	  
2010)	  

%	  change	  in	  
average	  
income	  

Gibsons	   	  $46,709.00	  	   	  $54,088.00	  	   16%	   	  $57,885.00	  	   	  $66,148.00	  	   14%	  
Sechelt	   	  $44,255.00	  	   	  $56,830.00	  	   28%	   	  $56,481.00	  	   	  $74,422.00	  	   32%	  
Area	  A	   	  $41,493.00	  	   	  $50,132.00	  	   21%	   	  $52,294.00	  	   	  $60,090.00	  	   15%	  
Area	  B	   	  $52,808.00	  	   	  $61,632.00	  	   17%	   	  $60,008.00	  	   	  $72,751.00	  	   21%	  
Area	  D	   	  $55,486.00	  	   	  $53,539.00	  	   -‐4%	   	  $70,017.00	  	   	  $65,839.00	  	   -‐6%	  
Area	  E	   	  $50,639.00	  	   	  $65,116.00	  	   29%	   	  $61,462.00	  	   	  $80,103.00	  	   30%	  
Area	  F	   	  $52,302.00	  	   	  $63,311.00	  	   21%	   	  $63,789.00	  	   	  $81,828.00	  	   28%	  
SIGD	   	  $35,918.00	  	   	  $34,952.00	  	   -‐3%	   	  $38,645.00	  	   	  $43,686.00	  	   13%	  

Sunshine	  Coast	   	  $47,947.00	  	   	  $55,708.00	  	   16%	   	  $58,884.00	  	   	  $70,777.00	  	   20%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
Table	  7	  shows	  median	  income	  by	  selected	  family	  or	  household	  type.	  	  Area	  B	  has	  the	  
highest	  median	  income	  for	  couples	  with	  children	  ($103,431)	  and	  lone-‐parent	  families	  
($81,216).	  	  Sechelt	  follows	  for	  both	  these	  groups	  with	  couples	  with	  children	  earning	  a	  
median	  income	  of	  $90,868	  and	  lone-‐parents	  earning	  a	  median	  of	  $56,130.	  	  Area	  E	  has	  
the	  highest	  median	  income	  for	  couples	  without	  children	  ($72,556),	  while	  Gibsons	  has	  
the	  highest	  median	  income	  for	  one-‐person	  households	  ($39,065).	  	  Generally	  lone-‐
parent	  families	  earn	  significantly	  less	  than	  couples	  with	  children;	  Area	  A	  has	  the	  lowest	  
median	  income	  for	  lone-‐parent	  families	  ($30,679).	  	  Because	  lone-‐parent	  and	  single-‐
person	  households	  earn	  generally	  less,	  they	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  rent	  housing	  than	  
purchase,	  given	  the	  high	  cost	  of	  ownership	  housing.	  
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Table	  7:	  Median	  Income	  by	  Selected	  Family	  or	  Household	  Type	  

  

Couple 
Families with 
Children 

Couple 
Families 
Without 
Children 

Lone-Parent 
Families 

One Person 
Private 
Household 

Gibsons  $67,624.00   $69,105.00   $40,687.00   $39,065.00  
Sechelt  $90,868.00   $65,052.00   $56,130.00   $32,428.00  
Area A  $73,048.00   $54,253.00   $30,679.00   $36,755.00  
Area B  $103,431.00   $65,107.00   $81,216.00   $37,788.00  
Area D  $88,239.00   $53,652.00   $48,686.00   $17,112.00  
Area E  $87,523.00   $72,556.00   $50,289.00   $28,984.00  
Area F  $67,528.00   $68,517.00   $43,284.00   $25,969.00  
SIGD  $59,981.00   $53,323.00   $34,032.00   $20,598.00  
Sunshine 
Coast  $86,247.00   $66,171.00   $44,848.00   $31,041.00  
	  
Looking	  at	  change	  over	  a	  longer	  period	  of	  time,	  the	  graph	  below	  shows	  changes	  in	  
median	  income	  between	  2000	  and	  2010.	  	  Gibsons	  saw	  the	  largest	  growth	  in	  median	  
income	  over	  this	  10-‐year	  period	  (49%),	  while	  Area	  F	  saw	  the	  least	  (27%).	  	  The	  SCRD	  as	  a	  
whole	  saw	  an	  increase	  of	  nearly	  40%	  in	  this	  time	  period.	  

Figure	  1:	  Percentage	  Change	  in	  Median	  Income	  Between	  2000	  and	  2010	  

	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
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Compared	  to	  other	  selected	  BC	  municipalities,	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  generally	  saw	  a	  
significant	  increase	  in	  household	  median	  income	  between	  2000	  and	  2010.	  	  BC	  as	  a	  
whole	  saw	  an	  increase	  of	  29%,	  which	  was	  outpaced	  by	  growth	  in	  all	  Sunshine	  Coast	  
jurisdictions	  except	  Area	  F.	  

Table	  8:	  Change	  in	  Median	  in	  Comparative	  BC	  Municipalities,	  2000-‐2010	  

	  	  
2000	  Median	  
Income	  

2010	  Median	  
Income	   %	  Change	  

Powell	  River	   	  $42,905.00	  	   	  $50,850.00	  	   19%	  
Sidney	   	  $44,013.00	  	   	  $55,687.00	  	   27%	  
Parksville	   	  $34,793.00	  	   	  $50,261.00	  	   44%	  
Squamish	   	  $57,058.00	  	   	  $72,751.00	  	   28%	  
Nelson	   	  $38,559.00	  	   	  $48,077.00	  	   25%	  
British	  Columbia	   	  $46,802.00	  	   	  $60,333.00	  	   29%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  Census	  2011	  

2.3 Labour	  and	  Economy	  
As	  a	  whole,	  the	  labour	  force	  has	  a	  lower	  participation,	  at	  58.7%,	  a	  lower	  employment	  
rate	  of	  54.5%,	  and	  a	  lower	  unemployment	  rate	  at	  7.2%	  than	  British	  Columbia,	  which	  has	  
a	  participation	  rate	  of	  64.6%,	  employment	  rate	  of	  59.5%	  and	  unemployment	  rate	  of	  
7.8%.	  
	  
Not	  surprisingly,	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast’s	  labour	  force	  statistics	  vary	  significantly	  by	  age	  
category.	  	  The	  youth	  cohort	  (15-‐24)	  has	  relatively	  low	  participation	  and	  employment	  
rates	  when	  compared	  with	  other	  age	  groups	  under	  65.	  	  This	  group	  also	  has	  a	  higher	  
unemployment	  rate.	  	  This	  is	  consistent	  with	  a	  cohort	  that	  may	  be	  engaged	  more	  in	  
unskilled	  labour,	  or	  are	  pursuing	  education	  full	  or	  part	  time.	  	  The	  senior	  (65+)	  age	  
groups’	  labour	  force	  characteristics	  are	  consistent	  with	  a	  largely	  retired	  population,	  with	  
low	  participation	  and	  employment	  rates	  (12.8%	  and	  11.7%	  respectively)	  though	  they	  do	  
have	  a	  relatively	  high	  unemployment	  rate	  (8.2%).	  
	  
The	  25-‐to-‐44	  age	  group	  has	  the	  highest	  participation	  and	  employment	  rates	  (85.1%	  and	  
79.8%	  respectively).	  	  The	  45-‐to-‐64	  age	  group	  also	  had	  high	  participation	  and	  
employment	  rates.	  	  Both	  these	  age	  groups	  also	  conform	  closely	  with	  the	  participation	  
and	  employment	  rates	  for	  these	  age	  groups	  in	  BC	  as	  a	  whole	  (see	  Table	  X),	  though	  
unemployment	  rates	  are	  slightly	  lower	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  	  	  
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Table	  9:	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Labour	  Force	  Statistics,	  2011	  

	  	   15-‐24	   25-‐44	   45-‐64	   65+	   Total	  

Total	  Labour	  Force	  Status	   2650	   4565	   10470	   6700	   24,385	  

In	  the	  Labour	  Force	   1845	   3885	   7735	   855	   14325	  
Employed	   1545	   3645	   7310	   785	   13290	  
Unemployed	   305	   230	   420	   70	   1030	  
Not	  in	  the	  Labour	  Force	   800	   685	   2740	   5845	   10065	  
Participation	  Rate	   69.6%	   85.1%	   73.9%	   12.8%	   58.7%	  
Employment	  Rate	   58.3%	   79.8%	   69.8%	   11.7%	   54.5%	  

Unemployment	  Rate	   16.5%	   5.9%	   5.4%	   8.2%	   7.2%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
While	  the	  25-‐to-‐44	  and	  45-‐to-‐64	  year	  old	  age	  groups	  are	  fairly	  similar	  to	  BC	  as	  a	  whole,	  
both	  seniors	  (65+)	  and	  youth	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  have	  lower	  participation	  and	  
employment	  rates	  and	  higher	  unemployment	  rates	  than	  across	  BC.	  

Table	  10:	  British	  Columbia	  Labour	  Force	  Statistics,	  2011	  

	  	   15-‐24	   25-‐44	   45-‐64	   65+	   Total	  

Participation	  Rate	   63.4%	   84.6%	   74.6%	   11.5%	   65.0%	  

Employment	  Rate	   54.5%	   79.0%	   70.1%	   11.1%	   60.2%	  

Unemployment	  Rate	   14.0%	   6.6%	   6.1%	   3.5%	   7.5%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
Employment	  by	  occupation	  has	  not	  changed	  significantly	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  since	  
2001.	  	  Sales	  and	  service	  (25%)	  and	  trades,	  transport	  and	  equipment-‐related	  work	  (16%)	  
represent	  the	  two	  largest	  sources	  of	  occupation	  for	  Sunshine	  Coast	  residents.	  	  Youth	  
(15-‐24),	  with	  nearly	  two-‐thirds	  of	  youth	  employment	  in	  sales	  and	  service	  jobs,	  are	  3	  
times	  more	  likely	  than	  any	  other	  age	  group	  to	  be	  employed	  doing	  service	  work.	  	  There	  
has	  also	  been	  a	  3%	  decrease	  in	  natural	  resource	  and	  agriculture-‐related	  occupations	  
since	  2001.	  
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Table	  11:	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Employment	  by	  Occupation,	  2011	  

	  	   15-‐24	   25-‐44	   45-‐64	   65+	   Total	  (2011)	   Total	  (2001)	  
Management	  occupations	   0%	   9%	   13%	   16%	   11%	   12%	  

Business,	  finance	  and	  
administration	  occupations	   2%	   11%	   15%	   9%	   12%	   12%	  

Natural	  and	  applied	  sciences	  and	  
related	  occupations	   1%	   8%	   8%	   8%	   7%	   6%	  
Health	  occupations	   1%	   10%	   7%	   3%	   7%	   5%	  

Occupations	  in	  education,	  law,	  and	  
social,	  community	  and	  government	  
services	   4%	   12%	   10%	   6%	   10%	   9%	  

Occupations	  in	  arts,	  culture,	  
recreation	  and	  sport	   3%	   5%	   5%	   15%	   5%	   4%	  

Sales	  and	  service	  occupations	   64%	   19%	   20%	   19%	   25%	   23%	  

Trades,	  transport	  and	  equipment	  
operators	  and	  related	  occupations	   18%	   19%	   16%	   4%	   16%	   17%	  

Natural	  resources,	  agriculture	  and	  
related	  production	  occupations	   6%	   4%	   3%	   9%	   4%	   7%	  

Occupations	  in	  manufacturing	  and	  
utilities	  
	   2%	   3%	   4%	   5%	   3%	   5%	  

Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
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3. Current	  Housing	  

3.1 Households	  and	  Dwellings	  
Table	  9	  shows	  the	  composition	  of	  family	  households	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  	  Lone-‐
parent	  households,	  at	  high	  risk	  of	  poverty,	  represent	  between	  5%	  and	  11%	  of	  
households	  in	  each	  jurisdiction.	  	  The	  Sechelt	  Indian	  Band	  has	  the	  highest	  proportion	  of	  
lone-‐parent	  households	  (11%),	  followed	  by	  Area	  D	  10%)	  and	  Gibsons	  (9%).	  	  Area	  A	  has	  
the	  lowest	  proportion	  (5%),	  and	  Area	  B	  is	  second	  lowest	  (6%),	  which	  fits	  with	  the	  older	  
demographic	  nature	  of	  these	  Areas,	  which	  have	  a	  high	  proportion	  of	  individuals	  45	  and	  
above.	  	  Both	  areas	  also	  have	  the	  highest	  proportion	  of	  couples	  without	  children.	  	  	  

Table	  12:	  Household	  Composition	  by	  Family	  Households,	  2011	  

	  	  

Total	  private	  
households	  by	  
households	  
type	   One	  Family	  households	   Non-‐Census	  Family	  Households	  

	  	   	  	  

Couples	  
with	  
children	  

One-‐
person	  
households	  

Two	  or	  
more	  
person	  
households	  

Couples	  without	  
children	  

Lone-‐parent	  
households	  

Gibsons	   2010	   16%	   35%	   4%	   30%	   9%	  
Sechelt	   4295	   17%	   32%	   4%	   35%	   7%	  
Area	  A	   1320	   12%	   33%	   3%	   43%	   5%	  
Area	  B	   1170	   23%	   24%	   3%	   41%	   6%	  
Area	  D	   1365	   24%	   26%	   3%	   32%	   10%	  
Area	  E	   1430	   25%	   23%	   3%	   35%	   7%	  

Area	  F	   885	   20%	   27%	   3%	   38%	   7%	  

Sechelt	  Indian	  
Band	   355	   14%	   37%	   4%	   25%	   11%	  

Sunshine	  Coast	   12840	   19%	   30%	   3%	   35%	   7%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  Census	  2011	  
	  
Table	  10	  shows	  the	  composition	  of	  non-‐family	  households	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  	  One-‐
person	  households	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  experience	  income	  issues;	  these	  households	  
represent	  between	  23%	  and	  37%	  of	  all	  households	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  	  Area	  E	  has	  
the	  lowest	  proportion	  of	  one-‐person	  households	  (23%),	  while	  Area	  B	  has	  24%.	  	  The	  
Sechelt	  Indian	  Band	  has	  the	  highest	  proportion	  of	  one-‐person	  households	  (37%),	  
followed	  by	  Gibsons	  (35%).	  	  	  
	  
Two	  or	  more-‐person	  non-‐family	  households	  represent	  a	  relatively	  low	  proportion	  of	  all	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  households:	  between	  3%	  and	  4%	  in	  all	  jurisdictions.	  
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The	  number	  of	  households	  grew	  in	  almost	  every	  jurisdiction	  between	  2006	  and	  2011.	  	  
Area	  F	  saw	  a	  decline	  of	  9.2%	  in	  the	  number	  of	  households,	  which	  corresponds	  with	  a	  
9.8%	  population	  decline.	  	  Areas	  D	  and	  E	  saw	  only	  a	  small	  increase	  in	  the	  number	  of	  
households,	  corresponding	  with	  small	  declines	  in	  population.	  	  Interestingly,	  the	  SIGD	  
saw	  an	  increase	  in	  the	  number	  of	  households	  of	  4.4%	  (greater	  than	  Area	  B),	  despite	  a	  
population	  decline	  of	  3.6%.	  
	  
Other	  jurisdictions	  all	  saw	  a	  moderate	  increase	  in	  the	  number	  of	  households.	  	  Sechelt	  
saw	  the	  most	  household	  growth	  (11.1%),	  followed	  by	  Gibsons	  (7.5%),	  Area	  A	  (6.5%)	  and	  
Area	  B	  (4.0%).	  	  	  

Table	  13:	  Change	  in	  Number	  of	  Households,	  2006-‐2011	  

	  	   2006	   2011	   %	  change	  

Gibsons	   1870	   2010	   7.5%	  
Sechelt	   3865	   4295	   11.1%	  
Area	  A	   1240	   1320	   6.5%	  
Area	  B	   1125	   1170	   4.0%	  
Area	  D	   1355	   1365	   0.7%	  
Area	  E	   1415	   1430	   1.1%	  
Area	  F	   975	   885	   -‐9.2%	  
Sechelt	  Indian	  Band	   340	   355	   4.4%	  

Sunshine	  Coast	   12185	   12840	   5.4%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  Census,	  2006	  and	  2011	  
	  
Turning	  from	  households	  to	  dwellings,	  a	  significant	  proportion	  of	  the	  homes	  on	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  were	  built	  prior	  to	  2001.	  	  Sechelt	  has	  the	  highest	  proportion	  of	  homes	  
built	  since	  2001	  (25.7%),	  followed	  by	  Area	  A	  (22.6%),	  Area	  B	  (19.6%),	  Gibsons	  (15.2%),	  
SIGD	  (12.7%),	  Area	  E	  (12.2%),	  Area	  D	  (9.9%)	  and	  Area	  E	  (5.7%).	  	  Area	  E	  saw	  no	  new	  
homes	  built	  between	  2006	  and	  2011.	  
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Table	  14:	  Age	  of	  Dwellings,	  2011	  

	  	   1960	  or	  Before	  
1961	  to	  
1980	   1981	  to	  1990	   1991	  to	  2000	   2001	  to	  2005	   2006	  to	  2011	  

Gibsons	   18.4%	   23.4%	   20.6%	   22.6%	   7.2%	   8.0%	  
Sechelt	   9.8%	   22.6%	   17.9%	   24.1%	   10.2%	   15.5%	  
Area	  A	   11.7%	   32.2%	   18.0%	   15.5%	   14.5%	   8.1%	  
Area	  B	   4.7%	   30.8%	   22.0%	   22.9%	   8.9%	   10.7%	  
Area	  D	   10.3%	   39.0%	   15.4%	   25.4%	   5.5%	   4.4%	  
Area	  E	   8.0%	   33.4%	   15.0%	   31.4%	   6.6%	   5.6%	  
Area	  F	   17.0%	   34.1%	   22.7%	   20.5%	   5.7%	   0.0%	  
SIGD	   21.1%	   32.4%	   8.5%	   25.4%	   4.2%	   8.5%	  
Sunshine	  
Coast	   11.6%	   28.4%	   18.2%	   23.6%	   8.8%	   9.5%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
The	  need	  for	  household	  repair	  varies	  across	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  	  In	  some	  jurisdictions,	  
such	  as	  Gibsons,	  Area	  A	  and	  Area	  D,	  10%	  or	  more	  of	  dwellings	  require	  some	  form	  of	  
major	  repair.	  	  In	  areas	  B,	  E	  and	  D	  between	  6%	  and	  8%	  of	  dwellings	  are	  in	  need	  of	  major	  
repair,	  while	  only	  4%	  of	  Sechelt’s	  dwellings	  are	  in	  need	  of	  major	  repair.	  	  This	  
corresponds	  with	  Sechelt’s	  relatively	  new	  housing	  stock.	  

Table	  15:	  Condition	  of	  Dwelling	  by	  Jurisdiction,	  2011	  

	  	   Major	  repairs	  
Regular	  maintenance	  
or	  minor	  repairs	  

Gibsons	   10%	   90%	  
Sechelt	   4%	   96%	  
Area	  A	   10%	   90%	  
Area	  B	   8%	   92%	  
Area	  D	   11%	   89%	  
Area	  E	   8%	   92%	  
Area	  F	   6%	   94%	  
Sunshine	  Coast	   7%	   93%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
There	  are	  relatively	  few	  households	  living	  in	  not-‐suitable	  conditions	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  
Coast.4	  

                                                
4	  Statistics	  Canada	  defines	  suitability	  as	  “Housing	  suitability	  refers	  to	  whether	  a	  private	  household	  is	  living	  
in	  suitable	  accommodations	  according	  to	  the	  National	  Occupancy	  Standard	  (NOS);	  that	  is,	  whether	  the	  
dwelling	  has	  enough	  bedrooms	  for	  the	  size	  and	  composition	  of	  the	  household.”	  
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Table	  16:	  Proportion	  of	  Suitable	  and	  Not	  Suitable	  Households,	  2011	  
	  	   Not	  Suitable	   Suitable	  
Gibsons	   5%	   95%	  
Sechelt	   2%	   98%	  
Area	  A	   3%	   97%	  
Area	  B	   6%	   94%	  
Area	  D	   4%	   96%	  
Area	  E	   4%	   96%	  
Area	  F	   3%	   98%	  
SIGD	   3%	   96%	  

Sunshine	  Coast	   3%	   97%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
Table	  16	  shows	  the	  number	  of	  building	  permits	  issued	  between	  2006	  and	  2012	  on	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast.	  The	  SCRD	  issued	  the	  most	  building	  permits	  (47%)	  in	  this	  time	  period,	  
followed	  by	  Sechelt	  (42%)	  and	  Gibsons	  (11.2%).	  	  Gibsons	  saw	  a	  peak	  of	  permits	  issued	  in	  
2007,	  and	  in	  the	  last	  two	  years	  has	  seen	  lower	  numbers	  than	  this	  peak.	  	  Sechelt	  saw	  a	  
lower	  than	  usual	  number	  of	  permits	  issued	  in	  this	  time	  period	  in	  2007,	  2008	  and	  2011.	  	  
However,	  in	  2010	  and	  2012	  the	  District	  issued	  more	  building	  permits	  than	  in	  any	  other	  
years.	  	  The	  SCRD	  saw	  a	  steady	  decline	  in	  the	  number	  of	  building	  permits	  between	  2006	  
and	  2012,	  from	  a	  high	  point	  of	  228	  permits	  issued	  in	  2006	  to	  only	  66	  permits	  issued	  in	  
2012.	  

Table	  17:	  Residential	  Building	  Permits	  Issued,	  2006-‐2012	  
	  	   Gibsons	   Sechelt	   SCRD	  Areas	   Total	  
2006	   29	   128	   228	   385	  
2007	   68	   120	   141	   329	  
2008	   30	   77	   107	   214	  
2009	   11	   70	   115	   196	  
2010	   16	   138	   100	   254	  
2011	   29	   57	   85	   171	  
2012	   19	   164	   66	   249	  
Total	   202	   754	   842	   1798	  
Source:	  BC	  Stats,	  2012	  
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3.2 Rental	  Housing	  
The	  majority	  of	  dwellings	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  are	  occupant-‐owned:	  no	  jurisdiction	  
has	  more	  than	  30%	  rental	  dwellings.	  	  Gibsons	  has	  the	  highest	  proportion	  of	  rental	  
households	  (29.9%),	  followed	  by	  Area	  F	  (27.0%),	  Area	  D	  (23.1%),	  Sechelt	  (17.7%)	  and	  
Area	  A	  (14.2%).	  	  Dwellings	  in	  Areas	  B	  and	  E	  are	  more	  than	  90%	  owned.	  	  

Table	  18:	  Tenure	  of	  Dwelling	  by	  Jurisdiction,	  2011	  
	  

Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  Census	  2011	  
	  
Other	  rural	  areas	  in	  BC	  have	  comparable,	  though	  slightly	  higher,	  rates	  of	  rented	  
dwellings.	  	  Gibsons	  and	  Areas	  D	  and	  F	  show	  a	  high	  proportion	  of	  rented	  dwellings,	  on	  
par	  with	  Squamish,	  while	  Sechelt	  has	  a	  slightly	  lower	  proportion	  of	  renting	  households	  
than	  Sidney,	  on	  Vancouver	  Island.	  

Table	  19:	  Tenure	  of	  Dwelling	  in	  Comparative	  BC	  Municipalities,	  2011	  

	  	   Owned	  Dwellings	  
Rented	  
dwellings	  

Powell	  River	   78%	   22%	  
Sidney	   80%	   20%	  
Parksville	   78%	   22%	  
Squamish	   73%	   27%	  
Nelson	   63%	   37%	  
British	  Columbia	   70%	   30%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  Census	  2011	  
	  
The	  consultant	  conducted	  a	  rental	  market	  survey	  based	  on	  listings	  in	  the	  Coast	  
Reporter,	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Craigslist.com	  and	  kijiji.ca.	  	  The	  survey	  was	  conducted	  
between	  December	  7	  and	  January	  7	  2013/14	  for	  all	  rental	  housing	  listed	  (see	  Section	  1	  
for	  more	  on	  methods).	  	  The	  table	  below	  shows	  the	  costs	  of	  rental	  units	  in	  each	  Sunshine	  

	  	   Owned	  Dwellings	   Rented	  dwellings	  
Gibsons	   70.1%	   29.9%	  
Sechelt	   82.9%	   17.7%	  
Area	  A	   86.1%	   14.2%	  
Area	  B	   91.6%	   8.4%	  
Area	  D	   76.9%	   23.1%	  
Area	  E	   92.7%	   7.7%	  
Area	  F	   74.1%	   27.0%	  
SIGD	   n/a	   n/a	  
Sunshine	  Coast	   81.8%	   18.6%	  
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Coast	  jurisdiction.5	  	  Overall,	  Area	  A	  has	  the	  least	  expensive	  rental	  market	  on	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast,	  with	  1	  and	  2	  bedroom	  units	  costing	  $704	  and	  $725	  respectively.	  	  The	  
Gibsons	  rental	  is	  the	  next	  least	  expensive,	  with	  2-‐bedroom	  units	  averaging	  slightly	  less	  
than	  $1000	  per	  month.	  	  Sechelt	  has	  high	  average	  costs	  for	  a	  1-‐bedroom	  unit,	  but	  
cheaper	  2-‐bedroom	  units	  than	  Gibsons.	  	  Roberts	  Creek	  and	  Area	  B	  have	  the	  highest	  
costs	  for	  2	  and	  3-‐bedroom	  units.	  

Table	  20:	  Cost	  of	  Rental	  by	  Unit	  Type	  and	  Jurisdiction,	  January	  2014	  

	  	   Bachelor/Trailer	   1	  Bdrm	   2	  Bdrm	   3	  Bdrm	   4+	  Bdrm	  
Gibsons	  and	  Area	   	  $691.67	  	   	  $765.50	  	   	  $977.75	  	   	  $1,342.50	  	   	  $1,433.33	  	  
Sechelt	   	  $788.13	  	   	  $847.06	  	   	  $964.00	  	   	  $1,430.56	  	   	  $1,625.00	  	  
Area	  A	   	  n/a	  	   	  $704.17	  	   	  $725.00	  	   	  $1,008.33	  	   	  n/a	  	  
Area	  B	   	  n/a	  	   	  $833.33	  	   	  $1,000.00	  	   	  $1,533.33	  	   	  $2,000.00	  	  
Area	  D	   	  $566.67	  	   	  $806.25	  	   	  $1,200.00	  	   	  $1,500.00	  	   	  $1,325.00	  	  
	  
Rental	  costs	  have	  remained	  relatively	  stable,	  and	  in	  some	  cases	  dropped,	  since	  2009’s	  
Housing	  Needs	  Assessment	  Update.	  	  In	  Gibsons	  1-‐bedroom	  units	  have	  increased	  by	  an	  
average	  of	  14%	  since	  2009,	  about	  3.5%	  per	  year.	  	  Two	  and	  three	  bedroom	  units	  in	  
Gibsons	  saw	  small	  increases	  (of	  2%	  each	  or	  0.5%	  per	  year).	  	  Rent	  for	  smaller	  units	  in	  
Sechelt	  appears	  to	  have	  decreased	  over	  this	  time	  period,	  with	  1	  and	  2-‐bedroom	  units	  
averaging	  about	  13%	  and	  14%	  less	  than	  in	  2009,	  respectively.	  	  Three-‐bedroom	  units	  
have	  increased	  by	  about	  9%,	  slightly	  more	  than	  2%	  per	  year.	  

                                                
5	  Gibsons	  is	  combined	  with	  Areas	  E	  and	  F	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  survey.	  	  Classified	  listings	  do	  not	  always	  
distinguish	  between	  the	  rural	  areas	  and	  Gibsons,	  and	  as	  such	  it	  is	  not	  always	  possible	  to	  geographically	  
divide	  the	  Town	  of	  Gibsons	  with	  Areas	  E	  and	  F	  that	  border	  on	  it.	  
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Figure	  2:	  Average	  Cost	  of	  Rent	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  2009	  

	  
Source:	  Adapted	  from	  Eberle	  Planning	  and	  Research	  et	  al.,	  2009	  
	  
During	  this	  period	  of	  time,	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  had	  a	  number	  of	  listings	  for	  a	  range	  of	  
unit-‐types	  in	  all	  jurisdictions.	  	  The	  overall	  vacancy	  rate	  for	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  is	  about	  
6%,	  ranging	  from	  3%	  in	  Area	  D	  to	  13%	  in	  Area	  B.	  	  About	  1/3	  of	  the	  listed	  rental	  units	  are	  
3-‐bedrooms	  or	  more,	  and	  likely	  inappropriate	  for	  single	  occupants	  or	  lone-‐parent	  
families.	  	  However,	  this	  means	  that	  approximately	  two-‐thirds	  of	  units	  are	  bachelor,	  1-‐
bedroom	  or	  2-‐bedroom	  units.	  

Table	  21:	  Vacancy	  Rates,	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  December	  2013-‐January	  2014	  

	  	  
Number	  of	  
Rentals	  

Number	  of	  
Listings	  

Vacancy	  Rate	  for	  All	  
Rentals	  

Gibsons	  and	  
Area	   951	   54	   6%	  
Sechelt	   759	   55	   7%	  
Area	  A	   189	   13	   7%	  
Area	  B	   98	   13	   13%	  
Area	  D	   315	   11	   3%	  

Sunshine	  Coast	   2312	   146	   6%	  
	  
Conversations	  with	  local	  property	  managers	  support	  the	  findings	  of	  this	  survey.	  	  Adam	  
Major,	  with	  Holywell	  Properties	  estimated	  current	  vacancy	  rates	  to	  be	  around	  5%,	  up	  
from	  the	  low	  vacancies	  of	  2006	  to	  2008.	  	  He	  attributed	  the	  tenant-‐friendly	  rental	  market	  
to	  the	  low	  volume	  of	  home	  sales	  in	  the	  area,	  and	  consequent	  need	  for	  owners	  to	  ensure	  
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revenue	  from	  their	  properties	  turning	  to	  rental.	  	  This	  does	  suggest	  revitalization	  of	  the	  
housing	  market	  would	  once	  again	  mean	  increased	  pressure	  on	  the	  housing	  market.6	  
	  
Loriena	  Gosling,	  of	  Key	  Properties,	  estimated	  a	  lower	  vacancy	  rate	  for	  the	  units	  
managed	  by	  that	  company.	  	  She	  noted	  that	  before	  Christmas	  there	  were	  more	  
vacancies;	  however,	  since	  the	  beginning	  of	  January,	  vacancies	  for	  their	  properties	  had	  
dropped	  to	  between	  1	  and	  2%.7	  	  This	  may	  reflect	  a	  seasonal	  variation	  in	  rental	  
availability	  as	  opposed	  to	  a	  long-‐term	  trend.	  
	  

                                                
6	  Personal	  conversation,	  Adam	  Major:	  January	  20,	  2014.	  
7	  Personal	  conversation,	  Loriena	  Gosling:	  January	  20,	  2014.	  
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3.3 Owned	  Housing	  
Change	  in	  Dwelling	  Value	  
Median	  and	  average	  home	  values	  continued	  to	  increase	  between	  2006	  and	  2011.	  	  Both	  
values	  show	  a	  much	  more	  moderate	  pace	  of	  growth	  than	  between	  2001	  and	  2006,	  
when	  housing	  costs	  increased	  significantly	  across	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  	  Growth	  in	  median	  
dwelling	  value	  across	  the	  region	  ranged	  between	  8%	  (Gibsons)	  and	  25%	  (Halfmoon	  Bay),	  
while	  growth	  in	  average	  dwelling	  value	  ranged	  between	  2%	  (Area	  D)	  and	  20%	  (Gibsons	  
and	  Area	  F).	  

Table	  22:	  Median	  and	  Average	  Dwelling	  Value,	  2006	  and	  2011	  

	  	  
Median	  Dwelling	  
Value	  2006	  

Median	  
Dwelling	  Value	  
2011	   %	  change	  

Average	  Dwelling	  
Value	  2006	  

Average	  
Dwelling	  Value	  
2011	   %	  change	  

Gibsons	   	  $371,000.00	  	   	  $400,465.00	  	   8%	   	  $379,791.00	  	   	  $455,285.00	  	   20%	  
Sechelt	   	  $349,500.00	  	   	  $399,711.00	  	   14%	   	  $404,987.00	  	   	  $452,940.00	  	   12%	  
Area	  A	   	  $349,877.00	  	   	  $421,583.00	  	   20%	   	  $470,909.00	  	   	  $515,320.00	  	   9%	  
Area	  B	   	  $400,782.00	  	   	  $499,876.00	  	   25%	   	  $538,206.00	  	   	  $591,417.00	  	   10%	  
Area	  D	   	  $449,495.00	  	   	  $500,316.00	  	   11%	   	  $533,149.00	  	   	  $544,304.00	  	   2%	  
Area	  E	   	  $379,913.00	  	   	  $424,581.00	  	   12%	   	  $411,679.00	  	   	  $483,029.00	  	   17%	  
Area	  F	   	  $400,596.00	  	   	  $448,795.00	  	   12%	   	  $471,310.00	  	   	  $567,125.00	  	   20%	  
Sunshine	  
Coast	   	  $383,570.00	  	   	  $413,969.00	  	   8%	   	  $443,057.00	  	   $494,868.00	   12%	  

Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
Taking	  a	  longer	  view	  of	  increased	  housing	  cost	  by	  comparing	  2001	  and	  2011	  Census	  data	  
shows	  that	  this	  10-‐year	  time	  period	  has	  seen	  significant	  increases	  in	  both	  median	  and	  
average	  dwelling	  value	  for	  all	  Sunshine	  Coast	  jurisdictions.	  	  The	  table	  below	  shows	  that	  
median	  dwelling	  values	  have	  increased	  between	  111%	  (Area	  A)	  and	  150%	  (Gibsons	  and	  
Area	  B),	  while	  average	  dwelling	  values	  have	  increased	  by	  between	  116%	  (Area	  A)	  and	  
168%	  (Area	  D).	  
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Table	  23:	  Median	  and	  Average	  Dwelling	  Value,	  2001	  and	  2011	  

	  	  

Median	  
Dwelling	  Value	  
2001	  

Median	  
Dwelling	  Value	  
2011	   %	  change	  

Average	  Dwelling	  
Value	  2001	  

Average	  
Dwelling	  Value	  
2011	   %	  change	  

Gibsons	   	  $159,896.00	  	   	  $400,465.00	  	   150%	   	  $178,711.00	  	   	  $455,285.00	  	   155%	  
Sechelt	   	  $170,511.00	  	   	  $399,711.00	  	   134%	   	  $193,687.00	  	   	  $452,940.00	  	   134%	  
Area	  A	   	  $199,994.00	  	   	  $421,583.00	  	   111%	   	  $238,167.00	  	   	  $515,320.00	  	   116%	  
Area	  B	   	  $199,910.00	  	   	  $499,876.00	  	   150%	   	  $226,992.00	  	   	  $591,417.00	  	   161%	  
Area	  D	   	  $219,450.00	  	   	  $500,316.00	  	   128%	   	  $244,135.00	  	   	  $544,304.00	  	   123%	  
Area	  E	   	  $174,887.00	  	   	  $424,581.00	  	   143%	   	  $179,949.00	  	   	  $483,029.00	  	   168%	  
Area	  F	   	  $194,580.00	  	   	  $448,795.00	  	   131%	   	  $236,150.00	  	   	  $567,125.00	  	   140%	  

Sunshine	  Coast	   	  $179,376.00	  	   	  $413,969.00	  	   131%	   	  $207,011.00	  	   	  $494,868.00	  	   139%	  
Source:	  Statistics	  Canada;	  Census	  2001,	  National	  Household	  Survey	  2011	  
	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  dwelling	  values	  are	  comparable	  to	  the	  increased	  dwelling	  values	  in	  other	  
BC	  communities.	  	  A	  number	  of	  BC	  communities	  saw	  significant	  increases	  in	  dwelling	  
values	  between	  2001	  and	  2011.	  	  Median	  dwelling	  values	  in	  Sidney,	  Parksville,	  Squamish	  
and	  Nelson	  all	  increased	  by	  more	  than	  130%	  in	  that	  ten-‐year	  period,	  while	  Powell	  River	  
median	  dwelling	  value	  increased	  108%.	  

Table	  24:	  Median	  and	  Average	  Dwelling	  Value,	  2001	  and	  2011	  

	  	  
Median	  Dwelling	  
Value	  2001	  

Median	  
Dwelling	  Value	  
2011	   %	  change	  

Average	  Dwelling	  
Value	  2001	  

Average	  
Dwelling	  Value	  
2011	   %	  change	  

Powell	  River	   	  $125,032.00	  	   	  $260,024.00	  	   108%	   	  $130,346.00	  	   	  $274,546.00	  	   111%	  
Sidney	   	  $189,363.00	  	   	  $450,051.00	  	   138%	   	  $201,158.00	  	   	  $482,012.00	  	   140%	  
Parksville	   	  $139,438.00	  	   	  $341,293.00	  	   145%	   	  $144,519.00	  	   	  $354,910.00	  	   146%	  
Squamish	   	  $199,913.00	  	   	  $495,859.00	  	   148%	   	  $200,237.00	  	   	  $495,972.00	  	   148%	  
Nelson	   	  $149,640.00	  	   	  $349,879.00	  	   134%	   	  $161,393.00	  	   	  $365,792.00	  	   127%	  
British	  Columbia	   	  $199,687.00	  	   	  $448,835.00	  	   125%	   	  $230,645.00	  	   	  $543,635.00	  	   136%	  

Source:	  Statistics	  Canada;	  Census	  2001,	  National	  Household	  Survey	  2011	  
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Monthly	  Residential	  Sales,	  2012-‐2013	  
The	  average	  and	  median	  monthly	  sales	  prices	  of	  a	  single-‐family	  home	  in	  Gibsons8	  rose	  
slightly	  between	  November	  2012	  and	  November	  2013.	  	  Over	  this	  period	  of	  time,	  the	  
cost	  of	  housing	  peaked	  in	  summer	  months	  (with	  the	  exception	  of	  July)	  and	  generally	  
trended	  lower	  in	  winter,	  demonstrating	  a	  regional	  trend	  around	  housing	  costs.	  	  The	  cost	  
for	  townhomes	  and	  apartments	  also	  fluctuated	  over	  this	  year-‐long	  period.	  	  However,	  
due	  to	  the	  lower	  volume	  of	  sales,	  in	  some	  months	  no	  townhome	  or	  apartment	  sales	  
took	  place.	  

Figure	  3:	  Gibsons	  Average	  and	  Median	  Monthly	  Sale	  Price,	  November	  2012-‐
November	  2013	  

	  
Source:	  REBGV,	  2013	  
	  
Detached	  single	  homes	  in	  Sechelt	  generally	  demonstrated	  a	  more	  stable	  average	  
monthly	  sale	  value	  throughout	  2013,	  generally	  remaining	  between	  about	  $350,000	  and	  
$400,000.	  	  In	  November	  2013	  it	  dipped	  slightly	  to	  just	  under	  $315,000.	  	  Average	  sales	  
value	  for	  apartments	  was	  significantly	  more	  erratic,	  with	  a	  peak	  in	  June	  2013	  of	  more	  
than	  $600,000.	  	  This	  average	  was	  likely	  based	  on	  a	  low	  volume	  of	  sales	  for	  a	  few	  luxury	  
apartments,	  and	  may	  not	  be	  indicative	  of	  the	  broader	  apartment/condominium	  market	  
in	  Sechelt.	  	  Townhome	  sales	  stayed	  relatively	  stable,	  with	  most	  months	  (where	  a	  sale	  
occurred)	  averaging	  between	  $200,000	  and	  $300,000.	  
                                                
8	  Note:	  The	  REBGV	  does	  not	  include	  data	  for	  Areas	  E	  and	  F	  of	  the	  SCRD,	  as	  these	  are	  aggregated	  under	  
Gibsons.	  
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Figure	  4:	  Sechelt	  Average	  Monthly	  Sale	  Price,	  November	  2012-‐November	  2013	  

	  
Source:	  REBGV,	  2013	  
	  
The	  housing	  market	  in	  rural	  areas	  of	  the	  SCRD	  is	  predominantly	  detached	  single-‐family	  
dwellings,	  shown	  in	  the	  graph	  below.	  	  Areas	  A,	  B	  and	  D	  all	  demonstrated	  fluctuation	  
throughout	  2013	  in	  average	  sale	  prices	  of	  single-‐family	  dwellings.	  	  In	  Area	  D	  (Roberts	  
Creek),	  average	  value	  peaked	  in	  June,	  at	  nearly	  $850,000.	  	  Area	  A	  (Pender	  Harbour	  
Egmont)	  saw	  the	  average	  sale	  value	  peak	  in	  September,	  at	  over	  $740,000,	  while	  Area	  B	  
(Halfmoon	  Bay)	  saw	  a	  peak	  earlier	  in	  the	  year,	  in	  March	  (with	  an	  average	  sale	  value	  of	  
nearly	  $700,000).	  
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Figure	  5:	  Areas	  A,	  B	  and	  D	  Average	  Monthly	  Sale	  Price,	  November	  2012-‐
November	  2013	  

	  
Source:	  REBGV,	  2013	  
	  
Figure	  6	  shows	  median	  sale	  prices	  for	  Areas	  A,	  B	  and	  D	  between	  November	  2012	  and	  
November	  2013.	  	  Area	  A’s	  peak	  median	  sale	  value	  was	  $760,000	  in	  September	  2013;	  
however,	  in	  October	  and	  November	  of	  that	  year	  the	  median	  sale	  price	  declined	  to	  
below	  $300,000.	  	  Area	  B’s	  peak	  median	  value	  was	  in	  November	  2013,	  $555,750,	  while	  
Area	  D’s	  peak	  median	  value	  was	  in	  June	  2013,	  $848,808.	  

Figure	  6:	  Areas	  A,	  B	  and	  D	  Median	  Monthly	  Sale	  Price,	  November	  2012-‐
November	  2013	  

	  
Source:	  REBGV,	  2013	  
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4. Current	  and	  Emerging	  Affordable	  Housing	  Need	  

4.1 Homelessness	  
Although	  a	  homeless	  count	  has	  not	  been	  conducted	  since	  2009	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  
during	  the	  winter	  of	  2013/14	  the	  Extreme	  Weather	  Emergency	  Shelter	  (EWES)	  and	  the	  
Cold	  Weather	  Shelter	  (CWS)	  partnered	  to	  ensure	  that	  shelter	  beds	  were	  available	  all	  
winter	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  Sunshine	  Coast	  history.	  	  Although	  statistics	  had	  not	  been	  
compiled	  for	  the	  entire	  2013/14	  winter,	  the	  following	  was	  provided	  by	  the	  EWES	  and	  
CWS	  staff	  (data	  reflects	  usage	  between	  mid-‐November	  and	  mid-‐March):	  
	  

• CWS	  number	  of	  stays:	  501	  stays	  
• CWS	  number	  of	  nights	  open:	  83	  nights	  
• EWES	  number	  of	  stays:	  257	  stays	  
• EWES	  number	  of	  nights	  open:	  43	  nights	  

	  
The	  total	  usage	  rates	  for	  the	  two	  shelters	  combined	  indicate	  that	  shelters	  were	  open	  for	  
a	  total	  of	  126	  nights	  between	  mid-‐November	  and	  mid-‐March.	  	  There	  was	  an	  average	  of	  
six	  individuals	  staying	  in	  the	  shelter	  per	  night.	  	  This	  was	  the	  first	  winter	  where	  a	  
community	  shelter	  operated	  to	  fill	  gaps	  in	  the	  Extreme	  Weather	  Shelter’s	  schedule.	  	  
Having	  consistency	  in	  nights	  open	  increased	  usage	  of	  the	  shelter	  allowing	  individuals	  
who	  are	  chronically	  homeless	  or	  marginally	  housed	  to	  rely	  on	  the	  shelter	  and	  make	  use	  
of	  the	  services	  associated	  with	  it	  (e.g.	  meal	  and	  support	  services).	  	  	  
	  
These	  usage	  rates	  show	  a	  strong	  need	  for	  low-‐barrier	  supportive	  housing	  on	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  for	  individuals	  who	  cannot	  be	  appropriately	  housed	  elsewhere.	  	  This	  
issue	  has	  been	  highlighted	  in	  the	  past,	  in	  a	  2011	  study:	  Homelessness	  and	  Risk	  on	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast.9	  

                                                
9	  Available	  at:	  
http://www.scrd.ca/files/File/Community/Planning/Needs%20&%20Assessments%20Homelessness%20a
nd%20Risk%20on%20the%20Sunshine%20Coast.pdf	  	  
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4.2 Subsidized	  Housing	  
All	  subsidized10	  households	  are	  located	  in	  Gibsons	  and	  Sechelt.	  	  In	  Gibsons	  10.8%	  of	  
rental	  households	  are	  subsidized,	  while	  in	  Sechelt	  16.1%	  of	  tenant	  households	  are	  
subsidized.	  

Table	  25:	  Dwelling	  tenure,	  subsidized	  households	  and	  households	  spending	  30%	  
or	  more	  on	  shelter	  costs,	  2011	  

	  	  

Proportion	  of	  
tenant	  
households	  in	  
subsidized	  
housing	  

	  
Number	  of	  
tenant	  
households	  in	  
subsidized	  
housing	  

Proportion	  of	  tenant	  
households	  spending	  
30%	  or	  more	  of	  
household	  total	  
income	  on	  shelter	  
costs	  

	  
Number	  of	  tenant	  
households	  spending	  
30%	  or	  more	  of	  
household	  total	  
income	  on	  shelter	  
costs	  

Gibsons	   10.8%	   65	   48.3%	   292	  
Sechelt	   16.1%	   119	   51.0%	   377	  
Area	  A	   0.0%	   0	   47.5%	   95	  
Area	  B	   0.0%	   0	   33.3%	   30	  
Area	  D	   0.0%	   0	   60.3%	   190	  
Area	  E	   0.0%	   0	   22.7%	   25	  
Area	  F	   0.0%	   0	   34.8%	   58	  
SIGD	   0.0%	   0	   0.0%	   0	  
Sunshine	  
Coast	   10.9%	  

	  
184	   47.5%	  

	  
1067	  

Source:	  Statistics	  Canada	  National	  Household	  Survey,	  2011	  
	  
A	  significant	  proportion	  of	  tenant	  households	  pay	  30%	  or	  more	  of	  their	  total	  income	  on	  
shelter	  costs.	  	  Anywhere	  from	  one	  third	  (Area	  B)	  to	  60%	  (Area	  D)	  of	  renting	  households	  
are	  paying	  this	  high	  proportion	  of	  income	  to	  shelter	  costs,	  indicating	  a	  need	  to	  increase	  
affordable	  rental	  opportunities	  in	  all	  Sunshine	  Coast	  jurisdictions,	  except	  the	  Sechelt	  
Indian	  Band.	  	  	  

                                                
10	  Statistics	  Canada	  defines	  subsidized	  as	  “housing	  [that]	  includes	  rent	  geared	  to	  income,	  social	  housing,	  
public	  housing,	  government-‐assisted	  housing,	  non-‐profit	  housing,	  rent	  supplements	  and	  housing	  
allowances.	  
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4.3 Current	  and	  Emerging	  Unmet	  Housing	  Need	  
Table	  26	  shows	  that	  there	  are	  currently	  43	  households	  on	  waitlists	  for	  affordable	  
housing,	  most	  of	  them	  seniors	  (58%)	  or	  people	  with	  disabilities	  (35%).	  	  Others	  on	  the	  
waitlist	  include	  households	  that	  need	  wheelchair	  modified	  units	  (5%)	  and	  family	  units	  
(2%).	  	  However,	  this	  table	  does	  not	  account	  for	  additional	  waitlists	  operated	  by	  non-‐
profit	  societies.	  	  Coast	  Housing	  Society	  reports	  that	  there	  are	  20	  applicants	  (families)	  for	  
low-‐income	  family	  housing	  on	  a	  wait	  list	  that	  are	  not	  captured	  by	  the	  BC	  Housing	  
Registry.	  	  This	  brings	  the	  number	  of	  households	  who	  need	  affordable	  housing	  to	  at	  least	  
63.	  

Table	  26:	  Number	  of	  Households	  Currently	  on	  Wait	  Lists	  for	  Affordable	  Housing,	  
2013	  

Source:	  BC	  Housing	  2013	  
	  
Table	  27	  shows	  an	  analysis	  conducted	  by	  BC	  Non-‐Profit	  Housing	  Association,	  projecting	  
core	  housing	  need11	  in	  2011	  (as	  data	  is	  not	  available),	  to	  2021	  and	  2036.	  	  These	  

                                                

11	  Canada	  Mortgage	  and	  Housing	  Corporation	  defines	  core	  housing	  need	  as	  follows:	  “A	  household	  is	  said	  
to	  be	  in	  core	  housing	  need	  if	  its	  housing	  falls	  below	  at	  least	  one	  of	  the	  adequacy,	  affordability	  or	  
suitability,	  standards	  and	  it	  would	  have	  to	  spend	  30%	  or	  more	  of	  its	  total	  before-‐tax	  income	  to	  pay	  the	  
median	  rent	  of	  alternative	  local	  housing	  that	  is	  acceptable	  (meets	  all	  three	  housing	  standards).	  

• Adequate	  housing	  are	  reported	  by	  their	  residents	  as	  not	  requiring	  any	  major	  repairs.	  

• Affordable	  dwellings	  costs	  less	  than	  30%	  of	  total	  before-‐tax	  household	  income.	  

• Suitable	  housing	  has	  enough	  bedrooms	  for	  the	  size	  and	  make-‐up	  of	  resident	  households,	  
according	  to	  National	  Occupancy	  Standard	  (NOS)	  requirements.	  

	  	   Number	  of	  Households	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Housing	  Registry	  
Applicant	  Category	   Egmont	  

Garden	  
Bay	   Gibsons	  

Halfmoon	  
Bay	  

Madeira	  
Park	  

Roberts	  
Creek	   Sechelt	  

Total	  
Households	  

Family	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   1	   1	  
People	  with	  
Disabilities	   1	   1	   7	   1	   0	   0	   5	   15	  
Seniors	   1	   0	   4	   1	   2	   3	   14	   25	  
Wheelchair	  
Modified	   0	   0	   1	   0	   0	   0	   1	   2	  
Singles	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  

Rent	  Supplement	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  

Total	  Households	   2	   1	   12	   2	   2	   3	   21	   43	  
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projections	  are	  based	  on	  two	  scenarios.	  	  Scenario	  A	  is	  a	  Constant	  Tenure	  scenario	  that	  
assumes	  the	  same	  proportion	  of	  rental	  to	  ownership	  as	  seen	  in	  2006.	  	  Scenario	  B	  
represents	  a	  Shifting	  Tenure	  scenario,	  assumes	  the	  change	  in	  tenure	  patterns	  seen	  over	  
the	  preceding	  decade	  continue;	  for	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  this	  is	  a	  slight	  shift	  away	  from	  
rental	  and	  toward	  ownership.	  	  This	  means	  that	  Scenarios	  A	  and	  B	  are	  very	  close	  in	  terms	  
of	  their	  projections.	  
	  
Table	  27	  shows	  that	  in	  2011	  there	  were	  approximately	  840	  households	  in	  core	  housing	  
need,	  representing	  more	  than	  one-‐third	  of	  all	  rental	  households.	  	  These	  are	  households	  
that	  are	  not	  currently	  served	  by	  any	  government	  subsidy	  program,	  though	  they	  may	  be	  
on	  a	  wait	  list	  or	  the	  BC	  Housing	  registry.	  	  Between	  2011	  and	  2021	  an	  average	  of	  18	  
households	  in	  core	  housing	  need	  will	  be	  added	  each	  year	  to	  the	  local	  population,	  
leading	  to	  an	  increase	  of	  approximately	  180	  new	  households	  in	  core	  housing	  need	  in	  
this	  10-‐year	  period.	  	  Over	  the	  long-‐term,	  households	  in	  core	  housing	  need	  are	  projected	  
to	  grow	  by	  approximately	  39%	  between	  2011	  and	  2036.	  	  By	  2036,	  nearly	  37%	  of	  renting	  
households	  will	  be	  in	  core	  housing	  need.	  

Table	  27:	  Projections	  for	  Change	  in	  Rental	  Households	  in	  Core	  Housing	  Need,	  
2011-‐2036	  

	  
Source:	  BCNPHA,	  2012	  
	  
	   	  

                                                                                                                                            

A	  household	  is	  not	  in	  core	  housing	  need	  if	  its	  housing	  meets	  all	  of	  the	  adequacy,	  suitability	  and	  
affordability	  standards	  
OR,	  
If	  its	  housing	  does	  not	  meet	  one	  or	  more	  of	  these	  standards,	  but	  it	  has	  sufficient	  income	  to	  obtain	  
alternative	  local	  housing	  that	  is	  acceptable	  (meets	  all	  three	  standards).”	  

Year

Rental Demand Core Need Rental Demand Core Need
2011 2,400 840 2,400 840
2021 2,794 1,023 2,789 1,018
2036 3,174 1,166 3,166 1,158
Increase 
2011-2036

774 326 766 318

Scenario A: Constant Tenure Scenario B: Shifting Tenure
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This	  report	  also	  shows	  that	  BCNPHA	  estimated	  that	  1,122	  ownership	  households	  were	  
in	  core	  housing	  need	  in	  2011,	  and	  projected	  that	  this	  would	  grow	  to	  between	  1,237	  and	  
1,242	  by	  2021	  and	  between	  1,338	  and	  1,349	  by	  2036.	  	  By	  2036,	  the	  projections	  show	  
that	  over	  2,500	  households	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  (approximately	  15%)	  will	  be	  in	  core	  
housing	  need.	  
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5. Current	  Affordable	  Housing	  Supply	  

5.1 Current	  Occupiers	  of	  Affordable	  Housing	  
There	  are	  a	  total	  of	  217	  units	  of	  social	  housing	  available	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  of	  which	  
over	  95%	  are	  in	  Sechelt	  and	  Gibsons.	  	  About	  58%	  of	  social	  housing	  units	  are	  housing	  for	  
low-‐income	  seniors,	  while	  slightly	  more	  than	  one-‐fifth	  are	  units	  for	  low-‐income	  families	  
and	  about	  16%	  are	  for	  individuals	  with	  special	  needs.	  	  There	  are	  seven	  units	  for	  women	  
and	  children	  fleeing	  violence	  and	  four	  units	  (subsidies)	  for	  homeless	  individuals	  who	  
have	  been	  housed.	  

Table	  28:	  Households	  by	  Housing	  Type	  in	  BC	  Housing	  Units	  or	  Receiving	  BC	  
Housing	  Rental	  Supplements,	  2013	  

  Number of Households           

Client Group Egmont 
Garden 
Bay Gibsons 

Halfmoon 
Bay 

Madeira 
Park 

Roberts 
Creek Sechelt Total 

Homeless 
Housed 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 
Low Income 
Families 1 0 11 5 2 1 26 46 
Low Income 
Seniors 0 0 42 0 0 0 83 125 
Rent Assist 
Families (non-
RAP subsidy) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Special Needs 0 0 4 0 0 0 30 34 
Women and 
Children 
Fleeing 
Violence 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 
Total Units 1 0 57 5 2 1 151 217 

Source:	  BC	  Housing	  2013	  
	  
The	  high	  proportion	  of	  middle-‐aged	  and	  senior	  residents	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  will	  likely	  
increase	  the	  need	  for	  additional	  seniors	  housing,	  particularly	  for	  independent	  but	  low-‐
income	  seniors.	  	  As	  noted	  above,	  there	  were	  approximately	  840	  households	  in	  core	  
housing	  need	  in	  2011,	  indicating	  a	  need	  for	  more	  affordable	  housing	  not	  just	  for	  seniors,	  
but	  also	  low-‐income	  families	  and	  individuals,	  lone-‐parents	  and	  persons	  with	  special	  
needs.	  
	  
In	  addition	  to	  the	  217	  units	  of	  social	  housing,	  BC	  Housing	  also	  currently	  has	  agreements	  
and/or	  subsidies	  for	  132	  units	  dedicated	  to	  frail	  seniors	  (i.e.	  assisted	  living),	  which	  is	  
generally	  considered	  medical	  treatment	  and	  not	  in	  the	  affordable	  housing	  spectrum.	  	  
Finally,	  there	  are	  183	  subsidies	  through	  the	  Rental	  Assistance	  Program	  (RAP)	  or	  Shelter	  
Aid	  for	  Elderly	  Renters	  (SAFER)	  program.	  	  Most	  of	  these	  are	  in	  Sechelt	  (39%)	  and	  
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Gibsons	  (37%),	  while	  the	  remaining	  units	  are	  in	  Roberts	  Creek	  (15%),	  Halfmoon	  Bay	  (5%)	  
and	  Area	  A	  (4%).	  

Table	  29:	  Households	  Accessing	  Rental	  Assistance	  Supplements	  or	  Shelter	  Aid	  
for	  Elderly	  Renters	  Subsidies,	  2013	  

	  	  
Number	  of	  
Households	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Program	   Egmont	  
Garden	  
Bay	   Gibsons	  

Halfmoon	  
Bay	  

Madeira	  
Park	  

Roberts	  
Creek	   Sechelt	  

Total	  
Households	  

Shelter	  Aid	  for	  
Elderly	  Renters	  
(SAFER)	  Program	   0	   1	   45	   1	   3	   2	   39	   91	  
Rental	  
Assistance	  
Program	  	  (RAP)	   1	   0	   23	   8	   2	   25	   33	   92	  

Source:	  BC	  Housing	  2013	  

5.2 Vacant	  Units	  Within	  the	  Social	  Housing	  Sector	  
BC	  Housing	  reported	  no	  vacant	  units	  in	  the	  social	  housing	  sector	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  

5.3 Committed	  Supply	  of	  New	  Affordable	  Housing	  
BC	  Housing	  reported	  no	  new	  affordable	  housing	  developments	  currently	  planned	  for	  
the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	   	  
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6. Gap	  Analysis	  

6.1 Analysis	  of	  Ownership	  Housing	  
The	  housing	  market	  has	  slowed	  appreciably	  since	  the	  original	  study	  was	  conducted	  in	  
2006.	  	  Between	  2006	  and	  2011	  the	  median	  value	  of	  dwellings	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  
rose	  by	  between	  8%	  and	  25%,	  rising	  at	  a	  rate	  comparable	  to	  or	  less	  than	  the	  rise	  in	  
median	  income	  through	  much	  the	  region	  in	  that	  same	  time	  period.	  	  Two	  notable	  
jurisdictions	  saw	  decreases	  in	  median	  household	  income	  in	  this	  time	  period:	  Area	  D	  
(Roberts	  Creek)	  and	  the	  Sechelt	  Indian	  Band.	  	  This	  corresponds	  with	  the	  downturn	  in	  the	  
housing	  market	  that	  took	  place	  in	  2008.	  	  Under	  these	  conditions	  rising	  incomes	  
generally	  keep	  pace	  with	  the	  rising	  cost	  of	  housing.	  
	  
Median	  income	  rose	  in	  all	  Sunshine	  Coast	  jurisdictions	  between	  2000	  and	  2010	  at	  a	  
greater	  rate	  than	  many	  other	  comparable	  communities	  in	  British	  Columbia.	  	  On	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  the	  smallest	  increase	  in	  median	  income	  occurred	  in	  Area	  F	  (27%	  
increase)	  and	  is	  comparable	  to	  the	  rise	  in	  median	  income	  for	  all	  of	  British	  Columbia	  
(29%).	  	  The	  largest	  increase	  was	  seen	  Gibsons,	  which	  saw	  household	  median	  income	  rise	  
by	  49%	  in	  this	  time	  period.	  	  In	  summary,	  household	  median	  incomes	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  
Coast	  are	  doing	  as	  well	  as	  or	  better	  than	  other	  comparable	  jurisdictions	  and	  BC	  as	  a	  
whole.	  	  However,	  despite	  this	  positive	  change	  with	  regards	  to	  income,	  this	  period	  also	  
included	  a	  significant	  housing	  boom	  for	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  	  The	  early	  2000s	  saw	  large	  
increases	  in	  the	  cost	  of	  housing	  in	  the	  region,	  and	  while	  this	  slowed	  in	  the	  period	  after	  
2008,	  high	  home	  prices	  still	  represent	  a	  significant	  concern	  for	  first-‐time	  buyers.	  
	  
Table	  30	  shows	  the	  purchasing	  power	  for	  households	  with	  the	  median	  household	  
income.	  	  The	  affordable	  mortgage	  amount	  for	  median	  income	  households	  on	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  ranges	  from	  about	  $236,500	  to	  $308,000.	  	  Assuming	  these	  households	  
have	  already	  saved	  for	  a	  down	  payment,	  they	  would	  still	  not	  earn	  enough	  to	  afford	  a	  
median-‐value	  home.12	  	  The	  gap	  between	  what	  a	  median	  household	  can	  afford	  and	  the	  
median	  dwelling	  value	  ranges	  from	  $116,581	  in	  Area	  E	  to	  $208,376	  in	  Area	  D.	  
	   	  

                                                
12	  It	  should	  also	  be	  noted	  that	  saving	  for	  a	  down	  payment	  may	  itself	  represent	  a	  barrier	  to	  ownership	  for	  
some	  households.	  
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Table	  30:	  Affordability	  Analysis	  for	  Shelter	  Costs,	  Median	  Income	  Households	  
(2010)13	  

	  	  

Median	  
Household	  
Income	  (for	  

2010)	  

Amount	  for	  
Affordable	  
Mortgage	  
Payments	  
(Monthly)	  

Mortgage	  
Amount	  (after	  

down	  
payment)	  

	  
Total	  Cost	  of	  
Dwelling	  

(including	  down	  
payment)	  

Median	  
Dwelling	  

Value	  2011	  
Gap	  

Gibsons	   $54,088.00	  	   $1,352.20	  	   $235,000.00	  	   $258,500.00	   $400,465.00	  	   -‐$141,965.00	  	  
Sechelt	   $56,830.00	  	   $1,420.00	  	   $245,000.00	  	   $269,500.00	   $399,711.00	  	   -‐$130,211.00	  	  
Area	  A	   $50,132.00	  	   $1,253.30	  	   $215,000.00	  	   $236,500.00	   $421,583.00	  	   -‐$185,083.00	  	  
Area	  B	   $61,632.00	  	   $1,540.80	  	   $265,000.00	  	   $291,500.00	   $499,876.00	  	   -‐$208,376.00	  	  
Area	  D	   $53,539.00	  	   $1,338.48	  	   $230,000.00	  	   $253,000.00	   $500,316.00	  	   -‐$247,316.00	  	  
Area	  E	   $65,116.00	  	   $1,627.00	  	   $280,000.00	  	   $308,000.00	   $424,581.00	  	   -‐$116,581.00	  	  
Area	  F	   $63,311.00	  	   $1,582.00	  	   $270,000.00	  	   $298,000.00	   $448,795.00	  	   -‐$150,795.00	  	  

Sunshine	  
Coast	  

$55,708.00	  	   $1,392.70	  	   $240,000.00	  	  
	  

$264,000.00	  
	  

$413,969.00	  	   -‐$149,969.00	  
	  	  

	  
Table	  31	  shows	  an	  affordability	  analysis	  for	  couples	  with	  children.	  	  While	  couples	  with	  
children	  in	  all	  Sunshine	  Coast	  communities	  have	  a	  higher	  median	  income	  than	  the	  
median	  household	  income,	  there	  nonetheless	  remains	  a	  significant	  gap	  between	  income	  
and	  median	  dwelling	  value.	  	  In	  Sechelt,	  median	  earning	  couples	  with	  children	  can	  afford	  
a	  median-‐priced	  dwelling,	  all	  other	  communities	  have	  a	  gap.	  	  This	  range	  from	  $12,081	  in	  
Area	  E	  to	  $129,795	  in	  Area	  F.	  	  	  
	   	  

                                                
13	  The	  mortgage	  amount	  estimates	  in	  this	  table	  are	  based	  on	  a	  5%	  interest	  rate,	  amortized	  over	  25	  years	  
on	  a	  monthly	  payment	  schedule.	  	  It	  is	  assumed	  that	  households	  would	  already	  have	  a	  down	  payment	  
saved.	  	  Households	  would	  pay	  no	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  their	  gross	  income	  toward	  shelter	  costs.	  	  This	  is	  likely	  
a	  generous	  estimate,	  as	  it	  does	  not	  account	  for	  utilities	  and	  property	  tax	  that	  are	  generally	  considered	  
housing	  costs.	  	  Calculations	  use	  Statistics	  Canada	  median	  income	  data	  and	  the	  CMHC	  mortgage	  calculator.	  	  	  
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Table	  31:	  Affordability	  Analysis	  for	  Shelter	  Costs,	  Couples	  with	  Children	  

	  	  

Couples	  with	  
Children:	  
Median	  

Household	  
Income	  (for	  

2010)	  

Amount	  for	  
Affordable	  
Mortgage	  
Payments	  
(Monthly)	  

Mortgage	  
Amount	  (after	  

down	  
payment)	  

	  
Total	  Cost	  of	  
Dwelling	  

(including	  down	  
payment)	  

Median	  
Dwelling	  Value	  

2011	  
Gap	  

Gibsons	   	  $67,624.00	  	   $1,690.60	  	   $290,000.00	  	   $319,000.00	   $400,465.00	  	   -‐$81,465.00	  	  
Sechelt	   	  $90,868.00	  	   $2,271.70	  	   $390,000.00	  	   $429,000.00	   $399,711.00	  	   $29,289.00	  
Area	  A	   	  $73,048.00	  	   $1,826.20	  	   $310,000.00	  	   $341,000.00	   $421,583.00	  	   -‐$80,583.00	  	  
Area	  B	   	  $103,431.00	  	   $2,585.78	  	   $440,000.00	  	   $484,000.00	   $499,876.00	  	   -‐$15,876.00	  	  
Area	  D	   	  $88,239.00	  	   $2,205.98	  	   $375,000.00	  	   $412,500.00	   $500,316.00	  	   -‐$87,816.00	  	  
Area	  E	   	  $87,523.00	  	   $2,188.08	  	   $375,000.00	  	   $412,500.00	   $424,581.00	  	   -‐$12,081.00	  	  
Area	  F	   	  $67,528.00	  	   $1,688.20	  	   $290,000.00	  	   $319,000.00	   $448,795.00	  	   -‐$129,795.00	  	  
Sunshine	  
Coast	   	  $86,247.00	  	  

$2,156.18	  	   	  $370,000.00	  	  
$407,000.00	  

$413,969.00	  	  
-‐$6,969.00	  	  

	  

6.2 Analysis	  of	  Rental	  Market	  
The	  current	  rental	  situation	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  has	  improved	  since	  the	  2009	  Update	  
was	  released.	  	  Vacancy	  rates	  remain	  favourable	  for	  tenants,	  and	  in	  some	  cases	  rental	  
costs	  have	  actually	  decreased.	  	  Conversations	  with	  rental	  property	  managers	  show	  that	  
the	  market	  does	  fluctuate	  considerably,	  but	  that	  generally	  because	  homes	  are	  not	  
selling	  in	  the	  current	  market,	  and	  owners	  are	  trying	  to	  ensure	  that	  they	  do	  not	  lose	  
money	  on	  their	  investment.	  	  Some	  of	  the	  improvement	  in	  the	  rental	  situation	  may	  also	  
be	  attributed	  to	  the	  legalization	  of	  secondary	  suites	  since	  2006.	  
	  
Table	  32	  shows	  an	  analysis	  of	  rental	  affordability	  for	  lone-‐parent	  families,	  renting	  two-‐
bedroom	  units.	  	  Generally	  lone-‐parents	  earning	  a	  median	  income	  are	  able	  to	  afford	  
rental	  for	  a	  two-‐bedroom.	  	  In	  Gibsons,	  Area	  A	  and	  Area	  D	  parents	  would	  not	  be	  able	  to	  
afford	  more	  than	  a	  2-‐bedroom;	  however,	  in	  Sechelt	  and	  Area	  B	  a	  three-‐bedroom	  would	  
remain	  affordable	  for	  a	  lone-‐parent	  family	  earning	  median	  income.	  

Table	  32:	  Affordability	  Analysis	  for	  Shelter	  Costs,	  Lone-‐Parents	  

	  	  
Median	  
Household	  
Income	  (for	  2010)	  

Amount	  for	  
Affordable	  
Rent	  Payments	  
(2-‐Bedroom)	  

Average	  Rent	  
(2-‐Bedroom)	  

Gap	  

Gibsons	   	  $40,687.00	  	   $1017.18	   $977.75	  	   $39.43	  
Sechelt	   	  $56,130.00	  	   $1403.25	   $964.00	  	   $439.25	  
Area	  A	   	  $30,679.00	  	   $766.98	   $725.00	  	   $41.97	  
Area	  B	   	  $81,216.00	  	   $2030.40	   $1,000.00	  	   $1,030.40	  
Area	  D	   	  $48,686.00	  	   $1217.15	   $1,200.00	  	   $17.15	  
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Table	  33	  shows	  an	  analysis	  of	  rental	  affordability	  for	  single	  person	  households,	  earning	  a	  
median	  income,	  which	  are	  generally	  affordable.	  	  In	  Roberts	  Creek,	  however,	  there	  is	  a	  
significant	  gap	  between	  median	  income	  for	  single-‐person	  households,	  because	  their	  
median	  income	  is	  much	  lower	  than	  in	  other	  Sunshine	  Coast	  communities.	  	  There	  is	  a	  
small	  gap	  between	  affordable	  one-‐bedroom	  rents	  and	  an	  affordable	  rent	  payment	  
(approximately	  36	  dollars).	  
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Table	  33:	  Affordability	  Analysis	  for	  Shelter	  Costs,	  Single	  Person	  Households	  

	  	  
Median	  
Household	  
Income	  (for	  2010)	  

Amount	  for	  
Affordable	  
Rent	  Payment	  
(1-‐Bedroom)	  

Average	  Rent	  
(2-‐Bedroom)	   Gap	  

Gibsons	    $39,065.00  976.625 $765.50	  	   $211.13	  
Sechelt	    $32,428.00  810.7 $847.06	  	   -‐$36.36	  	  
Area	  A	    $36,755.00  918.875 $704.17	  	   $214.71	  
Area	  B	    $37,788.00  944.7 $833.33	  	   $111.37	  
Area	  D	    $17,112.00  427.8 $806.25	  	   -‐$378.45	  	  
	  
This	  analysis	  shows	  that	  generally	  rental	  units	  are	  affordable	  for	  lone-‐parent	  and	  single-‐
person	  households.	  	  However,	  it	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  while	  the	  rental	  market	  has	  
improved	  since	  2009,	  this	  is	  contingent	  upon	  a	  relatively	  low	  volume	  of	  sales.	  	  If	  the	  real	  
estate	  market	  improves	  in	  the	  future,	  the	  rental	  market	  will	  very	  likely	  face	  the	  same	  
pressures	  it	  did	  in	  2006.	  	  This	  could	  significantly	  alter	  the	  cost	  of	  renting	  and	  the	  
availability	  of	  units	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  
	  
It	  is	  also	  important	  to	  note	  that	  this	  affordability	  analysis	  is	  for	  median	  earners.	  	  Fifty	  
percent	  of	  lone-‐parent	  and	  single-‐person	  households	  earn	  less	  than	  median	  income,	  and	  
may	  not	  be	  able	  to	  afford	  appropriate	  housing.	  
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6.3 Analysis	  of	  Core	  Housing	  Need	  and	  Homelessness	  
Analysis	  completed	  by	  BCNPHA	  shows	  that	  in	  2011	  there	  were	  approximately	  840	  
renting	  households	  in	  core	  housing	  need	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  and	  approximately	  
1,962	  households	  in	  total	  in	  core	  housing	  need,	  representing	  about	  15%	  of	  all	  
households.	  	  Despite	  median-‐earning	  households	  being	  able	  to	  afford	  rents	  on	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast,	  about	  one-‐third	  of	  renters	  and	  nearly	  11%	  of	  owners	  are	  in	  core	  
housing	  need.	  	  This	  indicates	  a	  strong	  need	  for	  the	  development	  of	  affordable	  rental	  
housing,	  to	  meet	  the	  needs	  of	  rental	  households	  in	  core	  housing	  need.	  	  It	  also	  indicates	  
that	  there	  is	  a	  need	  for	  more	  affordable	  ownership	  housing	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  to	  
meet	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  more	  than	  10%	  of	  owners	  in	  core	  housing	  need.	  
	  
Homelessness	  also	  continues	  to	  be	  an	  issue	  local	  community	  service	  and	  faith	  
organizations	  struggle	  to	  address.	  	  For	  the	  first	  time	  during	  the	  winter	  of	  2013-‐14,	  a	  cold	  
weather	  shelter	  has	  been	  open	  every	  night,	  due	  to	  a	  combined	  Extreme	  Weather	  
Emergency	  Shelter	  funded	  by	  BC	  Housing	  and	  a	  locally	  funded	  Cold	  Weather	  Shelter.	  	  
Usage	  has	  been	  high,	  with	  an	  average	  of	  between	  6	  and	  8	  regular	  users	  in	  the	  shelter	  
every	  night.	  	  These	  clients	  are	  generally	  high-‐needs	  and	  hard	  to	  house,	  many	  with	  
concurrent	  disorders.	  	  There	  are	  no	  low-‐barrier	  or	  long-‐term	  supportive	  housing	  options	  
on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  that	  currently	  meet	  their	  needs.	  	  There	  is	  a	  strong	  need	  for	  some	  
form	  of	  long-‐term	  housing	  to	  address	  the	  needs	  of	  this	  population.	  

6.4 Other	  Forms	  of	  Housing	  
Other,	  more	  specialized,	  forms	  of	  housing	  were	  also	  considered	  in	  the	  2006	  Sunshine	  
Coast	  Affordable	  Housing	  Study.	  	  This	  report	  cites	  the	  need	  for	  additional	  resources	  for	  
seniors,	  low-‐income	  families	  and	  individuals	  and	  homeless	  persons.	  
	  
Since	  2006,	  70	  units	  of	  seniors	  housing	  have	  been	  added	  to	  the	  local	  housing	  stock.	  	  This	  
represents	  a	  good	  step	  to	  addressing	  seniors	  housing	  needs;	  however,	  given	  the	  aging	  
demographics	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  much	  more	  seniors	  housing	  will	  be	  needed	  in	  the	  
next	  10	  to	  15	  years.	  	  There	  are	  currently	  25	  individuals	  on	  BC	  Housing	  waitlists	  for	  some	  
form	  of	  seniors	  housing.	  
	  
The	  Legacy	  Housing	  development	  in	  Sechelt	  for	  mental	  health	  clients	  added	  8	  units	  of	  
special	  needs	  housing	  to	  the	  local	  housing	  stock.	  	  At	  present,	  there	  are	  no	  permanent	  
resources	  (e.g.	  emergency	  shelter)	  to	  address	  homelessness,	  but	  a	  dedicated	  committee	  
(the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Homelessness	  Advisory	  Committee)	  is	  currently	  working	  to	  
coordinate	  short	  and	  long-‐term	  solutions	  to	  homelessness.	  	  There	  are	  currently	  15	  
people	  with	  disabilities	  on	  BC	  Housing	  waitlists.	  
	  
Since	  2006	  there	  has	  been	  no	  purpose-‐built	  rental	  development	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast,	  
and	  no	  additional	  low-‐income	  or	  subsidized	  housing	  for	  individuals	  and	  families.	  	  With	  
the	  projected	  addition	  of	  180	  households	  in	  core	  housing	  need	  to	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  
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between	  now	  and	  2021,	  this	  type	  of	  housing	  represents	  a	  significant	  gap	  in	  existing	  
housing	  stock.	  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

   

DATE: May 1, 2014 

TO: Planning and Development Committee – May 15, 2014 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: TOWN OF GIBSONS OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. THAT the report dated May 1, 2014 and titled “Town of Gibsons Official 

Community Plan Update” be received; 
2. AND THAT the SCRD Board provide the following preliminary comments to the 

Town of Gibsons for consideration: 
a) Consider incorporating a fringe area agreement/memorandum of 

understanding between the SCRD and the Town into the OCP; 
b) Servicing issues, especially related to provision of potable water, should be 

addressed; 
c) Any OCP proposals for new paths (pedestrian and bike) or enhancement of 

existing paths should consider how these may link to existing/proposed paths 
in the SCRD, with specific consideration given to Marine Drive; 

d) Policies relating to the aquifer mapping project could consider interaction 
with SCRD and the potential to introduce amendments to SCRD’s OCP; 

e) Potential for slight changes to Gospel Rock policies especially relating to road 
access (such as the proposed route from Shaw Road extension to 
Kearton/Mahon through ALR parcels in the SCRD); 

3. AND THAT the Town of Gibsons Director of Planning be offered an opportunity to 
be a delegate to a future Planning and Development Committee to present the 
draft OCP. 

 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
The SCRD received the attached letter from the Town of Gibsons staff regarding the update of 
its Official Community Plan (Attachment A).   

Staff from the Town and SCRD met and discussed the update and considered issues of mutual 
interest.  The initial discussion considered: 

a) Consider incorporating a fringe area agreement/memorandum of understanding 
between the SCRD and the Town into the OCP; 

b) Servicing issues, especially related to provision of potable water, should be 
addressed; 

c) Any OCP proposals for new paths (pedestrian and bike) or enhancement of existing 
paths should consider how these may link to existing/proposed paths in the SCRD, 
with specific consideration given to Marine Drive; 

ANNEX C
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Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (May 15, 2014) 
Regarding Town of Gibsons OCP Review  Page 2 of 2 
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d) Policies relating to the aquifer mapping project could consider interaction with SCRD 
and the potential to introduce amendments to SCRD’s OCP  

e) Potential for slight changes to Gospel Rock policies especially relating to road 
access (such as the proposed route from Shaw Road extension to Kearton/Mahon 
through ALR parcels in the SCRD) 

The timeline for the OCP review moves into producing a draft with first reading anticipated for 
May/June.  When the draft is available, it is anticipated that a formal letter from the Town of 
Gibsons Council will be sent to the SCRD Board requesting comments.  When the draft is 
available, SCRD staff will provide a report for the SCRD Board with more detailed comments.  
The Town of Gibsons may consider that presenting the draft OCP at the SCRD Planning and 
Development Committee would be of assistance.  As such the SCRD Board could extend an 
offer to the Town for its staff to be a delegation. 

 

 

David Rafael, Senior PLanner 
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TOWN OF GIBSONS

P 0 Box 340 P:604-886-2274
474 South Fletcher Road RECE1\IED F: 604-886-9735
Gibsons, BC VON 1VO APR22 2rn’, Website: www.gibsons.ca

April 15, 2014
File No.: 6480-20-04

Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Rd
Sechelt, BC VON 3A1

Attention: Steve Olmstead

Re: Town of Gibsons OCP Update
The Town of Gibsons is updating its Official Community Plan (OCP) which was adopted in April
2005.

The purpose of this letter is to make sure you are aware of the OCP Update Process and offer
you the opportunity to provide input regarding any issues that the OCP should address as well as
provide feedback on proposed policy directions. We believe that engaging with you early on is
more effective than simply reviewing a draft of the proposed OCP towards the end of the
process.

The OCP is the Town’s most important future-oriented policy document, containing objectives
and policies that guide decisions on land use, development, housing and environmental
protection. It is an overarching document that sets out a vision and goals in these areas, while
also addressing infrastructure management, social well-being, and economic development,
among other issues. The OCP is subject to the requirements of the BC Local Government Act.

Why is the OCP Being Updated Now?

The OCP (nicknamed the ‘Smart Plan’ because of its focus on efficient patterns of growth and
development) is now partly out of date, rather long and unwieldy (300+ pages), contains some
redundant information, and does not fully address emerging trends and issues. Over time, three
neighbourhood plans have been added, and some of the information is now repetitive.

The OCP Update will address some key issues and emerging trends identified by Town staff,
consultants and the project Steering Committee as well as those identified through public and
stakeholder consultation. It will also consolidate and streamline information, making it simpler to
read and use.

What Issues will the OCP Update Address?

The issues identified by staff, consultants, project Steering Committee and the public so far
include the following:

Updating current population and demographic statistics and trends

ATTACHMENT A
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• Addressing the location and density of land use for residential, commercial, institutional

and industrial development
• Protecting the natural assets of the community including the Aquifer, riparian areas,

forested areas, foreshore etc.

• Determining how the OCP can address financial sustainability

• Policies for affordable, supportive and rental housing

• Improving walkability and cycling connections

• Age-friendly community planning
• GHG emission reduction targets, policies and actions

• Recognizing and responding to predicted sea level rise, especially around low lying

Harbour area

• Marina and harbour expansion and the uses of water in the harbour

• Balancing the infrastructure needs of the community with rising costs and a desire for low

taxes
• Addressing legislative requirements and recent research into climate change, sea level

rise, and water protection
• Incorporating information from recent studies and neighbourhood plans

Who is Involved?

The OCP update will be led by the Town’s planning staff with the support of an experienced

consulting team (Rob Barrs and Vince Verlaan). Council has appointed a fifteen-person Steering

Committee to provide advice and input about local issues, context and public process.

What is the Process and How Can You Get Involved?

This project has been designed in three phases, each of which provides substantial opportunities

for participation (public meetings and surveys) by residents, business owners and other

stakeholders. The phases move logically from a broader to narrower focus over time, and are

titled as follows:

• Phase I - Learning and Exploring Ideas Together (completed December 2013)

• Phase 2 - Developing Plans and Policies Together (in its final stages)

• Phase 3 - Refining and Finalizing the Plan Together (coming up Spring 2014)

Currently we are summarizing the results from public input in Phase 2. At this point we are also

very interested to hear from you if there are particular topics that your agency would like to see

addressed. Later this spring, I will forward the draft revisions to the Official Community Plan for

your review. If there are topics that should be discussed while the Town is drafting revisions,

please don’t hesitate to contact me by phone or e-mail to discuss your ideas.

Thank you for your interest in the OCP.

Sincerely,

TOWN OF GIBSONS

Andre Boel,
Director of Planning
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  May 1, 2014  

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – May 15, 2014 

FROM: Lesley-Ann Staats, Planning Technician 

RE:  Commercial versus private use of moorage facilities for bed and breakfast 
operations – Areas A-F 

  

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the report titled “Commercial versus private use of moorage facilities for bed and 
breakfast operations – Areas A-F” and dated May 1, 2014 be received for information; 
 
 

BACKGROUND 

At its regular meeting on April 10, 2014, the SCRD Board adopted the following resolution: 
 
222/14   Recommendation No. 5 Crown Application 2410904 by Horst for Private 

Moorage and private boat launch located at 10605 Highway 101, Halfmoon Bay 
– Area B  
 
THAT staff write a report which defines what is commercial versus private use of 
facilities where a bed and breakfast is located, for the May 15, 2014 Planning and 
Development Committee meeting.  

DISCUSSION 

Zoning bylaw 310 definitions and requirements 
 
Under zoning bylaw 310, 
 

“bed and breakfast” means a transient accommodation business that provides 
overnight accommodation to travelers for a length of stay of three consecutive months 
or less in any calendar year and provides a least breakfast to those being 
accommodated. 

 

ANNEX D
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Part 502(11) of bylaw 310 requires that bed and breakfasts be permitted as an auxiliary use 
only, operated by the principal resident, allowing two 28 m² bedrooms per dwelling (except for 
RU1A and RU1C, where five bedrooms per parcel is permitted). Additional requirements such 
as sign size, number of employees, and sewage disposal requirements are listed.   
 
See Table 1 in Attachment A for a list of zones that permit bed and breakfast operations. 
 
Zoning bylaw 337 definitions and requirements 
 
Under zoning bylaw 337, 
 

 “bed and breakfast home” means auxiliary use of a dwelling as a transient accommodation 
business that contains not more than two bedrooms for overnight accommodation of 
travelers and provides at least breakfast to those being accommodated. 
 
and  
 
“bed and breakfast inn” means use of a dwelling as a transient accommodation business 
that contains not more than five bedrooms for overnight accommodation of travelers and 
provides at least breakfast to those being accommodated. 

 
Part 509 (bed and breakfast homes) of bylaw 337 requires that the bed and breakfast home is 
operated by a resident of the parcel and the maximum number of guests is four per dwelling. 
Additional requirements such as sign size, number of employees, and sewage disposal 
requirements are listed. 
 
Part 510 (bed and breakfast inns) of bylaw 337 requires that the bed and breakfast inn is 
operated by a resident of the parcel and the maximum number of guests is ten per dwelling. 
Additional requirements such as sign size, number of employees, and sewage disposal 
requirements are listed.  
 
See Table 2 in Attachment A for a list of zones that permit bed and breakfast home and inn 
operations. 
 
Provincial definitions and requirements 
 

“private moorage facility” means a dock and/or a permanent way (i.e. boat ramp) that is 
permanently affixed to aquatic Crown land and any ancillary structures such as a boat lift 
and anchor lines. It is for the personal and private use by one or a number of individuals or a 
family unit for boat moorage. 
 
“Type A Commercial Use” means a use of Crown land involving the selling, storage or 
servicing of goods and commodities and characterized by one or more of the following: 
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• Usually located in urban or developed areas; 
• Generally involving substantial improvements; 
• Requiring primary services (power, phone, road access); 
• Operating on a continuous (year-round) basis; 
• Requiring considerable/moderate administrative attention 

 
“Type B Commercial Use” means a use involving the provision of services and characterized 
by one or more of the following: 

• Usually located in rural or remote areas; 
• involving relatively minor or non-permanent improvements; 
• Operating on a seasonal basis; 
• Requiring moderate/minimal administrative attention 

 
See Attachment B for examples of Type A and B Commercial Use Permissions. 

 
When the province issues permission, it does not convey rights to the land.  A permission 
conveys non-exclusive use of the land for the purpose described (private/commercial 
moorage).  This means that the tenure holder owns the improvements within the tenure area, 
but the public is able to access and pass through the tenure boundaries.  The province may 
authorize overlapping and layering of tenures on the permission area. 
 
Staff contacted the province to determine what the permission is for bed and breakfast 
operations with moorage facilities.  Crown Land Authorizations with the Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural Resource Operations advised that upland bed and breakfast operations 
would require a commercial License of Occupation. 
 

“If the proponent is using the moorage facility as any part of the upland 
commercial operation, then a private moorage permission cannot apply.  Even if 
the business on the upland is an ancilliary use, if the moorage facility is used as 
part of the said business, it falls under commercial use.  If the dock is part of the 
service that the B&B offers, then it becomes part of the commercial venture… 
Under the private moorage permission, the dock absolutely cannot be any part 
of the upland B&B business, however small the business may be. ” 

 
Therefore, any moorage facility that is used as part of a bed and breakfast operation will 
require a commercial permission from the province.  
 
Intergovernmental Implications 
 
Tenure agreements have a covenant that notes that the tenure holder must abide by all 
applicable laws of all levels of government.  Thus, the tenure holders must continue to abide by 
SCRD bylaws.  
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Staff Comments 
 
When an upland owner applies for a moorage facility, the province refers the application to the 
SCRD.  Staff review the application, and evaluate policies in the OCP, regulations in the zoning 
bylaw, public access considerations and community impacts.  Comments are drafted and sent 
to the province for consideration in its decision.  Along with comments, staff forward the water 
zone (if it exists). 
 
In rural and residential zones where bed and breakfasts are permitted and where there is water 
zoning, the foreshore is typically zoned W1 (Water One).  The W1 zone permits  

- a moorage facility for pleasure craft auxiliary to the residential use,  
- a moorage facility for non-pleasure craft auxiliary to the principal use,  
- public boat ramp/launch, and 
- park 

 
There are also conditions on siting and size of the moorage facilities.  If an owner builds a 
“moorage facility for pleasure craft auxiliary to the residential use” (private moorage), it must 
be for private and personal use only, and not as part of a business (bed and breakfast).  The 
bylaw permits a mooring facility auxiliary to residential use, but does not permit a mooring 
facility auxiliary to a commercial use. Therefore, using a mooring facility as a commercial use in 
a residential upland zone would require zoning that permits this.  
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ATTACHMENT A 
Table 1: Zones in Bylaw 310 that permit bed and breakfast operations 

Zones that permit B+Bs Subject to Additional requirements 

R1 Part 502 (11) of Bylaw 310 Parcel size >2000 m² 

R2, R2A, C2, C2A, C3, 
C4, C6, CR1, CR2, RU1, 
RU1B, RU2, RU3, RU3A, 
RU3B, PA2, PA3 

Part 502 (11) of Bylaw 310  

RU1A Part 502 (11) of Bylaw 310 
Section 1001A.4 

Section 1001A.4  
Bed and breakfast accommodation may be 
provided in one or both dwellings permitted on 
a parcel. 
The area utilized for bed and breakfast 
accommodation shall not exceed a combined 
total of five bedrooms per parcel. 

RU1C Part 502 (11) of Bylaw 310 
Section 1001C.4 

Section 1001C.4 
The total combined number of bedrooms used 
for transient accommodation for both auxiliary 
residential assembly and bed and breakfast use 
shall not exceed five bedrooms per parcel, with 
the total number of bedrooms for bed and 
breakfast independent of auxiliary residential 
assembly not exceeding two bedrooms per 
dwelling. 

 
Table 2: Zones in Bylaw 337 that permit bed and breakfast home/inn operations 

Zones that permit B+B operations B+B Home B+B Inn 

RS1, R1B, CR1, RU1B, RU1C, RU1D, RU3, RU5 Yes No 

R1, R1A Parcels>2000 m² No 

R2, R2A, R3A, R3B, R3C Yes Parcels > 4000 m² 

R3 Yes Parcels > 3500 m² 

C1, C2, C2A, C3, C3A, C4 No Yes 

RU1 Yes Parcels > 8000 m² 

RU1A Yes Parcels ≥ 2 ha 

RU2 Yes Parcels > 1 ha 
 

ATTACHMENT B  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: May 7, 2014 
TO: Planning and Development Committee – May 15, 2014 
FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 
RE: BYLAWS 310. 156, BYLAW 310.157 AND 337.109 PROVISIONS FOR MARIHUANA 

PRODUCTION FACILITIES ON ALL LAND USE ZONES THAT ALLOW AGRICULTURE 
(AREAS A, B, D, E AND F) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
THAT the report dated May, 1 2014 and titled “Bylaws 310.156, Bylaw 310.157 and 337.109 
Provisions for Marihuana Production Facilities on all Land Use Zones that allow 
Agriculture (Areas A, B, D, E and F)” be received; 
AND THAT the amendments set out in the report be approved for referral. 
 

BACKGROUND 
At the April 17, 2014 meeting the Planning and Development Committee (PDC) considered a 
staff report that outlined draft bylaws with provisions allowing marihuana production facility as a 
permitted use on all zones that allow for agriculture.  The PDC recommended that several 
changes be made to the bylaws and that they be brought back for further discussion at the May 
17, 2014 PDC.  The changes were: 

a. THAT  Bylaws 310.156 and 337.109 be brought into alignment, so that they have 
similar requirements; 

b. THAT for Bylaw 337.109 delete the option for less than 1500m2 parcel size; 

c. THAT for Bylaw 310.156 delete the option for less than 3500m2 parcel size; 

d. THAT consideration be given to requiring a residence for production facilities that 
are located on properties where agriculture is permitted. 

The full recommendation is included in Attachment A.  The recommendation will be considered 
by the Board on May 8, 2014 (after the PDC agenda for May 15, 2014 is produced).  Staff will 
provide an update at PDC should the Board make any amendments before adopting the 
recommendation. 

  

ANNEX E
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DISCUSSION 
Proposed Building and Parcel Size Controls 

Bylaws 310 and 337 include regulations for the size of auxiliary buildings.  Staff consider 
that this provides a useful template for starting the discussion of building size limits that 
relate to parcel size.  To reduce complexity staff merged some of the parcel area 
designations in Bylaw 310 and adjusted the maximum floor area limits.   

As recommended by the PDC, the smaller parcel sizes were deleted.  To bring the bylaws 
into alignment, staff suggest also removing the parcels between 1500 and 3500 sq m from 
Bylaw 337.109 for Area A.  In addition the parcel size ranges were adjusted for both 
bylaws so that they also align.   

The maximum floor area in Bylaw 337.109 was reduced to align with that in 310.156.   

The proposed bylaws also allow for an essentially unlimited building size for the larger 
parcels (8 hectares and above) in the RU2 and RU3 zones that currently allow marihuana 
production facility as a permitted use.  The limitations are set by the setbacks and site 
coverage requirements set out for each zone. 

The draft Bylaws 310.156 and 337.109 include the following tables that allow for an 
increase in building floor area as the parcel size increases.   

Bylaw 310.156 
Where Parcel Area Is: The Maximum Permitted Combined 

Gross Floor Area of all Marihuana 
Production Facility buildings is: 

 

For CR1, CR2, RU1, RU1A, RU1B, RU1C, RU1D, 

(i) 3500 m2 up to 2 hectares 
 (0.86 acres to 4.9 acres) 

200 m2 
(2152 square feet) 

(ii) 2 hectares or greater 
 (4.9 acres or greater) 

300 m2 
(3229 square feet) 

 

For RU2, RU2A, RU3, RU3A, RU3B 

(i) 3500 m2 up to 2 hectares 
 (0.86 acres to 4.9 acres) 

200 m2 
(2152 square feet) 

(ii) 2 hectares up to 8 hectares 
 (4.9 acres or greater) 

300 m2 
(3229 square feet) 

(iii) 8 hectares or greater 
 

As per the maximum parcel coverage 
in the particular zone 
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Bylaw 337.109 
Where Parcel Area Is: The Maximum Permitted Combined 

Gross Floor Area of all Marihuana 
Production Facility buildings is: 

 
CR1, RU1, RU1A, RU1C, RU1D 

(i) 3500 m2 up to 2 hectares 
 (0.86 acres to 4.9 acres) 

200 m2 
(2152 square feet) 

(ii) 2 hectares or greater 
 (4.9 acres or greater) 

300 m2 
(3229 square feet) 

 
For RU2, RU3 

(i) 3500 m2 up to 2 hectares 
 (0.86 acres to 4.9 acres) 

200 m2 

(2152 square feet) 
(ii) 2 hectares up to 8 hectares 
 (4.9 acres to 19.8 acres) 

300 m2 
(3229 square feet) 

(ii) 8 hectares or greater 
 (19.8 acres or greater) 

As per the maximum parcel coverage in 
the particular zone 

 

Maps were produced for Bylaws 310.156 and 337.109 and will be available at the Planning and 
Development Committee and on the SCRD website.  Area F (West Howe Sound) is not included 
as Board excluded this area for consideration for small scale facilities.  The maps do not include 
Crown land that meet the suggested zoning and parcel area requirements.  There may be some 
anomalies, such as land that is owned by BC Hydro is not currently included in the maps.  Staff 
will provide annotations on each map to identify any such anomalies as they are found.  The 
consultation period will assist in this.  Revised maps, noting the updates, will be provided with 
the next staff report. 

Additional maps showing the zone boundaries will also be produced.  At this point, staff 
consider that this would add significant complexity to the information for consideration.  These 
maps will be provided for the consultation period if the bylaws move forward as currently 
drafted.  Area specific maps will be provided for each APC and posted on the SCRD website. 

The maps show parcel size breakdown in line with staff proposals for lot size linked to building 
size that are set out above. 

There are a significant number of potential sites in each Electoral Area, which would bring the 
use closer to residential areas.  Refinements can be introduced after the SCRD receives 
feedback. 

Requirement for a Dwelling 

Staff confirmed with Health Canada that a dwelling can be located on the same parcel as a 
marihuana production facility.  Thus the draft provisions relating to permitted use were amended 
in most zones to include the following: 

“Marihuana production facility use in conjunction with a dwelling.” 

The RU2 parcels greater than 8 hectares (that allow the use) should also be amended to require 
a dwelling. This would make all the RU2 zoned parcels consistent with respect to the provision 
of a dwelling. 
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The exceptions are the RU3, RU3A and RU3B zones.  The Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) 
has determined that marihuana (when licensed) is a crop and thus a farm use.  Staff understand 
that it is not possible to require a dwelling on a farm as a requirement for farm use.  During the 
consultation process this will be confirmed with the ALC.  

The SCRD cannot require that the dwelling is occupied.  However it will increase the likelihood 
that somebody will be on site should there be need to quickly address any issues that come up 
related to operation of the facility. 

This was not proposed for Bylaw 310.157 relating to the Industrial Seven and specific Industrial 
One zoned parcels in the Hillside area.  The I7 zone currently allows for one dwelling, auxiliary 
to a principal use for a watchmen or caretaker.  Thus the operator of the marihuana production 
facility could provide a dwelling for staff acting as a watchman/caretaker.  The I1 zone requires 
that the dwelling is auxiliary to an industrial use.  During the referral process for Bylaw 310.157, 
the issue of requiring a dwelling will be explored. 

Site Specific Zones 

As noted in the April 17, 2014 PDC report, there are several site specific zones (such as RU1A, 
RU3A and so on) that were established for a variety of reasons.  Attachment B sets out the 
information found to date about the origin of these zones. 

For the most part the proposal to include provision for marihuana production facility as a 
permitted use is compatible with the mix of uses established by amendments to Bylaw 310.  
However for Bylaw 337 some of the zones were established to protect Sakinaw Lake.  The 
RU1A, RU1B (in part) and RU1C zones reduced the range of permitted uses when they were 
introduced.  Thus it is debatable whether it is sensible to increase the range of activities at this 
time for those sites.  This needs to be considered in more detail during the consultation period.  
So, for the time being, Draft Bylaw 337.109 includes provision to allow for marihuana production 
facility as a permitted use in these zones. 

Next Steps 

Staff incorporated the amendments proposed by the Planning and Development Committee and 
made changes to bring the bylaws into alignment.  After consideration by the Board, the bylaws 
will be referred to the bodies identified at the April 17, 2014 PDC and public information 
meetings will be arranged for mid June.  A separate meeting will take place for Bylaw 310.157 
relating to the proposals for Area F and for clarity separate referral requests (and a separate 
staff information report) will also be provided for Bylaw 310.157. 

Copies of the draft Bylaws 310.156, 310.157 and 337.109 are attached for reference 
(Attachment C). 

 

 

David Rafael, Senior Planner  
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ATTACHMENT A 
Planning and Development Committee Recommendation (April, 17, 2014)  
Recommendation No. 11 Bylaws 310.156, 310.157 and 337.109 regarding Marihuana 

Production Facilities on all Land Use Zones that Allow Agriculture 
(Areas A, B, D, E, F) 

The Planning and Development Committee recommended that the staff report dated April 10, 
2014, titles “Bylaws 310.156, 310.157 and 337.109 Regarding Marihuana Production Facilities 
on all Land Use Zones that allow Agriculture (Areas A, B, D, E, F)” be received; 

AND THAT staff report back to the May 15, 2014 Planning and Development Committee 
meeting with the following amendments to draft bylaws 310.156, 310.157 and 337.109; 

e. THAT  Bylaws 310.156 and 337.109 be brought into alignment, so that they have 
similar requirements; 

f. THAT for Bylaw 337.109 delete the option for less than 1500m2 parcel size; 

g. THAT for Bylaw 310.156 delete the option for less than 3500m2 parcel size; 

h. THAT the review process for industrial zones in Hillside, Bylaw 310.157, be 
separate from that for Bylaws 310.156 and 337.109; 

i. THAT consideration be given to requiring a residence for production facilities that 
are located on properties where agriculture is permitted. 

AND THAT the draft bylaws with amendments be referred to: 

a. shíshálh Nation; 

b. Squamish Nation; 

c. all Advisory Planning Commissions; 

d. Agricultural Advisory Committee; 

e. Agricultural Land Commission; 

f. Ministry of Agriculture; 

g. Health Canada; 

h. RCMP (Sechelt Detachment); 

i. SCRD Fire Chiefs; 

j. Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee (Bylaw 310.156 only); 

k. Hillside Industrial Park Owners and Tenants Association (Bylaw 310.157 only); 

AND FURTHER THAT staff arrange three public information meetings in June, one in Electoral 
Area A (337.109), one in Electoral Area F (310.157) and the other for Electoral Areas B, D, and 
E (310.156) in a central location. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
310 Site/Development Specific Zones 
RU1A (Area B) 42 lot subdivision on south side of SC, Leaning Tree/Rocky Ridge/Ravens Cry 

Roads (Bylaw 310.62).  Rezoned from RU2 to RU1A to allow for range of uses that 
were not permitted in RU2 zone. Parcels range from 1.75 to 2.5 ha, most around 2 ha.  

RU1B  (Area F) 1010/1022 Chamberlain Rd and Esperanza Rd (Bylaw 310.65) rezoning of 
four sites to allow for “garden nursery and garden supply centre” as permitted use.  
Parcel is about 1.8 ha. 

 (Area E) 7820 (1800 sq m) and 7826 (2500 sq m) Fawn Road (Bylaw 310.65) rezoning 
of four sites to allow for “garden nursery and garden supply centre” as permitted use 

RU1C (Area D) 2930/2942 Day Road (Bylaw 310.088) – site specific rezoning to allow for 
auxiliary residential assembly.  The property is approximately 2.4 ha. 

RU1D (Area B) 5322/adjacent lot Backhouse Road (Bylaw 310.150), site specific rezoning to 
allow for a 2 lot subdivision.  Both lots are about 1 ha. 

RU2A (Area E) 857/915 Henry Rd at Reed Rd (Bylaw 310.090).  To allow Town of Gibsons 
works yard to include “yard waste transfer station” as a permitted use.  The site is 8.1 
Ha. 

RU3A (Area E) 325 Pratt Road (Bylaw 310.65) rezoning of four sites to allow for “garden 
nursery and garden supply centre” as permitted use.  Site is about 8800 sq m 

RU3B (Area E) 1564 Burton Rd (310.129) rezoned to allow for a duplex.  The site is in the 
ALR and is about 2 Ha. 

CD2 (Area D) 1610 Sunshine Coast Highway (Bylaw 310.116) site specific rezoning to allow 
for assembly use.  The property is approximately 6.5 ha.  The site is ALR and the 
proposed use required non-farm use permission from ALC.  

337 Site/Development Specific Zones (all in Area A) 
RU1A Large number of parcels along the south, east and north shores of Sakinaw Lake 

(Bylaw 337.63) 

RU1B Applies to most of the small islands around Francis Peninsula, in Sakinaw Lake and 
upper Sechelt Inlet. 

RU1C Number of parcels around Sakinaw Lake, a few on east side of Sechelt Inlet and 2 
parts of parcels that make up the south portion of Garden Bay Marine Provincial Park 
(337.63 and 337.94) 

RU1D 6564 Maple Rd, north of 6464 Maple, 6270 Maple, 6238 Maple, Egmont (337.63) 

All were introduced in Bylaw 337.63 which updated Bylaw 337 in response to recently adopted 
OCP for Area A.  The only site specific rezoning was for the properties on the east side of 
Sechelt Inlet that facilitated a subdivision.  The RU1A and RU1C zones reduced the range of 
uses and required larger parcel size for a second dwelling.  The purpose of this is to reduce the 
potential impact of development adjacent to Sakinaw Lake.  The RU1B zone reduces the range 
of permitted uses for the small islands.  This likely reflects the limited development capacity due 
to lack of potable water and suitable septic capacity. The RU1D zone allows for additional 
commercial uses on parcels greater than 3500 sq metres in the Egmont area. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.156, 2014 

 
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. 310.156, 2014". 
 
PART B – AMENDMENT 
 
2. Insert Part 511 as follows: 

 
511 Marihuana Production Facilities 
 
511 (1) “In Electoral Areas B, D and E, marihuana production facility is a permitted 

use in the CR1, CR2, RU1, RU1A, RU1B, RU1C, RU1D, RU2, RU2A, RU3, 
RU3A, and RU3B zones provided that the combined gross floor area for the 
facility is calculated according to Table III where Column I lists the parcel size 
and Column II lists the maximum permitted combined gross floor area of all 
buildings that are part of the facility. 

 
TABLE III 

COLUMN I COLUMN II 
Where Parcel Area Is: The Maximum Permitted 

Combined Gross Floor Area of all 
Marihuana Production Facility 

buildings is: 
 

For CR1, CR2, RU1, RU1A, RU1B, RU1C, RU1D, 

(i) 3500 m2 up to 2 hectares 200 m2 
(ii) 2 hectares or greater 300 m2 

 
For RU2, RU2A, RU3, RU3A, RU3B 

(i) 3500 m2 up to 2 hectares 200 m2 
(ii) 2 hectares up to 8 

hectares 
300 m2 

(iii) 8 hectares or greater As per the maximum parcel coverage 
in the particular zone 

 
Landscaping 
(2) a) All parcel lines on a parcel containing a marihuana production facility are 

designated for the purposes of requiring landscaping to separate the use.  

ATTACHMENT C
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b) Landscaping, approved by the Sunshine Coast Regional District, of all land 
in a setback area abutting a parcel line shall be provided and maintained to 
mask or separate a marihuana production facility use on a parcel from 
adjacent parcels. 

Height of Buildings and Structures  
(3) The maximum height shall not exceed 8.5 metres.” 

3.  (Country Residential One – CR1) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1000.1: “(6) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” 

b) in Section 1000.5 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

4. (Country Residential Two – CR2) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1000A.1: “(6) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” 

b) in Section 1000A.4 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

5. (Rural One – RU1) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1001.1: “(6) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” and renumber (6) to (7) 

b) in Section 1001.6 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

6. (Rural One A – RU1A) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1001A.1: “(6) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” and renumber (6) to (7) 

b) in Section 1001A.7 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

7. (Rural One B – RU1B) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1001B.1: “(6) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” and renumber (6) to (7) 

b) in Section 1001B.6 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

8. (Rural One C – RU1C) Insert the following:  

a) in Section 1001C.1: “(6) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” and renumber (6) to (7) 

b) in Section 1001C.6 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

9. (Rural One D – RU1D) Insert the following: 
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a) in Section 1001D.1: “(6) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” and renumber (6) to (7) 

b) in Section 1001D.6 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

10. (Rural Two – RU2) in Section 1011.1 renumber (7) to (8) and insert the following: 

“(7) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, subject to Part 511 of 
this bylaw.” 

11. (Rural Two – RU2) Delete “1011.5 with a parcel size equal to or exceeding 8 hectares, 
the additional permitted use is a marihuana production facility” and renumber 1011.6 
through 1011.9 to read 1011.5 through 1011.8 respectively 

12. (Rural Two – RU2) Renumber “1011.6 (2)” as “1011.6 (3)” and insert “with a parcel size 
parcels equal to or exceeding 8 hectares” to read: 

“(3) with a parcel size parcels equal to or exceeding 8 hectares no building used as a 
marijuana production facility under Section 1011.5 shall be located within 60 metres of a 
parcel line” 

13. (Rural Two – RU2) Insert the following: 

“1011.6 (2) with a parcel size less than 8 hectares no building used for marihuana 
production under Section 1011.5 shall be located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

14. (Rural Two A – RU2A) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1011A.1: “(6) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” and renumber (6) to (7) 

b) in Section 1001A.6 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

c) renumber 1011A.6 as “101A.6 (1)” 

d) “1011A.6 (2) with a parcel size less than 8 hectares no building used for marihuana 
production under Section 1011.5 shall be located within 15 metres of a parcel line” 

e) “1011A.6 (3) with a parcel size parcels equal to or exceeding 8 hectares no building 
used as a marijuana production facility under Section 1011.5 shall be located within 60 
metres of a parcel line” 

15. (Rural Three – RU3) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1021.1: “(8) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling, 
subject to Part 511 of this bylaw.” 

16. (Rural Three – RU3) Delete “1021.5 with a parcel size equal to or exceeding 8 hectares, 
the additional permitted use is a marihuana production facility” and renumber 1021.6 
through 1021.10 to read 1021.5 through 1021.9 respectively 

17. (Rural Three – RU3) Renumber “1021.6 (2)” as “1021.6 (3)” and insert “with a parcel 
size parcels equal to or exceeding 8 hectares” to read: 
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“(3) with a parcel size parcels equal to or exceeding 8 hectares no building used as a 
marijuana production facility under Section 1021.5 shall be located within 60 metres of a 
parcel line” 

18. (Rural Three – RU3) Insert the following: 

“1021.6 (2) with a parcel size parcels less than 8 hectares no building used for marihuana 
production under Section 1021.8 shall be located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

19.  (Rural Three A – RU3A) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1021A.1: “(8) marihuana production facility subject to Part 511 of this 
bylaw.” 

b) in Section 1021A.7 “(4) no building used for marihuana production shall be located 
within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

20. (Rural Three B – RU3B) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1021B.1: “(8) marihuana production facility subject to Part 511 of this 
bylaw.” 

b) in Section 10021B.7 renumber “(4)” to “(3)” and insert “(4) no building used for 
marihuana production shall be located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

 

PART C - ADOPTION 
READ A FIRST TIME this  DAY OF  MONTH YEAR 

READ A SECOND TIME this  DAY OF MONTH YEAR 

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this   DAY OF  MONTH  YEAR 

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO  
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this  DAY OF MONTH YEAR 

READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF  MONTH YEAR 

ADOPTED this  DAY OF MONTH YEAR 

 

 

 __________________________ 

 Corporate Officer 

 

 

 __________________________ 

 Chair 

68



SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 310.157, 2014 

 
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. 310.157, 2014". 
 
PART B – AMENDMENT 
 
I1 Zone 
 
1) Insert the following: 

 
“Site Specific Uses 

 
901.9  In addition to the uses permitted in Section 901.1, a marihuana production facility 

is an additional permitted use on the following lot: 
 
Lots 1, District Lot 1365 Plan LMP5923” 

 
I7 Zone 
 
2) Section 961.1 is amended by inserting, immediately following (4): 

 
“(5) marihuana production facility” 
 

3) Section 961.2 (2) is amended by replacing “(3) and (4)” with “(3), (4) and (5)” so that it 
reads: 
  

“no structure or use permitted under Section 961.1 (3), (4) and (5) shall be located within 
7.5 metres of a parcel line or within 7.5 metres of a zone boundary that abuts a RU2 or 
PA1 zone” 
 

4) Section 961.4 (2) is amended by replacing “(3) and (4)” with “(3), (4) and (5)” so that it 
reads: 

 
“the site coverage for all buildings and structures permitted under Section 961.1 (3), (4) 
and (5) shall not exceed 35 percent” 
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PART C - ADOPTION 
READ A FIRST TIME this  DAY OF  MONTH YEAR 

READ A SECOND TIME this  DAY OF MONTH YEAR 

APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this   DAY OF  MONTH  YEAR 

PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO  

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this   DAY OF MONTH YEAR 

READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF  MONTH YEAR 

ADOPTED this  DAY OF MONTH YEAR 

 

 __________________________ 

 Corporate Officer 

 

 __________________________ 

 Chair 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 337.109, 2014 

 
A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A Zoning Bylaw No. 
337, 1990”. 
 
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting assembled, 
enacts as follows: 
 
PART A - CITATION 
 
1. This bylaw may be cited as the " Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 337.109, 2014". 
 
PART B – AMENDMENT 
 
2. Insert Part 520 as follows: 

 
520 Marihuana Production Facilities 
 
520 (1) In Electoral Area A, marihuana production facility is a permitted use in the 

CR1, RU1, RU1A, RU1C, RU1D, RU2, and RU3 zones provided that the 
combined gross floor area for the facility is calculated according to Table III 
where Column I lists the parcel size and Column II lists the maximum permitted 
combined gross floor area of all buildings that are part of the facility. 

 
 

 
Landscaping 
(2) a) All parcel lines on a parcel containing a marihuana production facility are 

designated for the purposes of requiring landscaping to separate the use.  

TABLE III 
COLUMN I COLUMN II 

Where Parcel Area Is: The Maximum Permitted 
Combined Gross Floor Area of all 

Marihuana Production Facility 
buildings is: 

 
CR1, RU1, RU1A, RU1C, RU1D 

(i) 3500 m2 up to 2 hectares 200 m2 
(ii) 2 hectares or greater 300 m2 

 
For RU2, RU3 

(i) 3500 m2 up to 2 hectares 200 m2 
(ii) 2 hectares up to 8 

hectares 
300 m2 

(ii) 8 hectares or greater As per the maximum parcel coverage 
in the particular zone 
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b) Landscaping, approved by the Sunshine Coast Regional District, of all land 
in a setback area abutting a parcel line shall be provided and maintained to 
mask or separate a marihuana production facility use on a parcel from 
adjacent parcels. 

Height of Buildings and Structures  
(3) The maximum height shall not exceed 8.5 metres.” 

3. (Country Residential One – CR1) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1001.1 (1): “(c) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a 
dwelling, subject to Part 520 of this bylaw.” 

b) in Section 1001.3 “(d) no marihuana production facility building used for shall be 
located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

4. (Rural Residential – RU1) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1011.1 (1): “(d) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a 
dwelling, subject to Part 520 of this bylaw.”  

b) in Section 1011.5 “(d) no marihuana production facility building used for shall be 
located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

5. (Rural Residential A – RU1) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1021.1 (1): “(d) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a 
dwelling, subject to Part 520 of this bylaw.”  

b) in Section 1011.5 “(d) no marihuana production facility building used for shall be 
located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

6. (Rural Residential C – RU1C) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1041.1 (1): “(d) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a 
dwelling, subject to Part 520 of this bylaw.”  

b) in Section 1041.3 “(d) no marihuana production facility building used for shall be 
located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

7. (Rural Residential D – RU1D) Insert the following: 

a) in Section 1045.1 (1): “(d) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a 
dwelling,  subject to Part 520 of this bylaw.”  

b) in Section 1051.4 “(d) no marihuana production facility building used for shall be 
located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

8. (Rural Resource – RU2) insert the following: 

in Section 1061.1 (1): “(d) marihuana production facility in conjunction with a dwelling,  
subject to Part 520 of this bylaw.” 

9. (Rural Resource – RU2) Delete “1061.1 (6)  On parcels equal to or exceeding 8 hectares, the 
additional permitted use is a marihuana production facility  

10. (Rural Resource – RU2) Renumber Section “1061.5 (2)” to “1061.5 (3)” and insert the 
following: 

“on parcels equal to or exceeding 8 hectares” to read “(3)  No building used as a 
marijuana production facility under Section 1061.1 (1) shall be located within 60 
metres of a parcel line.” 
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11. (Rural Resource – RU2) Insert the following: 

“1061.5 (2) On parcels less than 8 hectares no building used as a marijuana production 
facility under Section 1061.1 (1) shall be located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

12.  (Rural Agriculture – RU3) Insert the following: 

 in Section 1081.1 (1): “(d) marihuana production facility subject to Part 520 of this 
bylaw.”  

13. (Rural Agriculture – RU3) Delete “1081.1 (4)  On parcels equal to or exceeding 8 
hectares, the additional permitted use is a marihuana production facility  

14. (Rural Agriculture – RU3) Renumber Section “1081.3 (3)” to “1081.3 (4)” and insert the 
following: 

“on parcels equal to or exceeding 8 hectares” to read “(4)  No building used as a 
marijuana production facility under Section 1081.1 (1) shall be located within 60 
metres of a parcel line.” 

15. (Rural Agriculture – RU3) Insert the following: 

“1081.3 (3) On parcels less than 8 hectares no building used as a marijuana production 
facility under Section 1081.1 (1) shall be located within 15 metres of a parcel line.” 

 
PART C - ADOPTION 
 
READ A FIRST TIME this  DAY OF  MONTH YEAR 
READ A SECOND TIME this  DAY OF MONTH YEAR 
APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of 
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this   DAY OF  MONTH  YEAR 
PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO 
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this   DAY OF MONTH YEAR 
READ A THIRD TIME this  DAY OF  MONTH YEAR 
ADOPTED this  DAY OF MONTH YEAR 
 
 
 __________________________ 
 Corporate Officer 
 
 
  __________________________ 
 Chair 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  May 7, 2014 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – May 15, 2014 

FROM: Andrew Allen, Senior Planner 

RE:  Zoning Amendment Bylaw 337.110 (Zacharias, 5956 Dubois Road) 

  

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee receive the report “Zoning 

Amendment Bylaw 337.110 (Zacharias, 5956 Dubois Road)” dated May 7, 2014; 
 
2. THAT Bylaw No. 337.110 be forwarded to the Board for consideration of First 

Reading; 
 
3. THAT Bylaw No. 337.110 be referred to the shíshálh Nation, Pender Harbour 

Volunteer Fire Department, and the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; 
 
4. AND THAT prior to consideration of Second Reading, a public information 

meeting be held. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The SCRD has received an application to allow the construction of a commercial storage facility 
on a property in Kleindale, located on the same property as the Kleindale Nursery. The subject 
property is located at 5956 Dubois Road and described legally as Lot 12, D.L. 3971, Plan 
VAP16896 and currently contains a dwelling and a garden nursery. The owners are proposing 
the addition of a commercial storage facility to the property.   
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 12, District Lot 3971 Plan VAP16896 
ELECTORAL AREA: A – Egmont/Pender Harbour 
LOCATION: 5956 Dubois Road, Madeira Park 
EXISTING OCP DESIGNATION: Future Kleindale Commercial Light Industrial 
EXISTING ZONING: RU1 
PROPOSED ZONING: Change to C3 with a site specific bylaw amendment  
PARCEL AREA: 8,093 m2 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The subject property is located just east 
of the intersection of the Sunshine Coast 
Highway and Dubois Road (see figure 
1). It is currently zoned RU1, which 
permits the existing uses on site, 
including the garden nursery, but does 
not permit the proposed use of a storage 

ANNEX F
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facility. The property is located within the Future Kleindale Commercial Light Industrial 
designation within the Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan, which supports the 
expansion of industrial activities in ways that are sensitive to neighbouring properties and 
sensitive ecosystems.  
 
The applicant’s initial proposal for the storage facility consists of 41 shipping containers each 
measuring 2.4 metres by 6.1 metres (8 feet by 20 feet) and providing 14.6 square metres (160 
square feet) of storage space per container. The total storage capacity of this facility, as 
proposed, is 598.6 square metres (6,560 square feet). The proposed layout of the storage 
facility uses an existing cleared section in the south east corner of the property, with the storage 
containers arranged in three rows of ten containers each and a fourth row with 11 containers 
adjacent to the east parcel line (see Attachment 1). 
 
The main purpose of the application is to add a storage facility to the existing uses on the 
property. Additional changes to the RU1 zoning have been proposed to allow the facility as 
proposed including: a relaxation of the setback to the rear property line from 5 metres to 1.5 
metres, an increase in the allowable parcel coverage from 15% to either 35% or 50%, an 
increase in the permitted fence height within the setbacks from 2.0 metres to 2.5 metres and the 
ability to hire 4 staff members on the property. It should be noted that the commercial uses 
mentioned within the RU1 zone (including the garden nursery currently on the subject property) 
do not include a maximum number of employees; however this limit could be placed on the 
subject property as part of this application, if recommended by the Planning and Development 
Committee. 

 
There is a range of commercial 
properties in the vicinity of the subject 
property: the properties to the east 
and west are zoned C2 (Tourist 
Commercial), and a property to the 
south on Whittet Road is zoned C3 
(General Commercial) though it is 
currently undeveloped. There are two 
existing storage facilities to the north: 
Pender Harbour Storage (zoned I1 
(Light Industry)) and Squirrel Storage 
(zoned C3 (General Commercial)). 
The Petro Canada site also has the 
potential for a storage facility under 
its C3 zoning designation (see Figure 
2). 

 
 
The applicant has prepared a “Development Impact Statement” (see Attachment 2), which 
considers a number of different aspects of the proposal including traffic, visual impact, noise 
impacts, environmental impact, fire protection and sewage, water and solid waste. The 
applicants indicate that they have discussed the application with some of the neighbours on 
Dubois Road. As part of the rezoning process the community will have various opportunities to 
provide input into the proposal. 
 
 
 

Figure 1 – Location Map 

Figure 2 – Zoning of neighbouring properties 
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ANALYSIS 
 
We Envision 
There are a number of strategic directions in the ‘We Envision’ plan that relate to this application 
regarding economic development, environmental protection and general land use principles. 
The storage facility has the potential to create local employment benefits and take advantage of 
a cleared site on an already developed property; however the location of the proposed storage 
facility is in close proximity to tributary of Laughlin creek and as part of ensuring that the plan’s 
core value of environmental responsibility is maintained an assessment of the riparian habitat of 
the creek that considers the impact of the storage facility and the potential changes to 
stormwater runoff patterns caused by the increase in impermeable surfaces on the subject 
property. 
 
Egmont/Pender Harbour OCP 
The Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan designates the subject parcel as “Future 
Kleindale Commercial/Light Industrial”, which is described in OCP Policy 13.2 as:  

 
“The area between Menacher Road and Garden Bay Road at Kleindale is well suited as 
an alternate primary commercial centre for the Plan Area.  Schedule A4 designates as  
FUTURE KLEINDALE COMMERCIAL/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL an area suited for service 
industries including neighbourhood, community and general commercial development.  
Scale of development may be limited due to lack of water servicing.  Any large scale 
development may require an on-site reservoir to provide fire protection.  This general 
designation is not intended to preclude other areas within the plan area from due 
consideration for commercial or industrial activity.”  

 
The implementation of this policy is through individual zoning bylaw amendments at the 
discretion of the landowner provided that the associated public hearings should not be waived. 
In the case of this proposal the applicants instigated the rezoning and are proposing a light 
industrial use with limited site servicing requirements. The existing septic facilities related to the 
garden nursery should be sufficient for the new storage facility, provided that the applicants 
ensure that storage facility employees and customers have access to the nursery’s washroom 
facilities. In terms of servicing for fire protection, staff are recommending a referral to the Pender 
Harbour Volunteer Fire Department to ensure that existing fire protection measures are 
sufficient to support the proposed storage facility. 
 
Environmental 
SCRD Mapping indicates that a tributary of Laughlin creek runs along the eastern parcel line, 
before turning and running west along the rear property line. Photos submitted by the applicant 
appear to show that the creek has been diverted into drainage ditches and a culvert that 
empties into a wetland on an adjacent southern property. A riparian assessment to determine 
the allowable setbacks to this watercourse (in conjunction with both the requirements of the 
Riparian Areas Regulations and Section 516 (watercourse setbacks) of Zoning Bylaw 337) will 
be required. A drainage ditch flowing into a creek is considered a creek pursuant to the Riparian 
Areas Regulation. 
 
Servicing 
The primary servicing concern is regarding storm water management. As part of this application 
the property owners are proposing an increase in the amount of parcel coverage allowed on the 
property from 15% (since the subject property has a total area of 8,093 m2 the current allowable 
coverage is 1,213.95 m2) to either 35% (or 2,832.55 m2) or 50% (or 4,046.5 m2). This is a 
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significant increase in the amount of impermeable surfaces onsite, especially considering the 
proximity of the property to the tributaries of Laughlin creek. The applicant is proposing placing 
the storage containers on a gravel surface and using gravel access roads, though it is unclear 
how the containers will be placed (whether they will be installed directly onto a hard packed 
gravel surface, or whether they will be elevated to allow for additional drainage underneath) or 
how the roads will be finished. Further details have been requested from the applicant. The 
potential sedimentation of Laughlin creek should also be considered as part of the riparian 
assessment, as additional stormwater management features (drainage ditches, additional rock 
pits etc) may be required to preserve riparian habitat. 
 
Access 
Access to the property is from two driveways off of Dubois Road. As proposed the site plan 
includes the main exit to the garden centre (the first exit) which leads almost directly to parking 
for the garden centre. The second access on the eastern portion of the property provides direct 
access to the storage facility. This configuration will hopefully limit bottlenecks of traffic at either 
access and allow for smooth traffic flows inside of the property. Dubois Road meets the 
Sunshine Coast Highway at approximately a 90 degree angle, with a considerable shoulder on 
the east side to aide right hand turns. There is not a left turn lane, however the recent Integrated 
Transportation Study did not identify this intersection as a problem area and the proposed 
storage facility does not have high traffic generating potential. The application will be referred to 
the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure for comment. 
 
Planning staff have some questions regarding the proposed layout of the shipping containers. 
The current configuration places the storage containers into four columns with an access of 5.48 
metres (18 feet). This width may not be sufficient to allow vehicles to access these containers 
as their turning radius likely exceeds the width of the access of a large truck. There are a few 
potential solutions to this issue: the first involves placing the two middle rows of containers back 
to back to widen the access between each column or to remove the bottom storage container 
from each row to allow vehicles to drive through the storage area without turning around. 
Planning staff will be working with the applicant on these access details. 
 
Visual Considerations 
Commercial storage facilities typically offer customers access to their units for set periods of 
time (i.e. 9:00 am to 6:00 pm) and thus night time lighting at levels sufficient to allow customers 
to access their storage units may not be required, further mitigating potential impacts on 
neighbouring property owners. However there is no guarantee that there will be no night time 
use. There will potentially be some security measures that may require some level of nighttime 
lighting, however the use of focused spotlights and the location of the storage facility at the back 
of the property will reduce potential light spill. Planning staff will request the applicants submit a 
lighting plan. 
 
Screening and Landscaping  
As part of the rezoning application, the property owners are also requesting an increase to the 
fence height allowed within the setback area to 2.5 metres. Section 513(1) of Zoning Bylaw 310 
permits fences of up to 2 metres within the setback area as fences over 2 metres are 
considered “structures” and must meet the setback requirements on each particular zone. The 
request for an increase in fence height will serve two purposes: the first is increased security for 
the proposed storage facility, while the second relates to increased protection of the garden 
nursery from the resident elk population in Madeira Park. Given the position of the storage 
facility at the rear of the property, the increased fencing will have limited visual impact on the 
neighbouring properties and it will likely limit the visibility of the shipping containers for the 
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subject property’s southern neighbour. The issue with fence height and visibility is potentially 
more of an issue for the property line adjacent to Dubois Road as a large fence may create an 
imposing visual barrier, creating an unattractive streetscape. The design of the proposed fence 
should allow for the garden centre to be seen from the street, which will provide visually 
interesting elements, while providing increased protection for the storage facility and garden 
nursery. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The applicants have requested a change to the zoning designation of their property to allow for 
the addition of a commercial storage facility and have requested a number of additional changes 
to facilitate the development of the storage facility and enhance their existing garden nursery. 
There are four options for the zoning amendment bylaw: 
  

1. A site specific bylaw amendment in the RU1 zone, which will add a commercial 
storage facility, with reduced setbacks to the rear side parcel line, an increase in 
site coverage to 35% and an increase in the permitted fence height to 2.5 
metres. The SCRD also has the option to include a limit on the number of 
employees on the parcel to four as requested by the applicant. 

2. Change the zoning to General Commercial (C3) which would allow for a storage 
facility, in addition to a number of other commercial uses, and an increase in 
parcel coverage (to 50%). This would still potentially require a site specific 
variance to the siting requirements to allow the storage facility 1.5 metres from 
the side and rear parcel lines and for an increase in fence height to 2.5 metres. 

3. Change the zoning to Light Industrial (I1), which would allow for a storage facility 
in addition to a number of other industrial uses, and an increase in parcel 
coverage (to 50%). This would still potentially require a site specific variance to 
the siting requirements to allow the storage facility 1.5 metres from the side 
parcel line for an increase in fence height to 2.5 metres. 

4. Change the zoning to General Commercial (C3) with a site specific bylaw 
amendment to limit the commercial uses to garden nursery, commercial storage 
facility and the single family dwelling. Additionally the site specific amendment 
will include a limit to the parcel coverage of 35%, the relaxation of the side yard 
setback to 1.5 metres and an increase in fence height to 2.5 metres. 

 
Based on the above, Planning staff are recommending Option 4 with a limit to the parcel 
coverage of 35% and the requirement that the setback to the side property line be subject to the 
receipt of a Riparian Assessment report that assess the riparian habitat in Laughlin Creek, 
particularly in regards to increased run off and sedimentation that could be caused by the 
increase in impermeable surfaces in close proximity to the watercourse. 
 
Changing the zoning to C3, but limiting the potential commercial uses, recognizes that with the 
addition of the storage facility (in combination with the existing garden nursery) the overall 
character of the property has become commercial, with the residential use being somewhat 
secondary. The use of the C3 zone will accomplish this, while limiting the additional types of 
commercial uses to only the storage facility and not the full range of uses allowed by the C3 
zone. Limiting this proposal to the storage facility will allow the applicants increased commercial 
activity on the property, while maintaining the existing residential use and providing the 
neighbourhood with some certainty about the proposed development and a new commercial 
use with limited neighbourhood impacts (noise, traffic, outdoor lighting etc). 
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Referrals and Consultation 
 
Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning Commission 
The application was considered by the Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning Commission 
at their meeting on April 30, 2014. The APC was supportive of the application and supports a 
parcel coverage increase to 50% on a site specific amendment to the I1 zoning under the 
condition that a hydrological engineer approves a drainage plan for the property.  The APC also 
supports a higher fence and the hiring of four additional staff for the business. 
 
The Planning and Development Division does support the application at this time but has 
introduced a fourth option, which was not noted on the initial staff report to the APC.  This option 
is changing the zoning to C3 with site specific uses to match the proposed development, as 
described on the previous page under the “Recommendation” heading.  With two non-
residential uses on the site; garden nursery and storage it would appear that the overall use 
exceeds the typical I1 zoning and is more along the lines of a commercial zoning.  The site 
specific restrictions would add certainty to the neighbourhood that other uses, not proposed at 
this time, will not be added later.  Planning staff believe this is the best approach that will 
provide certainty and enable a consideration of all requests made by the applicant.  The process 
will have to continue through referrals and community engagement to ensure there is sufficient 
support. 
 
Referral Agencies  
Should the bylaw amendments receive first reading agencies including the Ministry of 
Transportation, shíshálh Nation and the Pender Harbour Fire Volunteer Department will receive 
referrals and an opportunity to comment on the zoning request. These comments will inform 
Planning staff recommendations and may trigger the need for additional studies or information 
from the applicants. 
 
In addition to these referrals neighbouring property owners and the community at large will have 
an opportunity to provide comments on the zoning request at both a public information meeting, 
and a public hearing. Staff are recommending the scheduling on the public information meeting 
following the first reading of the bylaw amendment and prior to the second reading. of the bylaw 
amendment. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The SCRD has received an application for the construction of a commercial storage facility 
consisting of 41 shipping containers (representing a total storage area of 598.6 square metres) 
located at 5956 Dubois Road, the site of the Kleindale Nursery. The property currently contains 
a dwelling unit and the garden nursery and the applicants are proposing the construction of the 
storage facility on a cleared area in the south east corner of their property. In conjunction with 
the request to add the storage facility as a site specific permitted use the applications are also 
requesting an increase in parcel coverage to 35% (from 15%), a variance to setback from the 
rear parcel line from 5 metres to 1.5 metres and a change to the fence height from 2 metres to 
2.5 metres. 
 
The options are to deny the rezoning request; make a series of site specific changes to the RU1 
zone (to permitted uses, parcel coverage, setbacks and fence height); or to rezone the property 
to either C3 (General Commercial) or I1 (Light Industry), subject to referral comments, and 
comments received during the public information meeting and the public hearing.   
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Planning staff support the site specific option with changes to the RU1 zone that relate 
specifically to the subject property, subject to the receipt of any required environmental studies 
(including a Riparian Assessment of Laughlin creek) (see Attachment 3). 
 
Attachments: 3 
 
 1. Site Plan – Showing location of proposed storage facility and configuration of shipping 

containers 
 2. Development Impact Statement  
 3. Draft Bylaw 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 Electoral Area A ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 337.110, 2014 
 
 
A bylaw to amend the "Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990". 
 
The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District, in open meeting assembled, 
enacts as follows: 
 
 
PART A - CITATION 
 
1. This bylaw may be cited as the " Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area A 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 337.110, 2014". 
 
 
PART B – AMENDMENT 
 
2. Part VIII: Commercial Zones, Section 1011.1, C3 (General Commercial) zone, is amended as 

follows: 
i. Sections 821.2 to 821.4 are renumbered to 821.3 to 821.5 respectively; 

 
ii. Insert into new Section 821.1: 

 
Site Specific Uses 
 
The following are permitted on Lot 12 District Lot 3971 Plan VAP16896: 
 
(a) Storage facilities, excluding autowrecking and salvage yards; 
 
(b) Garden nursery 
 
(c) One single family dwelling 
 
(d) The maximum parcel coverage of all buildings and structures shall not exceed 50 
     percent; 
 
(c) The maximum height of all fences shall be 2.5 metres; 
 
(d) No structure may be located within: 
 
 a. 5 metres of the front parcel line 
 b. 1.5 metres from the rear or interior side parcel line 
 c. 4.5 metres from an exterior side parcel line 
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PART C - ADOPTION 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME this    DAY OF  MONTH YEAR 
 
READ A SECOND TIME this      DAY OF MONTH YEAR 
 
APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of 
THE TRANSPORTATION ACT this   DAY OF  MONTH  YEAR 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING HELD PURSUANT TO  
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this   DAY OF MONTH YEAR 
 
READ A THIRD TIME this    DAY OF  MONTH YEAR 
 
 
ADOPTED this  DAY OF MONTH YEAR 
 
         
         
        __________________________ 
        Corporate Officer 
 
 
         __________________________ 
         Chair 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  May 7, 2014 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee, May 15, 2014 

FROM: Andrew Allen, Senior Planner  

RE:  HALFMOON BAY OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT BYLAW 675.1 

 
Recommendations 
 

1. THAT Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 675.1 be 
forwarded to the Board for first and second reading; 
 

2. THAT Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 675.1 be 
considered consistent with the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s Financial and 
Waste Management Plans; 
 

3. THAT pursuant to Section 879 of the Local Government Act, consultation for the 
bylaw amendment has occurred with previous meetings with residents of the 
Halfmoon Bay hub area on previous occasions and no further technical referrals 
or consultations are required; 
 

4. AND THAT a public hearing be scheduled in the SCRD Board Room prior to a 
regular SCRD Board meeting on June 12, 2014. 
 

 
 
Summary 
 
At its regular meeting of April 24, 2014 the SCRD Board adopted Bylaw 675: Halfmoon Bay 
Official Community Plan.  At this meeting, after adoption there was a follow up resolution to re-
consider the boundaries of the Halfmoon Bay Community Hub: 
 
Bylaw 675 It was moved and seconded 

263/14 THAT Planning staff prepare an amendment to Bylaw 675 which reviews 
the boundary of the Halfmoon Bay Community Hub (shown as Hub #2 
on Map 1 of the Halfmoon Bay OCP) and reduces the hub boundary 
from its current extent to the following properties:  

1. The Halfmoon Bay wharf;  
2. The Halfmoon Bay General Store and Bakery;  
3. The commercially zoned properties near the intersection of 

Redrooffs Road and the Sunshine Coast Highway; and  
4. The property hooked across the Sunshine Coast Highway and 

adjacent to Trout Lake Road. 

    CARRIED 

ANNEX G
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Bylaw 675: Halfmoon Bay OCP, Summary of Second Public Hearing 
 
 

 
 

The request was based on concerns raised at and before the second public hearing for Bylaw 
675 on April 8th.  Wording was presented on the April 17th PDC report, that formed a part of the 
recommended third reading, as amended, which was intended on alleviating the concerns 
raised by the residents within the Halfmoon Bay Community Hub.  Third reading, as amended 
was accepted into the final version of Bylaw 675, adopted on April 24th. However after the 
adoption the Board directed staff to prepare an amendment to the OCP that re-defines the 
boundary of the Halfmoon Bay Community Hub.  The amended Map 1, showing the proposed 
boundary adjustment is attached to the Bylaw Amendment, which is attached to this report.   
 
An amending bylaw will require individual readings and a public hearing and is considered a 
different process from the recently adopted Bylaw 675. However, given that Bylaw 675 was 
recently adopted and the consultation on this potential amendment has been on-going this 
bylaw amendment can proceed expeditiously.  The changes are being made to meet the 
request of the community.   
 
Recommendations 
 
It is recommended that Bylaw 675.1 be forwarded to the Board for 1st and 2nd reading and that it 
be considered consistent with the SCRD’s financial and waste management plans and that 
further engagement opportunities include on-going conversations with the residents with the 
Halfmoon Bay community hub area and a public hearing to be held at the SCRD Boardroom 
prior to a regularly scheduled Board meeting. 
 
 

 
_________________________ 
Andrew Allen, Senior Planner 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  April 30, 2014 
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – May 15, 2014 

FROM: Lesley-Ann Staats, Planning Technician, Planning & Development Division 

RE:  Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.184 (Pinkerton) – Area D 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the report titled “Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.184 (Pinkerton) 
– Area D” and dated April 30, 2014 be received; 
 
AND THAT Development Variance Permit 310.184 (Pinkerton) be issued to relax 
the minimum required setback to a front parcel line as required in Section 601.4 
(1) of Zoning Bylaw 310, from 5 meters to 1.7 meters for a single family dwelling. 
 
AND FURTHER THAT prior to issuance, a setback permit from the Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure be issued. 
 
  
BACKGROUND 

The SCRD received an application to vary Section 601.4 (1) of Zoning Bylaw 310 to relax the 
minimum required setback from a front parcel line from 5 meters to 1.7 meters to enclose an 
existing deck. The property owners would like to renovate the interior of the existing house and 
enclose the deck by building walls and putting a roof over it.  Table 1 below outlines the 
application summary. 
 
Table 1: Application Summary 
APPLICANT:   Janice and Gerald Pinkerton 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Amended Lot A (Explanatory Plan 2540) of Lot 20, East Part of District Lot 1316, 

Plan 5221, PID: 011-206-021 
ELECTORAL AREA: D 
LOCATION:  765 Maskell Road, Roberts Creek, BC 
ZONE:   R1 
OCP DESIGNATION: Residential 
PROPOSED VARIANCE: To vary the minimum required setback to a front parcel line, Section 601.4 (1) of 

Zoning Bylaw 310, from 5 metres to 1.7 metres for a single family dwelling. 
PARCEL AREA: 2776 m2 
 
 

ANNEX H
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DISCUSSION 
 
The waterfront property is located at 
the end of Maskell Road in Roberts 
Creek (see Figure 1). The parcel 
fronts on Maskell Road, which is only 
developed up to the northeast corner 
of the subject property.  The rest of 
Maskell Road down towards the 
beach is not developed and acts as a 
public beach access point.  Across 
from Maskell Road is a large property 
that is mostly treed, with a dwelling 
located near the shoreline on the 
southeastern tip of the property, out 
of sight from the subject dwelling.   

Figure 1: Location Map  
 
The house was built in 1977 under building permit 3026. Building inspections were completed 
throughout the process, but the final inspection was never completed, and therefore final 
occupancy was never issued.  Building department staff noted that this was quite common at 
that time.  Maskell Road is not developed, so staff assume this would likely have been the 
reason for not recognizing that the foundation was poured in the wrong location – within the 
front parcel line setback; however, this is unknown.  Because final occupancy was never issued, 
the building permit expired and was never completed.  Thus, the house was built too close to 
the property line, as shown in Figure 2 below.  A development variance permit will legalize the 
location of the house, and allow the property owners to complete their renovations and enclose 
the deck which is partially located within the front parcel line setback.  The proposed 
renovations will match the existing foundation, and will not further contravene the zoning bylaw.  
A new building permit and final inspection will be required to complete building permit 3026 and 
to allow the deck enclosure.   
 

 
Figure 2: Site Plan  
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The property is not located within a Development Permit Area (DPA), but it is within an area of 
geotechnical concern in the recently completed geotechnical assessment by Kerr Wood Leidel.  
The house is located within proposed DPA Zone 1B: Coastal Slopes, which means that any 
land alteration would be subject to a geotechnical assessment to ensure safety from coastal 
slope erosion.  Land alteration generally triggers the requirement for a Development Permit, but 
because the foundation was poured in 1977 and the owners plan on using the existing 
foundation, there will be no additional land alteration.  Also as this is a proposed DPA, staff do 
not see the need to request a geotechnical assessment.  That said, any future development that 
would require land alteration will require a geotechnical assessment and approval by a qualified 
geotechnical engineer. 
 
CONSULTATION 
 
Referral Agencies 
The development variance permit application has been referred to the following for comment: 
 
Referral Comments 

SCRD Building Department Approval recommended subject to the following comments: A final 
approval was not given for the original dwelling.  Deck does not 
appear to have been included on original plans.  The permit was 
expired. An inspection is required to determine that all health and 
safety items have been completed.  

Squamish Nation No concerns  

Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure 

Approval recommended for the following reasons:  Does not 
foresee the approval of the proposed development variance 
impacting the operation or maintenance of Maskell or Milliner Road, 
Roberts Creek BC.  There is potential for 768 Maskell Road to be 
subdivided in the future, but the setback variance will have no 
bearing on future development in the area. 

Roberts Creek APC The APC supports the Development Variance Permit to relax the 
minimum required setback to a front parcel line as required in 
Section 601.4 (1) of Zoning Bylaw 310, from 5 meters to 1.7 
meters.  

  
Should the SCRD approve this application, the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure 
(MOTI) must issue a setback relief permit to allow the location of the house 1.7 meters from 
Maskell Road.   
 
Owner/Occupier Notification 
Adjacent property owners and residents located within a 50 metre radius of the subject property 
were notified of this application by letter. No comments have been received to date. Due to the 
undeveloped road and distance to nearest residence, staff consider impacts to neighbours to be 
negligible. 
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SUMMARY 
 
The Regional District received a development variance permit application to relax the setback to 
a front parcel line from 5 metres to 1.7 metres to legalize the location of an existing house built 
in 1977 in order to complete renovations and enclose an existing deck.  The SCRD Building 
Department, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, and the Roberts Creek APC all 
recommended approval of this application.  Staff recommend approval of this application 
because there appears to be negligible impacts on neighbouring property owners, the owner at 
the time had taken out a building permit with good intentions in 1977, the existing foundations 
will be used, and there appears to be no negative environmental impacts. 
 
                                                       
Attachments:  5 
A.  BC Land Surveyor’s Certificate of Location 
B.  Site Plan 
C.  Cover letter from applicant 
D.  Variance Criteria from application 
E.  Draft Development Variance Permit 
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ATTACHMENT A 
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ATTACHMENT B 
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ATTACHMENT C 
765 Maskell Road 
Roberts Creek, BC 
V0N 2W6 
March 28, 2014 
 
Sunshine Coast Regional District – Planning Dept. 
Sechelt BC 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
We are applying for a Development Variance Permit for our property at the foot of Maskell 
Road.  We intend to do some renovations to the existing house, which was built by our family in 
the 1970’s, and have discovered that our existing side deck falls within the 5 m setback.  
Maskell Road, although it appears to end when it reaches our upper property line, has an 
allowance which runs beside our property on the east side, right to the natural waterfront 
boundary, and it is the setback from this line which is at issue. 

As the house is now 40 years old, we need to replace its roof, windows, flooring, and other 
outdated and aged components.  At the same time, we want to open up and modify the interior 
floorplan to some degree.  We want to cover our entryways, both at the front and the east side 
of the house, and to change the single garage to a double. 

The side entry is the part of our plan that we believe to require a DVP.  There is currently an 
open deck in that location, built over a concrete foundation that is part of the original house.  
We would like to be able to cover that deck, creating a dry, enclosed ‘mudroom’, but the deck’s 
encroachment on the setback is the problem. 

Our DVP application is enclosed. 

We appreciate any guidance and direction you can offer in this regard.  Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

Jan and Gerry Pinkerton 
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ATTACHMENT D 
VARIANCE CRITERIA – Part of Application 
 

(1) The variance should not defeat the intent of the bylaw standard or significantly 
depart from the planning principle or objective intended by the bylaw. Please 
elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria: 
 
We would like to cover an existing deck. We do not intend to further encroach the 
right of way.  The house was built in the 1970s, and we understand its placement was 
compliant at that time. 

 
(2) The variance should not adversely affect adjacent or nearby properties or public 

lands. Please elaborate how the requested variance meets this criteria: 
 

Our east-side neighbours are well out of sight.  Their large property begins across the 
easement and then across the ‘creek’ or drainage ditch, and the house is located on 
the east side of their property.  Our proposal has no effect on them or on any of our 
neighbours (or “should have” no effect). 

 
(3) The variance should not be considered a precedent, but should be considered as a 

unique solution to an unusual situation or set of circumstances. Please elaborate 
how the requested variance meets this criteria: 

 
This is the place the house was built in the 70’s, rather than a request to introduce an 
encroachment. 
 

(4) The variance represents the best solution for the proposed development after all 
other options have been considered. Please elaborate how the requested variance 
meets this criteria: 
 
There is already an entry to the house from the deck, and a new entry is not practical.  
We require a dog entry, so would like to close it in. 

 
(5) The variance should not negatively affect the natural site characteristics or 

environmental qualities of the property. Please elaborate how the requested 
variance meets this criteria: 

 
This would not change the site characteristics. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT 
NO. 310.184 

 

DRAFT 
 
TO: Janice and Gerald Pinkerton c/o Kirsten Rawkins 
   
ADDRESS: PO Box 3404  
 Smithers, BC  V0J 2N0 
 
This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the bylaws of the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District applicable thereto, except those specifically varied or 
supplemented by this Permit. 
 
This Development Variance Permit applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District described as follows: 
 
 Legal Description: Amended Lot A (Explanatory Plan 2540) of Lot 20, East Part 

of District Lot 1316, Plan 5221 
 P.I.D.: 011-206-021 
 Civic Description: 765 Maskell Road, Roberts Creek, BC 
 
The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the provisions, terms 
and conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached hereto as a schedule 
and which forms part of this Permit. 
   
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local Government 
Act for the purpose of permitting a single family dwelling on those lands described herein, and 
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows: 

 
To relax the minimum required setback to a front parcel line as required in 
Section 601.4 (1) of Zoning Bylaw 310, from 5 meters to 1.7 meters. 

 
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit.  No construction shall commence 
without prior written consent of the Building Inspector. 

 
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2) 
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse. 
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This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and 
conditions: 
 
Prior to Issuance Conditions: 
 
(1) Receive setback permit from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure 

 
General Conditions: 
 
(1) Adhere to site plan prepared by L.W. Penonzek, B.C.L.S. and dated February 25, 

2014 attached hereto as Appendix ‘A’.  
  *Attachment A in staff report to May 15, 2014 PDC 

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

DATE:  April 29, 2014 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – May 15, 2014 

FROM:  Stina Hanson, Planning Technician, Planning & Development Division 

RE:  Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.183 (Dixon) (Area F) 

RECOMMENDATION: 

1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report titled 
“Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.183 (Dixon) (Area F) and dated 
April 29, 2014; 

2. THAT Development Variance Permit No. 310.183 to relax the minimum required 
setback to a side parcel line contiguous to a highway from 4.5 metres as required by 
Section 601.4(2) of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw 310,  to 0.49 metres 
on Lot 3, Block 6, District Lot 687, Plan 2075 for the repair of an existing deck and the 
construction of a new deck roof be issued. 

3. AND THAT the issuance of DVP 310.183 be subject to: 

a. Receipt of confirmation that the existing wooden gazebo has been modified and 
does not cross the side parcel line of Lot 3, Block 6 District Lot 687, Plan 2075.  

BACKGROUND 

The SCRD received an application to vary Section 601.4 (3) of Zoning Bylaw 310 to relax the 
minimum required setback from a side parcel line adjacent to a road allowance to allow for the 
repair of an existing deck and the construction of a new deck roof for a portion of the existing 
deck. 
 
APPLICANT:   Carmen Dixon 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 3 Block 6 District Lot 687 Plan 2075 PID: 016-249-810 
ELECTORAL AREA: F 
LOCATION:  491 Woodland Avenue, Gibsons, BC  
ZONE:   R1 
OCP DESIGNATION: Residential 
PROPOSED VARIANCE: To vary the minimum required setback to an exterior side parcel line adjacent to 

a road allowance, Section 601.4 (3) of Zoning Bylaw 310 from 4.5 metres to 0.49 
metres to allow for the repair of an existing deck and the construction of a new 
roof cover for a portion of the existing deck. 

PARCEL AREA: 632 m2 

ANNEX I
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DISCUSSION 
The subject property is located on 
Woodland Avenue near the undeveloped 
confluence of Woodland Avenue, Beach 
Avenue and Marine Drive (see Figure 1 
below). The property was initially 
developed in 1994 and was the subject of a 
previous Development Variance Permit DVP 
310.23 to relax the front setback from 5 
metres to 0.6 metres to permit the 
construction of a single family dwelling. The 
original variance permit indicated that the 
rear portion of the dwelling including the 
attached deck conformed to the required 
setback of Section 601.4 (3) of Zoning Bylaw 

310 of 4.5 metres (for a side parcel line adjacent to a road allowance), however when the 
current owner of the subject property (not the original developer as the applicant purchased 
the property in 2013) applied for a building permit for the deck repairs and roof cover it was 
discovered that the home does not comply with the original site plan submitted for DVP 310.23 
and that the deck encroaches into the side setback (see Attachment 1). 

 
As part of the documentation created with the original building permit application for the single 
family dwelling a “BC Land Surveyor’s Certificate of Location” (see Attachment 2) was 
completed that shows the home was actually constructed at 1.96 metres from the front parcel 
line and that the rear deck (which was constructed at the same time as the dwelling) was 
constructed at 1.87 metres from the side parcel line, instead of the required 4.5 metres. The 
applicant’s proposal of reconstructing the deck and adding a new roof cover to a portion of the 
deck will require a new variance permit to address the location of both the deck, and the new 
deck roof including its overhang (see Attachment 3). 
 
The footings for the deck remain in their original location (at 1.87 metres and 2.12 metres from 
from the side parcel line) and the new wood frame for the deck roof is located on the existing 
deck (at ~2.5 metres and 2.15 metres from the side parcel line). The deck roof has an overhang 
of 1.63 metres, and is setback 0.49 metres from the side parcel line. This is greater than the 
siting exception allowed for eaves in Section 506(2)(a) of Zoning Bylaw 310 (which allows the 
setback to be reduced by not more than 2 metres) and thus the variance request is to allow the 
setback reduction from 4.5 metres to 0.49 metres to permit the roof overhang (see Attachment 
3) 
 
The house, deck and roof cover conform to all other requirements of Zoning Bylaw 310 
including the height limit of 8.5 metres on a parcel less than 750 m2, the floor area maximum of 
170 m2 (a floor area ratio of 0.3) and a parcel coverage of less than 35%. The property is also 
not located within a Development Permit Area or within an area of geotechnical concern in the 
recently completed study by Kerr Wood Leidel. 

Figure 1 – Location Map 

Figure 1 – Location Map 

Figure 1 – Location Map 
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The original home received a setback relief permit for the front of the home from the Ministry 
of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) and the applicant received an 
encroachment/setback relief permit from MOTI to address the deck, new deck roof, gazebo and 
fence (MOTI Permit 2014-01788.1). It should be noted that while the road dedications for both 
Beach Avenue and Woodland Avenue interact with Marine Drive, they have been developed as 
local access roads and the developed portions do not intersect Marine Drive. There is a 
considerable slope on the undeveloped portion of both roads and further extension of either 
Beach Avenue or Woodland Drive is unlikely, meaning that the deck and roof will not impact 
the current or future configuration of Beach Avenue.  
 
In addition to the deck repair and roof cover, there is a wooden gazebo structure, and fence 
located at the rear of the property. The majority of the gazebo is located on the road allowance 
(see Attachment 3) and under the jurisdiction of MOTI and has been legalized through MOTI’s 
issuance of encroachment/setback relief permit number 2014-01788.1. There is a portion of 
the gazebo roof that currently crosses the property line and staff recommend the modification 
of the gazebo roof so that the structure does not cross the property line, is entirely on the road 
allowance and therefore can be legalized by the MOTI encroachment permit. The size of the 
gazebo (less than 9.2 square metres or 100 square feet) means that a building permit is not 
required.  
 
CONSULTATION 
 
Referral Agencies: 
The development variance permit application has been referred to the following agencies and 
adjacent property owners and residents within a 50 metre radius of the subject property for 
comment: 

Referral Comments 

SCRD Building 
Department 

Building Department has no concerns with the application. 

Squamish Nation No concerns with the application. 

Ministry of 
Transportation and 
Infrastructure 

Issued encroachment/setback relief permit 2014-01788.1 to 
authorize deck, deck roof, gazebo and fence. 

Area F APC MOTION: (JK/BW): That the APC has no problem with the 
application, under the condition that the Ministry of Transportation 
and Infrastructure do not have a problem and the neighbours are 
fine with the application. CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Neighbouring 
Properties 

Two letters were received (see Attachment 4): 

One neighbour was not opposed to the variance as requested, but 
had some concerns regarding previous landscaping work on the 
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property. Planning staff have followed up with a response to 
questions regarding works in the road right of way. 

The second neighbour was also not opposed to the variance and 
felt that more care should have been taken By the SCRD during the 
initial construction of the home. 

ANALYSIS  
 
The subject property contains a number of challenging elements including: the configuration of 
the existing access roads, the topography of the lot, historic development patterns, the width of 
the road allowance, enforcement of the initial variance and subsequent alterations at the rear 
of the property. The configuration of the house and topography of the property does not allow 
for the deck to be easily relocated and the present location does take advantage of the patio 
area that was cleared and finished when the house was originally constructed. In terms of the 
potential impacts on neighbouring property owners, the configuration of the existing house, 
and the topography ensure that there will be no negative impacts to view corridors (see 
Attachment 5).  
 
In terms of the potential impacts on road access caused by the position of the deck and the 
existing gazebo and patio, these were addressed by the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure through the issuance of the encroachment/setback relief permit and thus staff 
believe the variance request should be supported as proposed. Staff are requesting that the 
roof of the gazebo be modified so that does it not cross 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Regional District received a development variance permit application to relax the setback 
to a side parcel line adjacent to a road allowance from 4.5 metres to 0.49 metres to allow for 
the repair of an existing deck and the construction of a new deck roof. The previous 
Development Variance Permit, and the lack of impacts on neighbouring property owners 
provide a strong rational in support of the application.  Staff recommend supporting the 
application (Attachment 6) as requested, with the condition that the gazebo structure be 
modified so that it does not cross the property line. 
 
Attachments: 4 

1. Site Plan submitted with original DVP application 
2. BC Land Surveyor’s Certificate of Location 
3. Updated site plan 
4. Letters Received 
5. Photos of site 
6. Draft Variance Permit 
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From: ron godfrey
To: Stina Hanson
Subject: SCR District DVP 310.183
Date: Thursday, May 01, 2014 10:23:14 AM

Stina Hanson,
 
Thank you for the time yesterday to explain this variance.  I have no objection to the variance as
discribed.
 
However, as discusssed I do have an issue with the way the owner left the bottom half of the property
and the adjacent Road Allowance, ie Beach Ave.  Having clear cut the Broad Leave Maples leaving a
lot of the smaller trunks laying on the hill side.  A potential fire hazzard in time when they dry out. It is
also noticable the evergreens on this road allowance and the West side of the Granthams hill have
been topped. Could you please advise me which government department sanctions this kind of work?
 
It should be noted I did talked to the owner some months ago who at the time said the contracter
would be advised. Nothing has happened to clean up the debris which restricks the narrow lane turn
around at  Marine drive, 793, 795 and 797.  I will try to make another contact.
 
Thank you for yout help,
 
Ronald J Godfrey
795 Marine Drive
Lot D, Block 4, Plan VAP15622
District Lot 687,  PID 007-654-499
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From: Judith Kenly
To: Stina Hanson
Subject: DVP 310.183
Date: Saturday, May 03, 2014 12:18:12 PM

I can see no reason for not approving DVP 310.183 .  
 None of the houses around that property, face Mrs. Dixon's house and therefore should
not be  effected in any way.  Had the SCRD overseen the development of that property,
twenty years ago, the building would have been situated where the designs had placed it,
and the builder would not have been allowed to alter the approved design and put the
house elsewhere.     Nor would he have been allowed to dig out the property without
putting in a retaining wall.   The current owner of the said property should not be
penalized for activities which took place twenty years ago, and which were not adequately
supervised by the SCRD. 
  Judith Kenly   798 Fisher Rd.  Grantham's Landing
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT 

NO. 310.183 
 

DRAFT 
 

 
 
TO: Anita Carmen Dixon  
 
ADDRESS: PO Box 1351 
 Gibsons, BC  
 V0N 1V0 
 
This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the bylaws of the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District applicable thereto, except those specifically varied or 
supplemented by this Permit. 
 
This Development Variance Permit applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District described as follows: 
 
 Legal Description: Lot 3 Block 6 District Lot 687 Plan 2075 
         P.I.D.:  016-249-810 
  Civic Description: 491 Woodland Avenue, Gibsons, BC 
 
The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the provisions, terms 
and conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached hereto as a schedule and 
which forms part of this Permit. 
   
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local Government 

Act for the purpose of constructing a roof cover and repairing and existing deck on those lands 
described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District (Electoral Area F) Zoning Bylaw No. 
310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows: 
 

To vary the minimum required structural setback from a side parcel line adjacent to 
a highway, as required in Section 601.4(3) of Zoning Bylaw 310, from 4.5 metres to 
0.49 metres. 

 
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit.  No construction shall commence 
without prior written consent of the Building Inspector. 
 
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2) 
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse. 
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This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and 
conditions: 
 
General Conditions: 
 
  
(1) Adhere to the sketch plan dated May 7, 2014 attached hereto as Appendix ‘A’. 
 
Except as may be authorized by the Minister responsible for heritage conservation, no 
person may damage, alter, or remove from a site any object, artifact, feature, material or 
other physical evidence of unknown origin that may be protected under the Heritage 
Conservation Act.  In the event of finding a possible archaeological site or artifact 
immediately stop work and contact: 
 

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

b. The Intergovernmental Relations Department, Squamish Nation at 604-
998-0285. 

 
Except as specifically provided above, this Development Variance Permit in no way relieves the 
owner or occupier of the responsibility of adhering to all other legislation of responsible 
authorities, which may apply to the land. 
 
 
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No.  PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL 
DISTRICT BOARD THE nn DAY OF Month, 2014. 
 
ISSUED THIS ___________ DAY OF ________________________, 2014. 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
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Appendix A 
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HILLSIDE ACTIVITY REPORT 
May 6, 2014 

 
1. McNair Creek Bridge Repair 

 
There was communications between staff and HSPP regarding its request for a road use agreement over 
SCRD property and timing and priority.  Staff wanted clarification regarding whether this matter was holding 
up the bridge repairs and were informed it was not; but it is a matter that needs to be addressed.   
 

 
2. Hillside Financials 

 
A report regarding Hillside financials has been prepared and is on the May Planning and Development 
Committee In-Camera Agenda. 
 
 
3. Potential Property Acquisition 
 
A report regarding potential property acquisition at Hillside has been received and is on the May Planning 
and Development Committee In-Camera Agenda. 
 
 
 
Steven Olmstead, 
General Manager of Planning and Development Division 

ANNEX J
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:             May 7, 2014  

TO:  Planning and Development Committee, May 15th, 2014 
FROM: Building Department 
RE:  Building Department Revenues for April 2014 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
 
THAT the report regarding Building Permit revenues for April 2014 be received for information. 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Permit revenue has increased slightly each month since January to the point where revenue for 
April is more than double the revenue for January and approximately $6000 more than last 
month’s revenue.  
 
Applications for single family dwellings are relatively vigourous this month compared to past 
months where the bulk of permits have been smaller additions and alterations. Single family 
dwellings comprise 50% of the number of permits issued and contribute more than 50% of the 
residential revenue. At the time of this report there are approximately 12 applications for single 
family dwellings pending issuing.   
 
A larger commercial permit issued in Area A contributed substantially to this month’s revenue.  
 
Permit applications pending and inquiries directed towards building staff indicate that this trend 
should maintain itself throughout the summer months.  
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Teresa Agnew 
Building Division 
 
 
 
Attachment A - Summary of 2014 permit activity to date 
Attachment B - Graph of building revenue history 
Attachment C – Summary of activity with 3 year comparison and district breakdown.  
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 8P5700 Page: 1
Date: May 02, 2014 Time: 3:44 pm

Permit Type: All Status Code: ISSUED
District: All Year: 2014
Area: All Areas Period: 4 To 4

BUILDING DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT
For the Month of: April 2014

Three Year Construction Type Comparison
Work Code Description 2014 2013 2012
ADDITIONANDALTERATION 0 10 6
WOOD STOVE/CHIMNEY 0 0 0
AUXILIARY DWELLING 0 0 0
COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION 1 0
DEMOLITION 2 4 1
AGRICULTURAL BUILDING 0 1 0
INDUSTRIAL BUILDING 0 0 0
MULTIFAMILY DWELLINGS 0 0 0
NEW CONSTRUCTION 1 0 0
SWIMMING POOL 0 0 0
plumbing fixtures only for SFD 0 0 0
PERMIT RENEWAL 0 0 0
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 5 14 11
SINGLE FAMILY DWEWNG 1 0 0
Special inspection 0 0 0
TEMPORARY PERMIT 0 0 0
TENANT IMPROVEMENT 0 0 1
UPGRADE 0 0 0
RETAINING WALL 1 1 0
WOODSTOVE/CHIMNEY 0 0 0
AUXILIARY BUILDING 3 6 4
CHANGE OF USE 1 0 0

Total Permits: 16 37 23-

District Breakdown
—

______

District Name Total Number of Permits Total Billings Total Project Values
Area A 3 28,552.00 2,297,400.00AREA B 1 1,377.00 117,400.00Area D 5 12,298.00 1,145,000.00Area E 1 466.00 24,000.00AREA F 6 8,215.50 779,000.00

Grand Totals: 16 $ 50,908.50 $ 4,362,800.00

Attachment C
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT 
APRIL 2014 

 
1. Development Control 

 
A. Please refer to the attached tables titled SCRD Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity and 

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

Referrals, UREP referrals. 
 

Two new applications were received in April. 
 
All Electoral Areas 
2411009 – Crown Referral from 0793670 BC Ltd. for the seven day BC Bike Race.  The 
BC Bike Race takes place on private, municipal and provincial crown lands. This 
application is only for the tenurable portions of provincial crown land.  The BC Bike Race 
will take place June 29, 2014 to July 5, 2014. 
 
Electoral Area B 
2410979 – Crown Referral from Western Tidal Holdings for ocean energy investigation in 
Welcome Passage, between Thormanby Island and the Sechelt Peninsula.  A report was 
prepared for APC in April and NRAC in May; however, the province notified staff that the 
application has been abandoned. 
 
Ongoing applications: 
 
Electoral Area A 
2408889 – Crown Referral from Richard Fair for an expansion to his shellfish (oyster) 
aquaculture site.  This application was referred to the NRAC and the APC in March for 
comments. The NRAC did not support the application. The APC raised some concerns but 
commended this type of industry and would like to see it be successful. This application 
was considered at the April PDC.  Comments were forwarded to the Province on April 25, 
2014 to meet the extended deadline. 
 
Electoral Area B 
2410904 – Crown Referral from Willis Horst for a boat launch and dock located at 10605 
Sunshine Coast Highway, Halfmoon Bay. This application was referred to the APC for 
comments in January. On February 3, 2014 staff received a letter from the Navigable 
Waters Protection Program which approved the applications as requested.  This application 
was reviewed by the PDC in March.  A site visit was conducted by the Board on April 7, 
2014.  The province has notified staff that they will not request the applicant to amend the 
application area again. This application will be considered again at the June PDC. 

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

 
No new referrals were received in April. 

 
 

ANNEX L
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D.  Agricultural Land Commission Applications 
 
No new applications were received in April. 
 
Ongoing applications: 
 
Electoral Area E 
E-38 (Andrews) for Subdivision. This application is for a lot line adjustment at 1624 
Sunshine Coast Highway, Elphinstone, BC.  This application was referred to the AAC and 
APC for comment in March. This application was supported by the PDC in April. This 
application with all referral comments will be sent to the ALC in May. 

 
E. Subdivision Activity 

Two new subdivision applications were received in April: 
 
Allain – MOTI File #2014-01880 – 2 lot subdivision on Beach Avenue in Area D 
 
Clelland – MOTI File #2014-01893 – 4 lot subdivision on Margaret Road in Area D 

 
F.  Development Variance Permits 

One new application was received in April. 
 
Electoral Area D 
 
310.184 (Pinkerton) to relax the front setback from 5 meters to 1.72 meters for an existing 
single family dwelling that was built with a permit in 1977 but never received final 
occupancy. This application was referred to the Roberts Creek APC and will be reviewed 
at the May PDC. 

 
Ongoing Applications: 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
337.139 (Pearce) to vary the required setback to water body (ocean) in order to permit 
already built decks and ramps within the 7.5m setback. Staff are awaiting an updated 
survey and completion of a Preliminary Field Reconnaissance prior to bringing this 
application to the PDC with a recommendation. Staff have sent two reminder letters dated 
November 8, 2013 and December 23, 3013. Staff received a response letter on February 
19, 2014.  Staff will prepare a report for the June PDC. 
 
337.141 (Flood) to relax the minimum size of a portion of a hooked parcel in the B 
subdivision district to allow for a two lot subdivision on Oyster Bay Road and a potential 
relaxation of the front setback for proposed lot B. Staff are waiting for an updated survey 
before bringing the application to a future PDC. 
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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. Staff are awaiting an updated site survey in 
order to prepare a report for an upcoming APC meeting. 
 
310.176 (Rockwater) to vary the setback to allow the elevated walking deck/path, a portion 
was built on the adjacent property.  Considered at PDC in January and Board resolution to 
issue subject to completion of a couple of items.  Survey provided, save harmless 
covenants sent to property owners in February.  Staff working with applicants to finalize 
the covenants. 
 
310.179 (Horst) to relax the waterfront (ocean) and exterior side setback to legalize already 
built structures and buildings. Initial application (DVP 310.163) was denied in 2012 and 
the owner has submitted a new application to try again. This application was referred to the 
Halfmoon Bay ACP and neighbours within 100m for comment. The APC did not support 
this application.  Seven letters from neighbours have been received: five do not support 
this application and two support it. This application was reviewed at the March 21, 2014 
Special PDC.  The Board conducted a site visit on April 7, 2014.  This application will be 
considered again at the June PDC. 
 
Electoral Area F 
 
310.183 (Dixon) to relax the rear yard setback adjacent to a road from 4.5 m to 0.8 m to 
allow the construction of a roof structure over an existing sundeck. The application will be 
considered at the May PDC. 

 
G. Board of Variance 

 
No new Board of Variance applications were received in April. 

 
H. Building Permits 

 
Staff reviewed 17 building permit applications in April to confirm Zoning Bylaw and 
Official Community Plan compliance. 

 
I. Development Permits 

 
Two new Development Permit Applications were received in April. 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
DP A-35 (Dion) located on Sakinaw Lake in DPA 1 (Stream Riparian Assessment Area) to 
allow the construction of a seasonal use cabin and studio. Staff are currently awaiting the 
RAR assessment report. 
 
 
Electoral Area D 
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DP D-130 (York) located in DPA 1 and 3B (Stream Riparian Assessment Area) to allow 
the construction of a single family dwelling. Staff are currently reviewing the permit 
documentation. 
 
Ongoing Applications: 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
DPV A-34 (Mulligan for Belich) located on Sakinaw Lake in DPA 1 (Stream Riparian 
Assessment Area). Permit was approved at the April PDC meeting, subject to the approval 
of the shíshálh Nation and registration of 2 covenants. Planning staff are waiting for final 
comments from the nation and covenant registration. 

 
DP A-28 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 has been referred to the APC, SIB and MFLNRO.  Notification has 
been sent to the property owners within 100 m of the subject property. The application will 
be referred to the PDC after issues with SIB and MFLNRO have been resolved. 
 
DVP A-24-1 (Green for Mulherin) an application to amend an existing DVP (issued in 
January 2013) to move a proposed pier and ramp from the southern portion of the property 
to the northern portion. Permit amendment was issued April 15. 

 
Electoral Area D 

 
DPV D-111 (Matheson) to vary the watercourse setback and front parcel line setback for 
an already built retaining wall on a property in Roberts Creek.  This application was 
deferred by the Board in 2012 pending geotechnical assessments. The owners have agreed 
to complete the required reports and this application will be reviewed again once the 
completed reports have been received by staff. 
 
DPV D-128 (Spithoff) is located within DPA 4 (Shoreline) on Beach Avenue. The 
application is for site preparation, land clearing and the construction of a single family 
dwelling. Outstanding information (comments from the shíshálh Nation and the receipt of a 
coastal assessment report) were received and the permit was issued April 24, 2014. 
 

J. Bylaws 
 

One new application was received in April. 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
Zoning Bylaw Amendment 337.110 (Zacharias) for the addition of a commercial storage 
facility on 5956 Dubois Road in Kleindale. The commercial storage facility would consist 
of 41 shipping containers placed on a currently vacant portion of the property (which also 
contains a garden nursery business) and would also require an increase in parcel coverage, 
a relaxation of the rear and side yard setbacks and an increase in fence height to 2.5 metres. 

120



Planning and Development Division Monthly Report – April 2014 Page 5 of 7 
 

The application was referred to the Area A APC in April and will be presented for first 
reading and the scheduling of a public information meeting at the May PDC. 
 
Ongoing Applications:  
 
All Electoral Areas 
 
Zoning Bylaw Amendments 310.156, 310.157 and 337.109 (SCRD) for small scale 
marihuana production facilities.  Staff are exploring criteria on regulating building size, 
parcel size, form and character and setbacks.  On April 1, 2014, Staff attended a conference 
call with ALC and other local governments. Report with draft zoning bylaw amendments 
considered at April PDC and amendments recommended.  Amended draft bylaws will be 
reported to May PDC. 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
Zoning Bylaw Amendment Bylaw 337.107 (Green for Saunders) The application was 
considered at the April PDC and a public hearing is scheduled for June. Planning staff 
continue to spend time fielding inquiries from both the applicant and neighbours. 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
310.131 and 325.18 (375703 BC Ltd. / 624032 BC Ltd.) to amend the subdivision 
designation for a residential subdivision and permit a slight reduction in the minimum lot 
size in exchange for dedicating additional parkland.  Staff corresponded with the applicant 
to finalize the covenant for execution and registration. 
 

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 Stages II and III – Additional referral comments from the Ministry 
of Environment were received in April.  The AAC dedicated part of its April meeting to 
meet with local grocer, Bob Hoy, to discuss issues surrounding retailing locally produced 
food in existing retail stores, and to further discuss how the Ag Plan could be implemented. 
   

(B) Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan – The Halfmoon Bay OCP was adopted in April. 
Planning staff have prepared a follow up amendment to re-define the boundaries of the 
Halfmoon Bay Community Hub.  A report and draft bylaw is on the May PDC agenda and 
a public hearing is proposed for June. 
 

(C) Planning staff continue to work on a draft of the terms of reference for the Egmont/Pender 
Harbour OCP review and plan to put the draft on the June PDC agenda. 
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(D) Sunshine Coast Housing Committee – Meeting held on April 29, 2014. The Coordinator 

will provide an update at the May PDC. 
 

(E) BURNCO Environmental Assessment – Staff reviewed the draft application information 
requirement and submitted staff level comments by March 28 deadline and provided an 
update at the April PDC. 

 
3. Other 
 

(A) Coal Transfer Proposal – The issue was the subject of an SCRD resolution which was 
adopted at the April AVICC.   

 
(B) Woodfibre LNG – CEAA agreed to BC EAO substitution request, thus the EA will be a 

joint process managed by BC EAO. 
 

(C) Community to Community Forum – grant application submitted to UBCM on April 3 for 
the April 4 deadline.  Staff from SCRD and SIB met April 23 to discuss progress and next 
steps.   
 

(D) Port Mellon Waste to Energy Incinerator (Metro Vancouver) –  Letters sent to BCEAO, 
CEAA, Metro Vancouver, Ministry of Environment, BC Premier, and Squamish Nation.  
Metro Vancouver postponed a public open house in Gibsons area (was to be hosted by 
Metro Van at its expense).  Staff attended April 30th Metro Vancouver workshop regarding 
process for reviewing the waste to energy project. 

 
(E) Gambier Island Woodlot Proposal - Planning staff and Directors took part in a conference 

call on April 2, 2014 with members of the Gambier Local Trust Committee, Island Trust 
Planners, and SCRD Elected officials to discuss the BCTS consultation process and 
Gambier Island concerns on a Woodlot Licence.  The concerns raised were the consultation 
process, process for woodlot management, ensuring the requirements are met, and 
overseeing the sale of the lot once a licence has been issued.  It is likely that SCRD will be 
asked to support any letters to Ministers and possibly attend any meetings with the 
province or the successful bidder. This issue has been added to the agenda for a meeting 
with the Squamish Nation. 

 
(F) Planning staff had a telephone meeting on April 3, 2014 with six home-schooled students 

to discuss the pros and cons of backyard chickens and how the SCRD addresses this issue. 
The students will have a debate on this topic on April 16, 2014 in the SCRD Board Room.  
This debate is not open to the public. 
 

(G) Planning staff attended the “Nuts and Bolts of Placemaking Workshop” on April 18, 2014 
at the Trout Lake Community Centre in Vancouver as part of the Vancouver City 
Commons Placemaking Course. The workshop was facilitated by Mark Lakeman, head of 
City Repair. Workshop discussed the importance of involving citizens in local placemaking 
initiatives and the various forms these types of projects can take. Planning staff also 
attended a presentation by Mr. Lakeman in Roberts Creek on April 17, 2014. 
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(H) Electronic Document Retrieval Management System – Planning staff attended presentation 
regarding new software for EDRMS, further staff working group meetings will be held in 
May. 
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SCRD Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity
BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

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

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

Totals 29 13 16 6 6 9 12 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

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

Totals 8 20 21 19 7 12 12 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD

West Howe Sound 4 7 6 2 8 3 0 0
Elphinstone 4 6 5 4 2 3 1 1 1
Roberts Creek 8 12 5 10 10 7 11 3 1 1 5
Halfmoon Bay 7 3 8 10 6 5 4
Egmont/Pender Hrbr 4 5 2 5 5 3 4 1 1 1 3

Totals 23 33 26 31 29 21 20 4 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD

West Howe Sound 38 29 45 37 35 33 24 1 2 3
Elphinstone 58 44 45 49 44 39 54 2 3 1 1 7
Roberts Creek 68 59 54 71 56 51 33 7 3 4 7 21
Halfmoon Bay 86 61 62 70 64 56 41 4 2 2 1 9
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 153 93 117 105 70 74 62 2 3 7 6 18

403 286 323 332 269 253 214 16 11 14 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014
Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD

West Howe Sound 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
Elphinstone 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Roberts Creek 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Halfmoon Bay 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 1 1
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 0 0 0 0 0 8 9 1 1 1 3
All Electoral Areas 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 16 15 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4Totals

Crown Land Permit Applications

Year

Year

Bylaw Amended

Official Community Plan

Totals

Zoning Bylaw
Year

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW 

Year

Official Community Plan

Year
Electoral Area
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SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Area TOTAL April YTD Area TOTAL April YTD

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

Totals 21 22 22 23 6 2 8 Totals 81 58 45 39 15 6 24

Subdivision Application Fees Collected 
Year Electoral 2011 2012 2013
2009 Area TOTAL April YTD
2010 A 3 2 2 1
2011 B 1 1 3
2012 D 3 6 5
2013 E 4 4 1 1
April F 3 2 0 1 1

2014 YTD Totals 14 15 11 1 3

Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Area TOTAL April YTD Area TOTAL April 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 $0 Totals 0.985 0 0 0.0852 0 0 0

Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Electoral 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Area TOTAL April YTD Area TOTAL April 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 $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 $26,450 $0 $2,450 Totals $0 $2,450 $2,450 $4,900 $0 $0 $0
* Does not include District of Sechelt. * Does not include District of Sechelt.

District of Sechelt
Development Cost Charges Electoral 2011 2012 2013

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

2014 YTD

Electoral 2010 2011 2012 2013
Area April YTD Subdivision Exclusion Inclusion Non-Farm

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

Totals 3 4 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 0

$56,100

$0

2014

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed

2014
Subdivisions Receiving Final SCRD Approval

Strata Conversion Applications Reviewed
2014

Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication
Year

$15,455.00
$22,165.00
$19,947.00
$14,335.00
$5,175.00
$2,060.00

$9,105

2014

Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)
Year

2014

Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision* 

2014

ALR Applications Reviewed

$82,500

2014 2014

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*
Year

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits* 
Year

Year

Year

2014

Amount Collected

$118,800

$0
$94,600
$223,300
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SUNSHINE	COAST	REGIONAL	DISTRICT	&	SECHELT	INDIAN	BAND	

HERITAGE	PROTOCOL	ADVISORY	COMMITTEE		

SECHELT	NATION	HEALTH	&	SOCIAL	BOARDROOM	
	

FEBRUARY	24,	2014	MINUTES	

ATTENDEES:	

Sechelt	Indian	Band	 Chief		 	 	 	 	 	 Garry	Feschuk	
	 	 	 Councillor	 	 	 	 	 Jordan	Louie	

																													Councillor	 	 	 	 	 Chris	August	
	 	 	 Rights	and	Title	Department	Director	 	 Jasmine	Paul	
	 	 	 Rights	and	Title	Department	Researcher	 Kelly	Boras	
	 	 	 Recording	Secretary	 	 	 	 Selina	August	
	

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	
Chief	Administrative	Officer	 	 	 John	France	
General	Manager,	Planning	&	Development						Steve	Olmstead	 	
Senior	Planner		 	 	 	 David	Rafael	

Municipal	Representatives:	

	 	 	 District	of	Sechelt	 	 	 	 Darnelda	Siegers		
	 	 	 Town	of	Gibsons	 	 	 	 Gerry	Tretick		

Call	to	order:	 10:50	am	

AGENDA	
	
1. Adoption	of	Agenda	–	with	the	addition	of	a	standing	item	on	economic	development	
	 Moved:	J.	Louie	

Seconded:	D.	Siegers	
Carried	
	

1
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MINUTES	
	
2. Adoption	of	Minutes	of	Heritage	Protocol	meeting	held	November	18,	2013	

Moved:	D.	Siegers	
Second:	D.	Shugar		
Carried	

	
REPORTS	
	
3. Report	on	Actions	from	Meeting	of	November	18,	2013	

	
Reviewed	verbally	by	David	Rafael.	
	

4.	 Engagement	Process	(final	agreement)	
	

 Final	agreement	will	be	reviewed	by	SN	Chief	and	Council	on	Feb.	26,	2014,	followed	
by	a	final	review	by	SCRD	Directors	

 J.	Louie	recommended	that	SN	and	SCRD	present	the	Engagement	Process	jointly	at	
the	UBCM/LGLA	in	order	to	demonstrate	our	strong	working	relationship.	

	
MOTION:	Chief	Feschuk	and	Chair	Nohr	will	sign	a	joint	letter	to	the	UBCM	requesting	the	
opportunity	to	present	jointly	at	a	workshop	session	during	the	next	UBCM.	
	
Moved:	D.	Siegers	
Second:	J.	France	
Carried	
	

Bring	back	for	review	at	next	Heritage	meeting.	
	
5.		 C2C	Pre‐Planning	for	UBCM	Application	
	

 Squamish	and	Sliammon	to	be	invited	to	participate	
 Possible	itinerary	could	be	a	cultural	presentation	in	the	morning	followed	by	an	

afternoon	focused	on	joint	agreements	and	possibly	economic	development	
 A	date	needs	to	be	chosen	soon	in	order	to	invite	MPs,	MLAs,	Ministers,	etc.	
 Target	date	should	be	June	or	July	–	before	the	next	municipal	elections	
 Application	needs	to	be	completed	prior	to	the	end	of	March	

	
MOTION:	That	staff	from	SN	and	SCRD	submit	an	application	to	UBCM	for	community	
funding	to	be	approved	by	Board	and	Chief	and	Council;	AND	THAT	the	C2C	forum	is	added	
to	the	March	5th	meeting	with	the	SCRD,	who	will	work	collaboratively	with	the	Squamish	
Nation;	AND	THAT	staff	work	towards	holding	the	event	in	June	or	July;	AND	THAT	the	
shíshálh	Nation	invited	the	Sliammon	Nation	to	participate.	
	
Moved:	D.	Siegers	
Second:	J.	Louie	
Carried	

	 	

2127



	
6.	 Egmont	Point	Notation	of	Interest	–	Response	from	FLNR	
	

 Received	for	Information.	
	

MOTION:	That	SN	and	SCRD	write	a	joint	letter	regarding	Egmont	Point	and	send	the	letter	
to	the	appropriate	Ministers	requesting	that	they	define	the	process	for	protecting	Egmont	
Point	under	the	Provincial	act	that	applies	to	the	land	and	surrounding	water;	AND	THAT	
the	letter	includes	the	cultural	significance	to	SN,	including	that	the	area	is	protected	by	a	
Conservation	Area	under	the	Land	Use	Plan.	
	
Moved:	G.	Nohr	
Second:	J.	Louie	
Carried	

	
7.	 Mount	Elphinstone	Plan	
	

 Referred	to	the	next	meeting	due	to	lack	of	time.	
	
8.		 Narrows	Inlet	Hydro	Project	
	

 Verbal	report	provided	by	Jasmine	Paul.	
	
9.	 Economic	Development	
	

 This	item	will	become	a	STANDING	ITEM	for	future	Heritage	Protocol	meetings.	
	
	
IN	CAMERA	HELD	
	
Date	of	next	Meeting:		
	 May	26,	2014	at	SCRD	Office	(Field	Road)	11:00	am	(after	Joint	Watershed)		
	
 
ADJOURNMENT:	12:05pm	
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Sunshine Coast Housing Committee 
March 26, 2014 

Minutes of Regular Meeting held in the Cedar Room, SCRD Offices, Sechelt, BC 
 

Present: Lee Ann Johnson (Chair), Donna Shugar, Stacia Leech, Scott Avery, David 
Rafael, Andre Boel, Mark Wilson, Kenan MacKenzie, Sue Jackel 

Regrets: Shelley McDade 
Absent: Alice Lutes, Ray Parfitt, Tom Lancaster, Clark Hamilton 
Coordinator: Matt Thomson 
Guests: Diana Rae, Co-Executive Director, Sunshine Coast Community Services 

Lee Haffner, Board Chair, Gibsons United Church 
Teri Scallon, Minister, Gibsons United Church 
Brian Smith, Executive Director, Sunshine Coast Community Futures 
Iain Palmer, Habitat for Humanity 

Consultant: Robert Brown, Catalyst Community Developments Society 
Recorder: Diane Corbett 

 
 
 

Call to Order   10:32 a.m. 
 

1.   Agenda 
By general consent, the agenda was accepted as amended by moving discussion of 
meetings to item 2. 

 
2.   Meetings – greater frequency? 

It was proposed that the frequency of Housing Committee meetings be increased to 
once per month, on the third Wednesday of the month, with a break in the summer 
(August). If members could not attend monthly, it might be possible to select an 
alternate. There is a speakerphone at the SCRD meeting site; members have the option 
of joining the meeting via teleconference. 

 
Action: Matt will send out a Doodle poll for the April meeting date. 

 
3.   Minutes of January 29, 2014 

By consensus, the minutes of January 29, 2014 were adopted as amended by removing 
reference to a transition house on page 1. 

 
Bring forward the following items to a future agenda: 

• page 3: Potential impact of changes of building code on cost of housing; 
• page 4: Amount of housing subsidy from the province; 
• page 5: Update on goals for the coming year. 

ANNEX N
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Sunshine Coast Housing Committee Minutes of March 26, 2014 

- 2 - 

 

 

 
 

4.   Identifying Appropriate Partnership Frameworks in Creating a Community Land Trust 
(In addition to funds from Sunshine Coast Community Services to pay for the 
consultant’s fees, Community Futures facilitated funds in the form of a grant from 
VanCity Credit Union.) 

 
Robert Brown of Catalyst Community Developments Society, author of the March 20, 
2014 draft report on identifying appropriate partnership frameworks in creating a 
Community Land Trust (distributed with agenda), provided an overview of the report 
and potential development models and vehicles to provide affordable housing on the 
coast. Possible partnership frameworks and potential projects for three sites were 
described, with a focus on affordable rental and affordable home ownership housing. 
Committee members offered comments and inquiries related to the report. 

 
The consultant proposed as next steps: 
• Initial development feasibility studies for the Ebbtide Street and Farnham Road sites, 

including conceptual site and unit layouts, and financial feasibility including potential 
financing and funding sources; 

• Further investigation of capacity and resources in the area of housing management 
and operations. This could include a facilitated gathering of stakeholders in this 
sector; 

• Review of additional potential sites including discussions with community based 
organizations with existing real estate holdings: SCCSS, Gibsons United Church, 
others; 

• Further investigation of the logistics, required resources and potential funding of a 
locally based Land Trust/non-profit development entity; 

• Others to be discussed with Housing Committee. 
 

Terry Scallon and Lee Haffner expressed interest in Gibsons United Church being 
involved in the discussion of possibilities for affordable housing. The Church has three 
lots and is looking to develop or sell, towards something meaningful that benefits the 
community and enhances sustainability for the Church. The Consultant accepted an 
invitation to take a look at the lots on the way back to the ferry. The Coordinator 
indicated he would like to set up a meeting with the Gibsons United Church and 
Sunshine Coast Community Services for further discussions on affordable housing. 

 
The Coordinator discussed funding of the proposed next steps. Getting core 
stakeholders together would be part of the Coordinator position. Continuing to have 
outside expertise in terms of doing the per forma development costs and sketching out 
detailed development and operational plans would mean the need to continue to have 
Robert Brown onboard. CMHC funding was described. 

 
Recommendation No. 1 

The Housing Committee recommended by consensus that the Coordinator goes ahead 
and makes the application to CMHC as soon as possible. 
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Further discussion ensued on the funding programs of VanCity Foundation, the Real 
Estate Foundation, and Sunshine Coast Community Foundation. 

 
Members thanked the Consultant for the work done. Once the study is finalized, the 
Coordinator will set up times to present to local governments. 

 
Action: Stacia and Sue will help the Coordinator with finalizing the study. 

 
5.   Final Housing Needs Assessment – Deferred 

Members: Please send edits to Matt. 
 

6.   Meetings with Minister Coleman and John Weston 
The scheduling of the meetings with Minister Coleman and with MP John Weston will 
be based on finalizing the Housing Needs Assessment. The request for meetings came 
from the Regional District Board (see January 29, 2014 Housing Committee minutes). 

 
Action: SCRD staff will retrieve numbers on the amount of housing subsidy received by 
the Sunshine Coast from the Province. 

 
7.   Next Meeting April 16 or 23, 2014 at 10:30 a.m. – TO BE CONFIRMED 

Adjournment  12:23 p.m. 

Parking Lot 
• Discussion on amenity contributions for affordable housing 
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Agricultural� Advisory� Committee�
April	  22,	  2014	  	   3:30�� m	  
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),	  Dawn	  Myers,	  Betty	  Hart,	  Margrett	  George,�� on��� ll,� �
Martin�� iewitz,	  Dave	  Ryan,	  Frank	  Roosen	  

Regrets:� Peter	  Doig,�� aty	  Latham	  
Absent:�� Gerald	  Rainville,	  Jade	  Bisson,	  Dennis	  Wilkinson, �� icole	  Huska	  
Also	  present:	   Lee	  Turnbull,	  Director,	  Area	  F	  (part)	  
� Lorne	  Lewis,	  Director,	  Area	  E	  (part)	  
� Donna	  Shugar,	  Director,	  Area	  D	  (part)	  
� Gary�� ohr,	  Director,	  Area	  B	  (part)	  
� Frank	  Mauro,	  Director,	  Area	  A	  (part)	  
� Nicholas	  Simons,	  MLA	  for	  Powell	  River-‐Sunshine	  Coast	  (part)	  
� Kim	  Tournat,	  Assistant	  to	  MLA	  Simons	  (part)�
� Celia	  Robben,	  Coordinator,	  Gibsons	  Farmers	  Market	  (part)	  
� Bob	  Hoy,	  Owner,	  Gibsons	  IGA	  and	  Wilson	  Creek	  IGA	  (part)	  
� Michael	  McLaughlin,	  Owner,	  Craigland	  Farms	  (part)	  
� Steve	  Olmstead,	  General	  Manager,	  Planning	  and	  Development �
� Gregory	  Gebka,	  Planner	  

� Diane	  Corbett,	  Recorder	  
�

Call	  to	  Order	  	   3:30� pm�
�
1. Agenda	   The	  agenda	  was	  adopted	  as	  amended.	  

�
2. Delegations	  

	  
2.1 Nicholas	  Simons,	  MLA,	  regarding	  proposed	  changes	  to	  Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  Act �

�
MLA�� icholas	  Simons	  addressed	  the	  Committee	  and	  responded	  to	  questions	  on�
current	  developments	  pertaining	  to	  proposed	  Bill	  24,	  legislation	  to	  amend	  the	  
Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  Act.	  The	  proposed	  legislation	  had	  been	  tabled	  in	  the	  
legislature	  and	  not	  yet	  brought	  for	  debate,	  and	  would	  have	  to	  go	  through	  four	  
readings.��
�
Proposed	  Bill	  24	  would	  create	  regional	  panels	  and	  two	  Agricultural	  Land	  Reserve�
zones	  in	  BC,	  and	  reduce	  the	  authority	  of	  the	  Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  (ALC)�
Chair.	  MLA	  Simons	  remarked	  that	  it	  would	  “infuse	  a	  political	  angle	  on	  every	  
decision”	  and	  that	  it	  was	  bad	  policy:	  the	  legislation	  is	  vague	  and	  open	  to	  
interpretation;	  the	  outcomes	  are	  unclear;� it	  is	  bad	  legislation	  if	  you	  do	  not	  know	  
what	  the	  impact	  will	  be.	  
�

!

	  

ANNEX O
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MLA	  Simons’	  view	  was	  that	  there	  is	  a	  need	  to	  consult	  in	  a	  broader	  way	  than	  just	  with	  
the	  agriculture	  sector,	  especially	  in	  light	  of	  the	  huge	  impacts	  on	  biodiversity	  in	  the	  
case	  of	  farmland.	  There	  would	  be	  a	  meeting	  of	  new	  Minister	  of	  Agriculture � Norm�
Letnick,	  BC	  Agriculture	  Council	  and	  ALC	  Chair	  Richard	  Bullock	  on	  April	  23rd	  regarding	  
the	  proposed	  legislation.	  
�
Staff	  distributed	  Recommendation	  No.� 8� from	  the	  draft	  meeting	  minutes	  of	  the � April�
17,	  2014� Planning	  and	  Development	  Committee	  regarding	  proposed	  changes	  to	  the	  
Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  Act.�
�

Recommendation	  No.	  1	  
That	  the	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  endorse	  Recommendation	  No.	  8	  of	  the	  
Planning	  and	  Development	  Committee	  meeting	  of	  April 17,	  2014	  regarding	  
proposed	  changes	  to	  the	  Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  Act.	  
�

2.2 Celia	  Robben,	  Coordinator,	  regarding	  Gibsons	  Farmers	  Market	  
�
Celia	  Robben	  announced	  that	  the � new� Gibsons	  Farmers	  Market	  was� scheduled	  at	  
Gibsons	  Public	  Market,	  473	  Gower	  Point	  Road	  in	  Gibsons,	  from	  12:00	  noon	  until	  
5:00	  p.m.	  on	  Friday	  afternoons	  from	  May	  16th	  to	  October	  10th.�

• The	  Gibsons	  Farmers	  Market	  is	  the	  main	  project	  of	  the	  Gibsons	  Public	  Market �
for	  2014,� focused	  on	  food	  and	  food	  for	  the	  soul.	  	  

o There�� ill��� �� rtisans	  of	  all	  different	  types,	  and	  other	  vendors	  and	  
other	  experiences.	  

o Goal:� keep� people	  coming	  back	  on	  a	  weekly	  basis	  to	  buy	  food,	  and	  
develop	  a	  habit	  of	  buying	  food	  locally	  through	  that	  arena.	  	  

o Other	  goal:	  have	  live	  music	  and	  areas	  for	  seating.	  The�� ain	  mission	  of	  
Gibsons� Public	  Market	  is	  building	  community,	  making	  a	  space	  for	  
people	  to	  communicate.	  	  

o There	  is	  a	  pop	  up	  café	  every	  Friday	  for	  the	  season,��� 5.�
o Contact:�� 604� 886� 8814;� gibsonsfarmersmarket@gmail.com.� �

• Gibsons	  Public	  Market	  consulted	  with	  different	  public	  markets	  across	  the	  
country	  on	  how	  to	  model	  this.	  A	  fundraising	  campaign	  will	  be	  launched	  over	  
the	  next	  few	  months.	  They� plan	  to	  start	  construction	  to	  renovate	  the	  
building,	  to	  open	  in	  2016	  as	  a	  public	  market.	  

• The�� ision	  is	  to	  almost	  triple	  the	  size	  of	  the	  current	  building,	  eventually	  to	  
have	  something	  like	  a	  smaller	  version	  of	  Granville	  Island	  and	  with	  the	  top	  
floor� for	  office	  space.	  	  

�
2.3 Bob	  Hoy,	  Owner,��� bsons	  IGA	  and	  Wilson	  Creek	  IGA,	  regarding	  retail	  sales	  of	  local	  food	  

with	  respect	  to	  the	  Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  
�
IGA	  owner	  Bob	  Hoy	  spoke	  to	  the	  Committee	  at	  length	  about	  his	  views	  on	  current	  
trends	  in	  the	  food	  retail	  sector	  and	  commented	  on	  constraints	  and	  possibilities	  for�
local	  food	  production	  and	  retail	  sales	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  Comments	  included: �
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• The�� odern�� rocery	  store	  of	  15	  years	  ago	  is	  dissolving.� Target,	  Walmart,�
Costco	  and	  Loblaws	  have	  taken	  the	  market	  and	  changed	  it	  forever.	  	  IGA	  
Gibsons	  and	  Wilsons��� eek	  is	  an	  independent� grocer.� There	  has	  been	  
pressure	  to	  change	  at	  the	  independent	  level.	  	  The	  demands	  of	  the	  customer �
are	  very	  high.	  They	  want	  local,	  to	  know	  where	  it	  is	  from,	  what	  seeds	  are	  
being	  used,	  if	  organic.� �

• Two	  types	  of	  local	  food:	  coast	  local	  and	  BC	  local.	  Coast	  local	  would	  be	  a	  
priority,	  but	  …	  (IGA)	  has	  to	  source	  from	  all	  over	  the	  place	  in	  BC.	  	  IGA	  buys	  the	  
most	  local	  produce	  of	  any	  chain	  in	  BC.	  Consistent	  supply	  is	  the	  challenge� on�
the	  Sunshine	  Coast.	  Product	  is	  very� good;	  there	  is	  no� issue	  in	  selling� it.� �

• If	  there	  is	  sufficient	  supply	  of	  product,	  farmers	  should	  consider	  having	  a	  
broker	  representing	  a	  number	  of	  farms	  who	  could	  be	  the	  contact	  person	  to	  
interact	  with	  the	  retailer	  as	  the	  farmers’	  agent,	  deliver	  product,	  generate	  an	  
invoice,	  and	  visit	  the	  store	  three	  or	  four	  times	  a	  week.	  

• Points	  for	  farmers	  to	  consider:	  	  
1. Producer–retailer	  relationship:	  (IGA)	  wants	  to	  get	  to	  know	  the	  farmer,�

see� the	  operation,� the	  produce	  and	  how	  it	  is	  grown.	  It	  helps	  to	  have	  an	  
appreciation	  for	  the	  farmer	  and	  what	  they	  do.	  Along	  with	  that,	  (IGA)	  can	  
promote	  the	  farmer.� �

2. Pricing	  is	  one	  of	  the	  biggest	  issues.	  Challenge:	  IGA	  has	  to	  buy	  wholesale.	  
Pricing	  is	  something	  that	  can	  be	  looked	  at;	  if	  the	  produce� is� exceptional,�
can	  negotiate	  higher	  price.	  There� should� be	  a	  brand.	  A � premium��� ice� is�
available	  for	  local	  produce.	  

3. Packaging	  is	  another	  issue.	  Food	  requires	  appropriate	  packaging	  and	  
stickers.��

4. Quality	  and	  quantity:	  consistent	  quantities	  are	  extremely	  important.	  
• (IGA)	  have	  committed	  to	  “winning	  the	  war	  on	  fresh”,� and	  have	  expanded	  the	  

selection	  in	  produce	  and	  meats.	  In	  the	  next	  two	  to	  three	  years,	  Gibsons	  IGA	  
will	  use	  another	  two	  aisles	  of	  fresh	  product.	  	  

�
Topics� of�� nsuing	  discussion � included:�

• Definition	  of	  “local”	  food	  
• Importance	  of	  labeling	  and	  branding	  for�� onsumer	  awareness	  
• Importance	  of	  consistent� supply�
• Increasing	  local	  food	  production	  and	  infrastructure �
• Retailer	  support	  for	  local	  farmer	  as	  supplier�
• Issues	  for	  food	  production	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast:� �

o lack	  of	  capacity	  in	  the	  sector	  in	  expertise	  and	  scale � (i.e.,� small	  number	  
of	  farmers;	  small-‐scale	  operations	  cannot	  compete	  with	  the	  big	  
operations);��

o for	  larger	  scale	  production,	  the	  farmer	  needs	  to	  be	  able	  to	  afford	  the	  
wholesale	  cost	  and	  distributor	  cost; �

o farmers	  and	  retailers	  should	  work	  together	  on	  consumer	  education	  to	  
increase	  awareness	  regarding	  local	  food	  production; �

o build	  a	  bridge	  between	  growers	  and	  retailers	  (supermarkets	  and	  
restaurants).�
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�
Several	  individuals	  present	  commented	  very	  positively	  about	  their	  experience	  at	  Mr.	  
Hoy’s	  IGA	  stores.	  

�
3. New	  Business �
�

3.1 Proposed	  Changes	  to	  the	  Agricultural	  Land	  Commission	  Act �
The	  staff	  report	  dated	  April	  2,	  2014	  regarding	  proposed	  changes	  to	  the	  Agricultural�
Land	  Commission	  Act,� and	  Recommendation	  No.	  8	  of	  the	  Planning	  and	  Development	  
Committee	  meeting	  minutes	  of�� pril	  17,	  2014	  were	  received	  for	  information.	  
�

3.2 Spotted	  Wing	  Drosophila	  	  
(referred	  from	  March	  20,	  2014	  Planning	  and	  Development	  Committee)�

A	  brochure	  on	  the	  spotted	  Wing	  Drosophila	  was	  received	  for	  information	  (see�
http://www.agf.gov.bc.ca/cropprot/swd_brochure.pdf).� 	  This	  vinegar	  fruit	  fly	  pest	  
has	  the	  ability	  to	  lay	  eggs	  inside	  soft	  fruits	  that	  are	  growing	  (like	  cherry,	  peach,	  plum,�
nectarine,	  apricot,	  strawberry,	  blueberry,	  blackberry,	  raspberry,	  salmonberry,	  and	  so	  
on),	  prior	  to	  it	  becoming	  ripe,	  and	  posing	  a	  risk	  for	  local	  fruit	  growers	  on	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast.	  There	  are	  several	  methods	  to	  try	  to	  mitigate	  this.	  A	  workshop	  may	  
be��� heduled.�

�
4. Business	  Arising	  From	  Minutes	  and	  Unfinished	  Business	  
�

4.1 Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  Update	  
Continuing	  from	  the	  previous	  AAC	  meeting,	  staff	  gave	  a	  presentation	  regarding	  
implementation	  of	  the	  Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  and	  invited	  member	  comment	  on	  a	  
draft	  framework	  for	  an	  “Implementation	  Body”,	  a	  steering	  committee	  to	  guide	  the	  
implementation	  of	  the	  Plan.	  	  
�
Staff	  noted	  the	  need	  to	  determine	  what	  is	  being	  produced	  now,	  with	  a	  level	  of	  detail	  
on	  what	  the	  existing	  Sunshine	  Coast	  production	  is	  to	  establish	  the � supply,	  and	  look�
at	  how	  it	  is	  being	  sold	  –	  it	  is	  mostly	  through	  local	  direct	  sales	  or	  direct	  cooperative	  
sales	  –	  and	  analyze	  the	  demand.	  It	  is	  known	  that	  most	  of	  the	  food	  purchases	  are	  
through	  established	  retail	  stores	  and	  restaurants.	  
�
The	  Planner	  reported	  that	  a	  lot	  of	  detailed	  comments	  had	  come	  through	  a	  large	  
response	  of	  individuals	  and	  groups	  at	  the	  end	  of	  2013� when	  the	  draft	  Plan	  was	  
completed	  by	  consultants.	  Staff	  had	  tried	  to	  incorporate	  into	  the	  draft	  AAP	  the	  
comments	  made.	  Possibly	  the	  draft	  Plan	  would	  be	  adopted	  by	  July	  or	  September.	  
The	  “Implementation	  Body”� would	  become	  active	  upon	  SCRD	  Board	  adoption	  of	  the	  
Agricultural	  Area	  Plan.	  
�
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Points	  from	  the	  staff	  presentation	  on	  a	  potential	  framework	  for	  Agricultural	  Plan	  
Implementation	  Body: �

• to	  help	  steer	  the	  region’s	  plan	  for	  agriculture �
• to	  help	  develop	  an	  initial	  work	  plan	  for	  implementation	  
• to	  help	  coordinate	  key	  stakeholders,	  partners	  and	  supporting	  agencies	  
• to	  help	  coordinate	  fund	  raising	  strategies.	  
• to	  help	  coordinate	  plan	  monitoring,	  evaluation	  and	  adjustments	  (need	  

reliable	  indicators)	  
• to	  review	  and	  revise	  work	  plan,	  as	  needed	  
• to	  promote	  the	  plan	  
• to	  help	  represent	  and	  report	  to	  the	  “owners”	  of	  the	  plan	  
• “Owners”	  of	  the	  plan	  are: �

o Those	  with	  vested	  interests	  (and	  funds)	  to	  prepare	  and	  implement	  the	  
plan:�
o SCRD�
o Investment	  Agriculture	  Foundation	  
o all	  local	  governments	  
o community��� ganizations	  and	  representatives�

• Potential	  composition: �
o SCRD	  Administration	  (planner,	  recording	  secretary)	  
o SCRD	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  representatives	  
o Other	  local	  government	  representatives	  
o community	  representatives	  –	  such	  as	  One	  Straw	  Society,	  School	  

District�� o.	  46,	  Food	  Policy	  Council,	  Chambers	  of	  Commerce,	  Farmers	  
Institute,	  retailers,	  etc.	  

o provincial	  resources	  (as	  needed	  from	  time	  to	  time)	  –	  Investment	  
Agriculture	  Foundation,	  MLA,	  Ministry	  of	  Agriculture,��
Agricultural	  Land	  Commission,	  Vancouver	  Coastal	  Health	  

• organize	  and	  maintain	  working	  meetings	  of	  about	  10-‐12�
• could	  have	  a	  chair	  and	  co-‐chair �
• would	  strive	  for	  consensus,	  otherwise	  majority	  vote	  rules	  

�
The	  General	  Manager	  of	  Planning	  and	  Development	  noted	  he	  regarded	  the	  
Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  as	  being	  equally	  an	  economic	  development	  initiative,	  and	  
emphasized	  the	  importance	  of	  leadership	  from	  people	  in	  business	  and	  people�
making	  money	  from	  farming.	  He	  also	  could	  see	  something	  like	  a	  Farmers	  Institute	  
playing	  a	  significant	  role.	  

	  
Staff	  proposed	  the	  Implementation	  Body:	  	  

• reports	  to	  the	  SCRD	  Board	  along	  with	  other	  local	  governments	  for	  a	  region�
wide	  plan	  for	  agriculture; �

• shows	  it	  represents	  a	  myriad	  of	  interests	  across	  the	  board	  such	  as	  economic	  
development,	  Chambers	  of	  Commerce,	  and	  so	  on.	  

�
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Recommendation	  No.	  2	  
That,	  as	  the	  formation	  of	  a	  subcommittee	  is	  within	  the	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  
Committee	  terms	  of	  reference,	  those	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  members	  
who	  want	  to	  be	  on	  the	  Agricultural	  Plan	  Implementation	  Body	  steering	  committee	  
volunteer	  to	  do	  that	  as	  a	  subcommittee	  of	  the	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  
and	  invite	  other	  stakeholders	  to	  be	  part	  of	  the	  steering	  committee.	  
�

4.2 Elk�� uisance�� ssue��� See	  Attachment�� �
�

Recommendation	  No.	  3	  
That	  the	  Board	  sends	  the	  attached	  correspondence,	  as	  amended,	  to	  the	  Minister	  
of	  the	  Environment,	  with	  copies	  to	  go	  to	  Nicholas	  Simons	  and	  Pamela	  Messner.	  

�
5. Reports	  and	  Minutes	  
	  

5.1 Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  Minutes	  of	  March	  25,� 2014�
The	  meeting	  minutes	  of	  March	  25,� 2014� were	  adopted	  as	  presented.	  

�
5.2 Board	  Actions	  on	  Agricultural	  Issues	  Staff	  Report	  

The	  staff	  report	  dated	  April	  11,	  2014	  on	  Board	  actions	  on	  agricultural	  issues	  was	  
received� for� information.�
�

6. Next	  Meeting	   	   May	  27,	  2014	  	  3:30	  pm	  
�
Adjourned� � 5:45� pm�

137



Sunshine� Coast� Regional � District � Agricultural � Advisory� Committee� Minutes, � April � 22, � 2014�

�

7�

ATTACHMENT���

Dear	  Minister	  Polak,�

The	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Regional	  District	  is	  writing	  to	  express	  our	  concern	  regarding	  the	  
impact	  of	  Roosevelt	  Elk	  on	  local	  agricultural	  enterprises.	  Local	  farmers	  are	  suffering	  financial	  
loss	  from	  the	  effects	  of	  Elk	  browsing	  on	  their	  crops,	  destroying	  fences	  and	  damaging	  
greenhouses.� �

The	  Ministry	  of	  Environment,	  Wildlife	  Branch	  re-‐introduced	  the	  Roosevelt	  Elk	  to	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  in	  1987	  to	  1989	  with	  the	  admirable	  intent	  to	  re-‐establish	  an	  extirpated	  blue	  
listed	  species.	  The	  introduction	  was	  so	  successful	  that	  within	  twenty	  years,	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  
Elk	  population	  became	  the	  source	  for	  the	  Lower	  Mainland	  Roosevelt	  Elk	  Recovery	  Project	  
(LMRERP).	  Small	  groups	  of	  animals	  are	  trapped	  in	  a	  permanent	  wooden	  corral	  trap	  (Pender	  
Harbour)	  or	  a	  moveable	  chain	  link	  corral	  trap	  (Halfmoon	  Bay	  and	  Ruby	  Lake)	  and	  then	  relocated	  
to	  the	  mainland.	  This	  trap	  and	  transport	  has	  had	  no	  visible	  effect	  on	  the	  population	  as	  the	  2012	  
Discussion	  Paper	  on	  Elk	  Management	  (Wilson)	  indicated	  that	  the	  Coast	  population	  is	  one	  Elk	  
per	  2.5	  square	  kilometres.	  The	  Coast	  has	  met	  its	  population	  target	  of	  200	  individuals.	  	  A	  Limited	  
Entry	  Hunt	  for	  South	  Coast	  licensed	  resident	  hunters	  regulations,	  Guide	  Outfitters	  by	  allocation,�
and	  by	  First	  Nations	  for	  food,	  cultural,	  and	  ceremonial	  purposes,	  again	  has	  only	  eliminated	  a	  
few	  individuals.	  	  

Within	  the	  last	  year,	  a	  new	  herd	  has	  spread	  to	  the	  east	  side	  of	  Porpoise	  Bay	  (Davis	  Bay)	  
and	  has	  caused	  extensive	  damage	  to	  grain	  and	  forage	  crops	  as	  well	  as	  damaging	  fencing.	  As	  for	  
fencing	  the	  Elk	  out	  of	  the	  fields,	  it	  is	  not	  financially	  feasible	  for	  the	  farmer	  to	  fence	  over	  100	  
acres.	  We	  would	  like	  to	  offer	  some	  of	  our	  suggestions	  to	  try	  and	  resolve	  this	  issue.	  	  

The	  2012	  Discussion	  Paper	  on	  Elk	  Management	  identifies	  agricultural	  conflicts	  and	  that	  
"strategies	  to	  deal	  with	  conflicts	  can	  involve	  harvest	  strategies	  to	  reduce	  populations	  (e.g.,�
liberal	  antlerless	  hunts)	  and	  increase	  harassment	  (e.g.,	  long	  or	  split	  hunting	  seasons).	  Extended	  
and	  split	  hunting	  seasons,	  as	  well	  as	  transplants	  have	  been	  used	  to	  address	  chronic	  agriculture	  
conflicts".	  It	  would	  appear	  that	  within	  the	  discussion	  document,	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  meets	  the	  
criteria	  for	  a	  population	  reduction	  by	  either	  transportation	  or	  cull.	  	  

An	  increase	  in	  licences	  for	  trophy	  hunting	  of	  bull	  Elk	  coupled	  with	  a	  higher	  Limited	  Entry	  
Hunt	  plus	  split	  season	  and	  expanded	  First	  Nations	  harvesting	  would	  pressure	  the	  existing�
population	  away	  from	  agricultural	  areas.	  The	  new	  Davis	  Bay	  herd	  needs	  to	  be	  totally	  removed	  
by	  trapping	  and	  transported,	  to	  break	  the	  established	  feeding	  cycle.	  The	  other	  option	  is	  for	  the	  
farmer	  to	  use	  the	  BC	  Farm	  Practices	  Protection	  (Right	  to	  Farm)	  Act	  and	  shoot	  or	  hire	  a	  hunter	  to	  
cull	  the	  herd.	  "Sometimes	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  remove	  certain	  wildlife	  species	  or	  individuals	  that	  
are	  doing	  too	  much	  damage	  to	  the	  crops	  or	  livestock	  which	  are	  being	  farmed" � (Order�� o.�
870.218� 60,� April� 2003).� �

We	  seek	  a	  positive	  response	  to	  our	  local	  farmers'	  dilemma	  and	  are	  willing	  to	  dialogue	  
with	  your	  staff	  to	  assist	  in	  its	  resolution.	  

cc.� Nicholas	  Simons,	  MLA	  Powell	  River-‐Sunshine	  Coast	  
Pamela	  Messner,	  Wilson	  Creek	  Farm	  
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AREA 'A' MINUTES 
 

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

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 30, 2014 AT 7:00PM 
 
 

 
Present: G. Craig (Chair), D. Burnham, L. Falk, G. McBain, J. Hall, J. McOuat,  C. 

McEachern, A. Skelley, J. Dickin,  A. Thomson, F. Mauro (Area A Director) and C. 
Patterson (Secretary). 

 
Regrets: G. Park and R. Metcalfe. 
 
Guests: M. Zacharias 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  7:00 P.M. 
 
 
MINUTES 
 
1. Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of March 26, 2014  
2. Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of March 25, 2014 
3. Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of March 31, 2014  
4. Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of March 26, 2014  
5. West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of March 25, 2014  
6. Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 25, 2014 
7. Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of March 19, 2014  
8. Planning and Development Committee Minutes of March 20, 2014  
9.  Special Planning and Development Committee Hillside Minutes of March 21, 2014  
 

It was noted that the minutes showed D. Burnham in attendance at the March 26, 2014 
Area A APC Meeting when, in fact, he was away. 

 
Motion:  Moved by J. McOuat and seconded by G. McBain 
To adopt the Minutes of March 26, 2014 for Area 'A' as amended and to accept the 
balance of the minutes with thanks.      PASSED 
 
  
BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
10.  Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 337.110 (Zacharias, 5956 Dubois Road) 
 
 M. Zacharias was present to answer questions the Committee had regarding Zoning 

Amendment Bylaw No. 337.110 being proposed.  Many of the questions centered on how 
the new storage container area was going to be constructed, along with the layout of the 
site and neighbouring properties, new fencing needed, and future plans for the property.   

ANNEX P
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Motion:  Moved by J. Hall and seconded by L. Falk 
This Committee supports Option 1 on Page 37 of the Agenda and would not be opposed 
to an increase from 35% of up to 50% site coverage, if a hydrologist engineer approves 
the drainage to be provided through the site, without requiring a zoning change.  We also 
support the higher fence required (a split rail design was proposed for one area), and the 
hiring of four staff in addition to the owners for the small business’s on the site.  
           PASSED 

 
 

DIRECTORS REPORT:  
 

• Attended AVICC, at which the SCRD put forward two resolutions: one for an 
environmental assessment and monitoring the transportation of coal, and the other 
regarding parking control in rural areas.  Both passed. 

• Attended a workshop for elected officials on economic development.  Another 
workshop is planned for June 2014. 

• Phase 1 is complete for the Regional Hospital District.  Package 3, which includes 
items such as upgrades and new beds, is on hold while an evaluation is being 
conducted on the site opportunities for health care delivery on the Sunshine Coast 
and how Package 3 can best support it. 

• The SCRD has signed on with MultiMaterials BC and is in discussion with 
subcontractors at this time.  

 
 
 
NEXT MEETING: 7:00 p.m. on May 28, 2014 at the Library of the Pender Harbour   
   Secondary School, 13639 Sunshine Coast Highway 
 
ADJOURNMENT: motion to adjourn at 8:17 P.M. by C. McEachern 
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Halfmoon Bay APC Advisory Group  
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 
MINUTES OF TUESDAY, April 22, 2014  

 
Chair       Joan Harvey 
Ex Officio member     Garry Nohr 
Recording Secretary     Katrina Walters 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Call to Order  

Joan Harvey, chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:01 PM. 
 
 

2. Agenda  
 
Motion: That the agenda be accepted with the following amendment: New Business Item 
11 "Crown File 2410979" to be removed from the agenda. 

 
        Carried Unanimously 

 
3. Minutes  

Minutes from the following meetings were received for information: 
3.1 Area B- Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes of March 25, 2014. 
3.2 Area A- Egmont/Pender Harbour APC Minutes of March 26, 2014. 
3.3 Area D- Roberts Creek APC Minutes of March 31, 2014. 
3.4 Area E- Elphinstone APC Minutes of March 26, 2014. 
3.5 Area F- West Howe Sound APC Minutes of Marh 25, 2014. 
3.6 Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes  of March 19, 2014. 
3.7 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of March 25, 2014. 
3.8 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of March 20, 2014 and Special  

 Planning and Development Committee Minutes of March 21, 2014. 
 

Motion: That the above Area B minutes be adopted with the following amendments: 
 
-Item 4.7.2: In situations of ‘conflict’ should be ‘conflict of interest.’ 
-Item 5.1: It should be mentioned that one member abstained from discussion and voting 
because of a conflict of interest. 
 

        Carried Unanimously 
 

4. Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business 
None. 

 
 

PRESENT 
Ray Moscrip 
Eleanor Lenz 
Joan Harvey 
Elise Rudland 
Alda Grames 
Len Pakulak 
Wendy Pearson 
 
 

REGRETS 
Lorne Campbell 
Ron Kernohan 
Jay Corman 
Walter Powell 
 

SCRD STAFF 
 

 

GUESTS 
 

1
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5. New Business  

 
5.1 Subdivision Application MoTI #2014-01294 (Burnham) 

 
   

APC Comments/Concerns: 
-The drawings are quite preliminary and don’t show the backup septic field. 
-The new lot alignment is significantly to the left because of a riding ring that is not 

 documented on the drawing. 
-If this property is subdivided, Lot B will be big enough for a second home. 
 
Motion: That the APC takes no objection to Subdivision Application MoTI #2014-01294. 
       
      Seconded and open for discussion: 
 
Discussion:  
-It is unclear as to whether or not this application requires a development permit.  The 

 application suggests that it wouldn’t be subject to the same kind of concern when the new 
 OCP comes into effect.  However, there was significant concern at the public hearing 
 about how development on this side of the road will impact the stability of the slopes on 
 the waterfront side of the road.  The APC would like clarification about whether or not 
 a development permit will be required and would like answers from the SCRD for 
 discussion at the next APC meeting. 

 
Motion: That the APC takes no objection to Subdivision Application MoTI #2014-01294. 
       
        Carried Unanimously 
 
 

 
6. Directors Report: 

 
Director Garry Nohr gave the director’s report. 
 
 

7. APC Committee Discussions/Requests:  
 

 
8. Next Meeting 

Tuesday, May 20, 2014, 7 PM. 
 

9. Adjournment 
7:53 PM 
 
 
________________________    ____________________ 
Joan Harvey      Date 
HMB APC Chair  
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT  
AREA D ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

of 
Monday, April 28, 2014 

Roberts Creek Library,  1044 Roberts Creek Road, Roberts Creek 
 
Present: Dana Gregory, Marion Jolicoeur, Bill Page (Chair), Barry Morrow, and Denise 
Woodley, 
Also Present:  Donna Shugar (Director) and Diedra Goodwin (Recording Secretary) 
Regrets: Heather Conn and Gerald Rainville 
Absent: Jeffry Abbott and Brock O’Byrne 
Delegation:  Kirsten Rawkins for J. & G. Pinkerton 
 
1.  The meeting was called to order at 7:04. 
2.  Minutes of March 31, 2014 were accepted as circulated. (MJ/DG)  M/S/Carried 
3.  NEW BUSINESS 
 3.1  Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.184 for Amended Lot A 
(Explanatory Plan 2540) of Lot 20, East Part of DL 1316, Plan 5221 located at 765 
Maskell Road, Roberts Creek, by Janice and Gerald Pinkerton 
MOTION:  The APC supports the Development Variance Permit to relax the minimum 
required setback to a front parcel line as required in Section 601.4 (1) of Zoning Bylaw 
310, from 5 meters to 1.7 meters.   (BM/DG)  M/S/Carried 
 
 3.2  Subdivision Application MOTI # 2014-00186 for Lot 24 Block A DL 809, Plan 
12209 located at 2974 Lower Road, Roberts Creek, BC by Strait Land Surveying Inc.   
MOTION:  The APC supports the subdivision application and recommends the 
applicants use a single access road onto Lower Road.  (BM/DG)  M/S/Carried with one 
abstention. 
 
4.  The Director's Report was received. 
5.  Questions were raised about Provincial Government rules related to micro-breweries  

located in the Agricultural Land Reserve.   
MOTION:  The APC asks that Staff investigate rules governing micro-breweries and 
related tasting rooms on ALR in Roberts Creek. (MJ/DG) M/S/Carried.   
 
6. Meeting adjourned at 8:00  PM.  
7.The next meeting is scheduled for 7:00 PM,  May 26, 2014 at Roberts Creek Library, 
1044 Roberts Creek Road. 
 

ANNEX R
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West	  Howe	  Sound	  (Area	  F)	  Advisory	  Planning	  Commission	  	  
April	  22,	  2014	  
Minutes	  of	  the	  meeting	  at	  Eric	  Cardinall	  Hall,	  Shirley	  Macey	  Park,	  West	  Howe	  Sound,	  BC	  
	  

	  

PRESENT:	   	  
MEMBERS:	  	  	   Fred	  Gazeley,	  Co-‐Chair	   REGRETS:	  	   Mike	  Comerford,	  Co-‐Chair	  

	  	  	   Judith	  Kenly	   	   	   	   	   Ian	  Winn,	  Co-‐Chair	  
	  	  	   Bruce	  Wallis	   	   	   	   	   	  

Leonie	  Croy	  
DIRECTOR:	  	  	  	   Lee	  Turnbull	  	   	   	   	   	   	  
SECRETARY:	  	   Diane	  Corbett	   	   	   	  
DELEGATION:	   Carmen	  Dixon,	  Applicant,	  DVP	  No.	  310.183	  

Ray	  Graham,	  Contractor,	  for	  DVP	  No.	  310.183	  
	  

	  
1. Call	  to	  Order	   7:01	  p.m.	  
	  
2. Agenda	  

	  
MOTION	  (JK/BW):	  To	  accept	  the	  agenda	  as	  printed.	   CARRIED	  UNANIMOUSLY	  
	   	   	  

3. Delegation	  
	  
3.1 Carmen	  Dixon	  and	  Ray	  Graham	  regarding	  DVP	  No.	  310.183	  	  

	  
Ms.	  Dixon	  and	  Mr.	  Graham	  discussed	  a	  request	  to	  relax	  the	  minimum	  required	  
setback	  from	  a	  side	  parcel	  line	  adjacent	  to	  road	  allowance	  in	  an	  R1	  zone	  to	  allow	  
for	  repair	  of	  an	  existing	  deck	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  new	  roof	  cover	  for	  a	  
portion	  of	  the	  existing	  deck.	  The	  delegation	  commented	  that:	  
• The	  previous	  owner	  had	  indicated	  he	  was	  unaware	  that	  a	  development	  

variance	  permit	  should	  have	  been	  requested	  for	  previous	  work	  done	  on	  the	  
property,	  and	  it	  appeared	  to	  the	  applicant	  that	  realtors	  had	  not	  done	  due	  
diligence.	  

• An	  application	  for	  a	  building	  permit	  to	  address	  the	  structural	  repair	  needed	  
for	  the	  deck	  had	  triggered	  requirements	  regarding	  setback	  and	  variance.	  A	  
variance	  was	  required	  because	  the	  cover	  of	  the	  deck	  falls	  outside	  of	  the	  
building	  envelope.	  	  

• In	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property,	  the	  garden	  storage	  shed	  is	  allowed	  
in	  the	  setback	  as	  the	  shed	  is	  less	  than	  100	  square	  feet.	  The	  building	  inspector	  
had	  indicated	  there	  were	  no	  problems	  with	  this.	  

• It	  would	  be	  difficult	  to	  move	  the	  gazebo,	  located	  in	  the	  setback	  area,	  on	  the	  
property	  at	  time	  of	  purchase.	  

• The	  applicant	  and	  two	  other	  users	  maintain	  the	  road	  allowance	  as	  it	  is	  not	  
wanted	  by	  the	  Ministry	  of	  Transportation	  and	  Infrastructure	  (MoTI)	  nor	  the	  
Sunshine	  Coast	  Regional	  District	  (SCRD),	  and	  has	  to	  be	  up	  to	  a	  certain	  
standard.	  It	  is	  the	  way	  the	  applicant	  accesses	  her	  garage.	  

ANNEX S
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• A	  revised	  site	  plan	  recently	  was	  submitted	  to	  SCRD	  Planning	  staff.	  
• An	  application	  addressing	  setback	  and	  encroachment	  was	  submitted	  to	  

MoTI.	  
	  

4. New	  Business	  
	  
4.1 Development	  Variance	  Permit	  Application	  No.	  310.183	  (491	  Woodland	  Avenue,	  

Gibsons)	  
	  
Points	  and	  comments	  raised	  by	  APC	  members	  included:	  
• Inquiry	  about	  the	  legal	  name	  of	  Beach	  Avenue	  
• The	  realtor	  should	  have	  been	  upfront	  with	  the	  problems.	  
• The	  near	  confluence	  of	  Beach	  Avenue,	  Woodland	  Avenue	  and	  Marine	  Drive	  is	  

at	  a	  cliff.	  A	  lot	  of	  the	  houses	  are	  on	  road	  allowance.	  A	  road	  would	  never	  go	  
through.	  It	  is	  a	  non-‐issue.	  

• Historically,	  the	  original	  plan	  for	  the	  local	  road	  network	  was	  abandoned	  (due	  
to	  the	  need	  to	  build	  a	  bridge	  over	  a	  ravine)	  in	  favor	  of	  putting	  a	  lower	  road	  
into	  Gibsons,	  where	  no	  bridge	  would	  be	  required.	  

• It	  is	  common	  for	  the	  APC	  to	  receive	  applications	  for	  variances	  in	  Granthams	  
due	  to	  some	  properties	  being	  partially	  located	  on	  road	  allowance	  or	  other	  
properties.	  

• No	  one	  checked	  to	  see	  that	  anything	  was	  in	  the	  right	  spot	  as	  per	  the	  original	  
design.	  The	  applicant	  inherited	  these	  problems.	  Most	  of	  the	  problems	  were	  
due	  to	  the	  lack	  of	  proper	  supervision	  or	  oversight	  when	  the	  building	  was	  
originally	  put	  up.	  	  

• I	  would	  support	  this	  DVP	  application	  with	  the	  following	  conditions.	  
1. Clarification	  of	  what	  work	  may	  have	  been	  done	  already	  without	  

required	  permits	  and	  if	  this	  work	  meets	  with	  the	  building	  inspectors	  
approval.	  

2. A	  new	  site	  plan	  will	  be	  prepared	  showing	  the	  location	  of	  the	  gazebo	  
and	  the	  issues	  of	  its	  encroachment	  into	  the	  setback	  will	  be	  resolved	  
by	  either	  modifying	  this	  DVP	  to	  include	  relaxing	  the	  setback,	  moving	  
or	  removing	  the	  structure.	  

3. The	  revised	  site	  plan	  must	  show	  all	  buildings	  located	  on	  this	  property	  
and	  accurate	  dimensions	  within	  setbacks.	  

4. Adjacent	  property	  owners	  must	  be	  notified	  of	  this	  application.	  
I	  support	  the	  general	  conditions	  as	  noted	  in	  the	  Draft	  DVP	  application	  
310.183.	  

	  
MOTION	  (JK/BW):	  	  That	  the	  APC	  has	  no	  problem	  with	  the	  application,	  under	  the	  
condition	  that	  the	  Ministry	  of	  Transportation	  and	  Infrastructure	  do	  not	  have	  a	  
problem	  and	  the	  neighbours	  are	  fine	  with	  the	  application.	  

CARRIED	  UNANIMOUSLY	  
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5. Minutes	  

	  
5.1	  	   West	  Howe	  Sound	  (Area	  F)	  APC	  Minutes,	  March	  25,	  2014	  
5.2	  	   Egmont	  /	  Pender	  Harbour	  (Area	  A)	  APC	  Minutes,	  March	  26,	  2014	  
5.3	  	   Halfmoon	  Bay	  (Area	  B)	  APC	  Minutes,	  March	  25,	  2014	  
5.4	  	   Roberts	  Creek	  (Area	  D)	  APC	  Minutes,	  March	  31,	  2014	  
5.5	  	   Elphinstone	  (Area	  E)	  APC	  Minutes,	  March	  26,	  2014	  
5.6	  	   Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  Minutes,	  March	  25,	  2014	  
5.7	   Natural	  Resources	  Committee	  Minutes,	  March	  19,	  2014	  
5.8	  	   Planning	  and	  Development	  Committee	  Minutes,	  March	  20,	  2014	  
5.9	   Special	  Planning	  and	  Development	  Committee	  Minutes,	  March	  21,	  2014	  

	  
MOTION	  (JK/BW):	  That	  the	  minutes	  noted	  above	  be	  received	  for	  information	  
purposes.	  

	   CARRIED	  UNANIMOUSLY	  
	  

MOTION	  (JK/BW):	  That	  the	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  Advisory	  Planning	  Commission	  
minutes	  of	  March	  25,	  2014	  be	  approved	  as	  circulated.	  

	   CARRIED	  UNANIMOUSLY	  
	  
6. Unfinished	  Business	  and	  Business	  Arising	  from	  Minutes	  
	  

6.1 Natural	  Resources	  Advisory	  Committee	  Minutes	  of	  March	  19,	  2014	  
	  
The	  APC	  appreciates	  receiving	  the	  NRAC	  minutes	  and	  has	  enjoyed	  reading	  their	  
comments	  and	  careful	  consideration	  of	  environmental	  impacts.	  

	  
6.2 Recommendation	  No.	  3,	  Planning	  and	  Development	  Committee	  Minutes	  of	  

March	  20,	  2014	  
	  
Area	  F	  residents	  have	  noticed	  an	  increase	  in	  the	  odors	  coming	  from	  Port	  Mellon	  
area.	  The	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  APC	  is	  wondering	  about	  the	  air	  quality	  monitoring	  
station	  for	  the	  Port	  Mellon	  area	  as	  the	  members,	  as	  Area	  F	  residents,	  have	  
noticed	  a	  lot	  more	  occasions	  than	  with	  previous	  owners	  where	  the	  pulp	  mill	  odor	  
is	  detected.	  	  One	  APC	  member	  reported	  noticing	  a	  chemical	  smell.	  

	  
7. Directors	  Report	  

	  
Director	  Turnbull	  reported	  on	  the	  following	  items:	  
	  

• Potential	  Metro	  Vancouver	  waste	  to	  energy	  facility	  at	  Port	  Mellon	  
• Howe	  Sound	  Community	  Forum	  at	  Gleneagles	  on	  May	  2nd	  	  
• Woodfibre	  LNG	  and	  Eagle	  Mountain	  Gas	  Pipeline	  Update	  
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• Recommendation	  at	  recent	  Association	  of	  Vancouver	  Island	  and	  Coastal	  
Communities	  (AVICC)	  conference	  on	  proposal	  to	  transport	  American	  coal	  
through	  Salish	  Sea	  to	  Texada	  Island	  

• Multi	  Materials	  BC	  delegation	  at	  SCRD	  April	  24th	  	  
• BURNCO	  application	  process	  
• Four-‐year	  election	  cycle	  coming	  up	  

	  
8. Next	  Meeting	  

	  
The	  next	  scheduled	  Area	  F	  Advisory	  Planning	  Commission	  meeting	  is	  on	  Tuesday,	  
May	  27,	  2014	  at	  7:00	  pm	  at	  Eric	  Cardinall	  Hall,	  Shirley	  Macey	  Park,	  930	  Chamberlin	  
Road,	  West	  Howe	  Sound,	  BC.	  	  
	  

9. Adjournment	   8:25	  p.m.	  
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Squami5k -Ullooet

March 27. 2014

Mayor Rob Kirkham
District of Squamish
PC Box 310
Squamish. BC V8B 0A3

Squamish Nation Chiefs & Council
P0 Box 86131
North Vancouver, BC
V7L4J5

Ms. Sheila Malcomlson, Board Chair
Gambier Island Local Trust Committee
200 - 1627 Fort St
Victoria, BC V8R 1 H8

Mayor Greg Moore
Greater Vancouver Regional District
Main floor. Head Office
4330 Kingsway, Burnaby, B.C. V5H 4G8

Mayor Brenda Broughton
Village of Lions Bay
PC Box 141 - 400 Centre Road
Lions Bay, British Columbia VON 2E0

Mayor Jack Adelaar
Municipality of Bowen Island
981 Artisan Lane
Bowen Island: BC VON 1GO

Dear Mr. Sirs and Mesdames,

Box 219, 1350 Aster Street.
Pemberton, BC VON 2L0
Ph. 604-894-6371, 800-298-7753
F: 604-894-6526
nfo@slrd.bc.ca www.slrd.bc.ca

Mayor Nancy Wilhelm-Morden
Resort Municipality of Whistler
4325 Blackcomb Way
Whistler, BC VON 1 B4

Mayor Michael Smith
District of West Vancouver
750 17th Street
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3

Acting Mayor Alan LeBlanc
Village of Pemberton
PC Box 100
VON 2LO

Mayor Wayne Rowe
Town of Gibsons
P C Box 340
Gibsons, BC VON 1VO

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

Re: The Howe Sound Community Forum

At the regular meeting of the Squamish-Lillooet Regional District Board on February 24,2014 the following was resolved:

THAT a letter be sent to the signatories of the Howe Sound Community Forum (HSCF)asking:

. What is the future of the HSCF?

Members: District of Squamish, Resort Municipality of Whistler, Village of Pemberton, District ofLillooet , Electorai Areas A, B, C, and D,
located within School Districts No, 48 and No. 74

ANNEX T
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• What are the objectives of the HSCF?

• What is the relationship between the Future of Howe Sound Society and the

HSCF?

We ask that you please review the Principles for Cooperation from 2002 and consider how

your organization views the Howe Sound Community Forum and its role in bringing together

the views of these with an interest in the region.

The Squamish-Lillooet Regional District Board is interested in gathering this information

from each of the signatories to the Principles for Cooperation. We look forward to receiving

your comments.

Yours truly,

Patricia Heintzman
Chair, SLRD Board of Directors

cc.: Squamish-Liflooet Regional District Board
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IJ Canadian Environmental Agence canadienne
Assessment Agency d’évaluation environnementale

PC Box 10114 Boite postale 10114 RECE I V ED
701 West Georgia Street 701 rue Georgia ouest APR 22Suite 410 Bureau 410
Vancouver, British Columbia Vancouver (Colombie-Britannique) S CV7Y1C6 V7Y1C6 -

April15, 2014 Agency File No.: 80060

Mr. David Rafael
Senior Planner
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt BC VON 3A1

Dear Mr. Rafael:

SUBJECT: Woodfibre LNG Project — Commencement of Environmental
Assessment Substitution Decision

Thank you for your correspondence of January 3, 2014, regarding the
environmental assessment (EA) of the Woodfibre LNG Project (the Project),
located in Howe Sound, British Columbia (B.C). I regret the delay in responding.

With respect to the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s request that “no
diminution be made to the CEAA and B.C. Environmental Assessment process
requirements”, I wish to inform you that the Canadian Environmental Assessment
Agency (the Agency) has commenced an EA of the Project pursuant to the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (CEAA 2012). On
February 19, 2014, the Honourable Leona Aglukkaq, Minister of the
Environment, approved substitution of the EA process to B.C. The conditions of
substitution are outlined in the Minister’s substitution decision, posted on the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Registry website at www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca
(reference number 80060), and in the Memorandum of Understanding between
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (CEAA) and the British
Columbia Environmental Assessment Office (BC EAO) on Substitution of
Environmental Assessments (2013) (attached).

Under substitution, B.C. must consider the same activities and factors that would
otherwise be assessed under CEAA 2012. B.C. will invite the public, Aboriginal
groups and expert federal departments to provide their views with respect to the
environmental effects of the Project. The EA report prepared by B.C. will contain
an analysis and conclusions on the significance of environmental effects of the

.12

Canad’www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca www.acee-eaa.gc.ca
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Project as defined in CEAA 2012, and that report will be made available to the
public. At the end of the substituted EA process, the federal Minister of the
Environment will make an EA decision under CEAA 2012.

In your correspondence, you raised concern about the timing of the 20-day
comment period on the project description that was held from
December 17, 2013 to January 6, 2014. In accordance with mandatory timelines
in CEAA 2012, the Agency has 10 calendar days to determine if a project
description received from a proponent is complete. Upon receipt of a complete
project description, the Agency then has 45 days, including a 20-day comment
period, to determine if an EA is required under CEAA 2012. Woodfibre Natural
Gas Limited submitted a project description to the Agency on December 6, 2013.
Upon determining that the project description was complete, the Agency posted a
public notice announcing the start of the 20-day comment period on
December 17, 2013. The Agency does not have the authority to influence the
timing of this comment period.

Regarding the distribution of the notice, the Agency used a variety of means to
inform the public regarding the comment period for the Project. This included
direct communications with Aboriginal groups that may have an interest in the
Project, postings on the Agency’s website, and announcements on radio stations
that serve communities in the project area. We have informed the BC EAO of the
Sunshine Coast Regional District’s interest in receiving early notice of future
public comment periods on the Project.

Thank you for taking the time to provide comments on the EA of the Project. For
further information regarding next steps in the substituted EA process including
opportunities for public participation, please visit the Project Information Centre
on the BC EAO website www.eao.gov.bc.ca or contact Josh Handysides, the
BC EAO Project Assessment Manager for the Project at 250-356-7483 or
josh.handysides@gov.bc.Ca.

Sincerely,

Zoltan Fabian
Project Manager, Pacific and Yukon Region
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency
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Attachments: Minister of the Environment’s substitution decision
CEAA — BC EAO Memorandum of Understanding on Substitution

c.c.: Josh Handysides, British Columbia Environmental Assessment Office

152



Canadian Environmental Assessment Registry - Additional Information Page 1 of 1

I. Government Gouvemement
of Canada du Canada

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency
Home> Registry> Woodfibre LNG Project> Additional Information> Substitution Decision

Substitution Decision

Ottawa — February 19, 2014 — The HonourableLeona Aglukkaq, Minister of the Environment, has
reviewed the request for substitution by British Columbia (B.C.) for the environmental assessment of
he Woodfibre LNG Marine Export Terminal proposed by Woodfibre Natural Gas Limited.

Having taken into consideration the request for substitution from B.C. and its approach to undertaking
the substituted environmental assessment as set out in the Memorandum of Understanding between
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency and B.C. ‘s Environmental Assessment Office on the
Substitution of En vironmental Assessments, 2013, the Minister is satisfied that conditions identified
below will be met and that the B.C. environmental assessment process is an appropriate substitute.
The Minister, therefore, approves the substitution request given that B.C. has committed to meeting

the following conditions:

• The designated project to be assessed is the construction, operation and decommissioning of a
liquefied natural gas facility, marine terminal and any incidental physical activities, including
marine shipping activities.

• The substituted process will include a consideration of the factors set out in subsection 19(1) of
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (CEAA 2012).

• B.C. will ensure that any Orders under sections 11, 13 and 14 or 15 of B.C.’s Environmental
Assessment Act require the subsection 19(1) factors.

• The public will be given an opportunity to participate in the environmental assessment.
• The public will have access to records in relation to the environmental assessment to enable

their meaningful participation.
• At the end of the environmental assessment, a report will be submitted to the Canadian

Environmental Assessment Agency (the Agency) that includes the findings and conclusions of
the environmental assessment with respect to the factors as set out in subsection 19(1) of
CEAA 2012.

• The report will be made available to the public.

Ehe Minister has also established the following additional conditions for this project:

• B.C. will involve expert federal authorities in the B.C. process.
• B.C. will provide the environmental assessment report to the Agency within a time frame that

will enable the Minister to make decisions under subsection 52(1) of CEAA 2012 within the time
limits set out in CEAA 2012.

• B.C. will conduct procedural aspects of Aboriginal consultation in accordance with the process
set out in the Memorandum of Understanding.

• B.C. will make available to Aboriginal groups funding provided by the Agency to support
Aboriginal consultation during the substituted environmental assessment.

Date modified: 2014-02-19

http ://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/050/document-eng.cfm?document983 04 15/04/2014153



Memorandum of Understanding between the Canadian Environmental Assessment
Agency (the Agency) and the British Columbia Enviromnental Assessment Office

(EAO) on Substitution of Environmental Assessments (2013)

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS Canada and British Columbia each have robust environmental assessment
processes established through legislation that include the assessment of environmental
effects, timelines for government review and decisions, public participation and conditions
for approval that are supported by compliance, enforcement and follow-up activities;

WHEREAS Canada and British Columbia are committed to effective and meaningful
consultation with aboriginal groups;

WHEREAS Canada and British Columbia are committed to maintaining the rigor of
environmental assessment and aboriginal consultation;

WHEREAS the Parties recognize that substitution means that two environmental
assessment decisions will be made for each proposed project; one by the
Government of Canada and one by the Government of British Columbia, based on the
environmental assessment process conducted by EAO;

WHEREAS the canadian EnvironrnentalAssessmentAct, 2012 (CEAA 2012) provides
authority to the Federal Minister of the Environment (Federal Minister) to approve
substitution of the environmental assessment process under CEAA 2012 with the
environmental assessment process under the BC EnvironmentalAssessmentAct (BAA) if the
Federal Minister is satisfied that certain conditions are met and is of the opinion that the
BAA process would be an appropriate substitute;

AND WHEREAS the Parties wish to provide clarity and predictability for all participants in
substituted environmental assessments and facilitate efficient use of resources in the
timely delivery of those assessments.

THEREFORE the Agency and EAO agree as follows:

1. PURPOSES

a) The purposes of this memorandum of understanding are to:

L facilitate information e,change between the Parties regarding proposed projects
that may require an environmental assessment under both CEAA 2012 and EAA
and may be candidates for substitution;

ii. describe the roles and responsibilities of the Parties to enable timely and
well-informed substitution decisions by the Federal Minister; and

iii. establish an administrative framework that will facilitate efficient and effective
substituted environmental assessments, leading to environmental assessment
decisions by the respective federal and provincial Ministers.

I
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2. COORDINATION PRIOR TO REOUESTS FOR SUBSTITUTION

a) From first knowledge of a proposed project that may require an environmental
assessment under both CEAA 2012 and BAA, the Parties will share and discuss
information that will facilitate timely and efficient consideration of substitution,
including as appropriate:

i. whether the proposed project may be a candidate for substitution or is
described within a class of projects where substitution has been approved by the
Federal Minister;

ii, project descriptions;
iii. information on aboriginal consultation planning;
iv. whether environmental assessment by a review panel may be appropriate in the

circumstances;
v. any views received from potential participants on the environmental assessment

process, including substitution of the CEAA 2012 process to LAO; and,
vi. whether an environmental assessment is likely to be required, and the

anticipated timing of the commencement of each Party’s environmental
assessment.

b) Once LAO has indicated in writing to the Agency that British Columbia intends to
request substitution, each Party when communicating with the proponent, aboriginal
groups, the public and others with an interest in the environmental assessment, will
advise that the British Columbia environmental assessment process may be substituted
for the CEAA 2012 environmental assessment process.

3, REQUEST FOR SUBSTITUTION

a) A request for a substitution, including for a class of designated projects, will be in the
form of a letter from the British Columbia Minister responsible for the BAA, his or her
Deputy Marnster or the Executive Director under the EAA (BC Minister) The letter wall
confirm British Columbia’s commitment to undertake the environmental assessment of
the proposed project, in accordance with this memorandum of understanding.

b) The Federal Minister will advise the BC Minister of his or her substitution decision in
writing.

C) The Parties agree that to provide clarity and certainty to all participants in the
environmental assessment of a proposed project, the best practice would be for a
substitution decision to be made at the time, or as close as possible to the time, when
either the Agency reaches a decision on whether an environmental assessment is
required under CEAA 2012 or where a proposed project has been designated by the
Federal Minister under subsectionl4(2) of CEAA 2012 as requiring an environmental
assessment.

d) Where the BC Minister makes a request for substitution prior to the Agency seeking
public comments on the project description, the Agency;

2
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i. will provide its advice in support of the Federal Minister’s decision on
substitution in a timely manner, to enable the Federal Minister to make such a
decision at the time, or as close as possible to the time, the Agency reaches a
decision on whether an environmental assessment is required under CEAA
2012; and,

ii. will not proceed with a public comment period on draft environmental impact
statement guidelines for the proposed project, unless the Federal Minister
decides that substitution is not approved.

eJ Where the BC Minister makes a request for substitution after the Agency has sought
public comments on a projectdescription or after a proposed project has been
designated by the Federal Minister under subsection 14(2] of CEAA 2012, the Agency,
will provide its advice in support of the Federal Minister’s decision on whether to
approve substitution, within 45 days of the receipt of the request.

fJ In providing its advice to the Federal Minister, the Agency may identify federal
jurisdictional interests, such as the potential for transboundary environmental effects
or changes to the environment that may affect federal lands, that the FederaL Minister
may wish to ëonsider in determining:

i. whether the British Columbia environmental assessment process is an
appropriate substitute in the context of that designated project;

ii. whether he or she should specify any additional conditions to address the
federal jurisdictional interests, prior to determining whether the
British Columbia environmental assessment process is an appropriate
substitute; and,

iii. whether referral of the environmental assessment to a review panel is in the
public interest.

g) In the event that the Federal Minister determines substitution is not approved, the
Parties will discuss arrangements to conduct a cooperative assessment or a joint review
panel.

h) Where the BC Minister makes a request for substitution for a class of designated
projects, the Agency will provide its advice in support of the Federal Minister’s decision
on whether to approve substitution for the class of designated projects, within 90 days
of the receipt of the request

i) EAO will notify the Agency in writing if it is of the opinion that a proposed project is
described within a class of designated projects approved for substitution by the Federal
Minister.

j) Within 10 days of receipt of the notification from EAO, the Agency will advise EAO
whether it agrees that the proposed project is described in the relevant class of
designated projects.

3
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k) Within 45 days of receiving an adequate project description from the proponent for a
proposed project, described within a class of designated projects approved for
substitution by the Federal Minister, the Agency will confirm to EAO;

i. whether an environmental assessment of the proposed project under
CEAA 2012 is required; and,

II. whether it has provided or will provide advice to the Federal Minister on
whether referral of the environmental assessment to a review panel is in the
public interest.

I) If a referral to a review panel will be sought, the Parties will initiate discussion of the
merits of conducting a joint panel review, pending the Federal Minister’s decision

m) In the event that circumstances prevent the Agency from being able to meet the
timelines set out in d), e), h, j) or k) the Agency will advise EAO

4. REQUIREMENTS FOR A SUBSTITUTED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

a) In the event the Federal Minister approves substitution for a designated project or a
class of projects to British Columbia pursuant to section 32 of CEAA 2012, the BC
Minister, the Executive Director, or their delegates as appropriate will:

i. consider the factors as set out in subsection 19(1) oFCEAA 2012 when
conducting the environmental assessment;

ii. ensure that any Orders under sections 11, 13 and 14 or 15 of the BAA require
the subsectionl9(1) factors; and,

an provide an environmental assessment report that includes the findings and
conclusions of the environmental assessment with respect to factors as set out in
subsection 19(1) of CEAA 2012.

b) In conducting a substituted environmental assessment, EAO will:

i. request that federal departments in possession of specialist or expert
information or knowledge with respect to the proposed project participate in the
environmental assessment process; and,

ii. give the public an opportunity to participate in the environmental assessment
process and provide access to records in relation to the assessment, to enable
the meaningful participation of the public.

c) EAO will provide an environmental assessment report to the Agency within a time
frame that will enable the Federal Minister to reach an environmental assessment
decision within the time limits set out in CEAA 2012 and will make the report available
to the public.

d) The Parties acknowledge that the commitments in paragraph 4(a) to (c) represent
general policy of EAO in relation to substituted environmental assessments, and that
nothing in paragraphs 4(a) to (c) fetters the discretion of statutory decision makers.
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5. PROCEDURAL DELEGATION OF ABORIGINAL CONSULTATIOIi

a) The Parties acknowledge the respective duties of Canada and British Columbia to
consult and, where appropriate, accommodate when the Crown contemplates conduct
that might adversely impact potential or established Aboriginal or treaty rights.

b) The written approval by the Federal Minister of a request for substitution of an
environmental assessment process will also, where appropriate, include procedural
delegation to British Columbia of the gathering of information from Aboriginal groups
about the impact of the proposed project on their potential or established aboriginal or
treaty rights and ways to prevent, mitigate or otherwise address those impacts as
appropriate.

c) The Parties acknowledge that, notwithstanding the delegation of the procedural aspects
of consultation, Canada and British Columbia each retain the responsibility to ensure
that the duty to consult has been satisfied, including determining the Aboriginal groups
to be consulted and determining the sope, content and adequacy of consultation.

d) The details of the procedural delegation are set out in the Annex to this memorandum
of understanding.

e) Any consultation conducted by British Columbia with Métis or organizations
representing Métis within British Columbia under a substituted environment
assessment is understood to be conducted on behalf of the Government of Canada and
should not be construed in any way as an acknowledgement by British Columbia that it
owes a duty of consultation or accommodation toMétis within British Columbia under
s.35 of the Constitution Act, 1982.

6. INFORMATION EXCHANGE DURING A SUBSTITUTED ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

a) To facilitate the effective and efficient exchange of information throughout a substituted
environmental assessment, the Agency will appoint a person to act as liaison (Agency
Liaison) with the individual identified by EAO to lead the environmental assessment for
the proposed project (EAO Project Lead).

b) The EAO Project Lead and the Agency Liaison will work together to identify federal
departments in possession of specialist or expert information or knowledge with
respect to the proposed project and contacts within those departments to identify
representatives to participate in the environmental assessment working group.

c) The EAO Project Lead will communicate with and, as appropriate, seek feedback from
the Agency Liaison at key points in the substituted environmental assessment,
including before finalizing the Application Information Requirements, upon receipt of
an application from the proponent, and upon completion of the draft assessment report.
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d) The EAO Project Lead will keep the Agency Liaison apprised of the progress of the
environmental assessment relative to the timeline for delivery of the environmental
assessment report.

e) The Parties will provide each other with:

i. any approvals, Orders or other statutory instruments under CEAA 2012 or FAA
relevant to the substituted environmental assessment; and,

ii. wherever possible, advance notice of public notices and media releases.

7. DELIVERY OF THE ASSESSMENT REPORT AND ABORIGINAL CONSULTATION
RECORD

a) To assist in preparing their material in support of the decisions by each government,
when a draft assessment report is completed, the EAO Project Lead will arrange a
briefing with the Agency Liaison to present:

i. the draft assessment report, including conclusions regarding the significance of
environmental effects as defined in sections 5(1) and 5(2) of CEAA 2012,
mitigation measures related to those effects and any proposed conditions that
may be placed upon the proponent; and,

ii. draft materials related to aboriginal consultation, including items referred to in
Annex, as appropriate.

b) Following the briefing under section 7(a), but before finalizing material in support of
the decisions by each government, the Agency and EAO will discuss proposed
conditions to prevent or mitigate environmental effects and to prevent, mitigate or
otherwise accommodate impacts to potential or established aboriginal or treaty rights.

c) Within a timeline agreed to by the Parties, the EAO Project Lead will:

L provide to the Agency Liaison a final assessment report, including an executive
summary of the assessment report in both official languages and final materials
related to aboriginal consultation referred to in the Annex; and,

ii coordinate with the Agency Liaison to deliver a Joint briefing to the President of
the Agency and the Executive Director of EAO.

8, COORDINATION OF DECISIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

a) The Parties will keep each other informed regarding their respective decision making
processes.

b) The Parties will coordinate the announcement of environmental assessment decisions
by the respective federal and provincial ministers to the extent that is possible and
practicable.
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9. MONITORING AND FOLLOW-UP

a) The Parties will coordinate their respective compliance monitoring and follow-up
activities to the extent that is possible and practicable, including the development of
joint compliance management plans and the identification of roles and responsibilities.

10. GENERAL PROVISIONS

a) This memorandum of understanding represents the mutual understanding of the
Parties, but does not create legally binding obligations. It does not create any new legal
powers or duties, nor does it alter the powers and duties established by GEM 2012 and
BAA.

Implementation Steering Committee

b) The Parties will each appoint a representative to co-chair a steering committee to
facilitate the achievement of objectives of this memorandum of understanding and
manage implementation by:

i. developing a Terms of Reference to be approved by the signatories of the
memorandum of understanding;

ii. developing operational procedures, best practices, guidance and joint training to
support the implementation of this memorandum of understanding;

iii. monitoring the implementation of substituted environmental assessments on an
ongoing basis to identily opportunities to improve delivery and make
amendments to this memorandum of understanding as necessary; and,

iv. resolving differences in the interpretation of this memorandum of
- understanding or arising from substituted environmental assessments that

cannot be resolved by the LAO Project Lead and Agency Liaison.

Equivalency

c) The Parties agree to explore at a later date, the implementation of equivalency, as
provided under CEAPA 2012.

Commencement

d) This memorandum of understanding shall take effect upon signature by the Parties. The
Parties may execute this memorandum of understanding by counterparts,

Revisions

e) This memorandum of understanding may be amended at any time by agreement in
writing, of the Parties.

7--
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Termination

f) Following consultations between the Parties, this memorandum of understanding may
be terminated by either Party, 45 days after written notice is provided to the other
Party. Any decision to terminate this memorandum of understanding would have no
effect on any substituted environmental assessments approved by the Federal Minister.

Signatures

<original signed by <original signed by>

Dave Nik1jsin Elaine Feldman
Associa Deputy Minister President
Envirofmental Assessment Office Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency

Date Date
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ANNEX

Procedural Delegation ofAboriginal Consultation

1) Once the Federal Minister has approved substitution, the Agency, in consultation with EAO, will
write to Aboriginal groups, advising that tlie environmental assessment has been substituted
and that procedural aspects of Aboriginal consultation for the environmental assessment have
been delegated to EAO.

2) The EAO Project Lead will work with the Agency Liaison to identify which Aboriginal groups are
to be consulted and the nature of the proposed consultation.

3) Consultation with Aboriginal groups may occur at various stages throughout the environmental
assessment process and may be conducted by EAO and/or a proponent, as directed by EAO.

4) The nature of consultation will depend on the circumstances, including assessments of the
strength of any claimed Aboriginal rights, and the seriousness of potential impacts to claimed or
established Aboriginal or treaty rights and may include the opportunity for Aboriginal groups
to:

i. participate in project working groups;
ii. review and comment on the draft section 11 Order, which legally requires the

proponent to undertake certain consultation activities, including the development of a
consultation plan and the consultation activities that will be undertaken by BAG;

iii. review and comment on the proponent’s draft consultation plan;
iv. review and comment on the proponent’s draft Application Information Requirements;
v. review and comment on the proponent’s Application;

vi. review and comment on the draftAssessment Report prepared by EAO; and,
vii. engage in government-to-government discussions.

5) During the environmental assessment process, EAO will request that federal departments in
possession of specialist or expert information or knowledge with respect to the project
pat ticipate in the envii onmental assessment process Through participation on pi oject working
group(s) and through the review of comments provided by Aboriginal groups on the draft
Application Information Requirements, the proponent’s Application, and the draft
environmental assessment report, federal departments will have the opportunity to review and
respond to issues raised by Aboriginal groups. In addition, EAO will share with federal
participants, an Issues Tracking Table or equivalent document, also available to Aboriginal
groups, which tracks comments and responses, including concerns of Aboriginal groups and
how these concerns have been addressed. The Issues Tracking Table may also identify issues
related to subsequent federal permitting processes and/or issues that are outside of the scope
of the environmental assessment that may be relevant to the federal government.

6) The EAO Project Lead will provide the Agency Liaison with copies of the following:

i. Notification letters to Aboriginal groups relating to Orders made under sections 10 and
lloftheEAA;

_____
_____________ ______
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ii. the Consultation Plan and reports prepared by the proponent;
ilL the Issues Tracking Table at the following stages:

a, During the review of the draft Application Information Requirements;
b. During the review of the proponent’s application;
c. At the time the draft consultation summary contained in the draft environmental

assessment report is shared with the Agency Liaison;
d. At the conclusion of the environmental assessment; and,
e, Draft and final consultation summaries.

7) As appropriate, the Agency Liaison and the EAO Project Lead will discuss issues raised during
the Aboriginal consultation process that maybe referred to the federal government.

8) The EAO will continue to make funding available to Aboriginal groups during the pre

application and application review phases under British Columbia’s environmentaL assessment
process. The Agency and the EAO will develop an administrative mechanism through which the
Agency will provide funds to the EAO that the EAO will combine with its funds and make
available to Aboriginal groups to support consultation on substituted environmental
assessments as set out in this Annex.

9) EAO will retain all relevant records pertaining to Aboriginal consultation during the
environmental assessment, including correspondence, meeting summaries and notes to file and
will make such records available upon request from the Agency.
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From: Kevin Washbrook {mailto:keviri.washbrook(vtacc.orq]
Sent: April-17-14 12:39 PM
To: SCRD General Inquiries
Subject: Province quietly approves massive Texada coal export expansion without public notice

Good afternoon, I appreciate if you can pass this message along to the Board.

As some of you may now be aware, the province quietly approved the permit amendment for Lafarge Canada’s
coal facility on Texada Island over a month ago.

To our understanding no First Nations, regional districts, local MLAs, or community groups were given formal
notice of this contentious decision by government, and only learned of it when informed by concerned
citizens. We assume that Lafarge Canada was informed directly by government in March.

The shIshálh Nation is understandably frustrated by what is yet another example of government moving ahead
with its agenda without adequate consultation or notification. A statement from shishálh Chief Calvin Craigan
is included in the media release below, which went out today.

Adding insult to injury, local residents have visited the Texada coal port site several times over the past year,
found coal contaminating the beach on each visit (in violation of Lafarge’s existing Mines Act permit) and
repeatedly brought this to MEM’s attention. After being told by MEM that there was no problem at the site,
these people collected coal samples off the beach, raised donations and had the samples tested themselves. The
results are in: the samples show very high levels of arsenic, pointing to Quinsam coal (from Vancouver Island,
loaded at Texada) as the likely source. This presents a troubling possibility of environmental contamination if
the arsenic leaks into the marine environment and accumulates in shellfish.

Full details, including contact information for key sources, below

Regards
Kevin Washbrook

Director, Voters Taking Action on Climate Change

http:IMacc.og

@ClimateVoters

On Facebook: Voters Taking Action on Climate Change

Susan Hunt

Subject: FW: Province quietly approves massive Texada coal export expansion without public
notice

—? I

.

1 7 2014

CHAIR

1
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For Immediate Release April 17 2014

Province Quietly Approves 20 Fold Coal Export Expansion On Texada Island
Without Public Notice
-- coal contamination on beach confirmed by citizen lab test, suggests terminal violating existing export

permit

Vancouver -- An email sent April 10th by the BC Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) to a concerned
citizen revealed that the Ministry of Energy and Mines (MEM) quietly approved up to a 20 fold expansion
in coal exports from Texada Island one month earlier. The Lafarge Canada facility on Texada currently
handles up to 400,000 tonnes of coal each year from Quinsam Mine on Vancouver Island, but the permit
amendment now means that it could handle up to 8 million tonnes of US thermal coal each year, delivered
by barge from Fraser Surrey Docks, if the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority approves that company’s
proposal to build a coal terminal. A decision by the Port is expected in June.

Long delayed public notice of a contentious decision
The April 10 email, sent by the EAO to a BC resident who had expressed opposition to coal export
expansion, states

“On March 12, 2014, the Ministry of Energy and Mines issued a Mines Act amendment
with conditions to Texada Quarrying Ltd [Lafarge]. I suggest that you follow up directly
with the Ministry of Energy and Mines if you have any questions regarding the
amendment.”

Follow up with MEM staff on April 10th 2014 confirmed that the permit had been issued a month earlier,
but staff would not release the permit until First Nations and Regional Districts were notified -- which still
had not happened as of this week. The Sechelt First Nation, Sunshine Coast Regional District and the
Islands Trust, and the MLA for Texada Island, Nicholas Simons, were all notified of the permit approval by
BC residents.

Chief Calvin Craigan of the shIshMh (Sechelt) Nation issued the following statement on learning of the
decision:

“The provincial government is making it clear that they intend to try to push their
agenda through at all costs. They are amending laws, ignoring coastal communities,
ignoring First Nations, and ignoring the impacts of this project on resources in our
traditional territory. This project is not in the best interests of any coastal
community. The Sechelt First Nation, local governments and coastal residents will stand
together to stop this project. We have no choice.”

Dozens of documented communications took place between MLA’s, ministers and government staff, and
BC residents and representatives of NGO’s working on the coal export issue in the period since March 12
2014. As recently as April 11th a constituent spoke with her MLA, Environment Minister Mary Polak, by
telephone about the issue. At no point -- outside of the April 10th email -- did any government
representative, including the Minister, indicate that the Texada Island coal export permit had already been
issued.

“Was it only an inadveftent slip that the EAO email mentioned the permit had been
issued? Was government intentionally trying to keeping this quiet, or had staff simply
not bothered to inform the public, our Ministers and MLA’s that the permit had been
issued?” asks Donald Gordon, spokesperson for Coal Dust Free Salish Sea and Voters
Taking Action on Climate Change director. “Either way, it’s outrageous that First
Nations, Regional Districts and residents were not promptly notified of a government
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decision on a highly contentious issue. Is it likely that Lafarge has been kept in the dark
about this approval for the past four weeks?”

Residents and landowners from Lasqueti and Texada Islands repeatedly asked to review a revised storm
water management plan that government requested from Lafarge Canada prior to the permitting
decision. However, MEM failed to respond to residents’ queries and issued the permit without providing
the revised plan for their review and comment.

Citizens from the surrounding area are now reviewing all their options for challenging the decision.

Coal on the beach near the. Lafarge terminal -- violating the facility’s existing Mines Act permit?
Local residents and land owners have made 4 visits to the Texada Island coal handling facility since
summer 2013, each time documenting coal on the beach that is presumably being lost into the water
during coal handling. The existing Lafarge permit explicitly prohibits release of coal into the “water or
foreshore” at the coal loading facility.

MEM and the Ministry of Environment (MOE) were notified twice in 2013 that coal was found on the
beach. MEM responded by sending a technician to the site on February 17 2014, and reported that no
coal contamination was present in the area. However, at their own expense, residents and land owners
geo-referenced, photographed and collected coal samples for testing by an independent lab.

Lab results show a chemical signature consistent with coal. In addition, the samples showed extremely
high levels of arsenic, suggesting Quinsam coal mine on Vancouver Island as the source of the coal.
Earlier studies have indicated elevated levels of arsenic in coal mined at Quinsam. Environmental
specialist Dr André Sobolewski reviewed the lab results and found the elevated level of arsenic in the
samples troubling, given its potential to leach into the environment and accumulate in shellfish harvested
by local First Nations. He urges MOE to conduct immediate follow up studies to determine if arsenic
contaminates local shellfish.

The photo below shows coal on the beach near the Texada Island facility. More photos available

“We have clear evidence that Lafarge is already allowing coal to escape from its current
small stockpiles into the surrounding beaches and foreshore. We’ve brought that
evidence to the Ministry of Mines, but they have dismissed it and are doing nothing to
address what appears to be a significant breach of Lafarge’s existing permit. We’ve had
to collect donations to have coal samples tested in the lab because government is not
doing its job.” said Donald Gordon. “Why should we expect that Lafarge and the
Ministry of Mines will do a better job when they are handling 8 million tonnes of coal a
year?”

Is it legal to authorize an 8 million tonne coal port through a Mines Act Quarry
Permit?
Concerned residents also question why the province proposes to regulate an 8 million
tonne/year coal poft by amending a permit issued to Lafarge for operation of their
limestone quarry on the island. Bulk coal shipping facilities fall under the Environmental
Management Act, and given the existing pollution concerns with the Lafarge site citizens
think an environmental permit, not a mines permit, should be required. However so far
MOE is sitting on the sidelines and letting MEM pretend that a massive coal export
operation is really a mining operation that falls under the Mines Act. Lawyers are
currently reviewing the legality of this scheme.
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To learn more about the concerns of the shIshálh Nation:

• Chief Calvin Craigan (Sechelt)
• 604.740.2786

For further information on the implications of the high arsenic levels in the tested coal samples:

• André Sobolewski, Clear Coast Consulting Impact Assessment and Water
Treatment Specialist (Gibsons)

• 604.240.8845 andre@clear-coast.com

For further information on coal contamination and sample collection on the beach at Texada, and
provincial permitting for the Lafarge terminal:

-- 30--
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• Donald Gordon Spokesperson, Coal Dust Free Salish Sea / Director, Voters Taking
Action on Climate Change (Lasqueti Island)

• 778.998.1374 mailfordonaldyahoo.ca

(Coal Dust Free Salish Sea is a coalition of Strait of Georgia residents and land owners opposed to
expansion of coal exports from Texada Island.)

For further information on public communications with government on the issue, and to talk with
individual constituents:

• Laura Benson Coal Campaigner, Dogwood Initiative (Vancouver)
• 604.353.9527 laura@dogwoodinitiative.org

httr:llvtacc.orci/
• @Climatevoters

http:/Jwww.facebook.corn/’IotersTakinpActlonQnCflmateChange

S
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Executive Offices
Tel. 604 432-6215 Fax604451-6614

APR 28
File: PE-13-O1

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

Dear Chair Nohr and Board:

Re: New Waste-to-Energy Capacity for Metro Vancouver

The purpose of this letter is to advise on Metro Vancouver’s consultation plan with respect to the
development of new waste-to-energy (WTE) capacity and the proposed meeting in your
community.

On November 21, 2013, Metro Vancouver announced potential sites proposed by shortlisted
technology proponents. Port Mellon was identified as a potential site by Aquilini Renewable Energy,
one of the shortlisted technology proponents.

We previously communicated that Metro Vancouver was intending to hold a public meeting in
Gibsons in May 2014. We had also expected to publicly announce additional potential WTE sites in
April, once options to purchase or lease agreements were in place with landowners. “Public” sites
are in addition to the three “proponent” sites that have been brought forward by technology
proponents. Unfortunately, Metro Vancouver does not expect the announcement of the public
sites will occur until later this year. Consequently, given this change in timeline, we are deferring
the public meeting in Gibsons and will be postponing all public meetings until all of the potential
public and proponent sites have been identified.

For your information, Metro Vancouver is holding a workshop on April 30, 2014, from 8:30am to
12:30pm at the Hilton Metrotown. Sunshine Coast Regional District staff, along with other
representatives of government, First Nations, the waste management industry, and non
governmental organizations are being invited. The purpose of the workshop is to 1) share
information on Metro Vancouver’s waste management plan, diversion initiatives, and new WTE
capacity development process; and 2) answer questions and solicit feedback on issues to consider
throughout the new WTE capacity development process.

ANNEX W
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Chair Nohr, Sunshine Coast Regional District
New Waste-to-Energy Capadty for Metro Vancouver

Page 2of2

Metro Vancouver is early in a multi-phase process to develop new WTE capacity and explore a
range of options. The timeline for this process is illustrated in the table below.

Cortatc dE gagerrent

Under the Metro Vancouver procurement process, further shortlisting of potential sites will occur
at the end of Phase 3 (RFQ2), expected in early 2015. In advance of that time, the three sites
identified by the shortlisted technology proponents for their exclusive use will remain in the process
unless withdrawn by the relevant technology proponent. Any site that is ultimately selected for
development of new WTE capacity will be required to meet all local government zoning and
permitting requirements.

Additional information on the process can be found on the Metro Vancouver website:
If you have any questions or comments regarding new WTE

capacity for Metro Vancouver, please contact Paul Henderson, General Manager, Solid Waste
Services at 604-432-6442 or

Yours truly,

GrègMoo
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

Yours truly,

Malcolm Brodie
Chair, Zero Waste Committee

GM/MB/PH/se

cc: John France, CAO, Sunshine Coast Regional District

Project Activity

Pree I —Tedno ogy

3 — Tecnckgy ed 3 tes RFQ2l

Pl’ee 4— FP. 3hort-hted Proporentr and

Pse6_3era d sgnfCcns icto

Pae 7— %on r:ion and Cpaat

9258399
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Susan Hunt

Subject: FW: SCCP’s SEAR and LG Guidance Document

From: Jenna Bedore [mailto:conservationpIannersccp.caJ
Sent: May-05-14 9:33 AM
To: conservationolanner@scci,.ca
Subject: SCCP’s SEAR and LG Guidance Document

Hello,

On behalf of the South Coast Conservation Program I am happy to announce that we have successfully finished
the first year of our project “A Pilot Partnership for Integrating Species and Ecosystems at Risk into Sustainable
Land Us&. Here is a link to the long awaited guidance document, Local Government Tools Supporting
Species and Ecosystems at Risk: A Resource Guide for the South Coast of British Columbia. Please visit
the project page on the SCCP website for access to other valuable resources and further project updates.

Moving into the second phase of the project, we will be working with individual local governments to help
address their specific species at risk related land use challenges. Please contact me to discuss how your local
government can benefit from this initiative. For those who have confirmed participation in the next phase of the
project, we will be contacting you soon to discuss next steps.
One aspect of this second phase of the project involves organizing delegations to councils throughout the South
Coast. We are planning to complete these delegations throughout May, June and July. We would like to work
collaboratively with staff in order to create relevant, palatable presentations to council that also help to further
the initiatives that staff are working on. We will be in contact with the staff of those local governments we
wish to target, but we also ask that anyone who interested in having us present to their council contact us at
their earliest convenience.

Thank you for your continued support and interest in this initiative. I look forward to hearing from you.

Regards,

Jenna

Jenna Bedore
Conservation Planner
The South Coast Conservation Program
tel: (778) 866-8112
www,scc,ca
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