PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
April 9, 2015
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

9:30 a.m.

AGENDA
Adoption of the Agenda
1.
PART 1 – ANNEX A to ANNEX F (pages 1 – 96)
DELEGATIONS
Ruth Simons, Future of Howe Sound Society
2.
Regarding Howe Sound Progress Report
(Regional Planning Services) (Voting – All Directors)
REPORTS
District of Sechelt Referral – 3370-20 and 2015-01 “SSC Properties”
3.
(Regional Planning Services) (Voting – All Directors)

ANNEX A
pp 1 - 7

ANNEX B
pp 8 - 13

4.

Eelgrass Protection
(Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX C
pp 14 - 16

5.

Official Community Plan Bylaw 675.2 and Zoning Bylaw 310.160 (Lindsey) – Area B
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX D
pp 17 - 41

6.

Development Permit Application No. 310.190 (Braithwaite)
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX E
pp 42 - 53

7.

Development Permit with a Variance Application No. B-67 (Drugmand for Herberts)
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX F
pp 54 - 96

PART 2 – ANNEX G to ANNEX P (pages 97 – 181)
8.

Development Permit with a Variance Application No. F-83 (Pederson for Jordan) Area F
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

9.

Planning and Development Division Monthly Report – March 2015
(Regional/Rural Planning Services) (Voting – All Directors)

ANNEX G
pp 97 - 136
ANNEX H
pp 137 - 144

MINUTES
10. Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of March 25, 2015
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX I
p 145

11.

Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of March 24, 2015
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX J
pp 146 - 148

12.

Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of March 30, 2015
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX K
pp 149 - 154
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13.

Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of March 25, 2015
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX L
pp 155 - 157

14.

West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of March 24, 2015
Electoral Area F (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F)

ANNEX M
pp 158 - 160

COMMUNICATIONS
15.

Mike Clay, Mayor, City of Port Moody, dated March 9, 2015
Regarding Proposed Closure of Burrard Thermal Plant – Resolution for
Consideration at LMLGA and UBCM Conventions.

16.

Megan Molnar and Norm Blair, Co-Chair, Sunshine Coast Food Policy Council, dated
March 14, 2015
Regarding Update to the Formation of the Sunshine Coast Food Policy Council

17.

Samuel Sugita, Project Manager, Municipal Affairs (BC), Wireless Network
Implementation, Rogers Communications Inc., dated March 27, 2015
Regarding Invitation to Comment on Proposed Telecommunications Tower at 700
Payne Road, Gibsons.

ANNEX N
pp 161 - 166
ANNEX O
p 167
ANNEX P
pp 168 - 181

IN CAMERA
That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with Section 90 (1) (a) of the
Community Charter – “personal information about an identifiable individual who holds or is being considered for
a position as an officer, employee or agent of the municipality or another position appointed by the municipality..”
ADJOURNMENT

HOWE SOUND COMMUNITY FORUM
MEETING REPORT, October 17, 2014

ANNEX A

Hosted by Squamish Nation
Location: Sea-to-Sky Gondola, Squamish
Report prepared by Ruth Simons, Forum Coordinator, based on recorder notes
Participants: 63 participants, including local government officials, staff and observers (list separate)
AGENDA
Opening and introductions
Orientation on the Sea to Sky Gondola
Squamish Nation Presentation
Forum member introductions & updates
Lunch
Sea to Sky Clean Air Society – Update
Natural Capital Report – David Suzuki Foundation
Cumulative Effects Assessment for Howe Sound:
Presentation and panel discussion
Next Steps – Draft Resolution for Councils
Host’s closing remarks
Glass Sponge Reefs of Howe Sound – Marine Life Sanctuary Society & Underwater Council of B.C.
Welcome from Squamish Nation - Chris Lewis

We are here to work on common issues for the future and the sustainability of Howe Sound.

Reminded everyone to consider that we are all parts in an interwoven web and that it is important
to ensure that the balance of nature is maintained. The spirits and creator remind us of this.
Welcome from Jason Faulkner, Founding Partner, Sea to Sky Gondola

Sea-to-sky Gondola has done very well this summer. 30% ahead of forecast, sold 10,000 season
passes this year.
Squamish Nation Presentation - Chief Gibby Jacob

Emphasized the Squamish Nation history and the importance of remembering the past

Discussed the struggles they have engaged in to protect the Howe Sound ecosystem

Asked participants - "if you could write down one thing, for yourself, and answer the question, why
are you here? what would it be?”

Noted that they have a duty to engage in the issues that concern their territory and Nation. They will
be here forever; they are not going anywhere.

“Saving Howe Sound is one thing, enhancing it is another.”

“We need to find a commonality of purpose, and a commonality of objectives.”
Council Member Chris Lewis

Gave a brief history of Squamish.

Many court cases have been won, there has been an evolving establishment of First Nations Rights
and Title, duty to consult, and similar decisions.

Capacity is an issue. Squamish Nation gets about 50 referrals a month, with one person to address.

Priority is to protect Squamish rights and Title.

The Squamish Nation have decided they will starting the process of preparing a Marine Use Plan.

They already have Xai-temixw – Sacred Land, Land Use Plan, that includes Wild Spirit Places.

A goal of the Marine Use Plan is to identify areas in the marine environment they want to protect.

They are here today to forge a partnership, and appeal to agencies and local governments for help.

Mentioned a study by the PSF regarding the impacts of tanker traffic in the Salish Sea (they want to
1
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work with the Squamish Nation).
Question is how to sustain their livelihoods, and the livelihoods of neighbouring communities, and
still protect the ecosystem.
It is important for us to think about seven generations down the road.

Round table with elected officials
Sheila Malcomson, resigning Islands Trust Chair. Our mandate is to protect and preserve the ecosystem
and communities of the Salish Sea. Work with 7 RD, 6 MLAs, 5MPs. Have been writing letters
emphasizing the cumulative effects associated with LNG at Woodfibre.
Andrew Stone Councillor, Bowen Isl. – mentioned Fraser-Surrey Docks Coal proposal. Sits on the Metro
Vancouver Environmental Parks Committee, unanimous decision from the board (which has broad
municipal representation) several months ago to reject the proposal, after 2 days of presentations and
deliberation. Subsequent research launched to look at the impacts of coal development in the region,
but the Provincial Government has given green light on the proposal and are charging ahead. Air quality,
especially particulate matter is a real concern. There is no legislation that requires that coal to be
treated. After coal arrives at the Port, it is shipped up to Texada.
John Weston, MP - Joined today by Chris Lee, Manager of Aboriginal Affairs and Laureen Tang, Advisor
on Aboriginal Affairs with Environment Canada. DFO Biologist Herb Klassen was on the phone. Minister
of Transportation Lisa Rait and MP Colin Carey, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Environment,
visited the riding. Provided a list of contacts for relevant federal departments (copy attached).
Updates from organizations:

Tankers: Distributed Ministry of Transportation brochure on Tanker safety 10-points summary
and funding announcement.

Working with Vancouver Aquarium – to create a centre of excellence (West Van lab site).

Coal airshed - kudos to SCRD for forcing attention to this issue and taking local initiative.

For future discussion, proposing the option of appointing a harbour master for Howe Sound
under the Marine Act. John is seeking input on this idea.

Town Hall regarding humanitarian aid to Iraq being held in the riding today.
Maurice Freitag – Retiring Area D (Britannia Beach) Director SLRD - has bought a boat and is exploring
the Salish Sea to get a sense of issues.
Susie Gimse - Retiring as Area C Director SLRD - founding member of HSCF. Susie’s one word goal for
the day - “to learn”
Lee Ann Johnson, Councillor Town of Gibsons - was just on a webinar about Blue Carbon - they have a
lot of eelgrass. Gibsons passed a unanimous vote against tanker traffic in the Salish Sea.
Donna Shugar, retiring, Sunshine Coast RD – Roberts Creek, - her goal is to ensure the protection and
continued revitalization of the HS ecosystem. RE: coal issue - was disappointed with Federal response.
Alison Morse, Councillor, Bowen Island - For update on derelict vessels situation, talk to Bonnie.
Tim Rhodes, Councillor, Bowen Island - Emphasis on working together. Hoping to have discussion today
about the Environmental Assessment process linked to Woodfibre LNG
Jan Hagedon, retiring Gambier Island Local Trustee, Islands Trust - Update on Gambier woodlots: lack
of public consultation – have been pressing FLNRO to open the dialogue (waiting to hear from FLNRO as
to status). Have funded Ramona DeGraff to do Forage Fish mapping (spawning surveys) in the Howe
Sound area. Re: Parks around Gambier - Annapolis sinking: Environment Canada has issued a disposal at
sea permit to sink it. It would be nice to have a more thorough plan to run these sorts of initiatives by.
Lee Turnbull, retiring Area F Director, SCRD - emphasis on the protection of Howe Sound area. Very
interested in the Squamish Nation Marine Plan proposal. Burnco proposal – have expressed concern
regarding amendments to the proposal (changed time frames). LNG: concerns with tankers and heated
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water effluent.
Rob Kirkham, Mayor, District of Squamish - Acknowledges hard working staff and support. There is
strength and power in working together, in groups like HSCF. Storytelling is an important component
moving forward. Woodfibre – District of Squamish has a committee doing research on potential impacts
on Squamish and HS. Please visit website Squamish.ca/LNG to see meeting minutes and Q & As.
Trish Panz, Retiring, District of West Vancouver - Acknowledge Squamish Nation proposal for a Marine
Plan. West Vancouver has serious issues with LNG – not included in the process and would like to be.
Frank Mauro, Area A Director SCRD - reiterate the importance of following up on the resolutions
passed at the UBCM last year, e.g., RD and municipalities want more control over local issues. SCRD is
going into an Official Community Plan review. Restated the Squamish First Nations message - it is our
duty to think about future generations.
Garry Nohr, Chair SCRD - wants to finalize an effort to establish a protocol agreement with between
Squamish First Nations and the SCRD. Have one with the Sechelt Nation.
Bill Soprovitch, Councillor District of West Van - Reiterate the strong message of cooperation.
Patricia Heintzman, Chair SLRD, Councillor District of Squamish - highlighted that the role of the Coast
Guard is absent in Federal Government document handout on tanker traffic.
Brenda Broughton, Mayor, Village of Lions Bay - Village of Lions Bay Council has been involved in letter
writing and resolutions regarding Woodfibre LNG.
Joanne Ronsley, Councillor Village of Lions Bay - gratitude to Squamish Nation and to Ruth Simons.
Nora Gambioli, Councillor District of West Vancouver - Hello and thank you to group.
Sea to Sky Clean Air Society - Peter Frinton, Chair - expanding their membership and looking at new
funding structures.
Natural Capital in Howe Sound- Michelle Molnar, Environment Economist (Key Findings)

The study is an economic argument for nature.

Focus has been on the goods/services for which there is no existing economic valuation.

Approach - look at the quantifiable costs associated with the degradation of nature; these figures
represent only a fraction of the value.

Output 1 - Maps. Seven maps that show the distribution of ecosystems, development, tourism, etc.

Output 2 - Ecological Values. Valued 11 services, e.g., $1 - 5 billion per year saved by maintaining the
ecological integrity of the Sound. Top ecological services: tourism and recreation $304,000ha/yr,
regulating disturbances $84,000ha/yr, habitat $66,000 ha/yr, beaches $225,105 ha/yr, wetlands
$172,946 ha/yr, eelgrass beds $87,203 ha/yr
Study Applications:

First Nations - can use in referrals, land and marine planning

Prov/Fed governments - CEA; EIA; Financial Assurances

Local government - asset management programs (DSF is working with some pilot municipalities
on how to manage the natural environment as an asset), infrastructure planning

Science/research: work remains to be done on biophysical measures to pair with economic
measures, missing ecological services and distribution of benefits

Hoping the report will be out in about a month (maybe slightly longer).
Proposed Provincial Cumulative Effects Assessment and Monitoring Project for the Howe Sound Area
(presentation available separately)
FLNRO: Jeff Juthans, Land and Resource Specialist; Steve Kachanoski, Marine Resource Specialist; Scott
Barrett, Manager of Resource Management for South Coast Region
Context: After past meetings with HSCF on possible CEA for Howe Sound, they were asked to come back
with a decision on proceeding and information on proposed valued components.
3
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CEA Background

Overview: Steps: define values/objectives -> assemble data and identify trends - create a report
- review report and make recommendations (every 3-7 yrs) -> decision support tool

Management actions needed would ideally match the level of risk identified by the CEA
Phase 1 Implementation of CEAF in BC





Being piloted in the MaPP region (Marine Planning Partnership for Haida Gwai, North Coast,
Central Coast and North Vancouver Island) - marine; North-east Area (terrestrial); Thompson
Okanagan (terrestrial), and now, possibly Howe Sound – terrestrial and marine.
These areas have helped to engage in the “building a values [value components] foundation”.
Development of terrestrial valued is further ahead in the CEA framework.

Proposal for CEA in Howe Sound – see slides and presentation notes for details
Planning Area: Howe Sound straddles 3 FLNRO Natural Resource Districts - Chilliwack, Sea-to-Sky and
Sunshine Coast; see map of proposed landscape units to be included in Howe Sound CEA: seeking
feedback on geographic scope
Timeline: Looking at a 2 year period for roll out. 4 values in 2015, the rest in 2016.
Proposed Value Components for Project: see slides and presentation notes
Next steps – Jeff Juthans:

Is there support from the Forum? Response needed through local government resolutions.

Will follow up with First Nations.

Will continue project scoping, including determining boundaries for study area.

Will follow up with consulting stakeholders.
Q & A:
Q - how quickly can this get started?
A: Next step would be to develop a Project Charter and work plan.
Q - how are benchmarks of low/med/high informed, and strategic plans measured against the CEA?
A: Not a clear answer.
Q: how is this different from the status quo?
A: what we're proposing is a current condition evaluation
Q: where are other marine values - other forage fish, eelgrass, marine mammals. When/how do these
other values get added?
A: These commitments are based on what could be delivered in 2 years; we had to start somewhere.
There will be opportunities to add other values and there is potential to tweak this list.
Q: Comment – important to extend the boundaries.
Q: what comes after 2 years?
A: This provides the basis for a long term monitoring process.
Q: boundary - are you considering extending up to Pemberton?
A: We hadn’t at this point, but it could be up for discussion.
Q: Where are the values related to jobs and the economy?
A: It's not something being considered at this time, but something we've talked about. It is the intention
to look at economic growth down the road.
Q: Hard to see how this information would be used in decision making (say in the shoes of a minister). A
Marine Plan makes more sense to me.
A: This is only meant to be used along with other decision support tools.
Comment - this is an opportunity to assess what is broken and how we’re going to fix it.
Q: how do the current projects fit into this proposal –
4
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A: They are not part of the CEA timeline or scope.
Q: comment - We need make sure that this initiative is well linked to supporting the idea of the Marine
Use Plan put forth by the Squamish.
Q: comment - there are many Squamish FN values that are missing from this list (e.g. shellfish, ooligan)
Draft Resolution in support of CEA - Ruth Simons (see revised Resolution – slightly different wording)
Comments on the draft resolution in support of proceeding with a Cumulative Effects Assessment:






Aspect of economic growth and prosperity is not as included and should be.
Environment is the basis for the economy.
Monitoring is important. Strong comment on the role of the Forum to be more forward-thinking as
opposed to reactionary to proposals. Need to strengthen the Forum.
Ruth: reminds everyone that this is just a resolution and that the Principles Of Cooperation include
the values of communities and economic growth along with environmental values.
Concluded with consensus that the resolution in support of the CEA would be taken back to Councils
and Boards for submission.

Draft resolution in support of Squamish Nation Marine Planning – Refer to resolution


Consensus in favour

Closing remarks:

Chief Gibby Jacob and Council Chris Lewis: “All good things start at the top of a mountain, and flow
their way into the sea.” (Chris)
Glass Sponge Reefs of Howe Sound – Adam Taylor, Director Marine Life Sanctuaries Society



MLSS together with other agencies are seeking to extend Halkett Bay Marine Park to protect
rare sponge reefs accessible to divers. Refer to Youtube video “Cradles of Glass”.
Resolution in support (by Howe Sound Community Forum) recommended by Chief Gibby Jacob

Next Forum – Bowen Island (to be confirmed) – February 2015 (tentative)
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Mayor Murray Skeels and Council invite you to the next Howe Sound
Community Forum
Friday, May 1st, 2015
Cates Hill Chapel
661 Carter Road,

Bowen Island
9:30-2:30
Transportation to & from the venue from the ferry will be provided.
Topics for the Forum will include:
Updates from members, government representatives and Squamish Nation
on planning initiatives around Howe Sound;
Please send your request for specific agenda items to howesoundcommunityforum@gmail.com
http://www.bimbc.ca/

Ruth Simons 604 921-6564 778 834-4292 Assisting:

Howe Sound Community Forum

Established in 2002

To provide a forum for local governments, Regional Districts and First Nations discussion to maintain and enhance the economic,
environmental, cultural and social well being of the Howe Sound for the benefit of present and future generations.

Squamish Nation - District of West Vancouver - Village of Lions Bay - Town of Gibsons - Resort
Municipality of Whistler - Village of Pemberton - Bowen Island Municipality - Gambier Island
Local Trust - District of Squamish - Metro Vancouver - Sunshine Coast Regional District Squamish Lillooet Regional District
6
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ANNEX B
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 18, 2015

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, April 12, 2015

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Senior Planner

RE:

District of Sechelt Referral – 3370-20 and 2015-01 “SSC Properties”

Recommendation
THAT the Planning and Development Division recommends that the report
entitled “District of Sechelt Referral – 3370-20 and 2015-01 “SSC Properties” be
received;
AND THAT the District of Sechelt be advised of the following comments
contained within this report with regards to Regional District servicing and landuse considerations as follows:
1. The potential land-use conflict with the adjacent crown land site
within District Lot 3854 that has been zoned I4 (Industrial 4) which
could permit mineral, sand and gravel processing, manufacturing of
concrete products, and the processing and burning of land clearing
debris;
2. The properties are located within a development cost charge area
and payment will be in required in the future in conjunction with
subdivision, or construction of commercial or multi-family
developments;
3. Pursuant to the SCRD Comprehensive Regional Water Plan a water
modelling study will be required to determine water supply needs at
the time of a development plan;
4. The property is not currently serviced by transit; and
5. The SCRD requests an additional referral in the future when there is
a rezoning or subdivision application.

Background
The SCRD has received a referral from the District of Sechelt pertaining to an official
community plan amendment on a series of properties in Porpoise Bay, located directly
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to the north Porpoise Bay Provincial Park. The site is approximately 170 hectares in
sizes and is divided into several legal titles and the eastern most properties abut onto
Electoral Area B. The properties were formerly known as the “Silverback
The current Sechelt OCP, adopted in 2010, designates the properties as “Rural
Residential” though it does recognise that there is potential for resort development,
future neighbourhood parks and a future neighbourhood centre.
The application at this time is to change the OCP land use designations from “Rural
Residential” with “Future Neighbourhood Centre”, and “Resort Potential” to “Mixed
Residential/Commercial Neighbourhood”. The OCP amendment application also
includes a development permit area for form and character of the development and
including the properties within the Urban Containment Boundary.
The proposed “Mixed Residential/Commercial Neighbourhood designation contains a
number of proposed uses, including:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Parks and Open Space;
Civic, Institutional and Utilities;
Agriculture;
Neighbourhood Centre;
Low Density Residential; and
Multifamily/Mixed Residential.

The OCP designation includes a base density of 1,000 residential units per 170
hectares and a maximum density of 1,360 units per 170 hectares. Specifics of a future
development are not yet in place, this could occur in the future with a rezoning
application.
As noted, the referral does not include a site plan or detailed breakdown of the number
of single family and multifamily dwellings, nor does it specify the amount of land to be
set aside for parks and open space, or any of the other proposed uses, all of this will
need to be addressed in a future rezoning application, if the OCP amendment is
approved. There is however, a development agreement registered on the title of the
property during the “Silverback” development approval. This development agreement
and the existing zoning will remain in place until such time that the developers seek to
make further changes.
The specific details on parcels, dwellings and commercial will eventually be required to
determine the amount of development cost charges and water infrastructure upgrades
applicable to the development. A detailed development plan will need to be submitted in
order to finalise those details. At this time general comments can be provided.

9
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Discussion
Regional Land-Use Context
The subject site is bounded SCRD Electoral Area B along its entire eastern boundary as
shown. This area is located within the Sechelt Provincial Forest and is largely zoned
RU2 (Rural 2) which allows for a variety of resource and outdoor recreation uses of
which forest management uses, sawmills, and construction camps on parcels over 1.75
hectares are permitted.
There is an adjacent site within District Lot 3854, located Crown land approximately 4
hectares in size that is zoned I4 (Industrial 4). This zoning could permit mineral, sand
and gravel processing, manufacturing of concrete products, and the processing and
burning of land clearing debris. While this site has not been used for such activities, the
I4 zoning could permit the above-mentioned uses which would present land-use
conflicts with the development.
The proposed development also abuts onto Porpoise Bay Provincial Park and the
District of Sechelt and developers are encouraged to consults with the Parks Service to
determine adequate setbacks and buffering to the Park.
Regional District Community Water Service
The properties located within the SCRD water service and development cost charge
boundary will apply to residential parcels and floor space for multifamily and commercial
buildings.
A water modelling will be required in the future to determine the water supply needs.
Consideration will be given to transporting water to the site and storing and servicing the
water once it arrives on site. Much of the property is above the current zone 1 service
elevation and it is therefore likely that a future development of the site would entail
reservoirs and pump stations. A water modeling study would confirm servicing
requirements.
Regional District Transit
Currently there is no transit service to the property or anywhere within the Porpoise Bay
to Tuwanek corridor. The Transit Future Plan, adopted in January 2014 does indicate
that service to Porpoise Bay is Service Priority #8 and that service through to Tuwanek
on a twice weekly time frame is Service Priority #9. Service Priority #8 may not travel
as far as the subject site. B.C. Transit has recently announced that funding for service
expansions has been put on hold and thus making it unlikely that transit will be servicing
this area in the short or medium term.
A future development application should be considered by both the SCRD and BC
Transit.
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Regional District Solid Waste Management
The SCRD Infrastructure Services department recommends that waste collection
facilities be provided which include provision for recycling. For multi-family
developments, centralized common facilities that are screened and contained within
animal resistant containers should be provided.
Summary
The proposed “SSC properties” development is a large, mixed-use project which will
entail an amendment to OCP in order to proceed. The zoning and the development
agreement that pertained to the previous “Silverback” development will remain in place,
subject to a more detailed development plan. A more detailed development plan should
be referred to the SCRD for more detailed and comprehensive comments.

___________
Andrew Allen,
Senior Planner
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ANNEX C
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 24, 2015

TO:

Planning and Development Committee, April 9, 2015

FROM:

Andrew Allen, Senior Planner

RE:

Eelgrass Protection

Recommendation
THAT the Planning and Development Division recommends that the report
entitled “Eelgrass Protection” be received;
AND THAT the Board determine if adding eelgrass protection to development
permit areas within the OCP’s is a priority.
Background
The Planning and Development Division work plan in January of this year, and Planning staff
have reviewed outstanding items on this list to determine what can be considered for action.
One of the items listed under “Other Board Directed Items” is the protection of eel grass and
shoreline issues.
The following is a Board resolution from January 12, 2012 that provides background on this
request:

Board Resolution: 007/12
Recommendation No. 16

Water Zoning in Bylaw 310

THAT staff review Bylaw 310 W1 (Water One) zoning for enforcement and protection of
eelgrass forage and shoreline ecological issues within the context of the Bylaw 310
review.

At the time of this Board resolution it was expected that Zoning Bylaw 310 would be reviewed
in its entirety. The approved work plan focuses on reviewing the zoning bylaw for agricultural
issues and for an update to the transition house definition, rather than a wholesale update. This
could limit future action on measures to address the protection of eelgrass. Other options can be
considered should the Board choose to move forward.
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The foreshore zoning throughout Zoning Bylaw 310 is primary W1, with an exception of a
limited area within the Twin Creeks Area OCP where there is also a W2 zone. Water zoning,
much like zoning on the land is useful to determine the what, where and size of uses and
structures. However, zoning is not typically used to protection vegetation that the uses and
structures might impact. The protection of the environment would most likely be accomplished
through the protection of a development permit area.
It therefore appears that the request for consideration of eelgrass protection is best addressed
through development permit areas, rather than through zoning, as initially requested in the 2012
Board resolution. Section 919 of the Local Government Act pertains to the designation of
development permit areas. Section 919.1(1) states the following:
919.1 (1) An official community plan may designate development permit areas for one or
more of the following purposes:
(a) protection of the natural environment, its ecosystems and biological diversity.
Eelgrass beds are sensitive, near shore habitats that provide food and shelter for a wide range of
marine species and the habitats are considered essential for maintaining the health of the marine
ecosystem. The eelgrass beds are most likely to be impacted by moorage facilities or any other
work or development within the marine area.
Local Government Examples
There are examples of other local governments including eelgrass protection within development
permit areas, the most pertinent example is the recently adopted OCP update from the Town of
Gibsons. There are policies to mark eelgrass onsite and to make mapping available. Furthermore
the protection of environmentally sensitive marine shore areas and eelgrass beds has been added
to Development Permit Area #2.
Development Permit Area 2 requires that an environmental assessment be conducted by a
Qualified Environmental Professional with experience in assessing environmental impacts on
fish habitat with knowledge of Fisheries and Oceans guidelines for the protection of the marine
environments. The environmental assessment shall identify:


The extent and type of potential impact on fish habitat;



The circumstances and conditions under which development permits may be issued to
manage development that potentially has a significant impact on the ocean bed, eelgrass
and fish habitat; and



The measures of remediation required to avoid or minimize the impacts.

The North Pender Island OCP within the Islands Trust contains an eelgrass protection
development permit area, as does the City of Campbell River. These two development permit
areas are nearly identical and may have been development in conjunction or one was perhaps
borrowed from the other. The intent of the development permit areas is to guide the construction
of docks to prevent the damage or destruction of eelgrass beds.
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Therefore as the preceeding examples indicate it is certainly an option to provide protection to
eelgrass and other shoreline processes, however it is advised to consider this through
development permits rather than through zoning.
Options
The Board can direct staff to create new development permit areas if it wishes to proceed with
this 2012 initiative, or include this concept in the review of the Egmont/Pender Harbour and
Twin Creeks Official Community Plan areas. This may entail supplementing the mapping in
these areas and perhaps hiring a qualified consultant to identify and located eelgrass beds.
The SCRD mapping system does contain a fair amount of eelgrass mapping, particularly in
Electoral Areas B, D, & E. This mapping can be used as the basis for protection areas and new
development permit areas, should the Board choose to direct this to occur.
The other option is to not pursue specific OCP amendments for development permit areas but to
continue to monitor eelgrass mapping when pertinent development and moorage applications are
reviewed. This is similar to the approach taken within the Halfmoon Bay OCP, adopted last
year. There is no specific development permit pertaining to the protection of eelgrass; however
attached as an appendix at the end of the OCP is the shíshálh Nation Best Management
Practices for Moorage Facilities. This document is an excellent resource and example of how
to treat moorage applications and the protection of eelgrass beds. It is attached to this report for
information.
Essentially the Board can direct staff to amend the OCP’s to include eelgrass protection, or to
utilize a document such as the shíshálh Nation Best Management Practices for moorage
facilities, or to take no further action at this time.
The intent of this report is to remind the Board of the 2012 resolution and to seek clarification on
next steps.

___________
Andrew Allen,
Senior Planner
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ANNEX D
SCRD STAFF REPORT

DATE:

April 2, 2015

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – April 9, 2015

FROM:

David Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW 675.2 AND Zoning BYLAW 310.160
(LINDSEY) – AREA B

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the report dated April 2, 2015 and titled “Official Community Plan Bylaw 675.2 and
Zoning Bylaw 310.160 (Lindsey) – Area B” be received;
AND THAT Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 675.2, 2015 be
forwarded to the Board to receive first reading;
AND THAT Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.160,
2015 be forwarded to the Board to receive first reading;
AND THAT pursuant to Section 879 of the Local Government Act, early and ongoing
engagement be commenced the following persons, organizations and agencies:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

shíshálh Nation
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure,
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission;
The public and neighbours as set out in Bylaw 522

AND THAT the following be provided prior to consideration of scheduling a public
hearing, should the bylaws move forward:


Confirmation of the location of the septic fields and that they will meet Ministry
of Health requirements along with design details;



Holding of a public information meeting to be arranged by SCRD staff in
consultation with the applicant.

AND THAT the following be provided after public hearing and prior to consideration of
bylaw adoption, should the bylaws move forward:

Report(s) from qualified professional(s) that addresses the requirements for
Development Permit Areas for Coastal Slope and Coastal Flooding


Report or survey from qualified professional(s) that address the requirements of
sections 402 and 403 of Bylaw 310, to identify the 1000 sq m of unencumbered
areas;
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BACKGROUND
The SCRD received an application to amend the Haflmoon Bay Official Community Plan and
Bylaw 310 to allow for a parcel to be subdivided into two parcels. The existing parcel is about
6040 sq m. The proposed parcel, with the existing residence, would be about 4,000 sq. m. and
the new undeveloped lot of 2,000 sq. m would be developed to provide a single family dwelling.
Civic Description

10066 Lost Lane, Halfmoon Bay BC V0N 1Y2

Legal Description

Lot 3 D.L. 2309 Plan 10602

PID

009-362-207

Electoral Area

B – Halfmoon Bay

Subdivision District

Current: F (average size 1
hectare)

Proposed: (average of 3000 sq
m with minimum parcel size
2000 sq m)

Zoning

Current: Residential Two (R2)

Proposed: Residential Two
(R2)
With site specific amendment
to limit the number of dwellings
on the property if subdivided)

OCP Land Use Designation

Current: Residential C (8000
sq m minimum)

Proposed: Residential C (site
specific exception amendment
to match proposal), other than
that the 8000 sq m is
maintained)

The property is in the Secret Cove area and is on the waterfront. It is the largest of the
waterfront properties in the immediate area; however it is smaller than most of the upland
parcels (Attachment A – includes maps showing estimated parcel areas and highlighting those
less than 2000 sq m).
The Official Community Plan land use designation for all properties (with one exception which is
Private Recreation) in the wider area is Residential C and the ocean is Future Public Recreation
Use (Attachment B).
The subdivision district for the property and the wider area is F, 1 hectare average parcel area
on subdivision (Attachment B). The zoning map in Attachment B shows that properties
immediately to the west and to the east on the waterfront are zoned Residential Two (R2);
property to the south, across Lost Lane and Tideways Trail, are zoned Rural One (RU1) and the
ocean is zoned Water One (W1).
Attachment B also includes properties within 150 m and those that meet the conditions set out
in the proposed OCP amendment below.
Supporting information provided by the applicant is in Attachment C.
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DISCUSSION
Staff Review
From a land use zoning perspective and based upon policies in the Official Community Plan
(OCP) there have been no significant alterations or changes that support the proposal.
However, the parcel is significantly larger than other similar parcels in the area and if the overall
development density (as expressed in the potential number of dwellings) is not increased then
there is scope to consider this application. One aspect to keep in mind is whether this will have
a negative impact on the overall character of the area and policy intentions of the OCP.
This proposal was presented to the Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission (APC) on two
occasions; once by the applicant and then via a staff report that set out the wider issues and
staff analysis. On both occasions the APC supported the proposal the (APC minutes are
included in Attachment D for reference).
In light of the support from the APC and the site specific characteristics, staff consider that a
new OCP policy that sets conditions for determining the circumstances when it is appropriate to
alter the subdivision district for properties that are significantly larger than those in the local
area. If this is supported by the SCRD Board then staff will provide an analysis of how many
properties may be significantly larger than the neighbourhood subdivision pattern as part of the
referral information.
How Are Subdivision Districts Established
One of the key points raised by proponents of such proposals is that the site does not reflect the
historic subdivision pattern/parcel sizes of the area. The parcels immediately to the east and
west (on the ocean front) were created by subdivision in 1960, before SCRD bylaws were in
effect or the SCRD was established. Those further to the west and south were subdivided in
2001 and further to the east subdivided in 1989 (Attachment E).
The SCRD has historically set land use designation in OCPs and subdivision districts in zoning
bylaws based upon analysis of soil type (which impacts septic field capacity), provision of
community water, and community input toward Official Community Plan policies.
The soils analysis was done in the 1980’s to support the first set of Official Community Plans
and it provides a solid, scientific analysis and was fairly comprehensive. However, due to the
scale at which the studies were carried out, the mapping is not fine grained enough to detect
localized exceptions where there is a greater degree of septic field capacity. Thus technical
support for smaller parcels can sometimes be provided through site specific analysis.
The presence of a community water system, such as the SCRD water supply service, means
that the parcel does not rely upon on-site well water. There are requirements to separate wells
from potential sources of contaminants such as septic fields. Thus if a well is the only source of
water there is an additional technical limitation on how small a parcel can be. Other factors,
such as topography and presence of features that restrict building/useable area also come into
consideration.
A final piece is community input; for example there may be a desire to maintain larger parcel
sizes as a means of maintaining a rural character. This is considered in development of Official
Community Plans and zoning bylaw amendments.
The SCRD expresses subdivision districts (minimum parcel size) in Official Community Plans
and in zoning bylaws.
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OCP Amendment
The Residential C policies in the OCP could be amended to introduce a site specific policy for
the parcel. The policy could allow an average parcel size of 3000 square metres with a
minimum parcel size of 2000 square metres for the purposes of subdivision. The policy could
also state that a second dwelling or a duplex would be a permitted uses when the parcel is over
5000 square metres. Policy 9.30 currently allows for alternative forms of housing to improve
affordable or assisted living arrangements; thus a transition house could also be permitted.
However, this would not address the underlying issue of whether the OCP could establish a
conditions based policy that addresses similar applications in the future. Thus staff propose the
following conditions based policy.
Recommended Conditions Based Policy
The following policy could be added to section 9.b Residential Land Use Policies as
follows:
9.32 The minimum parcel area may be reduced to provide for subdivision of a single
parcel without amendment to this Plan:
1) Where there had been a significant change, such as the introduction of
SCRD water supply service, to the property since the OCP was adopted;
or
2) Subject to the following conditions:
(a)

The parcel is zoned and of sufficient area to allow for two dwellings;

(b)

Each parcel created by the subdivision will be limited to one singlefamily dwelling in addition to other uses permitted in Sunshine Coast
Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987.

(c)

The parcel must be at least twice the area of the average parcel in
the neighbourhood. Calculation of the average area shall not include
the subject parcel. The neighbourhood:

(i)

is those properties with the same Official Community Plan land
use designation,

(ii)

is within the same zone and subdivision district as set out in
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987;

(iii)

is within 150 metres of the subject property’s parcel boundary;
and

(iv) does not include bare land strata properties.
(d)

Waste water treatment/septic fields provision meets Ministry of Health
requirements as demonstrated in a report provided by a qualified
professional;

(e)

Meet the requirements set out in section 402 and 403 of Sunshine
Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 regarding
minimum contiguous area;

(f)

The subject property is to be connected to the SCRD water supply
service if provided.

N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3600-20 310.160 Lindsey\2015-Apr-09 PDC report 675.2 and
310.160.docx

20

Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (April 9, 2015)
Regarding Bylaw 675.2 and 310.160 (Lindsey)

Page 5 of 25

Community Benefit
Consideration should be given towards a tangible community benefit. Staff consider that a
voluntary contribution based upon 5% of the property value after subdivision could be made to
support projects in the area, subject to Board approval.
Neighbourhood Condition Analysis on Subject Property
Staff tested the conditions against 10066 Lost Lane (the subject property). There are 10
properties that meet the conditions with an average area of 2024 sq m. The subject property is
6040 sq m; more than twice the average area (see Attachment B).
Development Permit Area Designations and Unencumbered Land Requirement
The site is also within two development permit areas for Coastal Slope and Coastal Flooding
(Attachment F). This may have an impact on the subdivision potential in terms of the availability
of safe, usable land. Bylaw 310 (sections 402 and 403) requires that any subdivision confirm
sufficient contiguous area that is not encumbered by no-build requirements (such as septic
fields or geotechnical hazardous areas). The requirement is 1000 sq m of contiguous area if the
new parcels are under 3500 sq m or 2000 if the new parcels are over 3500 sq m (alternative of
two 1000 sq m areas also allowed for new parcels over 3500 sq m).
A key issue will be that one of the proposed parcels is virtually completely covered by the
Coastal Slope DPA designation; however this is the proposed parcel that would contain the
existing dwelling. The conditions that set the DPA designations could impact the development
potential and the SCRD should be confident that any new parcel created has sufficient area to
allow for a dwelling, septic field and backup septic field. Alternatively this could be left to be
considered at the time of subdivision (if the bylaws are adopted).
Staff consider that the applicant should provide information, such as report(s) from qualified
professionals that address the DPA requirements and identify the unencumbered area so that
the requirements of sections 402 and 403 of Bylaw 310 can be met.
Bylaw 310 – Zoning
The current zoning (R2) allows for one dwelling and an auxiliary dwelling (55 sq m floor area
limit) if the parcel is over 2000 sq m and two dwellings when the parcel is over 3500 sq metres.
Thus the current maximum number of dwellings is 2. If the property is subdivided as proposed
then the potential total number of dwellings would be two on the larger property and one plus an
auxiliary dwelling on the smaller (total of 3 dwellings plus an auxiliary dwelling). In other similar
rezoning proposals, the SCRD has ‘traded’ the increase in subdivision potential for an
amendment to the development potential so that the same number of houses is permitted after
subdivision as before (thus a maximum of one dwelling on each new parcel or 2 if the property
is not subdivided). The zoning bylaw could be amended so that there is a site specific number
of dwellings for this property or this could be achieved through a covenant that limits the number
of dwellings.
Staff consider that a site specific limit on the number of dwellings is an appropriate approach
and have drafted the bylaws accordingly.
With regard to the subdivision district, staff are reluctant to create a new district for a single
property. A site specific exception could be added to Bylaw 310.
Services – Potable Water
The property is served by the SCRD water system and the Infrastructure Services department
was consulted regarding the potential impact of the proposal on service provision. The
preliminary comments are that the existing water line will not need to be upgraded to
N:\Land Administration\3360 Zoning & Rezoning Bylaw 310\3600-20 310.160 Lindsey\2015-Apr-09 PDC report 675.2 and
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accommodate up to 4 dwellings. The only required upgrade will be to add service connections
to the existing water line for each parcel.
Services – Septic
The SCRD does not operate a septic treatment system in this area and the proposal is not large
enough to trigger the SCRD’s policy to consider operating/owning treatment plants.
The Ministry of Health (Vancouver Coastal Health) will have a role to play at the subdivision
application phase. The applicant has taken steps to identify septic fields to support the
application. SCRD will refer the rezoning/OCP application to the Vancouver Coastal Health to
seek confirmation that the sites are appropriate.
Consultation
As the proposal requires an amendment to the OCP the requirements of Section 879 of the
Local Government Act (LGA) need to be considered. The LGA requires that during the
development of an official community plan (OCP), including an amendment of an official
community plan, the Regional District provide one or more opportunities it considers appropriate
for early and ongoing consultation with persons, organizations and authorities it considers may
be affected by the OCP amendment. A list of organizations/authorities/persons which the
Regional District should consider to potentially consult is set out in Attachment G.
The proposal is small in scale and has limited, local impact thus there is no need to consult
many of the organizations such as the local municipalities, adjacent Regional Districts and most
federal/provincial agencies. It does not involve Agricultural Land Reserve or Private Managed
Forest Land, so agencies that oversee these designations do not need to be consulted. The
proposal is to facilitate subdivision thus agencies involved in the subdivision process should be
consulted. Staff consider that the following be sent a referral if the bylaws receive first reading:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

shíshálh Nation
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission
The public and neighbours as set out in Bylaw 522

In addition there will be internal referrals to
(f)
(g)

SCRD Infrastructure Services – water, Solid Waste Plan
SCRD Corporate and Administrative Services – Financial Plan

The applicant has contacted the shíshálh Nation to discuss its perspective of the proposal and
the response is that a preliminary field reconnaissance (regarding potential for archaeological
sites) is required. The applicant commissioned the preliminary field reconnaissance and a
report was provided by the shíshálh Nation. The conclusion is that no additional field work is
required, however if any archaeological material is found during site work then this will need to
be addresses.
A public information meeting will be required prior to considering setting the date for a public
hearing; this should be scheduled after first reading by SCRD staff in consultation with the
applicant. The meeting needs to be advertised in the local newspaper and neighbours within 50
metres of the site must be notified (as per Bylaw 522 – Procedures and Fees). In addition, an
information sign (as required in Bylaw 522) will need to be posted on the property after first
reading.
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As noted above, the APC was consulted regarding the applicant’s proposal. However the APC
has not had an opportunity to comment on the proposed OCP amendment set out in this report,
Bylaw 675.2. Thus an additional referral will be made to the APC after first reading.
With respect to proposed Bylaw 310.160, the site is over 800 metres from a controlled access
highway, thus there is no requirement to receive approval from the Ministry of Transportation
and Infrastructure as set out in Section 52 of the Transportation Act.
A formal referral regarding the rezoning/OCP amendment will be made after the SCRD Board
has considered the proposed bylaws and if first readings take place.

SUMMARY
Staff note that the Halfmoon Bay OCP was recently adopted and the land use designation for
this area does not support amendment to facilitate the subdivision, nor does the policy that
relates to allowing for smaller parcels based on overall density. There has been no change in
circumstances that lead to policy support for amending the OCP and the zoning bylaw as
proposed, such as a new SCRD water line being installed that allowed for increased
development potential.
However the site is significantly larger than those in the area. The APC considers that this is a
significant factor in support of amendments to facilitate subdivision. There is some community
support for this approach and there is value in seeking input from the local neighbourhood and
wider community as to whether this is a suitable approach.
Staff consider that if the applicant’s proposal resulted in OCP amendments and rezoning then
this is likely to create a precedent for other similar applications. Thus staff suggest that a
general amendment to the Halfmoon Bay OCP should be brought forward that sets out
conditions for similar proposals. If the Board supports this approach then, staff would provide
an analysis of the number of parcels that this could impact to support referrals.
If Bylaws 675.2 and 310.160 move forward then the following should be provided prior to
consideration of scheduling a public hearing:


Confirmation of the location of the septic fields and that they will meet Ministry of
Health requirements along with design details;



Holding of a public information meeting to be arranged by SCRD staff in consultation
with the applicant.

If the bylaws move forward after public hearing then the following should be provided a prior to
consideration of bylaw adoption:


Report(s) from qualified professional(s) that addresses the requirements for
Development Permit Areas for Coastal Slope and Coastal Flooding



Report or survey from qualified professional(s) that address the requirements of
sections 402 and 403 of Bylaw 310, to identify the 1000 sq m of unencumbered areas;

Staff consider that the bylaw amendments should include limitations on the number of dwellings
so that if the subdivision takes place then the total number of potential dwellings after
subdivision is the same as that under the current zoning. Thus there would be one dwelling on
each new parcel or 2 if the parcel is not subdivided.
Draft Bylaws 675.2 and 310.160 are included in Attachment H.
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ATTACHMENT A
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ATTACHMENT B
Condition: Properties in same OCP Land Use Designation

Condition: Properties in the same Zone (R2)
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Condition: Properties in the same Subdivision District

Condition: Properties Within 150 metres
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Properties that Satisfy the above Conditions

Parcel Size Calculation
Parcel Areas
2490
725
685
635
1615
1450
1510
1690
1060
8380

Average
2024

Subject
Site Area
6040
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ATTACHMENT C
Information Provided by the Applicant
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ATTACHMENT D
Extracts from Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes
June 24, 2014, Halfmoon Bay APC
The APC minutes include the following comments/concerns:
 Not sure why there is a problem since this lot is substantially larger than
surrounding lots.
 In this neighbourhood, if all the other lots are of half acre size, the proposed
size of lot would be consistent with the neighbourhood and general
requirements of the OCP.
 If it is in contravention with the health department, we will have look at this
aspect.
 Neighbours have no objection.
 Having seen the size of the current lot, and the proposed subdivision, would
look favorably upon a variance in this particular instance.
 Think that it is in keeping with the rest of the neighbourhood.
 Another way to do this is a bare land strata.
 Would support the subdivision if the Health Department allowed it.
 It would be nice to have the Health Unit come and talk to us.
 Septic technology these days is so far advanced beyond having to prove septic
field capability and damage the environment through tree removal etc.
October 28, 2014, Halfmoon Bay APC
The following recommendation was adopted:
That the APC support recommendation number 4: Divide the parcels so that no
single new parcel could be further subdivided.
The following comments/concerns were raised in discussion:
 They (the SCRD) should choose one of the 4 recommendations that doesn’t
negatively impact the OCP. But if we have to make a decision, suggest we
chose alternate 4.
 Agree
 Our concern was also hinging on the health department for the septic
conditions.
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ATTACHMENT E
Subdivision Activity in the Area
1960

1989
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2001
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ATTACHMENT F
Development Permit Areas
Note the existing house is within the DPA 1B (Coastal Slope) area and the proposed ‘new’
parcel is mostly outside of the DPA 1B area. The air photo below shows the house and DPA
boundary.
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ATTACHMENT G
List of Consultees for Consideration


First Nations:
shíshálh Nation,
Squamish Nation,



Persons:
The public
Neighbours of a site specific proposal (see Bylaw No. 522 - Procedures and Fees)



Provincial and Federal Agencies:
Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development,
Ministry of Energy and Mines,
Ministry of Environment,
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations,
Ministry of Jobs, Tourism, Innovation,
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure,
Ministry of Health
Vancouver Coastal Health Authority,
Agricultural Land Commission,
Islands Trust,
Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada



Local Government:
District of Sechelt,
Town of Gibsons



School Districts
School District 46,



Organizations:
Agricultural Advisory Committee,
Advisory Planning Commission(s),
Community Association(s),
Private Managed Forest Land Council



SCRD Internal (regarding specific items):
Infrastructure Services – water, transport, Solid Waste Plan
Community Services – parks and trails
Corporate and Administrative Services – Financial Plan

Other agencies, organizations and individuals may be notified as the planning process moves
forward.
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ATTACHMENT H
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW No. 675.2, 2015
A bylaw to amend the “Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 675, 2013".
.
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 "Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No.
675.2, 2015".

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Section ‘9.b. Residential Land Use Policies’ be amended by adding the following text:
9.32 The minimum parcel area may be reduced to provide for subdivision of a single parcel
without amendment to this Plan:
1) Where there had been a significant change, such as the introduction of SCRD water
supply service, to the property since the OCP was adopted;
or
2) Subject to the following conditions:
(a)

The parcel is zoned and of sufficient area to allow for two dwellings;

(b)

Each parcel created by the subdivision will be limited to one single-family
dwelling in addition to other uses permitted in Sunshine Coast Regional
District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987.

(c)

The parcel must be at least twice the area of the average parcel in the
neighbourhood. Calculation of the average area shall not include the subject
parcel. The neighbourhood:

(d)

(i)

is those properties with the same Official Community Plan land use
designation,

(ii)

is within the same zone and subdivision district as set out in Sunshine
Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987;

(iii)

is within 150 metres of the subject property’s parcel boundary; and

(iv)

does not include bare land strata properties.

Waste water treatment/septic fields provision meets Ministry of Health
requirements as demonstrated in a report provided by a qualified
professional;
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(e)

Meet the requirements set out in section 402 and 403 of Sunshine Coast
Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 regarding minimum
contiguous area;

(f)

The subject property is to be connected to the SCRD water supply service if
provided.

PART C - ADOPTION
PURSUANT TO SECTION 879 OF THE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT ACT CONSULTATION
REQUIREMENTS CONSIDERED this

DAY OF

MONTH

YEAR

READ A FIRST TIME this

DAY OF

MONTH

YEAR

READ A SECOND TIME this

DAY OF

MONTH

YEAR

CONSIDERED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
FINANCIAL PLAN AND ANY APPLICABLE WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLANS AND THE 10-YEAR WATER
PLAN PURSUANT TO SECTION 882 OF THE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT 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. 310.160, 2015
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.
310.160, 2015".

PART B – AMENDMENT
2.

Section 406 be amended by insetting the following before section 406 (7):
“(6A) Site Specific Exemptions
Despite section 406 (6) on Lot 3, District Lot 2309, Plan 10602, PID 009-362-207:
a)
b)

3.

the maximum permitted density shall be 3000 square metres;
the absolute minimum parcel size shall be 2000 square metres.”

Section 611 be amended by:
a) renumbering Sections 611.4 to 611.9 as 611.5 to 611.10;
b) inserting the following:
“Site Specific Uses
611.4 Despite sections 611.2 and 611.3(1) on Lot 3, District Lot 2309, Plan 10602, PID 009-362207, or any subsequently created parcels, only one single family dwelling per parcel shall
be permitted;”

PART C - ADOPTION
READ A FIRST TIME this

DAY OF

MONTH

YEAR

READ A SECOND TIME 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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ANNEX E
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 20, 2015

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – April 9, 2015

FROM:

Stina Hanson, Planner

RE:

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT 310.190 (BRAITHWAITE) (AREA E)

RECOMMENDATION(S)
1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report titled
“Development Variance Permit Application No. 310.190 (Braithwaite) (Area E)” and
dated March 20, 2015;
2. THAT Development Variance Permit No. 310.190 (Braithwaite) to relax the
minimum required setback to an exterior side parcel line from 4.5 metres as
required by Section 601.4(3) of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw
No. 310, 1987 to 2.56 metres on Lot 13, Block 2, District Lot 842, Plan 3939 to
permit the addition of a second floor to an existing auxiliary building be issued.

BACKGROUND
The Regional District is in receipt of an application to vary Section 601.4(3) of Zoning Bylaw 310
to relax the setback to an exterior side parcel line to permit the addition of a second floor to an
existing auxiliary building.
APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
ZONE:
OCP DESIGNATION:
PROPOSED VARIANCE:

PARCEL AREA:

Melissa & Patrick Braithwaite
Lot 13 Block 2 D.L. 842 Plan 3939 PID: 003-457-192
E
857 & 863 Quinn Place, Gibsons B.C. (Elphinstone)
R1
Residential A
To vary the required structural setback from an exterior side parcel line as
required by Section 601.4(3) of SCRD Zoning Bylaw 310 from 4.5 m to 2.56 m to
permit the addition of a section storey to an existing auxiliary building (total
floor area to be added 20.3 m2).
3,575 square meters

DISCUSSION
The subject property is located on the border between Elphinstone and the Town of Gibsons,
just south of the original road allowance for Gower Point Road (see Figure 1 below). The
change in configuration of Gower Point Road (which happened at some point in the mid-1930s)
lead to the creation of Quinn Place, a road used for access by two properties that ends at the
border between the regional district and the town. The subject property currently contains two
dwellings and one auxiliary building, both built in the northern portion of the property, away from
N:\Land Administration\3090 Development Variance Permits\3090-20 DVP Bylaw 310\DVP 310.190 (Braithwaite)\DPV 310.190 PDC Report - 2015-Mar-20.doc
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Gower Point Road, which technically is
considered the front parcel line as it is the
shortest of the two parcel lines abutting a
road.
The applicants are requesting a
relaxation to the setback to Quinn Place
(an exterior side parcel line) to allow for
the addition of a second story on an
existing auxiliary building, with a total
addition of 20.3 square metres of floor
space. The storage shed appears to predate SCRD Zoning Bylaws (and setback
requirements) making it lawfully nonconforming in its present form. In order to
increase the mass of the building within
the setback a variance permit is required.

Figure 1 – Location Map

ANALYSIS
The property slopes sharply south-west towards the water and though only the bottom corner is
in a proposed Development Permit Area for Slope Hazards, the terrain is generally challenging
for building, with the only flat bench located where the shed, driveway and one of the dwelling
are presently (see Figure 2). Expanding the building to the west takes over a portion of the
driveway and adding onto the east portion of the building would require significant blasting and
tree removal. The property remains heavily treed, which combined with the topography makes
siting a building on the lower section of the property a more difficult option. The property also
meets all other requirements of Zoning Bylaw 310: auxiliary building floor area, parcel coverage,
and building height.
As part of the addition, the applicant
will require a building permit that
covers both the addition and any
required repairs or alterations to the
existing building to ensure it is capable
of supporting the second storey. These
alterations will not involve expanding
the building footprint. The applicants
need to make repairs on the existing
auxiliary building (it has a leaking roof)
and due to other upcoming renovation
projects (the roof on the closest
dwelling is also leaking and in need of
repairs) they require addition storage
and thus have made the variance
application to expand the existing
Figure 2 – Site Topography
building. The applicants have also
submitted a variance criteria (see Attachment 2), preliminary sketches showing the proposed
addition (see Attachment 3) and photos of the existing building and site conditions (see
Attachment 4).
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The subject property is located on the south side of Quinn Place, the lower side of the road, and
given the slope down to the auxiliary building (~3 metres) the new addition will have minimal
visual impact on the road (the site is also presently shielded by mature vegetation, which will
remain) or to neighbouring properties (currently or in the future). The application has been
referred to the Ministry of Transportation for comment and the applicants have received a
Setback Relief Permit (permit number 2015-01287) from the Ministry.

CONSULTATION
Referral Agencies:
The development variance permit application has also been referred to the following agencies
for comment:
Referral

Comments

SCRD Building
Department

No concerns with the application. Repairs to existing building may
be required to support the second floor.

Squamish Nation

No identified concerns, Development Variance Permit can proceed.

Ministry of
Transportation

As a condition of Setback Relief Permit 2015-01287 the applicant
must remove materials currently stored on the Ministry Right of
Way within 30 days of the completion of the new storage shed

Area E APC

At their meeting March 25, 2015 the APC made recommended the
following:
MOTION (BM/MD): That the APC accepts the application as presented.

Owners/Occupiers

No Comments Received

The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) have included the removal of materials
from the right of way as a condition of the Setback Relief Permit. The Development Variance
Permit includes a condition that the applicant must adhere to the conditions of the MOTI permit
and staff believe that the 30 day period to remove the materials is adequate.

SUMMARY
The Regional District received an application to vary the setback to an exterior side parcel line
from 4.5 metres to 2.56 metres to allow for the addition of a second storey to an existing
auxiliary building (floor area increase of 20.3 square metres) on Quinn Place. The topography of
the parcel, the retention of existing mature vegetation, the minimal impacts on the current or
future operation of Quinn Place or on neighbouring properties and the minimal nature of the
application provide strong support for the variance request. SCRD planning staff support this
application.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Site Plan including survey
2. Variance Criteria
3. Floor plans for auxiliary building

4. Site Photos
5. Draft Development Variance Permit
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
NO. 310.190

DRAFT
TO:

Melissa & Patrick Braithwaite

ADDRESS:

863 Quinn Place
Gibsons B.C.
V0N 1V3

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:
P.I.D.:
Civic Description:

Lot 13 Block 2 D.L. 842 Plan 3939
003-457-192
857 & 863 Quinn Place, Gibsons B.C. (Elphinstone)

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 second story on an existing auxiliary building on those lands
described herein, and Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is specifically
varied as follows:
To vary the setback to an exterior side parcel line, as required in
Section 601.4(3) of Zoning Bylaw 310, from 5 metres to 2.56 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 site plan prepared by Larry Penonzek and dated July 11, 1996 attached
hereto as Appendix ‘A’.

(2)

Must adhere to all conditions and requirements of Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure Setback Relief Permit 2015-01287.

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 604998-0285.
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, 2015.
ISSUED THIS ___________ DAY OF ________________________, 2015.

_____________________________________
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
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Appendix A

House
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ANNEX F

SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 20, 2015

TO:

Planning and Development Committee – April 9, 2014

FROM:

Stina Hanson, Planning Technician, Planning & Development Division

RE:

Development Permit with a Variance Application No. B-67 (Drugmand for
Herberts) (Area B)

RECOMMENDATION:
1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report titled
“Development Permit with a Variance Application No. B-67 (Drugmand for
Herberts) (Area B)” and dated March 24, 2015;
2. THAT Development Permit with a Variance B-67 (Drugmand for Herberts) (Area B)
to relax the minimum required setback to the natural boundary of the ocean from
7.5 metres as required by Section 507(1) (a) of Sunshine Coast Regional District
Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 to 4 metres on Lot 3, District Lot 1952 Plan 21791 to
permit an addition to an existing single family dwelling, a wheelchair access ramp
and extension to an existing deck be issued;
3. AND THAT issuance of DPV B-67 be subject to:
a. release or modification of Restrictive Covenant GB60108 currently registered
on title;
b. registration of a “no disturbance” covenant to protect the remaining
foreshore within 7.5 metres of the natural boundary included as Appendix B
of DPV B-67;
c. receipt of referral comments from the shíshálh Nation, and that issues raised
by the shíshálh Nation be addressed, as appropriate.
BACKGROUND
The SCRD received an application to vary Section 507(1) of Zoning Bylaw 310 to relax the
required setback to the natural boundary of the ocean to allow for an addition to an existing
dwelling.
APPLICANT:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
PID:
ELECTORAL AREA:
LOCATION:
ZONE:
PROPOSED VARIANCE:

PARCEL AREA:

Koen Drugmand (agent) for Carey Herberts (registered owner)
Lot 3 District Lot 1952 Plan 21791
011-389-486
B
5504 Hydaway Place, Halfmoon Bay
R2
To vary Section 507(1) of Zoning Bylaw 310 to reduce the setback to the natural
boundary of the ocean from 7.5 metres to 4 metres to allow for an addition to
an existing single family dwelling.
1,350 m2
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DISCUSSION
The subject property is located
on the waterfront and
accessed via a small cul-de-sac
at the end of Hydaway Place. It
is adjacent to a public walkway
(that was created along with
the subdivision of District Lot
1952 and is still under the
jurisdiction of the Ministry of
Transportation) (see Figure 1).
The foreshore includes a
prominent rocky outcropping,
and several mature Douglas fir
trees. The home was originally
constructed in 1989 under
Figure 1 – Location Map
Permit 8492 with a subsequent
permit issued in 1992 for an addition to the north east side of the dwelling. The applicant is
now looking to add on to the west side of the property (replacing the previous addition from
1992), change the configuration of an existing deck, and add a deck/ramp for wheelchair access
along the east side of the home. The natural boundary along the west and east portion of the
property has changed since both the original building permit and the 1992 addition (likely due
to erosion, especially along the western portion of the shoreline) and a variance application is
now required to reduce the setback from the natural boundary of the ocean (see Attachment
1).
ANNALYSIS
The existing home is a split level with a basement (with the two story portion being closest to
the ocean) with a total floor area of 250 square metres. The layout and structure of the house
make it difficult to add onto the west side behind the 7.5 metre setback line. The internal layout
of the house currently sits at two different levels (the lower level closest to the ocean and the
upper level adjacent to the road) with three steps between them. With the addition connecting
to the rear of the house (at the lower level) it increases the floor area at this level making the
deck more accessible and enabling better circulation within the home. The addition is for an
expanded kitchen, entryway and bathroom adding a total of 61.4 square metres of floor area to
the home. The addition’s position places key living spaces (kitchen, dining room, living room
and a bathroom) are on one level, increasing the accessibility of the home (see Attachment 2).
A portion of the addition area is already developed with a combination of floor area (entry
way), elevated walkway/ramp, arbour, planter boxes and stone patio.
The addition will include a section with a sloped metal roof, designed to match the existing
house and to create some visual symmetry between the new and the old, particularly when
viewed from the water. The front section of the addition will feature a low-sloped roof with a
skylight, measuring approximately 13 feet (~4 metres). There is a slope toward the ocean, and
with the change to a vaulted ceiling the rear section of the addition will be taller at ~18 feet (5.5
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55

Staff Report to SCRD Planning and Development Committee – April 9, 2015
Regarding DPV Application No. B-67 (Drugmand for Herberts) (Area B)

Page 3 of 5

metres), though still well within the 11 metre height limit of Zoning Bylaw 310. The addition is
also visually screened by an existing garage and proposed gazebo and will be barely visible from
the road of Hydaway Place or most of the neighbouring properties.
This neighbourhood is categorized by steep rocky terrain with significant changes in elevation
between properties. Most of the existing homes are oriented away from the proposed addition,
or elevated significantly above it. The lot immediately to the west is currently undeveloped, but
the shape of the coastline, the distance from the side parcel line setback provide a range of
ocean view options for this property and minimal potential impacts by the variance.
On the east side of the home a new wheel chair access ramp/deck is proposed to provide
access to the main floor deck. The slight projection of this deck into the side setback is
permitted by Section 506 of Zoning Bylaw 310, which makes exceptions for steps, balconies or
open porches providing access to a building to encroach into the setback area. This provision
does not apply to the setback from the natural boundary of the ocean and must be included as
part of the variance request. In this case it is important to recognize the importance of allowing
existing homes to be retrofitted, adapted or altered to reflect the needs and circumstances of
residents and again a portion of the ramp area has already been developed with a flight of
stairs down to the water. The proposed access ramp will not impede on the existing public
walkway or public access to the ocean. The applicants have also prepared a variance criteria
outlining the reasons for their proposal (see Attachment 3).
The foreshore of the subject property is fairly rocky, but significant native vegetation remains
(see Attachment 4). The applicants do not have a dock or ramp and there has been no paving
within the foreshore area. In order to preserve the existing state of the foreshore the applicant
has volunteered to register a “no-disturbance” covenant on the property for the are not
covered by buildings within the 7.5 metre setback area. This will ensure that the vegetation will
remain intact and will protect the western-most Douglas Fir tree, though the tree closest to the
house on the west side will need to be removed to allow for the addition.
There is an existing restrictive covenant registered on title in favour of both the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure and the SCRD that requires a 7.5 metre setback for all
buildings (charge GB60108). This covenant must be either discharged or modified for the
variance to be issued, which will require the applicant to submit the geotechnical report to the
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure.
OCP POLICIES – Development Permit Requirements
The Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan (OCP) includes a Development Permit Area for
Coastal Flooding that extends vertically 8 meters above the Canadian Geodetic Datum. A
portion of the addition area is located within this Development Permit Area (DPA 1A) and the
applicant has submitted a coastal flood hazard assessment for the property by a qualified
professional (see Attachment 4). The report sets a flood construction level of 2.7 metres (the
existing house is currently set at 6.9 metres) and determines the addition to meet the criteria of
this Development Permit Area.
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The addition area is also within a Development Permit Area for Coastal Slopes (DPA 1B), which
also requires a report from a qualified professional that must consider slope hazards (landslide,
rockfall, seismic events) and their potential impact on the proposed development. The report
identifies the site as having a low probability for geotechnical hazards, makes a number of
recommendations regarding construction and determines that the site meets the criteria of this
DPA and of the SCRD’s Risk Assessment and Liability Policy. These recommendations have been
incorporated in the draft permit.
CONSULTATION
Referral Agencies:
The application has been referred to the following agencies for comment:
Referral

Comments

SCRD Building
Department

No concerns with the application.

shíshálh Nation

Awaiting comments

Halfmoon Bay APC

At their meeting on March 24, 2015 the APC made the following
Motion:
That the APC support Application No. B-67 as per the requirements
proposed by the SCRD draft variance permit and providing the
registration of the ‘no disturbance’ covenant. Carried by Majority

Owners/Occupiers

One comment received (see Attachment 6)

Planning staff have discussed the proposed variance with the western neighbour, though the
current stage of design on this lot and the general nature of the submission have made it
difficult to quantify potential impacts or address them in relation to the current development
proposal. In terms of privacy issues the proposal includes minimal windows along the side
parcel line (with some of these likely to be frosted glass given the proposed uses) and the
proposal exceeds the minimum side parcel line setback, providing additional separation from
the addition and the neighbouring property.
In terms of potential view impacts it should be noted that the required removal of the cedar
tree will open up view corridors from the top portion of the neighbouring lot and given the two
storey layout of the existing house, most of the view impacts are caused by this existing
construction. Planning staff created a to-scale 3d rendering of the proposed building and
positioned a building on the neighbouring lot of a similar size to what the neighbour had
mentioned wanting to build on the lower portion of their property. Given the configuration of
the coastline, the greatest view impacts are from a building close to the side parcel line as there
is a portion of the new addition that impedes a view area of ~15 m2 (see Attachment 7). The
proposed deck additions are not visible from the neighbouring property at this angle.
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SUMMARY
The Regional District received a development permit with a variance application to relax the
setback to a rear parcel line from 7.5 metres to 4.0 metres to allow for an addition of 61.4
square metres to an existing single family dwelling. The ability to improve the existing layout
and functionality of the home, the increase in access options for all levels of mobility, the
minimal view impacts on neighbouring properties and the ability to protect existing
undisturbed foreshore area provide a solid rational for supporting the application.
Subject to the receipt of comments from the shíshálh Nation and the applicant successfully
addressing these comments, SCRD planning staff support this application.
Attachments: 4
1. Site Plan showing potential building layout
2. As built main floor drawings and preliminary design drawings
3. Variance Criteria
4. Site Photos
5. Geotechnical Report
6. Neighbour Letter
7. Building and view mock-up
8. Draft Variance Permit
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Attachment 6

March 30, 2015

Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, B.C., VON 3A1
Attention: Stina Hanson, Planner
RE:

Notice of Consideration of Development Permit with Variance – PPV B-67
Legal Description: Lot 3 District Lot 1952 Plan 21791, Hydaway Place.

Dear Tina:
Thank-you for taking time to meet with me on March 27th., to discuss the variance application, noted
above. My property is directly adjacent (to the north side) of the applicant’s property. We are currently
in the planning stages of developing our property, at this point we have not finalized our plans,
especially now that this situation has been brought to our attention.
At this time we will need additional information before we would consider approval of this application.

Yours Sincerely,

Don Roberts
2780 Vine Street
Vancouver, B.C. V6K4S5.
(Property owner, Lot 4 Hydaway Place, DL 1952 Plan 21791)
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Potential auxiliary building (scaled to
the allowable 75 square metres)

Tree to remain
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Portion of new addition
that will impact view
from this proposed
building (note: view
looking south not
impacted at all)
Tree to remain

View looking east from easternmost
window in neighbouring building
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT with VARIANCE
No. B-67

Draft
TO:

Carey Herberts

ADDRESS:

5832 Walker Road
Burnaby BC, V0N 3A2

This Development 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 Permit Areas #1A (Coastal Flooding) and #1B (Coastal Slopes) of Halfmoon Bay
Official Community Plan Bylaw 675 apply to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional
District described below:
Legal Description:
P.I.D.:
Civic Description:

Lot 3 District Lot 1952 Plan 21791

011-389-486
5504 Hydaway Place, Halfmoon Bay, BC

The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and
conditions and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this Permit
which shall form a part thereof.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is varied or supplemented, and
conditions and requirements pursuant to Section 920 of the Local Government Act are imposed
in accordance with the guidelines specified in the Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan, Bylaw
675.
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is specifically varied as follows:
To vary Section 507(1) (a) of SCRD Bylaw No. 310 to relax the minimum required
setback to the natural boundary of the ocean from 7.5 metres to 4.0 metres for
the purpose of construction an addition to an existing single family dwelling
including an addition to an existing deck and the addition of a wheelchair access
ramp/deck as per the site plan attached to and forming part of this permit as
Appendix ‘B’;
This Development Permit with a Variance for the purpose of constructing the works referenced
above is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and conditions:
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Prior to Issuance:
(1)

(2)

Registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to the satisfaction of the SCRD: to
save harmless the SCRD, that there shall be no disturbance of any vegetation within
the 7.5 metres of the natural boundary of the ocean:
The discharge or modification of Covenant GB60108 by the Sunshine Coast Regional
District and Ministry of Transportation to remove the 7.5 metre setback requirement
for all buildings.

General Conditions:
(1)

Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the geotechnical report prepared
by Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd and dated December 14, 2014 and attached
to and forming part of this permit as Appendix A, with particular attention given to:
a. A Flood Construction Level of 2.7 metres above high high water large tide is
required for all habitable structures;
b. Prior to construction the portion of the lot within 8 metres upslope of the
proposed addition should be inspected for loose surficial boulders and/or
fractured bedrock. Any loose boulders at surface should be cleared from the
potential path of the addition, and any fractured bedrock should be reported to
the geotechnical engineer for further consultation as it may require pinning;
c. The recommended bearing foundation is spread (strip) foundation footings. Strip
footings should be designed with a minimum footing width of 450 mm, unless
otherwise specified by the structural engineer. Where pad footings are required
they should be designed with a minimum footing width of 600 mm, unless
otherwise specified by the structural engineer;
d. It is recommended to pin foundations to bedrock to improve seismic resistivity
though it is not explicitly required. Where footings are placed on exposed
bedrock, they should be pinned every 300 mm to 450 mm to a minimum depth
of 450 mm into intact bedrock. While it is not expected that surplus pinning will
be required to secure faulted bedrock beneath the foundation, this should be
carefully considered during construction;
e. Where footings are not pinned to bedrock, footings should be placed a minimum
of 450 mm below surface for frost protection requirements. It is essential that all
footings be placed on clean native material, or clean structural fill approved by the
geotechnical engineer. All organic material including topsoil, roots, rootlets or
other deleterious material should be removed beneath the final footing grade;
f. Non-structural slab-on-grade components should be underlain by a minimum of
150 mm of 19 mm clear crushed gravel or approved equivalent, followed by a layer
of 17 mil polypropylene sheeting, or approved equivalent;
g. All construction surfaces should be properly stripped of all loose, soft, saturated,
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and/or deleterious material to expose the clean, intact bedrock. Footing
subgrades should be reviewed and approved by the geotechnical engineer prior
to the placement of formwork;
h. Permanent drainage should consist of individual perimeter drains for permanent
structures and paved sections. This consists of a minimum of 100 mm diameter
perforated pipe surrounded by a minimum drainage zone of 300 mm wrapped in
non-woven geofabric. This drainage system should be sloped at a minimum 2%
gradient and discharge to an approved outfall location.
(2)

The development shall substantially conform with the site plan prepared by Koen
Drugmand, and dated February 20, 2015 and attached to and forming part of this
permit as Appendix B. A survey confirming the location of the addition to the
existing single family dwelling must be provided to the SCRD prior to foundation
construction;

(3)

Arrange for a site inspection by a qualified geotechnical engineer during foundation
preparation, the results of which are to be submitted to the SCRD at that time;

(4)

The Geotechnical Engineer provides a final letter to confirm that all construction is
consistent with standard engineering practice and with the attached geotechnical
report and this letter must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD prior to SCRD
approval of the final inspection for works listed about, which are the subject of this
Development Permit;

(5)

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 Rights and Title Department, shíshálh Nation (604-740-5600.

(6)

Of note: retaining walls greater than 1.2 m in height also require a building permit
and retaining walls greater than 2.0 m in height must meet the structure setback
requirements of Section 611.5 under Bylaw No. 310. It is understood that the works
as proposed meet these Building and Zoning Bylaw requirements but would require
a building permit and variance to the zoning setback if the work exceeds these
zoning thresholds.

(7)

The owner is responsible for ensuring that all constructed works under this Permit B67 are on the owner’s Land or receiving necessary approval from the Province of BC
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if the works are located on public foreshore land. Of note, the boundary of the
owner’s Lands is formed by the current registered subdivision plan, Plan 21791, but
where the “natural boundary” of the ocean (as defined under SCRD Zoning Bylaw No.
310 and the BC Land Act) is now located within the current subdivision plan, the
natural boundary may then form the property boundary between the owner’s Lands
and public Crown foreshore land.
(8)

Post a waterproof copy of the Development Permit (8.5" x 11" minimum) on the
development site for the duration of construction.

(9)

If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within
two years of the date of this permit, this Development Permit shall lapse.

(10)

The development is to be completed within four years from issuance of the date of
this Development Permit.

Except as specifically provided above, this Development Permit, with setback variance, 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.
This Permit is not a building permit.
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. xxx/xx PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
BOARD THIS xx DAY OF Month, 2015.
ISSUED THIS

xx DAY OF Month, 2015

_____________________________________
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
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