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Research has shown that land size is a vital factor in the number of species any designated 
area can support. As habitats become more fragmented by human encroachment over time, 
animal and plant populations were left marooned and their long-term survival became 
untenable. Critical thresholds were reached and passed – life forms were pushed into local, 
then global extinction. [From Environmental Village, GETAWAY 2002] 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DISCLAIMER 
As the study area is within the traditional territories of the Sechelt (Shíshálh) and Squamish 
(Sḵwx̱wú7mesh) First Nations, who have never signed treaties, the land is recognised as 
subject to traditional and legal interpretation of First Nations aboriginal rights and land title, 
especially in light of the June 26, 2014 Supreme Court of Canada (SCC) ruling on aboriginal 
title (Tsilhqot’in Nation v British Columbia). The Sechelt (Shíshálh) and Squamish 
(Sḵwx̱wú7mesh) First Nations are currently engaged in the BC Treaty process and are also 
involved in other government-to-government (G2G) discussions associated with land and 
resource use in their traditional territories outside the treaty process. Nothing in this report 
shall abrogate or derogate from any aboriginal title or aboriginal rights of the Shíshálh and 
Sḵwx̱wú7mesh First Nations or any Shíshálh and Sḵwx̱wú7mesh members. 
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PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND, QUALIFICATIONS RELEVANT 
TO THIS PROJECT, AND DISCLAIMER INFORMATION 

PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND 
This report was prepared by myself, conservation biologist Wayne McCrory. I am a 
Registered Professional Biologist (RPBio) in the province of British Columbia. I have an 
Honours Zoology degree from the University of British Columbia (1966) and have more than 
40 years of professional experience. My extensive wildlife and bear work has been published 
in ten proceedings, in peer-reviewed journals, and in government publications. I have 
produced 85 professional reports, some peer-reviewed, many involving environmental 
impacts, faunal species inventories, ecosystem analyses, cumulative effects reviews, bear 
habitat and bear hazard assessments, and bear-people conflict prevention/management plans. 
My curriculum vitae (CV) is available upon request. 

I have been doing ecological field research on the BC coast for 30 years. I have compiled general 
inventories and reports on mammals, birds, amphibians, salmonids, and other aspects of 
island and mainland areas on the BC central and north coasts, including the Khutzeymateen, 
Kitlope, Princess Royal Island, Green Inlet and Valley, and other areas. My research includes 
a review of the potential impacts of logging on marbled murrelet and Sitka black-tailed deer 
old-growth potential habitat on the BC central coast. I have done a detailed report on the 
coastal predator-prey Sitka deer-grey wolf ecosystem, including detailed Sitka deer winter 
range GIS modeling for Princess Royal Island and adjacent areas. I also oversaw a report on 
Carabid forest beetles and an ecosystem landscape analysis by Silva Forest Foundation on 
Princess Royal Island. 

I have also done extensive grizzly and black bear habitat work on the BC coast since 1987, 
including for the Khutyzemateen, Kitlope, Koeye Spirit Bear Conservancy Proposal Area, 
Mussel-Poison Cove bear-viewing areas, Atnarko River-South Tweedsmuir Park, Phillips 
River, Metro Vancouver parks, and other areas. Many of these studies involved ground-
truthing and mapping bear habitats, including salmon areas. I have also been instrumental in 
developing a draft coastal grizzly and black bear GIS den habitat model. A number of these 
studies included professional reviews of coastal grizzly and black bear logging guidelines. As 
part of that work, I was one of the peer reviewers of the grizzly bear capability maps and 
logging guidelines for the Central and North Coast LRMPs, as well as a peer reviewer of the 
Ecosystem-Based Management (EBM) draft guidelines for the province of BC. I am a 
member of the Coastal Bear-Viewing Association (CBVA), and am one of three certified 
trainers. 

Elsewhere in western Canada, the Yukon, and Canadian Arctic, I have done numerous 
environmental impact studies, cumulative effects assessments, mammal inventories (in Yoho 
National Park), waterfowl studies, and am currently overseeing a pilot project on impacts of 
traffic levels on a BC interior highway on migrations of the endangered western toad.  

I was assisted in Geographical Information System (GIS) maps and analyses by Baden Cross, 
who has 30 years of experience in this field, particularly with mapping projects on the BC 
coast. All work on GIS maps used in this report was supervised and approved by me. 
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FINDINGS DISCLAIMER 

The findings contained in this report were compiled from four days of on-site field 
investigations of the Elphinstone Slope and a review of all background information and 
studies available for the Elphinstone 1500 park expansion proposal area. All background 
information provided to me that related to the proposal area was double-checked to ensure 
accuracy. Extensive GIS map modeling had to be carried out to ascertain current forest ages 
of the Elphinstone study area and amount of clearcut/logged versus native generally 
unlogged forests. The scientific literature was also reviewed for relevant materials. 

Although the study was constrained by a limited budget, I feel I have provided an accurate 
and authoritative analysis with regard to the subject matter covered herein. The conclusions 
and recommendations expressed herein are entirely my own and have not been subjected to 
outside peer review. I take full responsibility for any errors or omissions on my part, but not 
for any errors or omissions in the data provided by outside sources. Where possible, I 
identify where I have relied on my own professional opinion. 

While best efforts have been made to ensure the validity of this review, no liability is 
assumed with respect to the use or application of the information contained herein. 
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PART 1 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This preliminary report examines the conservation values of the Elphinstone area located on 
the Sunshine Coast of British Columbia and known locally as the “Elphinstone park 
expansion proposal,” the “Mount Elphinstone park proposal,” “Elphinstone 1500” (referring 
to the assumed 1500 hectare size), the “Elphinstone slope,” and other names. In my analysis 
for this report, I have referred to it as the Elphinstone park proposal study area, Elphinstone 
study area, study area, or Elphinstone slope. 

The current proponents for full protection of the expanded provincial park proposal are 
known as Elphinstone Logging Focus (ELF) and are generally mentioned throughout this 
report as “ELF” or “the client group.” 

Despite some 29% of the study area having been logged over the past 80 years or so, the 
Elphinstone study area was found to be 2,137 ha in size, considerably larger than the 1,500 
hectares originally estimated, and still has some 1,514 of pristine or near-pristine semi-
mature to older forests up to 150-155 years of age, with scattered old-growth trees and 
downed structures. Biodiversity values are very high, including numerous old-growth 
Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) trees, critical old forest winter range for Roosevelt elk 
(Cervus elaphus roosevelti), rare plant communities of snow bramble (Rubus nivalis) and 
Pacific rhododendron (Rhododendron macrophyllum), significant macrofungi (mushroom) 
diversity of some 165 species (including the rare scented night mushroom or Tricholoma 
apium), and eight amphibian species whose life cycles and habitat needs are not well 
understood. 

The study area is within the traditional territories of the Sechelt (Shíshálh) and Squamish 
(Sḵwx̱wú7mesh) First Nations. Keystone cultural species include Roosevelt elk and western 
redcedar. A background study by Dr. Nancy Turner demonstrated that in terms of overall 
biodiversity values to First Peoples across the province, some 400-500 species are named and 
utilized or have had specific cultural importance. Certainly loss of these biodiversity values 
to First Nations on the Sunshine Coast has already been significant. Protection of places like 
the Elphinstone study area will be important to help preserve what is left. 

Further clearcut logging and associated roading is the greatest threat to the rich biodiversity 
of the Elphinstone study area and should not be allowed to continue. 

Recommendations 
1. This conservation analysis was preliminary; further study and documentation of 

biodiversity and First Nations values is highly recommended as time and budget 
permit. Priorities should be set in this regard. 

2. A top priority for ELF and other community groups should be to work closely with 
the Sechelt (Shíshálh) and Squamish (Sḵwx̱wú7mesh) First Nations to document 
cultural/heritage and traditional use of the study area. This should also include 
immediate consultation of protection options, such as a provincial Class A Park. 
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3. The very high biodiversity values support my recommendation that the Elphinstone 
study area be fully protected as a core benchmark area. This is consistent with 
conservation biology principles that core protected areas are the cornerstone of 
conservation (Noss 2000, p. 197). 

4. Although there is a range of protection options available for the 2,137 ha Elphinstone 
study area, I would strongly recommend that the entire area be legislatively protected 
as a provincial Class A park, which would also encompass the three existing small 
parks. Although Tribal Parks have been declared by several First Nations in a few 
areas of the province, such as in Clayoquot Sound and the Chilcotin, unfortunately, 
these are not recognised by the provincial or federal governments and are, therefore, 
still susceptible to resource development sanctioned by the province. The one 
exception was the Stein, which was first declared a Tribal Park and then (largely due 
to extreme pressure from the First Nation and the public) ended up being legislatively 
protected as a Class A provincial park while retaining reference in the name as a 
Tribal Park. 

5. Besides fully protecting the core 2,137 ha Elphinstone provincial park proposal, 
additional older forests and old-growth in the Chapman Landscape Unit should also 
receive far greater protection than offered from logging plan leave strips, such as old-
growth management areas (OGMAs, wildlife tree patches [WTPs]), and other weak 
and unproven biodiversity protection classifications. Other select older forest and old-
growth areas in the Elphinstone map area should be identified and connected to the 
core protected 2,137 ha by permanently protected and adequate biodiversity corridors. 
Such areas on the Elphinstone slope should be connected to the core protected 2,137 
ha by biodiversity corridors. 

6. Although the width of such corridors is still being scientifically debated due to lack of 
hard data on animal movements and functionality, I strongly recommend Elphinstone 
biodiversity corridors connecting older and old-growth forests to the core 2,137 ha 
study area be at least 0.5 km in width, if not wider. (I am basing this on my recent 
research and design of black bear/biodiversity corridors for the City of Coquitlam). 
GIS corridor modeling techniques will greatly help define such biodiversity corridors 
for the Elphinstone map area. As some of the potential biodiversity corridors have 
been logged and thus occur in different age forest cover classes, they should be 
regarded as “biodiversity recovery corridors” so that over a long period of time the 
mature forests and old-growth that better favour animal and plant connectivity will be 
allowed to return. 
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 
1. ELPHINSTONE PROVINCIAL PARK EXPANSION PROPOSAL 

STUDY AREA 
1a. The Study Area 
Locally, the Elphinstone study area is a fairly large and partially clearcut area of low-mid 
elevation (129-702 metres) coastal forest up to 150-155 years of age with a small mix of old 
“veteran” trees likely up to 500-800 years or older that survived a large wildfire in about the 
1860s. 

The study area is located on the Sunshine Coast in an area near the community of Roberts 
Creek between the towns of Gibson’s Landing and Sechelt. It is situated on a mountainside 
known locally as the Elphinstone slope. It is within the traditional territories of the Sechelt 
(Shíshálh) and Squamish (Sḵwx̱wú7mesh) First Nations and is, therefore, subject to 
aboriginal rights and title claims. 

The study was first proposed as a provincial park some 20 years ago, known as the 
“Elphinstone 1500” due to an estimation that it was 1500 hectares in size (Map 1). In 
response, the provincial government protected three small provincial parks in 2000, widely 
separated from each other. These comprise 139 ha and do not adequately protect the rich 
forest biodiversity that still remains in the unlogged older forests of the study area. Since the 
area was first proposed for protection, the government has allowed, mostly through its own 
timber allocation company, BC Timber Sales, the clearcutting of some 475 ha or about 22% 
of the study area. A small portion of the logging included an attempt at smaller-scale 
experimental logging with a monitoring program that has since been discontinued. The 
continuous clearcut logging has been and continues to be highly controversial because so 
little of the lower elevation older coastal forests with their rich biodiversity still survive on 
the Sunshine Coast. Elphinstone Logging Focus (ELF), the Sechelt First Nation, and many 
others support protection of the whole area. The Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) 
recently supported a conservation study to examine the area’s biodiversity values, which is 
what my report is all about. As will be outlined in greater detail, my study found that if the 
government allows clearcutting to continue in the park expansion proposal area, the three 
small provincial Elphinstone parks would become “islands of extinction.” 
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Map 1. Red and white outline shows the original “Elphinstone 1500” park proposal, which has only been slightly 
modified but actually comprises about 2,137 ha. The three small Elphinstone provincial park areas created in 2000 
are shown as a darker green (yellow outline). 

 

1b. Redefining the proposal study area and size 
An important first step of my conservation analysis was to use Geographical Information 
System (GIS) mapping to evaluate the boundaries and size of the study area and look at 
adding adjacent older forest areas to the original boundaries. Minor revisions were made to 
streamline the original boundary, but ELF decided not to include adjacent older forests to the 
east and towards Gibsons. One large old-growth polygon indicated on the forest cover map 
along the north boundary was found to have been all clearcut in the past and was not 
included. The study area was found to include four parcels of privately owned lands (DLs 
1505, 2674, 2439, and 2387), some of which have been heavily logged and in total comprise 
approximately 75 ha. For purposes of discussion, these private lands were excluded from the 
study area but should be considered for protection at some point within the larger context of 
the full protective provincial status my report recommends for the whole study area. The 
three small widely separated provincial Class A parks were included in the study area. 

Minor boundary revisions were made in discussions with the client group to streamline the 
boundaries. Several options were looked at, potentially to expand the current boundaries to 
include adjacent large areas of older native forest. After some map review of other native 
forested areas, such as extensive older forest to the east and including the Dakota community 
watershed, the client group chose to continue with the near-original core proposal area. An 

11



5 

A Conservation Review of Elphinstone Provincial Park Expansion Proposal June 2015 

old-growth area indicated on the government’s forest cover map just to the northwest of the 
study area was found to be clearcut, so was not added. 

The GIS map review showed that the slightly revised study area (Map 2) is somewhat larger 
than originally estimated. The “Elphinstone 1500” actually comprises about 2,137 hectares of 
public land, with only 6.5% (139 ha) permanently protected in the three small provincial 
parks. 

2. STATE OF THE ELPHINSTONE STUDY AREA FORESTS 
Because biodiversity of forested landscapes is affected by a complex interaction of age, 
structure, composition, connectivity, and man-made and/or natural disturbance events, such 
as wildfire and windfalls, the next step in this conservation analysis was to determine the 
state of the forest in the study area. 

2a. Ages of forests in the Elphinstone study area 
Ministry forest age class maps and associated digital data (updated to 2014) were used to 
prepare a preliminary map (Map 2) showing the different age class polygons of the forests in 
the Elphinstone study area. While there are different and often confusing definitions of forest 
ages, I used the Ministry’s age class categories for the Elphinstone map but used my own 
interpretations in describing some of the various forest ages. 

No forest cover map polygons considered to be old-growth (age class 9, 250+ years) were 
found in the Elphinstone study area, although the area has many scattered old Douglas-fir 
and some western redcedar (Thuja plicata) that could be upwards of 400-500+ years old, 
adding considerable biodiversity value. Some of the veteran Douglas-fir are of very large 
stature (3-4+ m diameter). The study area was burned by a large wildfire, apparently in the 
1860s. Although some old-growth trees, predominantly Douglas-fir, survived the fire, and 
are to be found scattered throughout the study area, none occur in patches large enough to be 
classed on the Ministry’s maps as old-growth polygons. However, the Ministry determined 
there was still 364 ha of old-growth forest left on the Elphinstone slope in 2011, but outside 
of the park proposal study area. 

Overall, some 1,322 ha or 62% of the 2,137 ha study area was found to be in the early-
mature to older forest state (age classes 5-8) that has never been logged except for some 
small salvage logging. This is considerably more than the average (48%) for the same cover 
types that the Ministry found in 2011 for the overall Elphinstone slope map area, a subset of 
the Chapman Landscape Unit (LU).  

Age class 4 (61-80 years) comprises some 340 ha, or a fair share (16%) of the study area. As 
will be noted, some of this has been clearcut while some is still native forest. 

Age classes 0-3 (recently logged to 60 years), which represent mostly clearcut areas, 
comprise some 475 ha or 22% of the study area. 

Due to the wildfire, the oldest forests in the study area were found to be in age class 8 (141-
250 years), but would only actually be 150-155 years of age. There were 252 ha of this forest 
in the Elphinstone study area, accounting for 11.7 % of the total 2,137 ha size. While there 
are different definitions of forest ages, I arbitrarily called these “older” forests or “emerging  
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Figure 1. Large Douglas-fir in Roberts Creek ravine within the proposed Elphinstone park expansion area.  
Photo: Ross Muirhead. 
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old-growth” since some had small amounts of understorey typical of the first stages of old-
growth based on a detailed study in Alaska. 

Age classes 5, 6, and 7 (81-140 years) were considered to be early-mature to mature forests 
for purposes of discussion. Some ground-truthing indicated that most or all of these had 
never been clearcut. 

2b. How much of the Elphinstone study area has been roaded and clearcut? 

Considerable time was spent ground-truthing some of the forest cover polygons on the draft 
GIS forest cover map for the study area, particularly age class 4, to better refine which areas 
had actually been clearcut and which had not. What we learned was: 

 An estimated 148 ha of age class 4 had been clearcut, while 192 ha appears to be native 
forests on poor growing sites. 

 Of the 2,137 ha study area, some 623 ha (29%) has been logged (mostly clearcut) while 
some 1,514 ha (71%) has remained native forest and in a pristine or near-pristine state 
(Map 3). 

 This total aerial extent of the surviving unclearcut native forest of the study area 
approximates the size of the original “Elphinstone 1500” hectare park proposal. 

 The majority, about 1,322 ha or 62% of the overall 1,514 ha native forest, is in an early-
mature to older forest state (80-155 years). 

 The older forest types in the study area have scattered or clustered old-growth Douglas-
fir, western redcedar, and other species that survived the major 1860s wildfire. Some are 
very old tree structures up to 3-4 m diameter, living or dead, and are considered 
important contributors to the biological functioning of the surviving Elphinstone 
ecosystem. 

 Since the Elphinstone Forest was first proposed for protection around 20 years ago, an 
estimated 267 ha involving age classes 0 to 1 (recent to 20 years) have been clearcut. 
This represents 12.5% of the study area. Of this, 73 ha were logged during 2011-2013, 
representing 3.4% of the study area. 

 Recent logging of the study area has been under the auspices of BC Timber Sales and the 
Sunshine Coast Community Forest. No effort was made to separate how much of the 
study area has been clearcut by each, but the majority, including planned new clearcuts, 
appears to be BC Timber Sales, a government-sponsored subsidiary. 

 The network of open logging roads or the lineal motorised disturbance GIS layer in the 
study area amounted to 36 km.  

 No effort was made to quantify the extensive network of hiking and mountain bike trails 
that crisscross the study area, but it appears fairly extensive and a map inventory should 
be done. 
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Map 2. Preliminary map showing the different ages of the forests in the Elphinstone study area. Age classes 0 to 3 
(red to orange) are younger age classes that have been mostly clearcut logged in recent times. Age class 4 (yellow 
polygons, 61-80 years) has only been partially clearcut while some is native forest. Age classes 5-8 (light to darker 
green) represent native, unclearcut forests.  

2c. Contribution of Elphinstone study area older forests (age classes 7 & 8) to surviving  
older forests in the Chapman Landscape Unit (LU) 

The Elphinstone study area makes an important contribution to older forests surviving in the 
Chapman LU: age class 7 contributes 173 ha (17.4%) of what is left, and age class 8 
contributes 252 ha (14.7%) of what is left. In terms of old-growth forest cover polygons (age 
class 9), the study area makes no contribution. However, a partial map review and data 
analysis indicates that there is in fact very little old-growth left in the Chapman LU within 
the low-mid elevation range similar to the Elphinstone study area (129-702 m). Some 5,757 
ha or 93% of the surviving old-growth in the LU is above 800 m, most of it obviously in 
marginal areas not considered merchantable timber and having somewhat different forest 
types and biodiversity values than low-mid elevation old-growth.  

For the Chapman LU land area (34,119 ha), about 705 ha or 2.1% of the LU land area is in 
age class 7 (121-140 yrs), some 1,714 ha or 4.4% is in age class 8 (141-250 yrs), and 6,209 
ha (18.2%) is left in age class 9 (250+ yrs.).  
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Map 3. Red areas show that some 623 ha (29%) of the 2,137 ha study area has been logged (mostly clearcut) while 
light green shows the 1,514 ha (71%) that has remained native forest and is in a pristine or near-pristine state. 
Since the Elphinstone Forest was first proposed for protection about 20 years ago, some 12.5 % of the study area 
has been logged, mostly in large clearcuts. The black lines show the 36 km network of active roads built for 
logging. The map shows that most of the pristine forested area is still interconnected, with some fragmentation. 
Such large enclaves of remaining low elevation pristine or near-pristine older-aged forests on the Sunshine Coast 
are now very rare and are in need of immediate protection for their intrinsically high biodiversity values. 

2d. Biogeoclimatic characteristics of the Elphinstone study area, including provincially 
at-risk biogeoclimatic site series as ecosystem health indicators & vectors for 
protection 

Geospatial analysis 

The forests of the Mt. Elphinstone provincial park expansion study area fall largely within 
the broad Coastal Western Hemlock (CWH) biogeoclimatic zone, with most being within the 
CWHdm subzone variant (Coastal Western Hemlock, Dry Maritime) at low to mid 
elevations. The study area lies between 129-702 metres above sea level (ASL). This subzone 
variant is greatly under-represented in terms of overall protection (5.89%) of the Strait of 
Georgia Lowlands Ecosection. A small portion of the study area is within the CWHxm1 
subzone (Coastal Western Hemlock, Eastern Very Dry Maritime), which is also considered 
to be highly under-represented. 
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Map 4. Shows that a high proportion of biogeoclimatic subzones of the Chapman-Howe Landscape Units (LUs) 
have plant communities or site series that are provincially of conservation concern (blue-listed), while smaller 
areas (red) are considered imperiled or critically imperiled. Continued clearcutting of the mature and older forests 
within which are situated these endangered site series plant communities is contributing to a growing extinction 
debt on the South Coast. 

Endangered biogeoclimatic site series plant communities 

A map review (Map 4) found that large forested areas of the three biogeoclimatic subzones 
of the Chapman and Howe landscape units (LUs) between Howe Sound and Sechelt Inlet 
have zonal site series that are provincially at risk (blue-listed), and smaller areas that are 
considered imperiled or critically imperiled (red-listed). Site series refers to what type of 
plant community would be growing in an area at the mature/older forest stage. Thus, the 
more that mature and older forests are subjected to ongoing clearcut logging, the more 
endangered the site series representation becomes since coastal industrial forestry logging 
patterns of a harvest every 80-100+ years means most of the site series will never reach more 
advanced age characteristics that are so critical to biodiversity preservation. 

The Elphinstone study area was found to have nine site series based on the province’s 
biogeoclimatic ecosystem classification (BEC) system using Terrestrial Ecosystem Mapping 
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(TEM). The government database showed that the majority (83.7%) of the Elphinstone study 
area has forest cover polygons that have blue-listed (species of concern) site series, while no 
site series were found to be red-listed or imperiled (Map 5). 
 

Map 5. Elphinstone study area showing most (80%) is comprised of blue listed (species of concern) plant 
communities or site series within the CWHdm type (light blue). The darker blue shows the small amount (3.7 %) of 
species of concern site series in the CWHxm1. No site series data was available for the three small park areas 
(green), but it was assumed they are also blue-listed CWHdm.  

Map 4 (and inset) and Map 5 illustrate that a total of 83.7 % of the Elphinstone study area 
includes forest cover polygons that have provincially at-risk (blue-listed) site series. No red-
listed site series were found in the study area. The high proportion of the study area with 
blue-listed site series potential is another measure that the Elphinstone study area is a core 
very productive ecosystem with high biodiversity values.  

Unfortunately, the Chapman-Howe Landscape Units and Elphinstone study area are outside 
of the south coast ecosystem-based management (EBM) process under the government’s 
South Central Coast Consolidated Orders (2009 and 2013) to protect 70% of blue-listed site 
series in forest cover polygons, particularly those in mature to older-aged forest types. Red-
listed site series would be nearly 100% protected. I am uncertain as to how the Ministry 
addresses protection of red- and blue-listed site series outside of the coastal EBM area. 
However, by applying current EBM proposed 70% protection measures, much more of the 
Elphinstone study area would need to be protected. Overall, since such low elevation and 
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Figure 2. Western redcedar with bark stripped for traditional uses, also 
known as a “Culturally Modified Tree” or CMT. Photo: Ross Muirhead. 

very productive older forest ecosystems are so rare on the Sunshine Coast, and blue-listed 
site series plant communities in these mature and older forests on Mt. Elphinstone contribute 
significantly to the rich biodiversity of the Elphinstone study area, the best overall protection 
would be to forego logging and establish the whole area as a provincial park. 

3. IMPORTANCE OF THE BIODIVERSITY OF THE ELPHINSTONE 
FORESTS TO FIRST NATIONS 

In a study of the importance of 
biodiversity to the First Peoples 
of British Columbia, Dr. Nancy 
Turner concluded that, in total, 
some 400-500 plant species are 
named and utilised, or have had 
specific cultural importance to 
First Peoples across the 
province. Turner also notes that 
erosion of biodiversity in 
various parts of the province 
has severely impacted First 
Peoples and their traditional 
food systems. 

During field surveys in the study 
area during December 2014, 
small numbers of culturally 
modified trees (CMTs) were 
observed. These involved recent 
stripping of bark from young 
western redcedar trees, as well 
as older cedar bark stripping 
scars estimated to be least 100-
200 years old. My review also 
indicates that some elk survive 
in the area and are dependent on 
old forests during periods of 
inclement weather. Elk, like 
redcedar, are recognised as 
cultural keystone species for 
First Nations on the BC coast. 

Undoubtedly, harvest of mushrooms and other wild plant foods are also still important to the 
local First Nations. 

While it was beyond the budget and scope of my study to measure the importance of the 
biodiversity of the study area, past and present, to the Sechelt (Shíshálh) and Squamish 
(Sḵwx̱wú7mesh) First Nations, this should be a priority. 
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4. BIODIVERSITY & BIOLOGICAL FEATURES OF FOREST 
HABITATS IN THE ELPHINSTONE STUDY AREA 

Considerable biological inventory, some of it quantified and some of it observational and 
anecdotal, has been gathered over time for the Elphinstone study area. This information, 
combined with a technical background review, shows the study area’s forests, despite some 
fragmentation from logging roads and clearcutting, still has very high biodiversity values 
urgently in need of full protection. 

Although coastal black bears (Ursus americanus) have been used elsewhere as old-growth 
ecosystem health indicators, I found very little feeding habitat values in the early mature-old 
forest habitats surveyed. If these forests are allowed to evolve towards the old-growth state, 
they will have much better foraging values for black bears. Clearcut areas would provide 
moderate plant forage value for the first 30 years or so, until second-growth forests reach the 
closed-canopy stage, and then the sites turn into what we call bear “deserts,” because the 
forage availability becomes so impoverished. However, in the unlogged forests of the study 
area, numerous surviving standing and downed old-growth structures were noted that would 
be suitable for winter denning, and this value should not be overlooked. No actual dens were 
located during the four survey days in December 2014. 

4a. Roosevelt Elk as an indicator species 
Currently, Roosevelt elk (Cervus elaphus roosevelti) are blue-listed (threatened) provincially 
and, because they are a subspecies that has uniquely evolved and adapted to coastal 
temperate rainforests over millennia and are partially dependent in winter on mature and old-
growth forests, they were considered a good indicator species for the study area. The 
Roosevelt elk is also widely known as an important cultural heritage and subsistence species 
for many coastal First Nations; for this reason they are also referred to herein as a “keystone 
cultural species.” Further documentation of their historic and current importance to local 
Sechelt (Shíshálh) and Squamish (Sḵwx̱wú7mesh) Nations should be a priority.  

Studies have demonstrated that this coastal elk subspecies is partially dependent on old 
forests during periods of severe winter snowfall, and probably severe rainstorm-wind events 
as well. Extensive logging of older-aged forested winter range on Vancouver Island has been 
blamed for severe elk declines in the 1960s. Elk were extirpated from the Sunshine Coast 
prior to 1900, but were later successfully reintroduced by the BC Wildlife Branch. Today, an 
estimated 60 elk range in Rainy-Gray Elk Population Unit (EPU), which includes the 
Elphinstone forest area. During field surveys of the core study area (December 2014), a small 
amount of elk sign was observed in old forest habitat. 

Protection of and recovering mature and old forest values in the 2,137 ha Elphinstone study 
area, rather than further clearcutting of important elk winter survival habitats, would greatly 
benefit the local elk population, establish a significant old forest ecological benchmark for 
habitat for the subspecies, and help sustain local numbers for subsistence and cultural/ 
heritage uses. Preservation action would also help the Ministry meet the proposed provincial 
Roosevelt elk recovery objective to maintain or restore the contribution of Roosevelt elk to 
natural biodiversity and ecosystem function. The goal is to see these coastal elk provincially 
de-listed. Such restoration of ungulate natural biodiversity can’t really be accomplished on 
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the Sunshine Coast in my professional opinion if most of the Roosevelt elk’s mature and old 
forest winter range continues to be clearcut at a time when so little is left.  

4b. Rare plant communities in the Elphinstone proposal area as biodiversity indicator 
species 

A number of rare plants were identified on Mt. Elphinstone in 2000 during mushroom 
surveys for BC Parks. My report focuses on several rare plant communities identified in the 
Elphinstone study area, including snow bramble and large-leafed rhododendron. By their 
very nature, rare plant communities are more vulnerable to being extirpated by man-made 
disturbances, such as roads and clearcuts, and are also susceptible to natural destructive 
causes, such as blowdowns or large intensive wildfires. In the instance of the Elphinstone 
study area, clearcut logging and roading has been and continues to be the largest threat to 
several species of rare plant communities. Snow bramble appears somehow to have survived 
the 1860s wildfire. 

These rare plant communities are analysed separately from the blue-listed site series plant 
communities, although they would also be found in forest cover polygons that have the blue-
listed components. 

Snow bramble 

This species was reported in the study area during surveys in 2000 for BC Parks. Despite 
snow bramble being red-listed, it was reported at the time that BCTS allowed a road to be 
built in the Elphinstone proposal area through one of these rare plant communities. After a 
follow-up study, BCTS adopted an interim management protocol in an attempt to protect 
snow bramble sites by leaving small (O.25 ha) wildlife tree patches (WTPs). However, when 
more of these plant communities were reported to the Conservation Data Centre (CDC), the 
status of snow bramble was down-listed from red to blue. Surveys in the Elphinstone study 
area by Strathcona Forestry Consultants showed that some snow bramble in WTPs showed 
evidence of leaf burn at the edge of cutblocks; one community of snow bramble supposedly 
protected by a small BCTS WTP, appeared to have disappeared altogether, apparently a 
result of a blowdown. Blowdowns are a common problem with WTPs. The study area, being 
south-west and thus facing towards the coast, appears to be subject to severe wind storms, 
exacerbating the common coastal blowdown problems. 

My review found that an independent international study recommended reserve sizes of 
about 1,000 ha for rare plant communities of 50 or more plants. This number of plants was 
considered necessary for minimum population viability (MVP). Although further 
quantification is needed, field surveys suggest that at least the largest of three snow bramble 
patches located in the study area within the BCTS proposed clearcut 87126 has a minimum 
of 50 adult plants. Based on this, and observations of damage to plant communities within 
small WTPs, reserve sizes for larger snow bramble communities need to be at least 1,000 
hectares.  
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Figure 3. Large, healthy community of blue-listed snow bramble (darker leafed plant amidst moss) in proposed 
BCTS cutblock 87126 in Elphinstone study area (Photo: W. McCrory). 

 

Pacific rhododendron 

The study area has the northernmost known wild colony of Pacific rhododendron 
(Rhododendron macrophyllum), a pink-flowering shrub, on the whole Pacific Coast of North 
America. A 2006 genetic study determined that the isolated Mt. Elphinstone subpopulation is 
part of a unique genetic strain or clad “1” (variation) of the haplotype (in RPB2-i) that prefers 
to live near saltwater (Map 6). The large patch of this rare rhododendron is situated within 
the west end of the park proposal study area at a low elevation. It is within the tenure area 
held by the Sunshine Coast Community Forest. Theoretically this subpopulation is protected 
by a small WTP, surrounded by a rope barrier. The adjacent areas have been extensively 
clearcut and roaded. Field surveys by ELF (under my direction) determined that there are 84 
individual plants in this large patch, more than enough to qualify for a minimum viable 
population and a recommended reserve size of about 1,000 ha. Remedial steps should be 
taken to recognise that a much larger, viable reserve needs to be established to adequately 
protect this rare and unique genetic rhododendron site.  

 

22



16 

A Conservation Review of Elphinstone Provincial Park Expansion Proposal June 2015 

 

Figure 4. This rare and genetically unique wild rhododendron colony within the western boundaries of the 
Elphinstone study area needs much greater protection than the small WTP that currently exists (Photo by Hans 
Penner). 

 

4c. Macrofungi (mushrooms) as biodiversity indicator species 
Biodiversity of the Elphinstone forests is perhaps best known by the documentation of the 
large assemblage of mushroom species found in the older forests of the study area. Surveys 
in the late 1990s by well-known mycologist Paul Kroeger (2000) identified 152 taxa of fungi 
with the conclusion that the Elphinstone forest appears to be especially diverse in mycota 
compared with other South Coast sites. The information was then used to help select three 
small older forested areas that today comprise the 139 ha Mt. Elphinstone provincial park.  

Although the BC Conservation Data Centre (CDC) does not include tracking lists of 
mushroom species-at-risk, an independent researcher prepared a provisional list of 65 rare or 
notable macrofungi for BC. I did not attempt to identify which of the known mushrooms on 
Mt. Elphinstone would be considered rare or endangered. However, in his 2000 report for BC 
Parks, Kroeger stated that the rare scented night forest mushroom (Tricholoma apium) 
especially influenced the choice of one of the provincial park areas. This species is 
considered rare in North America and was only known from six other locations in British 
Columbia. On Mt. Elphinstone, Tricholoma is considered to favour old-growth habitats; in 
1996, clearcut logging done in association with the Roberts Creek Research Forest 
apparently destroyed a significant portion of the known habitat at that time. 
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Map 6. Shows Mt. Elphinstone rhododendron subpopulation (small red circle at top of map) as part of CLADE 1 
(red), a genetic strain that prefers to live near salt water. Genetic studies were done by the University of 
Washington. http://faculty.washington.edu/benhall/outreach.html 

The Kroeger study concluded that the great diversity and abundance of mushrooms and other 
large fleshy fungi on Mt. Elphinstone depends upon “late-successional;” i.e., old forest 
conditions. The mycologist concluded that: Conservation of the organisms associated with 
the forests of Mount Elphinstone hinges upon the retention of their habitat with its late-
successional characteristics intact. This is especially important since it is widely accepted 
that the diversity of mushrooms increases with the age of the forest and is greatest in older 
forests. 
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Figure 6. Blue listed juvenile coastal tailed frog observed on Dec. 6, 
2014, along the Elphinstone health trail, 20 m from a running creek and 
in near-freezing temperatures (Photo: W. McCrory) 

Recommendation 
Given the documented destruction of old forest habitat of the rare scented night mushroom 
on Mt. Elphinstone, and other rare or endangered species, it is very likely that protection of 
this exceptional macrofungi biodiversity in three small provincial parks will be grossly 
inadequate. In my professional opinion, all of the remaining intact forest in the study area 
should be protected to safeguard the loss of this well-documented biodiversity. 

 
Figure 5. Scented night forest 
mushroom (Tricholoma apium) is 
considered rare in North America 
and in 2000 was only known from 
six other locations in British 
Columbia. On Mt. Elphinstone, 
Tricholoma is considered to 
favour older forest habitats. In 
1996, clearcut logging done in 
association with the Roberts 
Creek Research Forest 
apparently destroyed a 
significant portion of the known 
habitat (Photo: Paul Kroeger).  

 

 

 

4d. Amphibians as biodiversity indicator species 
The Elphinstone study area has 
a high biodiversity representa-
tion of south coast rainforest 
amphibians (eight species) and, 
as with the diverse mushroom 
representation, is likely the 
result of so much of the area 
still being intact with semi-
mature to older forests with 
ample old-growth structures left 
over from the 1860s burn. For 
this reason, including the partial 
or complete dependence of 
amphibians for all or parts of 
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Figure 7. Ensatina eschscholtzii, one of 
two lungless types of salamander that 
breathes through its skin and does not 
migrate to wetlands to breed, but lives 
in the forest year-round.  
Photo: Rick O’Neill. 

their life cycles on older or old-growth forests, coastal amphibians were considered an 
excellent biodiversity indicator for the Elphinstone study area. Unfortunately, a complete 
field inventory has not been done and a more detailed review of impacts of logging is 
recommended.  

Amphibians include three frog 
species: the Pacific tree (chorus) 
frog (Hyla regilla), coastal 
tailed frog (Ascaphus truei) and 
red-legged frog (Rana aurora). 
The two latter species are 
provincially blue listed. The five 
salamander/newt species are: 
Ensatina salamander (Ensatina 
eschscholtzii), northwest 

salamander (Ambystoma gracile), long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum), 
western red-backed salamander (Plethodon cinereus) and rough-skinned newt (Taricha 
granulosa). 

The overall distribution and habitats of each of the eight coastal amphibian species in the 
Elphinstone study area, including the two that are provincially blue listed, is poorly 
understood.  Each has somewhat different but over-lapping life cycles and habitats required 
for breeding, feeding, hiding, resting and hibernating. Interestingly, two of the salamander 
species, the western red-backed and Ensatina, are lungless, breath through their skin, and do 
not migrate to wetlands to breed as do the other species. They live in older forests year round 
and breed during the winter.  

According to one local study, the only wetland-breeding habitat for the blue listed red-legged 
frog is in a well-kept pond on private land that is outside of the Elphinstone study area.  
Some studies show that decaying downed trees including old-growth structures on the forest 
floor are very important for many of these amphibian species. However, since so little is 
known of the life cycles and habitats needed for the overall life cycle of all eight species, 
including hibernation habitat, current logging guidelines such as buffers around small 
wetlands and along streams are extremely speculative and will likely cause, over the long 
run, subpopulation declines, semi-isolation and genetic in-breeding leading to a high risk of 
local extinction. Further amphibian inventory and a more detailed background review of 
cumulative effects of roading and clearcut logging are thus measures urgently needed. 
Protection of the whole study area would go a long ways to preserve the high amphibian 
biodiversity values.  
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5.  COMMENTS ON SUFFICIENCY OF EXISTING MINISTRY 
LOGGING PROTECTION MEASURES – MANAGEMENT 
IMPLICATIONS & THREATS TO PROTECTION OF THE 
BIODIVERSITY OF THE ELPHINSTONE FOREST 

My partial sufficiency review concludes that current provincial protection measures for the 
Elphinstone study area will not adequately protect the outstanding biodiversity values if 
clearcutting (or any logging) and roading continue. Current protection measures provided by 
the creation of three very small provincial parks in combination with Ministry logging 
reserves, such as wildlife tree patches (WTPs), old-growth management areas (OGMAs), 
stream buffers, and other small logging concessions are grossly inadequate. No wildlife 
habitat areas (WHAs) for endangered species have been set aside in the study area. 

In my background review, it was interesting that a comprehensive international study 
recommends reserve sizes in the order of 1,000 ha to adequately protect rare plant 
communities, which contain 50 or more adult plants (needed for minimum viable population 
(MVP) genetic size). On the other hand, I found that in the Elphinstone study area only small 
wildlife tree patches (WTPs) of 0.25 ha were still being recommended under Ministry 
guidelines to protect the rare snow bramble sites, despite evidence that WTPs were causing 
some bramble die-off; a blowdown of one WTP apparently caused the rare bramble plants it 
was meant to protect to disappear altogether. A December 2014 field survey indicated that at 
least one of three snow bramble plant communities found in a proposed BCTS cutblock 
would have over 50 adult plants and would warrant a 1,000 ha reserve, not a 0.25 ha reserve. 

Additionally, a small WTP appears to be the only protection provided by the Sunshine Coast 
Community Forest for the genetically rare colony of wild rhododendron in the study area. A 
field survey found there were over 80 adult rhododendron plants, enough to warrant a 1,000 
ha reserve, as recommended by the scientifically rigorous international study. 

Although in-depth GIS mapping of the combined Ministry reserves was not done, it was 
concluded that the existing protection approach would lead to eventual loss of the rich 
biodiversity of the Elphinstone study area if logging is allowed to continue, including not just 
eventual loss of the rare snow bramble and rhododendron plant communities but the very 
prolific mushroom and amphibian biodiversity. It was no surprise that a GIS analysis showed 
83.7% of the study area is comprised of biogeoclimatic site series/plant communities considered 
to be blue-listed (of conservation concern) provincially, particularly older forest types. 

Since much is still not known about all the biodiversity values of the Elphinstone study area 
and the associated cumulative effects of clearcut logging, Ministry guidelines intended to 
protect biodiversity can be regarded as speculative and misleading, and will only increase the 
extinction crisis and extinction debt. The findings from a recent international study, using 
long-term measurements of global habitat fragmentation of a variety of different ecosystems, 
support my conclusion that forest fragmentation caused by clearcut logging on Mt. 
Elphinstone is a far greater threat to biodiversity than the timber tenure holders would have 
us believe.  
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PART 2 
1.0 INTRODUCTION & STUDY APPROACH 
In November 2014, McCrory Wildlife Services Ltd. was commissioned by a conservation 
group called Elphinstone Logging Focus (ELF) to carry out a preliminary conservation 
review of the proposed Elphinstone provincial park expansion study area near Roberts Creek 
on the BC Sunshine Coast. The study area has been called the Elphinstone 1500 in reference 
to its assumed size of 1500 hectares. 

The study approach, using Geographic Information System (GIS) map modeling and modern 
concepts and principles of conservation biology, included a review and double-checking of 
all available background information provided by ELF and others, interviews of the client 
group ELF and others, and a technical background review of relevant studies and other 
information including existing plant and mycorrhizal inventories and species at risk. The 
consultant, Wayne McCrory, RPBio. also drew on his 30 years of research on the biology of 
coastal and interior temperate rainforests. Analyst Baden Cross who also has 30 years 
experience in research and GIS mapping of BC’s temperate rainforests carried out GIS 
mapping.  

Due to the limited budget and short-term time frame, this report is considered a preliminary 
analysis. The author is responsible for his professional interpretations and opinions where 
they were necessary in the face of a paucity of sound biological inventory, and weak and 
scientifically unsupported government protection guidelines related to industrial forest 
management.  

2.0 RESULTS & DISCUSSION 

2.1  STUDY AREA 
The Elphinstone protection proposal area (Map 1) on the Sunshine Coast of British Columbia 
is known locally as the “Elphinstone park expansion proposal,” “Mount Elphinstone park 
proposal,” “Elphinstone 1500” (referring to the assumed 1500 hectare size), “Elphinstone 
slope,” and other names. For the purpose of this analysis, I have referred to it as the 
Elphinstone park proposal study area or the Elphinstone study area.  

As will be noted, during the study, the boundaries were slightly modified and the proposal 
area was found to be considerably larger in area than estimated by the original proponents. 

The current proponents for full protection of the original Elphinstone 1500 park proposal are 
known as the Elphinstone Logging Focus or ELF and are generally mentioned throughout 
this report as the “client group” or “proponents.”  

2.1.1 General site description 
Map 1 shows the original Elphinstone park proposal study area.  

The following comprehensive site description for the Elphinstone forest area has been 
modified slightly from the BC Federation of Naturalists (BCFN) 1998 report: 
Environmentally important sites and streams on the Sunshine Coast. The  following site 
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description was provided to BCFN researchers by mycologist Paul Kroeger. Rather than 
write a separate description, after verifying the BCFN site description during four days of 
field surveys, I decided it was well written and appropriate and have only made a few small 
editorial changes:  

The Elphinstone Forest is most representative of the ecology of the Sunshine Coast. 
Gentle slopes, typically around 10% to 15%, a south-west aspect, low to middle 
elevations and well to moderately drained soils, combine here to grow almost 
uninterrupted coniferous forest. 

What is exceptional about the Elphinstone slope is that a serendipitous combination 
of fire and logging history has left intact a large area of natural low-elevation forest. 
In the 1860's, before logging had begun, a catastrophic fire burned almost the entire 
slope, leaving alive only large fire-resistant Douglas-fir. Some of these fire veterans 
were later felled by hand-loggers, especially lower on the slope, but most live on, 
centuries old, and in places in dense concentrations. At several different times 
through the twentieth century the area has been selectively logged for the old-growth 
red cedar that was killed in the fire. This was done with relatively little disturbance 
because the wood was cut to shake-block size on site and taken out by flume or on 
minimal roads. The regenerating fir and cedar were not quite large enough to be cut 
in early power-logging days, especially as there was still older growth available. So 
it is only recently that clear-cut logging has started in this area. 

The forest that has regenerated naturally after the fire is dominated by Douglas-fir 
well over 100 years old, with many trees on better sites now approaching a metre in 
diameter. Red cedar and western hemlock are also major and unlike Douglas-fir are 
everywhere present as seedlings and juveniles under the forest canopy. Old-growth 
cedar that survived the fire are widely scattered but are much less common than the 
old growth Douglas-fir. Old growth western hemlock is very rare, so far reported 
from just two small areas that apparently were not burned. Less common tree species 
include grand fir and western white pine that grow as widely scattered individuals 
now generally of canopy height, and western yew, always growing in the understory. 
A few large rock outcrops support shore pine but no arbutus. Some wetter areas have 
Sitka spruce, sometimes in small stands. One site with old growth Sitka spruce is 
known….. 

Under the trees, the shrub and herb layers are generally sparse and monotonous. In 
the dry summer the biodiversity on the forest floor is not apparent, but in autumn 
mushrooms appear in great variety…. 

2.1.2 History of the Elphinstone park proposal 

Efforts to protect the older forests on Mt. Elphinstone have been ongoing for the past 25 
years, with only a small portion ending up being protected in three separated parcels as the 
Class A Elphinstone Provincial Park. The following background is from a Forest Practices 

29



23 

A Conservation Review of Elphinstone Provincial Park Expansion Proposal June 2015 

Board report (2000) that was written in response to a citizen’s complaint about logging 
impacts on a rare mushroom species on Mt. Elphinstone:  

In the early 1990s, the district established a study forest in the Mount Elphinstone 
area to research timber harvesting strategies. Nine cutblocks were to be harvested 
under the Small Business Forest Enterprise Program (SBFEP): three cutblocks by 
clearcut,  three by shelterwood, and three by extended rotation. The effects of the three 
types of silvicultural systems on various components of the ecosystem would then be 
studied. At the same time, local residents asked that 1,500 hectares of Mount 
Elphinstone, including areas proposed for the harvesting research, be made a 
protected area.  

Clearcutting of the first research cut block was approved in 1995 and was controversial 
because it failed to protect the habitat of a rare mushroom (see section on mushrooms).  

According to the Forest Practices Board (2000), an attempt at a Local Resource Use Plan  
(LRUP) for Mt. Elphinstone was unsuccessful due to public opposition. This is not surprising 
since at the time the LRUP process was a failed government strategy to involve the public in 
a planning process intended to subvert legitimate proposals for new parks across the 
province. In retrospect, this was a very ill-conceived planning approach by the government of 
the day to minimise the threat of proposed parks to logging and mining resource tenures by 
engaging conservation groups, the public, logging and mining companies, and other interests 
in a multi-stakeholder collaborative approach to resource management. Not surprisingly, the 
informed public saw through the façade of the LRUP process, as was the case for the Mt. 
Elphinstone LRUP as summarised technically by the Forest Practices Board (2000):  

In late 1996, Ministry of Forests district and regional staff wrote a Mount 
Elphinstone Forest Management Plan. A draft was presented at a Local Resource 
Use Plan (LRUP) meeting in February 1997, and the forest management plan was 
completed in December. There was strong and divided public response to the plan. 
Local residents formed a committee to develop their own forest management plan, 
one that proposed ‘low impact’ forest management. Low impact meant using 
techniques that avoided gullies and areas of high erosion potential, using existing 
roads only, removing less than 12 percent of the forest canopy at each pass, and 
using high-line timber removal methods to minimize surface disturbance. 

In early 1998, cabinet designated 150 hectares of land on Mount Elphinstone as a 
protected area. This was much less than the 1,500 hectares requested by local 
residents. The district manager approved a forest development plan in June 1998, 
and silviculture prescriptions for several research cutblocks in December 1998. 
When clearing of the road right-of-way to one cutblock began in early August 1999, 
local residents set up a blockade. In late August, two residents filed a complaint 
about the approval of the road construction and harvesting of the cutblock. They 
maintained that anything smaller than the 1,500-hectare reserve could not adequately 
protect the habitat of mushrooms in mature forests. As of the release of this report in 
July 2000, no further road construction or timber harvesting has occurred. 
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According to the 1998 BCFN report, after termination of the LRUP plan by the Ministry of 
Forests in 1997, the Landscape Unit Plan for Mt. Elphinstone was instead done internally in 
February 1997 by the Ministry with a “biodiversity emphasis” set for intermediate, with a 
possibility to drop to low (which was later done). At the time, 9% of the timber harvesting 
land base was recommended to be designated as old-growth retention areas (OGMAs). 

The public campaign for further protection continued, particularly for adequate protection of 
the mushroom biodiversity of Mt. Elphinstone. The campaign was headed by World Wildlife 
Fund and the BC Environmental Network (BCEN 1998).  

The actual size of the LRUP for Mt. Elphinstone was 8,400 ha, so protection in 1998 of only 
137 ha, or 1.6%, of the LRUP area in three small provincial park areas was obviously not 
going to come even close to meeting public demands for biodiversity protection. 

Before, during, and after the failed 1997 LRUP public plan activities, there was a 
considerable amount of background inventory of plants and animals within the study area. 
The most comprehensive were the macrofungi inventory by Paul Kroeger (2000) and the 
1998 site description and cataloguing of biological resources in the Land for Nature report by 
FNBC (1998).  

Over time, as the Ministry of Forests implemented their internal LRUP that facilitated further 
roading and clearcutting of the older forest types in the Elphinstone 1500 park proposal area, 
a new organization called the Elphinstone Logging Focus (ELF) was formed to continue 
active biodiversity research and campaigning to protect the Elphinstone 1500 area. Further 
information is available on the history of the Elphinstone protection initiative on the ELF 
website (http://www.loggingfocus.org/#). 

2.1.3 Assessing the core “Elphinstone 1500” park proposal study area, minor 
boundary adjustments  

Considerable time and effort was spent inventorying and better defining the boundaries, size, 
and status of the forests of the original Elphinstone 1500 proposal. 

After discussions with the client group, some small boundary revisions were made to 
streamline the boundary while at the same time retain the core of the original “Elphinstone 
1500” that had been mapped originally and nominated for a provincial park about 20 years 
ago. As near as I could determine, 1500 hectares was a rough estimate of the proposal size at 
the time, although no documentation was available as to how this size had originally been 
estimated (Rick O’Neill, pers. comm.). Since then, the proposal boundaries have remained 
more or less constant with those that were originally mapped. The study area boundaries 
include the three parcels that comprise the 139 ha Elphinstone Provincial Park.  

The original study area was also found to include four parcels of privately owned lands (DLs 
1505, 2674, 2439, and 2387), some of which have been heavily logged. These were crudely 
estimated to total about 75 ha and were excluded from the current study area; although 
eventually they should be considered as part of an overall protection package. 
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2.1.4 Assessing the core “Elphinstone 1500” park proposal study area; review of 
adding adjacent old forests  

Given the highly diminished and fragmented state of the original old-growth coastal 
rainforest ecosystems on the Sunshine Coast, a second step in defining the core Elphinstone 
study area involved reviewing maps with the client group to explore the possibility of 
expanding the core proposal area boundaries to include adjacent older or old-growth forests. 
These were identified using the preliminary GIS forest cover class map prepared for the 
study area from the government vegetation resource inventory (VRI) database. As follow-up 
to the map review, on December 8, 2014, we did a field survey on the north-central boundary 
of the proposal where the map showed a large forested polygon that was indicated as older 
forest (age Class 8). However, field inspection showed that it had all been previously clearcut 
some 60-80 years ago and no native forest was left. We then examined the possibility of 
adding to the core Elphinstone study area an extensive area of low elevation and largely 
intact older forest to the southeast that lies partially within the Gibson’s community 
watershed. While this appeared to have some conservation merit, after consideration, the 
client group advised me that for purposes of expediency they preferred to stay more or less 
with the original boundaries of the core proposal area. 

2.1.5 Evaluation of the size of the final core study area 
After the above-mentioned boundary review was completed, the next step was to re-examine 
the size of the final “Elphinstone 1500” core study area. The GIS map measurement showed 
that the slight revision to the original boundaries could not account for a significant 
discrepancy between the actual (revised) size and the size estimated 20 years ago. The 
“Elphinstone 1500” minus the private lands but including the three small provincial park 
areas was found to comprise some 2,137 hectares of public land, considerably more than the 
proponents had estimated originally. It is strongly recommended that the proponents not 
reduce the size to fit the original area estimate but revise the name of the proposal and no 
longer refer to it as the “1500.” As will be noted later, the remaining unclearcut original 
forest in the proposal is approximately 1500 ha in areal extent. 

2.2  STATE OF THE FORESTS IN THE STUDY AREA 
Prior to doing a review of biodiversity values, an important first step was to determine how 
much of the 2,137 ha Elphinstone study area had been clearcut and roaded. We began by 
using Ministry data to determine the relative proportion of the different forest cover age 
classes ranging from age class 0 (or recently clearcut) to the unclearcut second oldest age 
class 8 (141-250 years). As will be noted, no age class 9 or old-growth was evident on the 
forest cover map. This process provided a good overview of what appeared to have been 
clearcut and what was still relatively pristine forest in terms of age structure. However, 
following this analysis, we then used the forest cover map combined with Google Earth maps 
and some ground-truthing to more accurately determine areas that have been clearcut versus 
native forests.  
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Figure 8. Older-aged western redcedar in study area representative of mixed-age forests of high  
biodiversity values typical of the Elphinstone proposed park expansion area.  
Photo: Rolef Von Swedenborg. 

2.2.1 Analysis of ages (age classes) of the forests in the Elphinstone study area 

Determination of age classes 

For the Elphinstone study, GIS analyst Baden Cross obtained digital base maps, including 
Shapefiles, from a variety of sources but primarily from DataBC (http://pub.data.gov.bc.ca/ 
datasets/173885/). 
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Using the government’s Vegetation Resource Inventory (VRI) database, a preliminary base 
map of forest cover age classes was generated for the Elphinstone study area. The VRI 
database resulted from a 1991 Forest Resources Commission recommendation to redesign 
the provincial resource inventory process. The VRI is a photo-based, two-phased vegetation 
inventory design involving, first, photo interpretation, followed by ground sampling. The 
VRI is continuously updated to show changes in the forest, such as timber harvesting, fire, 
and other catastrophic events. This is done through electronic data submissions from timber 
licensees and through a combination of mapping from satellite imagery, aerial photography, 
and Global Positioning System (GPS) mapping. The VRI is housed on the Land and 
Resource Data Warehouse (LRDW) where the data can be viewed and downloaded 
(http://geobc.gov.bc.ca/). The VRI database for the area encompassed by the Elphinstone 
proposal was last updated in 2014. As experienced elsewhere in my coastal research, I found 
that age classes for forest cover polygons generated by the VRI database are not always 
accurate.  

Age classes included Class 0 (0-1 yr.), Class 1 (1-20 yrs.), Class 2 (21-40), Class 3 (41-60), 
Class 4 (61-80), Class 5 (81-100), Class 6 (101-120), Class 7 (121-140), Class 8 (141-250), 
and Class 9 (251+). I did not attempt to correct any of the age classes from errors detected 
during the field surveys under my guidance of some of the map polygons that were done for 
the study area (see next section). The age class computations in Table 1 were considered to 
be accurate enough for a general overview of the age structure of the forests of the study area 
and surrounding Elphinstone slope.  

Although there are different definitions of what constitutes coastal old-growth, the Ministry 
used class 9 as 250+ years.  

As to age class 8 (141-250 years) for the study area, for purposes of discussion, it is assumed 
that any age class 8 in the study area is what grew back soon after the 1860s burn and 
therefore would be no older than 150-155 years; although as will be discussed, the 
Elphinstone forests have many old-growth trees, especially Douglas-fir vets, that survived 
the 1860s fire. There are different interpretations as to whether forests in age class 8 should 
be called “emerging old-growth.” According to one forest ecologist, the upper end of an age 
class 8 might be considered emerging old-growth (depending on your definition of old-
growth) but the lower end (say 141-200 years) might not be (Andy McKinnon e-mail to Ross 
Muirhead, Feb. 10, 2015). However, a comparative study of plant species density and 
composition of similar coastal rainforests in southeastern Alaska after clearcutting suggests 
that the older forests in the Elphinstone study area are now reaching some of the earlier 
stages of understorey plant growth that characterise old-growth forests. Alaback (1982) 
found that understorey shrubs and herbs start coming back in logged coastal western redcedar 
and western hemlock forests some 140-160 years after logging, and continue to increase in 
density as the forest evolves back to an old-growth state. During some of my field surveys in 
the age class 8 older Elphinstone forests, I noted very patchy and very low densities of salal, 
salmonberry, and other understorey plants that I consider likely characteristic of the first 
stages of old-growth as described by Alaback (1982) and therefore could be considered from 
this point of view to be “emerging old-growth.” Therefore, for purposes of discussion, I refer 
to these age class 8 forests in this report as “older forests.” 
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As already noted, another very significant feature of the older forest types in the study area is 
the presence of old-growth trees that survived the 1860s burn. 

Field surveys and photo-documentation by myself, other researchers, and ELF indicate 
scattered or clustered live old-growth trees and downed or standing old-growth structures, 
including Douglas-fir, western redcedar, and western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla). The 
1860s wildfire on Mount Elphinstone appears to have been intense enough to have burned off 
most of the old-growth forest that existed at the time such that the scattered old-growth 
veterans that survived were too small in areal extent to show up on the Ministry’s forest 
cover maps as actual old-growth polygons. These very old tree structures are up to 3-4 m in 
diameter, now living or dead, and are important contributors to old-growth biological 
functions of the Elphinstone forests. Although ages have not been obtained, from past 
experience in assisting with timber cruises on the coast, I am guessing some of the larger 
trees are likely to be 1,000 years or older. 

A limited attempt has been made to inventory some of the old-growth trees in the study area. 
On January 15, 2015, members of ELF and volunteers counted what they considered to be 98 
old-growth Douglas-fir veterans in about 50 ha of older forest in a zone bordered by the two 
easterly tributaries to the main Roberts Creek channel and north of the B & K Logging Rd. 
The survey included the proposed BC Timber Sales cutblock A87125. On March 5, 2015, 
ELF and four groups of trained volunteers tallied a total of 116 larger western redcedars in an 
approximate 20 ha area of the Roberts-Flume Forest Service Road (FSR). These ranged in 
diameter-at-breast height (DBH) from 0.8 m-2.6 m. However, it was uncertain how many of 
these could be considered old-growth since no age data was available to relate to DBH; and 
also they were growing on what was considered moist, and therefore favourable, growing 
sites for this species.  

A limited number of these old-growth relic tree structures have also been selection logged. 
Most were for the harvest of parts of dead and/or downed western redcedar trees for cedar 
shake blocks and a small amount of other small commercial uses. Small amounts of First 
Nations traditional harvest for western redcedar bark (i.e., bark stripping) and other possible 
traditional uses were observed during field surveys, including some looking over a century 
old and some recent. This needs to be further inventoried. 

Analysis of age classes in the Elphinstone study area and on the Elphinstone slope 

Table 1 shows the approximate areal extent of each of the Ministry’s age classes that we 
computed for the 2,137 ha study area, as well as what the Ministry computed in 2011 for the 
Mt. Elphinstone slope. Age classes generated by the government’s VRI database are not 
always accurate. I did not attempt to correct any of the age classes from errors detected 
during field surveys done under my guidance using some of the draft map polygons (see next 
section). The age class computations in Table 1 were considered to be accurate enough for a 
general overview of the age structure of the forests of the study area and surrounding 
Elphinstone slope.  

No forest cover polygons in the study area were found to be in age class 9, which is 
commonly considered “old-growth”. In 2011, the Ministry determined there were 364 ha of 
old-growth forest on the Elphinstone slope—obviously outside of the park proposal study 
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area. This amount of old-growth may not be very accurate since one of the large old-growth 
polygons we ground-truthed on the slope (outside of the study area) was discovered to have 
been completely clearcut about 60 years or so in the past.  

The oldest forest age types in the study area are the 252 ha of age class 8 (141-250 years) that 
account for some 11.7 % of the study area; although, because they re-grew from the 1860s 
burn, the oldest forests would assumed to be approximately 150-155 years.  

As for age classes 5, 6, and 7, for purposes of discussion I refer to these as young-mature to 
mature forests. Field surveys by ELF directors Ross Muirhead (pers. comm.) and Hans 
Penner (pers. comm.), under my guidance, indicate that areas of forests of these age classes 
represent what they consider to be natural re-growth sites from the 1860s wildfire that have 
never before been clearcut. As well, they have only very small amounts of earlier salvage 
logging for cedar shake blocks. 

Table 1. Comparison of forest age classes 
Mt. Elphinstone provincial park expansion study area: 
2,137 ha (exclusive of private lands). Based on 2014 VRI 
data. 

Mt. Elphinstone slope total area: 5,870 ha. Based 
on 2010 or 2011 data. (BC Timber Sales Manager 
R. Hudson, March 21, 2011 letter to ELF). 

Age Class Total ha % of total area Age Class Total ha % of total area 

Ac 0 73 3.4 % Ac 0 0 0 

Ac 1 (1-20 yrs.) 194 9.1% Ac 1 1034 17.6% 

Ac 2 (21-40 yrs.) 141 6.6% Ac 2 501 8.5% 

Ac 3 (41-60 yrs.)   67 3.1% Ac 3 685 11.7% 

Ac 4 (61-80 yrs.) 340 15.9% Ac 4 847 14.4% 

Ac 5 (81-100 yrs.) 343 16.1% Ac 5 260 4.4% 

Ac 6 (101-120 yrs.) 554  25.9% Ac 6 929 15.8% 

Ac 7 (121-140 yrs.) 173 8.1% Ac 7 1009 17.2% 

Ac 8 (141-250 yrs.)  252 11.7% Ac 8 241 4.1% 

Ac 9 (251+ yrs.) 0 0 Ac 9 364 6.2% 

ACs 5-8: Total 1,322 61.8% ACs 5-8: Total 2,803 47.7% 

 

If we consider age classes 5-8 (81 to 150-155 years) as unclearcut and near-mature, mature 
and older forests, then our GIS analysis showed that some 1,322 ha or 62% of the overall 
2,137 ha study area is comprised of this type of intact, near-pristine forest. This amount is 
considerably more in proportion to the total study area than is the proportion of these same 
cover types (48%) in the larger Elphinstone slope MOF operating area of some 5,870 ha 
(which includes the study area). In other words, as to be expected, more mature and older 
forest is found within the study area than the mountainous hillsides outside of it, which show 
evidence of considerably more clearcutting. However, my age class review of the study area 
indicates that the 364 ha of old-growth (age class 9) identified by the Ministry for the 
Elphinstone slope would occur outside of the study area boundaries since no age class 9 was 
found within the study area. 
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Figure 9. Example of older selection logging of old-growth redcedar for shake wood. NE corner of 
Elphinstone study area. (Photo: Ross Muirhead). 

 

In terms of recent logging, the age classes from 0 to 3 (recent clearcut to 60 years) were 
considered to have been clearcut except for a small area where experimental smaller 
cutblocks with leave strips were done. In total, these younger-aged clearcut areas comprise 
some 475 ha, or 22% of the study area.  

Since the Elphinstone Forest was first proposed for protection some 20 years ago, an 
estimated 267 ha involving age classes 0 to 1 (recent to 20 years) have been clearcut. This 
represents 12.5% of the study area. Of this, 73 ha were logged over the past year or two, 
representing 3.4% of the study area.  

The majority of this recent logging was done by BC Timber Sales (BCTS), while some was 
done by the Sunshine Coast Community Forest. No effort was made to determine how much 
has been done by each. Currently, BCTS is proposing two cutblocks (A87125 and A87126) 
in 2016 and 2017. A map review shows this proposed clearcutting is again targeting the 
older, biologically rich forests in the study area. 

As will be discussed further, all available evidence indicates that the older forests logged in 
recent times have been of high biological significance. Such logging of the last remaining 
low-elevation older forests in a temperate coastal landscape, where most older-aged native 
forests are now almost gone, has, and will continue to be, highly controversial with the public 
and First Nations. Proposed controversial clearcut (A87126), recently advertised for sale by 
BCTS, was recently deferred for a year pending further input from the Sechelt First Nation. 
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2.2.2 Current clearcut/altered versus native/undisturbed state of the forests of the 
Elphinstone study area  

Although this forest age class review gave us a good approximation of how much of the 
study area has been logged, age class 4 (61-80 years) proved problematic. This age class 
comprises some 340 ha or a fair share (16%) of the study area. From just comparing forest 
cover maps to Google Earth maps, it was uncertain how much of this forest cover type had 
been clearcut and how much involved still-native forests growing on poor sites. In order to 
sort this out, the following step was taken: The draft forest cover map was compared to 
logged areas on a Google Earth map. Some forest cover polygons were then demarcated 
where the forest cover map might be in error or where it was not clear that the sites had been 
previously clearcut or represented natural forests on poor growing sites. Notes were made 
and a printed copy made of the draft forest cover map. Ground-truthing was then done 
involving a team effort by RPBio Wayne McCrory, Ross Muirhead, Hans Penner, and Rick 
O’Neill; other field surveys were done in 2015 by Ross Muirhead and Hans Penner under the 
direction of Wayne McCrory. Field notes were kept of the different polygons checked and 
the data was used to correct errors found on the government’s forest cover map as well as 
more accurately verify clearcut versus native forest areas on poorer growing sites. This field 
data (available upon request) was then used to correct and produce a GIS map of the final 
approximation of clearcut/logged areas versus unlogged native forest areas. 

As noted earlier, some 475 ha or 22% of the study area are in age classes 0 to 3 (recent 
clearcut to 60 years) that have been largely clearcut. As a result of the field surveys, we made 
a few small adjustments to some of these age classes on the final map that did not change our 
overall computations. However, our final map analysis of clearcut areas, adjusted mainly 
from field surveys of age class 4 polygons, showed that 148 ha have been clearcut, while 192 
ha appear to be native forests on poor growing sites. Again, these are still approximate.  

This final map analysis showed that of the 2,137 ha study area, some 623 ha (29%) has been 
logged, while about 1,514 ha (71%) remains native forest and in a pristine or near-pristine 
state. The total area of the surviving unclearcut native forest of the study area approximates 
the size of the original “Elphinstone 1500.”  

Of the core study area, only 6.5% is fully protected by three small, disconnected provincial 
Class A parks (139 ha); an additional small but unquantified amount in small old-growth 
management areas (OGMAs), wildlife tree patches (WTPs), and streamside buffers has been 
set aside in small leave reserves in the past 20 years and where clearcutting and roading has 
advanced into the pristine older forest areas remaining in the study area.  

Such logging-type reserves are set aside under various government policy mandates and 
guidelines that have never been independently evaluated in terms of their sufficiency to 
protect biodiversity related to old-growth values; nor have they been subject to any 
assessment of cumulative effects of environmental impact. Some of these smaller reserves 
are often subject to blowdowns due the severity of coastal storms and the small and poorly 
designed size of the reserves.  

It is of interest that when the three small-protected areas comprising Elphinstone Provincial 
Park were established in 2000, a clearcut was included in the smallest part (#2) and an 
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important area of older Douglas-fir that was supposed to be protected was left outside of the 
boundaries. This was documented during macrofungi surveys for BC Parks and noted by 
Paul Kroeger (2000) as follows:  

Site #2: Roberts Creek. This is the smallest of the three sites constituting Mount 
Elphinstone Park. Despite its small size (16.1 hectares), this area contains several 
important features and rare fungi. Upon ground-proofing of boundaries, it was found 
that a sizeable area of young plantation was erroneously included and a stand of old-
growth Douglas-fir trees intended to be protected was not.  

According to the Mount Elphinstone provincial park purpose statement and zoning plan (BC 
Parks 2003), BC’s Environmental Stewardship department was discussing a boundary 
adjustment with the Ministry of Forests, including working towards a legislative change. 
Although I sent an email query to BC Parks to see if the boundary had been adjusted, I 
received no response. For purposes of this analysis, I assumed that it has. 

2.2.3 How much old-growth and older forest is left in the Chapman Landscape Unit 
(LU) and how much would protection of the Elphinstone proposal contribute? 

Government GIS shapefiles were used to first estimate the amount of old-growth (age class 
9) and older (age classes 7 & 8) forests left in the Chapman-Howe Landscape Units (LUs). 
Although the total combined size of the LUs is 122,371 ha, this includes ocean. In fact, there 
is only 34,119 ha of land in the Chapman LU and only 34,515 ha in the Howe LU.  

For the Chapman LU land area (34,119 ha), 705 ha or 2.1% of the LU land area is in age 
class 7 (121-140 yrs.), 1,714 ha or 4.4% is in age class 8 (141-250 yrs.), and 6,209 ha 
(18.2%) is left in age class 9 (250+ yrs.). The Elphinstone study area makes an important 
contribution to older forests surviving in the LU: age class 7 contributes 173 ha (17.4%) of 
what is left and age class 8 contributes 252 ha (14.7%) of what is left. In terms of old-growth 
forest cover polygons (age class 9), the study area makes no contribution. However, a partial 
map review and data analysis indicates that there is in fact very little old-growth left in the 
Chapman LU within the low-mid-elevation range typical of the Elphinstone study area (129-
702 m). Some 5,757 ha or 93% of the surviving old-growth in the LU is above 800 m, most 
of it obviously in marginal areas not considered merchantable timber and having somewhat 
different forest types and biodiversity values than low-mid-elevation old-growth. 
[http://www.thescca.ca/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=324&Itemid=251] 

It is physically impossible to protect the natural diversity of plant communities and 
ecological processes on such a small land base as that currently provided by the LU 
Plans and Provincial Parks of our forest districts. 

2.2.4 Biogeoclimatic characteristics of the Elphinstone forest, including provincially-
at-risk biogeoclimatic site series or plant communities 

Biogeoclimatic zone and subzone representation 

Where do the older surviving forests of Elphinstone provincial park proposal study area fit in 
terms of biogeoclimatic zones, subzones, and classification of site series, including those that 
are considered by the province’s Conservation Data Centre (CDC) to be at risk? 
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This is important since one approach to evaluate conservation values related to coastal 
temperate rainforests involves analysing how representative they are of different forest types 
as classified provincially under a rather complicated and highly technical regional, zonal, and 
local ecosystem classification system. This is determined by Terrestrial Ecosystem Mapping 
(TEM). The classification includes ecoprovinces, ecoregions, and ecosections (Demarchi 
1993); biogeoclimatic zones, subzones, variants, and phases (Meidinger and Pojar 1991), and 
broad ecosystem units and site series units (Resources Inventory Committee 1998). The 
zonal and local site series classifications are collectively referred to as the biogeoclimatic 
ecosystem classification (BEC) system. 

The smallest unit of classification in BEC is the site series. These are defined as ecosystems 
that have similar soil nutrient and soil moisture and, along with plants species, are indicative 
of the potential vegetation community that can occupy a site at maturity. The description of 
site series in the field manuals always represents mature site conditions.  

A review shows that the Elphinstone study area is in the CWH (Coastal Western Hemlock) 
zone that covers much of the low elevation areas of the BC coast and within the Strait of 
Georgia Lowland (GEL) Ecosection. The Chapman Landscape Unit, in which the study area 
is to be found, includes three biogeoclimatic subzone variants: Coastal Western Hemlock: 
CWHxm1 (Coastal Western Hemlock, Eastern Very Dry Maritime), CWHdm (Coastal 
Western Hemlock, Dry Maritime), and CWHvm2 (Coastal Western Hemlock, Montane Very 
Wet Maritime).  

Most of the forests of the Mt. Elphinstone study area fall within the CWHdm subzone 
variant, with a small portion of CWHxm1 (Map 5). Elevation of the CWHdm subzone 
variant ranges from sea level to about 650 m. The Elphinstone study area falls within an 
elevational range of 129-702 m. Forests on zonal sites are generally dominated by Douglas-
fir (Fd), western redcedar (Cw), and western hemlock (Hw).  

Implications for protection 

In terms of protection, the Strait of Georgia Lowland (GEL) Ecosection is only 8.44% 
protected and therefore considered by the province to be under-represented. The CWHdm is 
only 5.89% protected and therefore also considered under-represented (BC Parks 2003). 
Since BC Parks acknowledges that the current 139 ha Elphinstone provincial park complex, 
within the CWHdm subzone variant, makes a negligible contribution to representation, it is 
difficult to understand why the province does not have a program to increase representation 
to biologically acceptable levels, including full protection of the diminishing older forests, 
such as the Elphinstone study area.  

Provincially at risk plant communities/site series  

The following analysis is separate from my discussion of the rare and distinctive snow 
bramble and wild rhododendron plant communities identified in the Elphinstone study area. 
Although each of these plant species appear to occur within forest cover polygons in the 
study area that were identified from the CDC database as blue-listed site series, they are not 
specifically segregated by this database for site series. 
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The study area was found to have ten TEM BEC plant community site series. A first step was 
to use the government TEM database to map the red-(imperiled or very imperiled) and blue-
listed (of concern) plant communities (i.e., TEM BEC site series) in all of the biogeoclimatic 
subzones of the Chapman and Howe landscape units (LUs) between Howe Sound and 
Sechelt Inlet (Map 4). This was inclusive of the Elphinstone study area (inset, Map 4). A 
previous analysis by another researcher found 137 forest cover polygons in the Chapman and 
Howe LUs that contained red-listed and blue-listed site series using just the first decile 
(highest percentage above 50%) for each forest cover polygon. We employed a broader 
approach by using the three deciles (a complicated GIS term referring to the amount each 
forest cover polygon would have in terms of percentage of at risk site series). Our analysis 
(Map 4) found some 1,637 polygons in the Chapman-Howe LUs with red- and blue-listed 
site series plant communities. 

For the Elphinstone study area, there are 10 site series plant communities. For some reason, 
no site series TEM data was available for the three small areas in he Elphinstone Provincial 
Park. However, as the park areas are surrounded by polygons with at-risk site series (Map 5), 
we assumed they have the same at-risk site series plant communities identified in the 
CWHdm subzone. In the study area, there are six blue-listed site series within the CWHdm 
site series (light blue), including: types j, k, and w of 01 HM (Hw-Flat moss), types J and K 
of 05 RS (Cw-Sword fern), and 07 RF (Cw-Foamflower). These total 1,712 ha or 80% of the 
study area. There are two blue-listed site series in the CWH xm1 (darker blue). These are 05 
RS (Cw-Sword fern) and 07 RF (Cw-Foam flower). These total 80 ha or 3.7% of the study 
area.  

Actually, there may be one or more plant communities within one site series, but this 
information is not contained in the TEM database. It must also be kept in mind that the site 
series are those that represent mature to older forests, regardless of current age class.  

Map 4 (and inset) and Map 5 illustrate that a total of 83.7% of the Elphinstone study area 
includes forest cover polygons that have provincially at-risk (blue-listed) site series. No red-
listed site series were found in the study area. 

The high proportion of the study area with blue-listed site series potential is another measure 
of a very productive ecosystem with high biodiversity values. 

Implications for protection 

The implications of these results, in terms of protection values, were difficult to evaluate 
since the process is still being worked out in other areas of the South Coast, to the north of 
Elphinstone, through the ecosystem-based management (EBM) process by the Coastal 
Information Team (CIT) of the Great Bear Rainforest. The development of these new logging 
guidelines has been at least 12 years in the making and still are not finalised.  

The Chapman-Howe LUs that include the Elphinstone study area are south of and outside the 
landscape units that come under the proposed new EBM guidelines. As near as I could 
determine, there appear to be no provincial guidelines developed yet, outside of the coastal 
ecosystem-based management (EBM) study area, for protection of blue-listed and red-listed 
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site series/plant communities, despite the widespread mapping database available by the 
Conservation Data Centre (CDC).  

I loosely applied the principles being used for EBM and the revised 2013 South Central 
Coast Order-Consolidated version (Crown Lands 2013) to the Elphinstone situational 
analysis as another important ecological yardstick for my conservation review. As will be 
noted, this is rather confusing and complicated and, according to one representative (anon.), 
working on the EBM blue- and red-listed site series plant community protection guidelines is 
presenting challenges that need to be worked out on the ground. One of the difficulties is the 
small size of some of the at-risk forest cover polygons. 

According to the original South Central Coast Order, Consolidated version (BC Minister of 
Agriculture and Lands 2009) and the 2013 revised order (Crown Lands 2013), the objectives 
for red-listed plant communities are to fully protect them, except that 5% can be modified 
such as if there are no suitable alternatives for an access road. For blue-listed: 

Protect at least 70% of each occurrence of a blue-listed plant community, as set out 
in Schedule 6, during a primary forest activity or protect at least 70% of each type of 
blue-listed plant community, as set out in Schedule 6, that occurs in a landscape unit. 

The intent of EBM in terms of red- and blue-listed site series is to set aside mature and older 
forests. 

For the Elphinstone study area, this is rather complicated to apply since it does not infer that 
all of the 83.7% of the study area that has blue-listed forest cover polygons be protected since 
usually only a portion of each polygon has blue-listed site series, and only 70% of each of the 
blue-listed portion needs to be protected. 

Overall, however, the take-home message is that the Elphinstone study area has 
representative at-risk site series found in the majority of the semi-mature to older forests that 
are indicative of a very productive ecosystem representing very high biodiversity values, and 
the best conservation approach would be to not do any further logging but rather to protect 
the whole area and let site series that have been impacted by logging recover and the 
remaining 80-155 year old native forests evolve to old-growth stature (250+ years). 

2.3  IMPORTANCE OF ELPHINSTONE FORESTS & THEIR 
BIODIVERSITY TO FIRST NATIONS 

Ethnobotanist Dr. Nancy Turner (2007) provides a good summary of the importance of 
biodiversity to First Nations of British Columbia, including food species that comprise at 
least 100 animal and 150 plant species. Material or technology species, such as western 
redcedar bark for clothing, baskets, household items, and other needs, comprise at least 100 
species, while medicinal species probably number 300. In total, 400-500 species are named 
and utilised, or have had specific cultural importance to First Peoples across the province, 
and indicates the biodiversity upon which the people depended and upon which considerable 
aspects of the culture was based. Turner also notes that: erosion of biodiversity in various 
parts of the province has severely impacted First Peoples and their traditional food systems. 
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During field surveys in December 2014, small numbers of culturally modified trees (CMTs) 
were observed. These involved recent bark stripping of western redcedar trees in young age 
classes and older bark stripping where the bark had partly grown around the scar. Some of 
the older trees were estimated to be least 100-200 years old. My review also indicates that 
some elk still survive in the area and are dependent on old forests during periods of inclement 
weather. Elk, like western redcedar, are recognised as cultural keystone species on the BC 
coast. Undoubtedly, harvest of mushrooms and other wild plant foods are also important to 
the local First Nations. While it was beyond the budget and scope of my study to measure the 
importance of the numerous biodiversity species of the study area to the Sechelt (Shíshálh) 
and Squamish (Sḵwx̱wú7mesh) First Nations, this should be a priority. 

Certainly loss of biodiversity values to First Nations on the Sunshine Coast has already been 
significant. Protection of places like the Elphinstone study area will be important to help 
preserve what is left for future generations. 

2.4  BIODIVERSITY & BIOLOGICAL FEATURES OF THE FOREST 
HABITATS IN THE ELPHINSTONE STUDY AREA 

Considerable biological inventory, some of it quantified and some of it observational and 
anecdotal, has been gathered over time for the Elphinstone study area. Based on my 
biodiversity inventory and research on the BC south, central, and north coasts, there is still 
much we do not know or understand about the complex biota and their interrelationships in 
the coastal climax and older-aged forests. However, enough has been documented for the 
Elphinstone study area to provide a good overview of biodiversity values. 

2.4.1 Mammal indicator species 
I did not do a comprehensive review of species assemblages but rather focused on a small 
number of mammal species that would potentially be candidates as indicator species for 
conservation. More research and documentation needs to be done for the study area in this 
regard, such as for small mammals.  

Black bears  

Although worthy of mention because of their dependency on coastal old-growth structural 
features for winter denning, my evaluation of the Elphinstone core study area indicated that 
habitat potential of early mature to older forests was such that black bears should not be used 
as an indicator species as they have been used elsewhere on the BC coast. It has been well 
documented that bear plant foods improve as a result of clearcutting but decrease in value 
once second-growth forests begin to close in around 30 years of age or more. 

However, the significance of old-growth structures suited for potential black bear denning in 
the older age classes of the Elphinstone study area should not continue to be overlooked.  

During field surveys, I used my list of coastal black bear foods to evaluate habitat potential. 
My surveys indicated that most of the older forest types (ages classes 5 to 8) were poor black 
bear feeding habitat. Very low and sporadic densities of traditional coastal black bear foods 
were noted, including the following berry-producing shrubs: salal (Gaultheria shallon), 
devil’s club (Oplopanax horridus), red huckleberry (Vaccinium parvifolium), and 
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salmonberry (Rubus spectabilis). Very small areas of green plant foods (grasses, sedges, 
skunk cabbage) were noted. During four days of field surveys in early mature to older forests 
in early December 2014, I saw one older berry scat and one day bed. Although no transects 
were done through recent clearcuts, more berry and green plant foods were casually 
observed, which was to be expected. However, the benefits of clearcuts to bears are 
questionable and short-lived due to the early closed canopy stage at 30+ years post-logging 
closing off the sunlight needed for understory bear foods to thrive.  

Due to the presence of old-growth structures that survived the 1860s fire, including live and 
downed Douglas-fir and western redcedar tree trunks, the older forests have a low-moderate 
potential as black bear winter denning habitat. However, a search of numerous basal cavities 
in larger, hollow standing western redcedar trees and downed hollow structures did not reveal 
any black bear den sites, although some would most likely exist considering the old-growth 
structure habitat potential. 

Roosevelt Elk (Blue-listed) 

My partial review shows that Roosevelt elk on the BC coast have evolved over millennia to 
be highly dependent on old-growth forest ecosystems during infrequent severe winter 
weather patterns of prolonged deep snow accumulation or even during periods of heavy 
rainfall and winds. Extensive clearcut logging of old-growth forests and conversion to 
plantation forestry has resulted in severe losses and degradations of old-growth ecosystems 
that are the support base for ungulate populations during bad winters. Lack of adequate old-
growth winter habitat as the mainstay of ungulates can result in starvation and population 
depressions during severe winters. 

Because it is blue listed provincially and is partially dependent on old forest winter range, the 
Roosevelt elk was chosen as one of the biological indicator species for my conservation 
assessment of the Elphinstone forest. Roosevelt elk are also widely known to be an important 
cultural heritage and subsistence species for many coastal First Nations; for this reason, they 
are also referred to herein as a keystone cultural species. This is defined by Garibaldi and 
Turner (2004) as: 

...culturally salient species that shape in a major way the cultural identity of a people. 
Their importance is reflected in the fundamental roles these species play in diet, 
materials, medicine, and/or spiritual practices. 

During field surveys of the Elphinstone study area in early December 2014, a bull elk track 
was observed in old forest habitat on the Mt. Elphinstone Community Health Trail, and 
several older droppings were also pointed out.  

The Roosevelt elk subspecies, which likely existed on the Sunshine Coast as a traditional 
First Nations animal used for food, clothing, and other cultural uses for millennia, has an 
interesting post-contact history. By 1900, Roosevelt elk were considered extirpated on the 
Sunshine Coast, as elsewhere on the southern mainland coast of BC, with possible causes 
being human settlement, market hunting, and habitat alterations. In 1987 and 1993, Roosevelt 
elk were reintroduced from Vancouver Island to the Sechelt Peninsula to restore populations. 
A Lower Mainland Roosevelt Elk Recovery Project (LMRERP) was started in 2000 as a 
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response to a combined need to both control the re-introduced Roosevelt elk that had become 
nuisance animals along the urban fringe of the Sunshine Coast, as well as to continue re-
stocking of historic Roosevelt elk ranges in the Lower Mainland (BC Ministry of 
Environment 2008).  

Figure 10. Elk scat (droppings) near Health Trail. Photo: Ross Muirhead. 

 

The Ministry’s elk population unit (EPU) for the Sunshine Coast, including the Elphinstone 
study area, is called Rainy Gray. Wilson (2012) indicates a population of 60 elk. 

In terms of habitat needs, studies show that Roosevelt elk occur in coniferous forests of all 
age classes as well as in deciduous forests and non-forested habitats including early stage 
clearcuts, wetlands, and vegetated slide paths. According to Brunt (1990), snow depth is 
important in determining use of winter habitats. During more severe winter events, elk will 
move into mature and old forest to seek snow interception cover when snow in more open 
areas deepens enough to cover low-growing plants (>30 cm). According to Henigman et al. 
(2005), old-growth forest structure provides forage, security cover, thermal cover, and snow 
interception for Roosevelt elk.  

According to Quayle et al. (2003):  

Elk populations declined significantly on southern Vancouver Island during the deep-
snow winter of 1968– 1969 when old-growth winter range was unavailable (Nyberg 
et al. 1990)….Forest harvesting has been largely responsible for the loss of high-
quality elk winter range on Vancouver Island. High-quality elk winter range occurs 
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in old forest along valley bottoms or riparian corridors, so elk needs may conflict 
with the interests of industrial forestry…. Whether threats come from humans or 
other species, all interactions with Roosevelt elk operate within the vital context of 
their habitat. For this reason, the greatest threat to the viability of Roosevelt Elk in 
the long term is the fragmentation of their habitat and the destruction of their winter 
range. The urban landscape continues to expand into Roosevelt elk habitat, 
particularly on southern Vancouver Island and parts of the Lower Mainland, and the 
limited availability of old-growth forest as winter range is reduced by logging. 
Although it is difficult to account directly for the population effects of broad-scale 
habitat trends, it is easy to speculate that diminishing habitat quality in the future will 
only lead to diminishing numbers of Elk on Vancouver Island. In addition to direct 
effects, such as reduced overwinter survival, the loss and fragmentation of habitat 
may directly augment other threats: increasing vulnerability to predators, creating 
problem wildlife situations, and providing greater access for unregulated hunters. 

Alaback (1982) found that understorey shrubs and herbs do not start coming back in logged 
coastal western hemlock type forests until 140-160 years after logging, and continue to 
increase as the forest evolves back to an old-growth state. As for the impacts of clearcut 
logging, he noted that maintaining the most productive forests in the aggradation stages of 
development (0-100 yr) through forest management will minimize the development of a 
productive vascular understorey and thus deprive herbivores of forage during 70-80% of the 
forest rotation. In this instance, he was referring to Sitka black-tailed deer that are common 
to abundant in most coastal rainforests of Alaska and much of coastal BC; but in my opinion, 
his conclusions would be applicable to native Roosevelt elk on BC’s south coast.  

According to a recent management discussion paper (Wilson 2012), given the high demand 
for cultural, recreational, and commercial uses, the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations (MFLNRO) is proposing a management goal to increase the population 
and expand distribution, such that the Roosevelt elk could be removed from the provincial 
blue list within the next 10 years. One of the proposed provincial objectives is to maintain or 
restore the contribution of Roosevelt elk to natural biodiversity and ecosystem function.  

Recommendations 
Conserving rather than clearcutting the surviving mature and older forest in the 2,137 ha 
Elphinstone park expansion proposal area would greatly benefit the local elk population, 
establish a significant ecological benchmark of surviving old forest habitat for the 
subspecies, and help sustain local numbers for subsistence and cultural/heritage uses. 

Preservation action would also meet the proposed provincial government’s Roosevelt elk 
recovery objective to maintain or restore the contribution of Roosevelt elk to natural 
biodiversity and ecosystem function. Such natural biodiversity and de-listing from their 
threatened provincial status can’t really be accomplished, in my opinion, if the Roosevelt 
elk’s old forest winter range continues to be logged off.  
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2.4.2 Rare plant communities identified in the Elphinstone proposal area as indicator 
species 

To date, several rare plant communities have been identified in the Elphinstone study area, 
including snow bramble and large-leafed rhododendron. By their very nature, rare plant 
communities are more vulnerable to being extirpated by manmade (roads and clearcut 
logging) or natural causes (such as natural blowdowns or large, intensive wildfires). In the 
instance of the Elphinstone study area, clearcut logging has been and is the largest threat.  

As discussed later in my report, in my professional opinion, both of these rather unique and 
rare plant communities in the Elphinstone core study area are under considerable threat due 
to weak agency protective reserves and proposed logging plans that threaten their long term 
genetic viability.  

Snow bramble  

Considerable background research has been done in the core Elphinstone study area on this 
rare plant species. Snow bramble was actually reported by Kroeger (2000) during mushroom 
surveys for BC Parks in association with the boundary definition of three small provincial 
parks (sites #1, #2, and #3) within the original Elphinstone 1500 park proposal area: 

The Red-listed snow dewberry (Rubus nivalis) grows in an area about halfway 
between Sites #2 and #3 at slightly higher elevation between 440 to 550 metres. This 
is the only population of this plant in the Sunshine Coast Forest District. A road was 
recently built through the middle of the population and logging has commenced in a 
portion of the area, TSL A48270 block 2. 

Snow bramble is a trailing, evergreen raspberry plant of which little has been documented as 
to its occurrence in British Columbia. According to a review by Symon (2007), in 2006, it 
was known from fewer than 20 locations in southern BC, with most sites occurring in BCTS 
operating area in the Strait of Georgia. At this time, the plant was considered endangered and 
was red-listed (imperiled) by the BC Conservation Data Centre. During this same period, 
BCTS Powell River operating area was informed about the presence of snow bramble in their 
proposed logging areas on Mt. Elphinstone. A small-scale field study commissioned by 
BCTS indicated Rubus nivalis has specific ecological requirements. Approximately 30 
populations of Rubus nivalis were found within a 5-km radius within a narrow elevational 
range in the Coastal Western Hemlock, Dry Maritime (CWHdm) subzone variant (Simon 
2007).  

As a result, an interim management protocol on snow bramble was produced by Symon 
(2007) for BCTS Strait of Georgia. BCTS then adopted these recommendations for an 
interim management protocol to offer some protection of the species, largely through efforts 
to inventory snow bramble communities prior to logging and then provide small wildlife tree 
patch (WTP) reserves of some 0.25 ha in size; despite other observations by Symon (2007) 
that some snow bramble in WTPs showed evidence of leaf burn. Over time, more snow 
bramble sites were presumably discovered and reported to BCTS and as a result, in 2012, the 
province down-listed the species from imperiled to vulnerable, with the CDC moving it from 
red-listed (threatened) to blue-listed (special concern). Formal requests by ELF to BCTS 
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officials to obtain the information on the additional snow bramble sites were not answered 
(Ross Muirhead, pers. comm.).  

As a result of CDC down-listing the endangered status of snow bramble, BCTS discontinued 
their interim management protocol (BCTS 2012). In August 2014, Symon did a survey for 
ELF of three snow bramble sites in proposed BCTS cutblock 87126 in the proposed park 
expansion area. The survey identified that the larger population appeared very rigorous 
compared to other locations of snow bramble on Mt. Elphinstone and occupied a sizable area 
(Symon letter to ELF dated 9/28/2014).   

It was interesting that the researcher also reported that a search for a previously known snow 
bramble community in a wildlife tree patch (WTP) within a BCTS clearcut showed that the 
snow bramble plants thought to be protected had disappeared, likely the result of the WTP 
trees blowing down. Despite this important observation, the plant researcher indicated that 
several of the snow bramble sites in proposed BCTS cutblock 87126 could be protected by 
WTPs provided they were sufficient to provide adequate interior habitat (Symon letter to 
ELF dated 9/28/2014). In her interim management protocol, Symon had recommended WTPs 
of 0.25 ha. No additional effort was made by Symon to account for the threats to snow 
bramble plant communities by blowdowns in WTPs. As noted elsewhere in my report, an 
independent international study of reserve sizes needed for rare plant communities (Burgman 
et al. 2001) strongly suggests that snow bramble patches with a minimum of 50 adult plants 
necessary to meet genetic viability (such as the larger site on Mt. Elphinstone in proposed 
cutblock A87126) would require a reserve size of 1,000 hectares—far larger than WTPs. It 
was not surprising to me that BCTS and others have continued to ignore more rigorous 
research models readily available in the scientific literature that recommend larger reserve 
sizes are needed to protect the genetic diversity and functionality of rare plant communities.  
Pacific rhododendron 

A conservation review by Douglas and Desrosiers (2006) indicated that although this 
flowering shrub species is found in only a few areas of southwestern BC, it was not 
considered endangered since most of the communities found in the Skagit were considered 
healthy and in protected areas. Thus this species is not considered by the CDC to be 
endangered because northern colonies are found in coastal BC. Nonetheless, as will be seen, 
the northernmost distribution on the Pacific coast is found in the isolated colony within the 
Elphinstone study area. It represents a unique saltwater-tolerant genetic clad. For this reason, 
I rated the Elphinstone rhododendron as genetically significant and a rare plant community. 
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In December 2014, I did a short 
field survey, along with an ELF 
representative, of the 
subpopulation of wild 
rhododendron that is on the 
lower, west side of the 
Elphinstone study area and 
within the Sunshine Coast 
Community Forest tenure area. 
The rhododendron colony is in a 
small wildlife tree patch 
surrounded by clearcuts and 
roads and “protected” by a rope 
barrier around the plant clusters. 
According to the information 
sign at the site, this 
rhododendron community is 
unique in that it is the most 
northern site of the species 
distribution along the Pacific 
coast. In 2006, leaf and flower 
bud samples were collected 
from the Elphinstone site by 
researchers studying the DNA 
of rhododendron (Xi et al. 
2006). This study found that the 
Mt. Elphinstone subpopulation 
was part of a unique genetic 
strain or clad “1” (variation) of  

                                                                                                  the haplotype (in RPB2-i) that  
                                                                                                  prefers to live near saltwater  
                                                                                                  (Map 7).  

A follow-up field survey on March 20, 2015, by ELF members, under my direction, was able 
to document that there were 84 individual plants. This was considered more than adequate to 
meet the minimum viable population (MVP) threshold of 50 adult plants needed for genetic 
viability and a recommended reserve size of 1,000 ha for rare plant communities (Burgman 
et al. 2001). Several of the plants had main stems broken by limbs falling from overhead 
conifers in the wildlife tree patch (WTP). They attributed this damage to the tree reserve 
being too small to protect the site from the strong oceanic winds that cause blowdown. 

Figure 11. Northernmost occurrence of the unique genetic strain of  
Rhododendron macrophyllum (Pacific rhododendron), in bloom in  
May 2015 in the Elphinstone study area. Photo: Ross Muirhead. 
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Map 7. Field map showing three snow bramble sites (red arrow) identified in proposed BCTS cutblock A87126 in 
the Elphinstone study area. At least one of these rare plant communities has the 50 or more adult plants needed for 
minimum population viability and a warranted 1,000 ha reserve instead of a 0.25 ha BCTS reserve that a study 
shows won’t protect such rare plant communities. 

Recommendations 
This rare plant community is hypothetically protected within a small WTP surrounded by a 
rope barrier. The adjacent area has been clearcut and roaded. Based on the evidence gathered, 
this isolated rare plant colony meets the criteria for a recommended reserve size of 1,000 ha 
in order to achieve adequate protection over the long term. Considering that snow bramble 
rare plant communities should have similar-size reserves, the best approach would be to 
protect the park proposal study area in its entirety. Such protection afforded for rare plant 
communities will also require letting the surrounding clearcuts recover along with 
deactivation/obliteration of the adjacent road system.  

2.4.3 Macrofungi (mushrooms) as biodiversity indicator species 

Biodiversity of the Elphinstone forests is perhaps best known for the diverse species 
assemblage of macrofungi, which are fungi that form large fruiting bodies (known as 
mushrooms) that are visible without the aid of a microscope. Many are also known as 
mycorrhizal fungi. Macrofungi tends to be best found in the older forests, some with old-
growth characteristics. There is some indication that such an exceptional mushroom 
biodiversity on the Elphinstone slope may be unique on the south coast. 
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According to Kroeger (2000), the mycorrhizal fungus communities of conifer forests are 
extremely complex. For example, as many as 2000 species of fungi form mycorrhizae with 
the single tree species, Douglas-fir. According to Callan (2002) “macrofungi”: 

…refers to an artificial grouping of fungus species producing fruiting bodies >1 cm 
in diameter. Macrofungi are more likely to be observed by amateur naturalists or 
trained parataxonomists, and can often be recognized to genus or species by the 
collector in the field. For this reason they may be good candidates for preliminary 
biodiversity studies.  

Also, according to Callan (2002), research on agaric biodiversity provides much valuable 
information, as many of these species are intimately associated with indigenous plants as 
mycorrhizal symbionts or parasites.  

To the public eye, the more common macrofungi are known as mushrooms, which are the 
fleshy fungi in the order Agaricales, also know as agarics. According to Callan (2002), the 
majority of the pioneer studies in fungal biodiversity have been, or currently are, conducted 
on agarics. Such was the case that helped lead to protection of the small Elphinstone 
provincial park complex.  

The following descriptive narrative perhaps gives one of the best overviews of the rich 
mushroom biodiversity of the Elphinstone forests (Federation of British Columbia 
Naturalists. FNBC. 1998):  

Many of these fungi are mycorrhizal, that is, they live in a close, mutually beneficial 
partnership with the trees, trading water and minerals collected from the soil for 
sugars created in the canopy above. The species of fungi clearly differ from place to 
place through the forest. The relationships between these complex fungal populations 
and stand species and age composition are poorly understood. Jim Pojar, a senior 
researcher for the B.C. Forest service has written, ‘Fungi play fundamental roles in 
nutrient and energy dynamics, and our lack of knowledge about them is appalling.’ 
Despite their importance ecologically and the irreplaceable service they provide to 
our silvicultural efforts, their continued survival is generally taken for granted. 

The nominators of the Elphinstone Forest have tried to bring forward the idea that 
mushrooms, too, are an element of biodiversity and may need to be protected. Given 
the state of our ignorance only the preservation of intact forest ecosystems can ensure 
that this complexity is not diminished. The Elphinstone Forest is now a rare forest 
type. Of all the forest in the CWHdm biogeoclimatic subzone, only 6% is as old or 
older. Paul Kroeger, considered one of the most knowledgeable field mycologists in 
western Canada, has written that the Elphinstone Forest appears to be especially 
diverse in mycota compared with other south coast sites.  

According to BC Parks, when the province designated 139 hectares as Mount Elphinstone 
Provincial Park, the three widely separated sites were chosen because they were known to 
have the greatest diversity of fungi. Selection was based on field surveys by a well-known 
BC mycologist who identified 152 taxa of mushrooms in the three park sites (Kroeger 2000).  
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In terms of selection of the Elphinstone Park, according to Kroeger (2000), the rare scented 
night mushroom was also key: 

…the forest mushroom Tricholoma apium especially influenced choice of area 
because this mushroom is considered to be rare, and, in North America, it grows 
abundantly only in some areas of Mount Elphinstone, appearing to favour old-growth 
character habitats. This species has now been documented in six other locations in 
British Columbia.  

As noted, other notable mushroom species also helped guide the park site selection process. 
According to the Mount Elphinstone provincial park purpose statement and zoning plan (BC 
Parks 2003):  

The primary role of Mount Elphinstone Provincial Park is to protect a mixed old 
growth and second growth forest and the very diverse and rich fungi populations 
associated with the forest. The park protects a relatively undisturbed lower elevation 
forest in three separate sites and provides the biogeoclimatic conditions appropriate 
for extensive fungi populations. (BC Parks: http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/ 
explore/parkpgs/mt_elphinstone/) 

Many of the mushrooms on Mount Elphinstone appear to be dependent on older-aged forests. 
According to Kroeger (2000):  

The great diversity and abundance of mushrooms and other large fleshy fungi for 
which Mount Elphinstone has become known depends upon late-successional 
conditions. Several organisms in groups other than fungi that are present on Mount 
Elphinstone also rely on late-successional forest for survival. Conservation of the 
organisms associated with the forests of Mount Elphinstone hinges upon the retention 
of their habitat with its late-successional characteristics intact.  

Also according to Kroeger (2000), studies in British Columbia and the Pacific Northwest 
U.S.A. indicate that diversity of mushrooms increases with the age of the forest and is 
greatest in late-successional and old growth conifer stands. This great diversity appears 
largely dependent upon the structural attributes of these stands, but particularly large woody 
debris. As will be noted, this factor also means continued logging of older forests and 
replacement with rotational second-growth forests poses the greatest threat to the rich 
mushroom biodiversity identified on the Elphinstone slope.  

The issue of the protection of mushroom habitat on the Elphinstone slope is confounded by 
the fact that neither province nor the CDC include mushrooms on their endangered status list. 
Additionally, there appears to be some effort within government to downplay the fact that 
some mushroom species in the area may in fact be rare or endangered. According to a report 
by the Forest Practices Board (2000), as a result of a complaint filed by a citizen in 1995, a 
mushroom expert with the Ministry of Forests reviewed what was known about mushrooms 
on the Sunshine Coast and noted that there was no information to decide whether various 
species of mushroom were rare or not. However, as noted in his report on the Elphinstone 
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slope, provincial mushroom expert Paul Kroeger (2000) considered the scented night 
mushroom as rare. Another researcher, Callan (2002), provides the following insight:  

…mushroom collection studies are often limited to narrow windows of opportunity 
during fall fruiting season, which may last a few days or a few weeks at most. The 
resulting collections must be handled and identified or preserved quickly, and require 
detailed field notes or photographs. The vagaries of weather from year to year have 
an impact on the amount and timing of fruiting. These uncertain parameters make it 
difficult to confirm if a mushroom species is “rare” or if vegetative thalli (mycelia) 
are in fact common even though the species rarely fruits. 

…One of the characters used as an indicator of “critically imperiled” status is: “5 or 

fewer extant occurrences or very few remaining individuals” (Redhead 1997). 

However, according to the DAVFP database (Table 1), >1,400 fungus species are 

represented by a single collection! A total of 2,349 species (67% of all species) are 

represented by 5 or fewer collections in DAVFP. There is thus an obvious need to 

separate truly rare species from those that have merely been under collected or 

understudied, due to cryptic habit or lack of local taxonomic expertise.  

(The acronym DAVFP is an international reference to The Forest Pathology Herbarium at the 
Canadian Forest Service’s Pacific Forestry Centre that houses an internationally recognised 
collection of >35,300 preserved and catalogued forest fungi and disease specimens, 
representing >3,400 different fungal species).  

Although certain critical baseline information is certainly needed, from a conservation 
perspective, I would agree with attempts by other scientists and agencies to identify the rare 
and endangered status of macrofungi. For example, Redhead (1997) used the same CDC 
endangered status rankings to assign preliminary at-risk status to 65 species of rare or notable 
macrofungi found in British Columbia, most of them mushrooms. (I did not attempt to collate 
this list with the list prepared by Kroeger for the Elphinstone forests). Also noteworthy is that 
in the United States, the Northwest Forest Plan identified 234 species of fungi that require 
special management measures. Many of them are considered rare or endemic species 
(Anonymous 1994). 

Also interesting in the discussion about macrofungi biodiversity on Elphinstone is that Callan 
(2002) suggests that other groups of macrofungi beyond agarics (mushrooms) might be good 
candidates for determining “rare” status, such as wood-decay macrofungi (Basidiomycota, 
Aphyllophorales, Polyporaceae). These produce woody “conks” on trees or downed wood. 
This might be worth pursuing as inventory continues of the biota of the older forests of the 
Elphinstone study area.  

Threats 

The need to protect mushroom biodiversity in the older Elphinstone forests has generated 
considerable controversy and debate on the impacts to mushrooms from clearcut logging, 
recreational activities, and commercial picking. Although Kroeger (2000) considers 
commercial and recreational mushroom picking and outdoor recreational activities associated 
with the large network of trails on the Elphinstone slope as posing some threat to mushroom 
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survival, clearcut logging of older forests, in my opinion, is the greatest long-term threat. For 
example, in terms of logging around the three small provincial parks, Kroeger (2000) 
recommended higher levels of protection:  

Because of the small area contained in the park sites, modification of the surrounding 
landscape will have a great impact on the pockets of habitat within. I recommend that 
higher levels of protection be sought for the contiguous forest habitat adjacent to the 
sites. Creeks and drainages that enter the sites require an especially high level of 
protection if the ecological functions are to remain intact. 

Since the evidence indicates that the greatest mushroom biodiversity is to be found in the 
older forest ecosystems on the Mt. Elphinstone slopes, BCTS appears to be somewhat in 
denial as to the overall, long-term cumulative effects their timber harvesting has had and will 
continue to have on the high mushroom biodiversity values documented. As noted, the study 
area has at least one rare mushroom species, the scented night mushroom, that has already 
been impacted by logging. Possibly there are others, since the CDC does not include tracking 
lists of mushroom species-at-risk.  

When I examined the Forest Practices Board (2000) report for their assessment of the effects 
of logging on mushroom biodiversity on the Elphinstone slope (the result of a complaint by 
two citizens in 1999), I found that the Board had concluded that the current forest practice of 
leaving small reserves would help maintain habitat suitable for mushrooms. This was the 
second time the Board had responded in this manner to citizens’ concerns about the impacts 
of clearcutting on mushrooms, the first one being in 1995 (Forest Practices Board 1996). 
According to the 2000 Forest Practices Board report, after the Ministry of Forests established 
a study forest on Mt. Elphinstone in the early 1990s to research the effects of different timber 
harvesting strategies, a resident filed a complaint with the Forest Practices Board after the 
first cut block was approved in 1995. The complainant asserted that the Ministry had failed to 
adequately protect the habitat of a rare mushroom. The Board found that the district manager 
had complied with the Forest Practices Code of British Columbia Act and Regulations (the 
Code). 

The Board’s report in 2000 came to a similar conclusion. It is interesting that the 2000 report 
failed to acknowledge available evidence that clearcut logging on the Elphinstone slope had 
already impacted the habitat of the rare scented night mushroom, i.e., Tricholoma apium. 
According to the 1998 FNBC report it was Paul Kroeger who actually discovered the scented 
night mushroom in the Elphinstone slope:  

His discovery of a rare species, now believed to be Tricholoma apium, in the Roberts 
Creek Research Forest, generated controversy but did not prevent the destruction in 
1996 of most of its known habitat in North America, that is, the clear-cut block of the 
research forest. Arguments about its rarity may continue but it is worth noting that it 
wasn't found in the autumn of 1996, despite increased interest, but was found again in 
the Elphinstone Forest in the particularly wet summer of 1997. 

Additionally, while the Board admitted that it agreed with the conclusions of the ministry’s 
“mushroom expert” report (Berch1996): 

54



48 

A Conservation Review of Elphinstone Provincial Park Expansion Proposal June 2015 

[…] that there was not enough information available on which to base a decision as 
to whether implementation of the Biodiversity Guidebook recommendations could 
ensure maintenance of mushrooms…  

The Board then turned around and without any scientific back-up concluded otherwise as 
follows: 

…considers that retention of wildlife tree patches, and spreading harvesting over time 
and space with large areas of mature forest between blocks, will help to maintain 
habitat suitable for mushrooms in mature forests (Forest Practices Board 2000).  

The simple truth is that if a GIS model was done of how much older forest would be left in 
the Elphinstone study area, after another 100 years of continuous logging, the opposite of 
what the Board surmised would be true since there would be very little other than second-
growth forest left. 

Recommendations 

Certainly, far greater protective measures than three small provincially protected parcels 
combined with small Ministry OGMAs and WTPs are needed to protect the well-documented 
high mushroom biodiversity of the Elphinstone study area, including one known rare species 
and endangered species yet to be identified. Overall, this can best be accomplished by 
making the whole study area a provincial park.  

An additional consideration is that surveys of wood-decay type macrofungi (e.g., tree conks) 
should be included in any future biodiversity analysis of the Elphinstone study area. 

2.4.4 Amphibians as biodiversity indicator species 
The Elphinstone study area has a good biodiversity representation of south coast rainforest 
amphibians (eight species) and this, as with the diverse mushroom representation, is a result 
of so much of the area still being intact with semi-mature to older forests with ample old-
growth structures left over from the 1860s burn. For this reason, including their partial or 
complete dependence for all or parts of their life cycles on older or old-growth forests, 
coastal amphibians were considered an excellent biodiversity indicator for the Elphinstone 
study area. Unfortunately, I did not have the time and budget to do other than a short review. 

Information on amphibian occurrence in the Elphinstone study area was obtained from a 
summary list of species in the FNBC report (1998) and a colour brochure prepared by local 
amphibian expert Rick O’Neill. Endangered status was obtained from the CDC database. A 
total of eight amphibians are known to occur, including three frog and five salamander/newt 
species; although a complete inventory of amphibians and their respective habitats has never 
been done for the study area. The species include: 

 Coastal tailed frog (Ascaphus truei). Blue listed 
 Red-legged frog (Rana aurora). Blue listed 
 Pacific tree (chorus) frog (Pseudacris regilla) 
 Ensatina salamander (Ensatina eschscholtzii) 
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 Northwest salamander (Ambystoma gracile) 
 Long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum) 
 Western redback salamander (Plethodon vehiculum) 
 Rough-skinned newt (Taricha granulosa) 

Notes on the blue-listed coastal tailed frog & red-legged frog 

The tailed frog and red-legged frog are blue-listed provincially. The tailed frog has been 
fairly well documented in the study area, particularly breeding and tadpole rearing habitats in 
fast-moving mountain creeks. According to the FNBC (1998) report, the tailed frog has been 
found in each creek on the Elphinstone slope that has been surveyed including Roberts, 
Clack, Flume, East Wilson, and Gough Creeks.  

A comprehensive assessment of the coastal tailed frog and red-legged frog was done on Mt. 
Elphinstone for the Sunshine Coast Conservation Association (Dupuis 2004). For 
conservation of both species, Dupuis recommended some 20 ha of Wildlife Habitat Areas 
(WHAs) along streams, along with other measures, including small connectivity corridors. 
She also recommended retaining connectivity for the red-legged frog to a private pond 
outside of the Elphinstone study area that is known as the main breeding and rearing habitat 
in the area.  

Unfortunately, I was unable to locate online the following research paper on amphibians (and 
small mammals): The response of amphibians to various silviculture treatments in the 
Roberts Creek Experimental Forest study area, by Linda Dupuis, MSc. Unpublished, 
presented to the Ministry of Forests.  

During a December 6, 2014, field survey of the Elphinstone forest near Roberts Creek, we 
discovered a tailed frog on the mossy forest floor near the base of a large (1+ m DBH) 
Douglas-fir tree. The somewhat lethargic frog was approximately 20 m from a small, running 
stream. It was raining with the temperature just above freezing. Previously, there had been 
frost in the area. The frog eventually made its way over the moss into some woody debris. 
Rick O’Neill, who makes a hobby of photographing reptiles and amphibians in the area (also 
author of Sunshine Coast Amphibians), identified it as a juvenile tailed frog as no tail was 
evident (coordinates: W. 455.711. N. 547.6816, elevation approx. 343 m). Mr. O’Neill has 
quite a number of tailed frog sightings from the Roberts Creek area and other sites on the 
Elphinstone face, which he has provided to the BC Conservation Data Centre.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 
The overall distribution and habitats of each of the eight coastal amphibian species in the 
Elphinstone study area, including the two that are provincially blue listed, is poorly 
understood. Each has somewhat different but over-lapping life cycles and habitats required 
for breeding, feeding, hiding, resting, and hibernating. Interestingly, two of the salamander 
species, the western red-backed and ensatina, are lungless, breathe through their skin, and do 
not migrate to wetlands to breed as do the other species. They live in older forests year round 
and breed during the winter.  
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Figure 12. Red-legged frog, a blue-listed amphibian, from near Clack Creek in Elphinstone study area. The 
distribution of this species is not well known in the study area, but their presence in older forested habitats 
highlights high biodiversity values. Photo: Ross Muirhead. 

According to one study, the only wetland breeding habitat for the red-legged frog is in a 
well-kept pond on private land (outside of the study area). Some studies show that decaying 
downed trees, including old-growth structures on the forest floor, are very important for 
many of these amphibian species. However, since little is known of the life cycles and habitat 
needs of the annual life cycle of all eight amphibian species, including hibernation habitat, 
current logging guidelines, such as for buffers around small wetlands and along streams, are 
extremely speculative. For example, there are two Wildlife Habitat Areas (WHAs) proposed 
along Clack, and East and West Gough creeks but apparently have not been ratified for the 
coastal tailed frog and red-legged frog (Ross Muirhead, pers. comm.). Nonetheless, such 
small protection zones for amphibians will, in my opinion, as logging of older forests 
continues, eventually lead to overall subpopulation declines, semi-isolation, and genetic in-
breeding over the long term and a potentially high risk of local extinction. I would be 
particularly concerned about the two lungless salamander species (western redback and 
ensatina) that live in forests year-round and do not have to use wetlands for breeding. 

Further amphibian inventory and a more detailed background review of cumulative effects of 
roading and clearcut logging on amphibians is urgently needed. Full protection of the entire 
study area as a benchmark for high amphibian biodiversity will go a long way to resolving 
conservation concerns. 
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Hypothetically, several species of reptiles would occur in the study area. However, due to the 
small number of very small wetlands, reptiles likely have only incidental occurrence and thus 
were not considered viable as indicator species. 

2.5   COMMENTS ON SUFFICIENCY OF EXISTING MINISTRY 
LOGGING PROTECTION MEASURES. MANAGEMENT 
IMPLICATIONS & THREATS TO PROTECTION OF THE 
BIODIVERSITY OF THE ELPHINSTONE FOREST 

In 2014, I conducted a very detailed sufficiency analysis of proposed new Ecosystem Based 
Management (EBM) logging guidelines for coastal grizzly bear habitat in the Phillips 
watershed on BC’s south coast, some distance north of the Elphinstone study area. The study 
was done for a First Nations group. While my final sufficiency report is not yet publicly 
available, I was allowed by the First Nations client group to present an abstract and 
PowerPoint presentation of my findings to the 2014 North American Conference of 
Conservation Biology in Missoula, Montana. Having had input into the original drafts of the 
coastal EBM grizzly bear-salmon logging guidelines back in 2001, my 2014 conclusions 
were that the proposed guidelines as they have evolved through over a decade-long 
consensus decision-making process would be insufficient to protect grizzly bear-salmon 
ecosystems over the long term. In particular, I demonstrated how the guidelines had not 
factored in more recent and very relevant science-based studies readily available to the 
guideline proponents online. While the coastal grizzly bear-salmon EBM situation is not 
directly applicable to the Elphinstone study area, it demonstrates a parallel example of how 
even the best-intentioned provincial processes to develop logging guidelines to protect 
biodiversity often fall short of the mark and mislead the public in the process, while adding 
to the growing extinction crisis and extinction debt the province is now facing. 

My partial review of government’s logging zone protection measures for biodiversity for the 
Elphinstone study area also show that they fall far short of the strong measures needed to 
protect the high biodiversity values. Current green space management by BC Timber Sales 
and the Sunshine Coast Community Forest generally follow BC government-MFLNRO 
standardised guidelines and policies that include a combination of small retention reserves 
including: Old Growth Management Areas (OGMAs), wildlife tree patches (WTPs), single 
tree retention, riparian area buffers, wildlife habitat areas (WHAs—for some at-risk species), 
and others where applicable. Insofar as I am aware, there are no WHAs designated in the 
Elphinstone study area, although several have been proposed.  

Although these standards and guidelines have been designed with the goal of maintaining 
biodiversity of species, including old forest structures needed for ecological functioning, they 
have been derived more from expert opinion, field experience, and consensus-driven 
stakeholder processes, rather than being based on rigorous scientific research. In many 
instances, these biodiversity guidelines are also extremely biased to favour the timber 
industry, such as through the deliberate selection of old-growth management areas (OGMAs) 
in poor quality stands where no old-growth occurs, or designating most of them in existing 
protected areas such as parks. 
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Figure 13. Proposed BC Timber Sales falling boundary (A87126) in Clack Creek area. Photo: Ross Muirhead. 

2.5.1 Insufficient protection for high macrofungi biodiversity 
While it was beyond the budget and scope of my study to conduct a detailed GIS map model 
and comprehensive background review of the sufficiency of long-term biodiversity 
protection of the three small Elphinstone park areas in combination with the various current 
government-sanctioned logging reserves, even a partial review is highly disappointing. While 
it was a positive step that the province acknowledged the significance of the macrofungi 
(mushroom) biodiversity of Mt. Elphinstone by protecting some 139 ha in three small 
provincial park sites, this only covers 6.5% of the original park proposal area and leaves out 
approximately 1400 ha of semi-mature to older forests in which high biodiversity values also 
occur. Both Paul Kroeger (2000), the mycology expert whose surveys helped select the 
parks, and BC Parks (2003) acknowledge that the protected areas unto themselves may be 
too small to meet the intended objectives to protect macrofungi. In fact, the following 
evidence leads me to conclude that if the entire Mt. Elphinstone study area is not fully 
protected, the current park areas will likely become “islands of extinction” over time.  

2.5.2 Old-growth Management Areas (OGMAs) & Wildlife Tree Patches (WTPs) 
The designation of Old-growth Management Areas (OGMAs) & Wildlife Tree Patches 
(WTPs) appears to be the Ministry’s main approach to try to protect biodiversity within the 
areas designated for logging. OGMAs and WTPs are not the same as parks and do not offer 
full legislated protection. While industrial logging is not permitted within them, they are 
open to such things as trail building and can also be amended to accommodate activities such 
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as road access, “clean energy” projects, transmission lines, and other land tenures that may 
occur over time. Although the Ministry defines old-growth as age class 9 (>250 years), some 
old-growth management reserves are not necessarily created in forests classified as old-
growth but younger-aged forests that will eventually become old growth. The majority of 
OGMAs in the Chapman LU have been deliberately mapped in areas already protected, such 
as provincial parks or areas not suited for logging. In other words, even the best-intentioned 
OGMAs do not offer guaranteed protection of old-growth in landscapes continuously 
fragmented by logging and roading.  

In December 2002, under Section 4 of the Forest Practices Code of British Columbia Act, 
the Chapman Landscape Unit (LU) and objectives were created under ministerial order (File: 
36425-225/Chapman LU. https://www.for.gov.bc.ca/tasb/slrp/srmp/coast/ 
sunshine_coast/orders/ChapmanLU_order.pdf). 

The Crown Lands-Sunshine Coast Natural Resource District created Sustainable Resource 
Management Plans and Landscape Unit Plans that supported establishment of Old-Growth 
Management Areas (OGMAs) (https://www.for.gov.bc.ca/tasb/slrp/plan115.html). The 
Chapman Unit Landscape Plan under Objective 1 sets forth the establishment of OGMAs 
(Map 8) in order to: 

…maintain or recruit old growth forest attributes….No timber harvesting, including 
salvage and single-tree harvesting, is to occur within old growth management areas. 
Road construction is not to occur within old growth management areas unless no 
other practicable options exist, in which case replacement old growth management 
areas may be required.  

OGMAs include both existing old-growth stands and recruitment stands that will be retained 
to develop old-growth characteristics over time. The plans also set forth conditions by which 
some logging might be allowed in OGMAs such as to prevent the spread of insect 
infestations or where partial-cut timber harvesting may be necessary to thin immature trees 
<100 years old in portions of OGMAs where it can be proven that this would accelerate old-
growth forest attributes and improve biodiversity and so on (Gordon and Waghorn 2002). 

Objective 2 sets forth the conditions to maintain stand level structural diversity by retaining 
Wildlife Tree Patches (WTPs), also referred to as Wildlife Tree Reserves (WTRs), within 
clearcut areas themselves and where no logging is to be allowed. Table A (below) from the 
report shows the amounts to be designated as WTPs in the Chapman LU by biogeoclimatic 
subzone (Gordon and Waghorn 2002). Most of the Elphinstone study area is in the CWHdm 
subzone and therefore might have been allocated a total of 10% as WTPs, far too little, when 
combined with the small amount of OGMAs shown on Map 8, to adequately protect the very 
high biodiversity values I have catalogued in my report. Also noted is the problem of WTP 
blowdowns and their inadequacy in protecting rare plant communities. 

60

https://www.for.gov.bc.ca/tasb/slrp/srmp/coast/sunshine_coast/orders/ChapmanLU_order.pdf
https://www.for.gov.bc.ca/tasb/slrp/srmp/coast/sunshine_coast/orders/ChapmanLU_order.pdf
https://www.for.gov.bc.ca/tasb/slrp/plan115.html


54 

A Conservation Review of Elphinstone Provincial Park Expansion Proposal June 2015 

Table A. Wildlife Tree Retention by Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification Subzone 

BEC Subzone Total WTR % 

CWHxm 7 

CWHdm 10 

CWHvm 12 

MHmm 6 

WTR = Wildlife Tree Retention 

BEC = Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification 

CWHxm: Coastal Western Hemlock biogeoclimatic zone, very dry maritime subzone 

CWHdm: Coastal Western Hemlock biogeoclimatic zone, dry maritime subzone 

CWHvm: Coastal Western Hemlock biogeoclimatic zone, very moist maritime subzone 

MHmm: Mountain Hemlock biogeoclimatic zone, moist maritime subzone 

 
The Chapman LU plan report is also interesting in that, while amply promoting the suitability 
of the low-elevation forests for logging, it makes the following claim of concern (p. 5):  

A high degree of access has the potential to negatively affect some wildlife species 
and biodiversity in general through human presence, hunting/gathering, and the 
introduction of foreign species.  

Such a statement of impact concern does not mention that much of the road access is created 
by logging and makes no mention of the need for deactivation or decommissioning of many 
of the logging roads.  

It was interesting, but not surprising, that the Chapman LU ranked 21st out of the 24 LUs in 
the Sunshine Coast LU biodiversity ranking process. However, while acknowledging that the 
marbled murrelet and tailed frog both require specific forest habitat, the LU report notes the 
plan is not intended to specifically provide for these or any single species but instead to 
provide general old forest habitat as a surrogate for habitat needs for old-seral-dependent 
species. Forest identified in the LU as suitable for marble murrelets was included in OGMAs 
whenever consistent with current policy; however, forest identified as suitable marbled 
murrelet habitat was not extensively included outside of existing Protected Areas. No areas 
of OGMAs were delineated for the tailed frog because its management is provided for by 
stand-level provisions. 

It is also interesting for the total of 765 ha to be set aside for “old seral” representation 
including WTPs in the CWHdm subzone (the subzone in which most of the Elphinstone 
study area occurs). Overall, the plan acknowledges that the majority (72%) of OGMAs do 
not come from timber harvesting areas but from parks and areas outside of land allocated for 
logging.  
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Map 8. Shows small amount of low elevation OGMAs (light green) in Chapman Landscape Unit  (https://www.for. 
gov.bc.ca/tasb/slrp/srmp/coast/sunshine_coast/maps/ChapmanLU_OGMAmap.pdf)These are misleading protection 
measures since about ¼ of the total OGMAs are in existing parks and most of the balance includes old-growth 
outside of lands committed to logging companies. 
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On July 21, 2012, the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 
(MFLNRO) issued a press announcement adding another 14,750 hectares of OGMAs to the 
Sunshine Coast Forest District (1.5 million hectares), stretching from West Howe Sound to 
Bute Inlet. A number of these were within the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD). I 
was not able to determine how much of these additional OGMAs might be in the Elphinstone 
study area and exactly what proportion were inside provincial parks and areas of no value to 
the logging companies. 

Thus, while some attempt has been made by the province to increase protection of 
biodiversity through green space reserve systems as WTPs, and an increase in OGMAs and 
WTPs, the overall claims to protect biodiversity are extremely misleading since the amount 
claimed to be set aside is most often already protected in parks or comes from the non-
timber-committed land base or the simple fact that many such reserves are too small and 
often susceptible to blowdowns. Nor has there been any evidence-based evaluation or follow-
up monitoring that such areas actually protect biodiversity.  

Additionally, although forestry and wildlife managers also claim to adhere to “adaptive 
management” to incorporate and accommodate new field inventory or scientific information, 
they most often remain not cognitive or inclusive of existing or new scientific studies that 
would lead to increased overall protection combined with improved management guidelines 
and appropriate timber quota reductions. 

2.5.3 WTPs insufficient to protect rare plant communities 
Several examples from my background research for the Elphinstone core study area strongly 
illustrate the point regarding the lack of scientifically rigorous and credible management 
guidelines by the Ministry for various species of concern or at risk.  

Snow bramble 

The first example refers to the rare and at-risk snow bramble plant communities that occur in 
the Elphinstone study area.  

In a management protocol developed by Symon (2007) for BC Timber Sales for this rare 
trailing evergreen raspberry plant (which at the time was found in three subpopulations in the 
Elphinstone study area) it was recommended that:  

Clustered populations of Rubus nivalis at proposed harvest areas should be located 
in Wildlife Tree Patches and/or Wildlife Habitat Areas…. Minimum size of Wildlife 
Tree Patch should be 0.25 ha to mimic the ‘interior effects’ (shading) of a fully 
stocked mature forest.  

As near as I can determine, Symon recommended such small, conventional reserves with no 
background science as to their long-term genetic viability and survival effectiveness for the 
species in question.  

However, in 2007, the researcher did note that where snow bramble was subjected to shade 
removal by clearcutting, the plants were susceptible to sunscald, producing discoloured 
leaves and die-off. In a follow up survey for ELF in 2014, Symon looked at an older 
harvested block (A67032) in the Mt. Elphinstone study area and was unable to find the snow 
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bramble at its previously documented location in a WTP that was intended to protect this rare 
plant community. Blowdown within the small WTP was noted to have churned up the forest 
floor with a thick layer of woody debris. The researcher speculated that the snow bramble 
could have been destroyed by the localised disturbance (Symon letter to ELF dated 
9/28/2014).  

Despite the evidence that WTPs had not been protecting some of the rare snow bramble 
colonies on the Elphinstone slope, Symon continued to recommend 0.25 ha WTPs for the 
three snow bramble sites located in proposed BC Timber Sales cutblock 87126 that she 
examined in 2014 (Map 7). As I have discussed, research elsewhere supports the evidence 
that much larger reserves than WTPs are needed to protect snow bramble. This research 
indicates that for snow bramble plant communities with 50 or more adult plants, a reserve of 
1,000 ha would be needed, rather than the 0.25 ha WTP where clearcut logging would come 
right up to the WTP boundary. Although Symon did not count adult plants during her site 
visit of the three separated small subpopulations of snow bramble on August 11, 2014, she 
considered the areal extent (120 m2) of the larger subpopulation to be significant in terms of 
size (Symon letter to ELF dated 9/28/2014). My impression, after surveys of the same sites in 
early December 2014, was that at least the largest subpopulation in proposed cutblock 87126 
would have over 50 adult plants. (Proposed BCTS cutblock 87126 was recently deferred 
from logging for a year).  

Pacific rhododendron 

The other example of insufficient protection is the small WTP reserve surrounding the rare 
and genetically unique wild rhododendron colony at the west side of the Elphinstone study 
area. The Sunshine Coast Community Forest manages this area. While no follow up 
monitoring has been done to ascertain the long-term effectiveness of this small reserve, 
comprehensive studies done elsewhere concluded that reserve sizes of 1,000 ha are needed to 
protect rare plant communities (Burgman et al. 2001). This suggests that the Elphinstone 
rhododendron could be at long-term risk due to inadequate protection of adjacent forests.  

Burgman et al. (2001) used potential deterministic and stochastic events that were likely to 
increase the chance of extinction for a particular plant population (e.g., habitat loss or effects 
of predation or competition) and linked these to population modeling of genetic viability for 
three rare plant species (two shrubs and one vine) with quite different life history strategies. 
Minimum viable population (MVP) size was considered to be 50 adult plants. The 
researchers concluded that rare plants are not expected to be maintained by coarse filter 

conservation strategies (emphasis added) and are subject to disturbances, which can cause 
decline or loss of a local population. The target areas of minimum-sized reserves for rare 
plant species with population clusters of 50 or more adult plants ranged from 733 to 1103 
hectares. The researchers suggested that in lieu of direct information for other rare plant 
species, these minimum conservation reserve sizes should be applied.  

To test this in the Elphinstone study area, ELF volunteers under my supervision were able to 
count 87 individual plants in the rhododendron colony. The assumption was made that these 
were mostly adult plants. It was concluded that the rhododendron colony met the minimum 
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viable population standard of 50 adult plants needed to warrant a much larger reserve size 
than what currently exists.  

Given the more scientifically rigorous recommendations of the Burgman et al. (2001) study, 
the reserve size needed to protect both the extremely rare wild rhododendron colony and the 
larger snow bramble plant community on the Elphinstone study area should each be an 
average of 1,000 ha for a total of 2,000 ha; or nearly as large as the entire study area itself. 

2001 UBC study identifies insufficient biodiversity protection on south coast 

My results are consistent with the findings of a 2001 University of British Columbia 
academic review of biodiversity management by government agencies on the south coast, 
including Vancouver Island:  

We conclude that both regions studied still have a long way to go before incentives 
and mechanisms are in place that encourage land use patterns compatible with 
biodiversity conservation objectives (Roman et al. 2001). 

Rigorous 2015 National Science Foundation study concludes that effects of forest 

fragmentation on biodiversity are far worse than previously thought 

The following international study of the impacts of forest fragmentation conducted by a team 
of 24 scientists also confirms my findings regarding threats of logging fragmentation on the 
Elphinstone slope. This study confirms that continued resource development by both BC 
Timber Sales and the Sunshine Coast Community Forest will have a much more severe 
impact on biodiversity than these tenure holders and the government agencies overseeing 
them would have us believe.  

This international study was funded by the National Science Foundation. It concluded that 
the effects of forest fragmentation on biodiversity are far worse than previously thought 
(Haddad et al. 2015). The study drew on the world’s largest and longest-running habitat 
fragmentation experiments that spanned 35 years and involved disparate biomes on five 
continents. Rigorous study designs and long time frames were utilised to overcome the many 
limitations of observational and short-term studies. Data from 76 studies across the five 
longest-running experiments were drawn from published and unpublished sources for this 
final analysis.  

In terms of global forest cover, the study found that 70% of remaining forests were within 1 
km of the forest’s edge and subject to the degrading effects of fragmentation. Such 
fragmentation reduced biodiversity by 13%-75%, decreasing biomass and altering nutrient 
cycles and thereby impairing ecosystem functioning. Effects were found to be greatest in the 
smallest and most isolated fragments, and such effects were found to magnify over time. The 
study concluded:  

Across experiments spanning numerous studies and ecosystems, fragmentation 
consistently degraded ecosystems, reducing species persistence, species richness, 
nutrient retention, trophic dynamics, and, in more isolated fragments, movement. 
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Reduced fragment area and increased fragment isolation were found to generally reduce 
abundance of birds, mammals, insects, and plants. The Haddad et al. (2015) researchers 
concluded that:  

These findings indicate an urgent need for conservation and restoration measures to 
improve landscape connectivity, which will reduce extinction rates and help maintain 
ecosystem services. 

As is obvious, many assumptions and uncertainties have been involved in the formulation of 
BC forestry and wildlife management guidelines, such as the Biodiversity Guidelines and Old 
Growth Management Areas, and other small reserve designs. In my professional opinion, this 
leads to highly misleading and speculative management decisions by BC Timber Sales and 
others that will only cause more and more species to become endangered, more extinction 
debt and more extinction function debt for biodiversity and society-at-large; including if not 
protected to the fullest extent possible, the probable permanent loss of biodiversity 
functioning of the older forests in the Elphinstone study area. [Extinction debt represents a 
delayed loss of species due to fragmentation while ecosystem function debt represents 
delayed changes in ecosystem function due to reduced fragment size or increased isolation 
(Haddad et al. (2015)]. 

2.6  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
See beginning of report. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  July 2, 2015 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – July 9, 2015 

FROM: Steven Olmstead, GM, Planning & Development 

RE:  SUNSHINE COAST TOURISM PROPOSED 2% HOTEL TAX 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the report dated July 2, 2015 from the GM, Planning and Development regarding 
the proposed 2 percent hotel tax for the Sunshine Coast be received; 
 
AND THAT the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board provide a letter in support of 
Sunshine Coast Tourism’s application for a 2 percent hotel tax. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

Over the past several years Sunshine Coast Tourism has been working towards implementation 
of the Municipal and Regional District Tax (MRDT, the “Hotel Tax”) to fund economic and 
tourism development strategies.  In 2011, the Regional Board passed a resolution that staff 
work with Sunshine Coast Tourism (SCT) regarding the potential use of the 2% MRDT.  In April, 
2012 the Board passed a resolution in support of Sunshine Coast Tourism’s application for the 
2% tax for the Sunshine Coast region and SCT’s role as the ‘eligible entity’ in facilitating and 
administering the resulting funds. Although local governments were supportive, the 2012 
initiative failed to receive the necessary support from accommodation providers.    
 
Planning staff recently received an email (Attachment A) from Sunshine Coast Tourism 
requesting that the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board provide written support for a new 
application pursuant to the “Designated Accommodation Area Tax Regulation” under the 
Provincial Sales Tax Act.  The Designated Accommodation Area tax has replaced the MRDT 
although the taxation framework essentially remains the same, except the maximum tax rate 
has been raised from 2 percent to 3 percent. 
 
The SCT application will ask for implementation in January 2016. Depending on application 
submission date and length of Ministry processing time, this could be delayed until April 2016. 
SCT estimates $250,000 would be raised per year based on 2010 data (BC Stats stopped 
publishing relevant data in 2011 when HST was implemented).  A budget that will be used for 
the application is attached. The formal 80/20 split (80 percent on marketing services/20 percent 
on local initiatives (signage, maps, projects)) of the proposal is gone, but SCT will still put funds 
toward signage, maps and other collateral to improve the visitor experience.   
 
Attached is a budget (Attachment B) that will be used for the application and a copy of the 2015 
business plan (Attachment C).   
 
Recommendation: 

Given the past support from the Board, and the essentially unchanged application, staff 
recommend support of Sunshine Coast Tourism’s request for a letter of support.   

ANNEX B
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Steven Olmstead

From: Celia Robben <president@sunshinecoastcanada.com>
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2015 5:24 PM
To: Steven Olmstead
Subject: MRDT Letter of Support

Hello Steve, 
 
As you are aware, Sunshine Coast Tourism has been actively consulting with the Sunshine Coast accommodation sector 
in order for the region to apply to the Province to implement the Municipal Regional District Tax. We are now on the 
verge of majority written support, which means we are now ready to ask each of our local governments for written 
support for the application. It would be wonderful if we could facilitate a letter of support prior to August meeting 
holidays. I am happy to appear as a delegation at any time if necessary for the request or pass on whatever written 
documentation you might request. 
 
Letter details, (once approved. Just being proactive.) 
Minister Shirley Bond 
Ministry of Jobs, Tourism and Skills Training 
PO Box 9071 
STN PROV GOV 
Victoria BC V8W 9E2 
 
It should mention support for the application of the 2% Municipal and Regional District Tax for the Sunshine Coast 
region and Sunshine Coast Tourism’s role as the eligible entity in facilitating and administering the resulting funds. 
 
A second paragraph might be something like “Regional Directors believe that the implementation of the Municipal and 
Regional District Tax is an important and positive step forward for the Sunshine Coast region. The Sunshine Coast 
Regional District is a financial supporter of Sunshine Coast Tourism and looks forward to an ongoing partnership in 
attracting visitors to the region.” 
 
The letter, while addressed to the Minister, should be sent to me so that we can include as part of the formal application 
package. 
 
Thank you for your assistance! 
 
Celia Robben 
President, Sunshine Coast Tourism 
president@sunshinecoastcanada.com 
604.886.1940 
www.sunshinecoastcanada.com 
https://www.facebook.com/SunshineCoastTourismBC 
http://twitter.com/sunshinecoastca 
http://instagram.com/sunshinecoastbc/ 
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Sunshine Coast Tourism

Proposed Budget

Fiscal Year May 1 ‐ Apr 30

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018

Revenue

Memberships 39,000      41,000     41,000     40,000     40,000       40,000    

Member Co‐op Programs 16,000      7,000       15,000     20,000     20,000       20,000    

Local Government 43,000      41,000     40,000     40,000     40,000       40,000    

Destination BC 50/50 Grant 21,000      21,000     55,000     75,000     75,000       75,000    

MRDT 250,000  262,500    275,625 

Total Revenue 119,000   110,000  151,000  425,000  437,500    450,625 

Expenses

Marketing

       Consumer Shows 9,000        14,000     21,000     25,000     25,000       25,000    

       Shoulder Season Campaigns 30,000      26,000     61,000     100,000  109,000    119,000 

       Website/Communications 6,000        9,000       6,000       15,000     15,000       15,000    

       Collateral 3,000        2,000       21,000     40,000     40,000       40,000    

       Visitor Guides/VCM Programs 21,000      17,000     13,000     15,000       17,000    

       Meetings and Retreats Campaign 25,000     25,000       25,000    

Total Marketing 69,000      68,000     109,000  218,000  229,000    241,000 

Media Relations 23,000      23,000     23,000     45,000     45,000       45,000    

Travel Trade (tour operators) ‐            ‐           ‐           30,000     30,000       30,000    

Administration 4,000        10,000     10,000     75,000     75,000       75,000    

Accounting/Banking 6,000        5,000       5,000       10,000     10,000       10,000    

Rent 15,000     15,000       15,000    

Insurance 1,000        1,000       1,000       2,000       2,000         2,000      

Travel 3,000        3,000       3,000       5,000       5,000         5,000      

Total Expenses 106,000   110,000  151,000  400,000  411,000    423,000 

Contingency Fund 13,000      25,000     26,500       27,625    

Gain/(Loss) ‐            ‐           ‐           ‐            ‐             ‐          

SCT's marketing director is a half‐time position funded by the City of Powell River via Tourism Powell River. 
It is a local government in‐kind contribution which is not reflected in SCT's financial statements. SCT 
contracts media relations services, marketing assistant, general administration, and accounting services. 
SCT does not have any direct employees today.

MRDT assumes 5% growth per year in regional room revenues.
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SUNSHINE COAST TOURISM 

STRATEGIC BUSINESS PLAN 

2015-2019 
 

 
 

Where We’ve Been 
 
Strategic planning has provided a critical foundation to the development of Sunshine Coast Tourism as 
the region’s Destination Marketing Organization (DMO). Efforts funded by Community Futures, Human 
Resource Development Canada, and Western Economic Diversification in 2002 laid out a vision for 
creating a regional DMO and laid out early marketing tactics. As a result, Sunshine Coast Tourism 
Partnership (SCTP) was formed and began working with Tourism Powell River (TPR)...both predecessors 
of today’s Sunshine Coast Tourism. Through Destination BC’s Community Tourism Foundations Program, 
planning workshops were held to bring SCTP and TPR together under one regional umbrella to focus 
scarce resources on bold steps in marketing the region. A Memorandum of Understanding was signed in 
2007 between the two organizations to create a framework and objectives for a regional DMO and the 
founding of Sunshine Coast Tourism. A multi-year plan was established with many objectives being 
achieved over the following years.  
  
Size and value of the visitor economy 
In 2002, SCTP surveyed accommodations on occupancy rates in 2001. The southern Sunshine Coast had 
the lowest average accommodation occupancy in British Columbia at an estimated 43%. Summer 
months met the provincial average but other seasons were significantly below average. Overall room 
revenues reported by BC Stats in 2001 were $3.7 million for Sunshine Coast Regional District and $3.8 
million for Powell River Regional District. 
 
Tourism BC conducted a study to provide information on the characteristics and volume of travellers to 
the Sunshine Coast via BC Ferries in the summer of 2007. In those three months, 343,000 visitors were 
counted whose expenditures on the Sunshine Coast were estimated at $77.6 million. In that same year, 
room revenues totalled $6.5 million for Sunshine Coast Regional District and $4.3 million for Powell 
River Regional District. It should be noted that two months of data are missing from PRRD statistics that 
year due to low volumes of individual hotels reporting in those months and BC Stats confidentiality 
requirements. The true number was likely $4.8 million. 29% of non-business overnight travellers 
reported staying with friends and family. 
 
For the period 2006-2010, room revenues in Sunshine Coast Regional District increased an average of 
10% each year reaching $8.5 million. Significant increases were seen across each quarter except for the 
January-March quarter, showing improvements in the spring and fall seasons but not winter. Data 
cannot be compared in a similar manner for Powell River as there is missing monthly data due to low 
volumes of individual hotels reporting in certain months and BC Stats confidentiality requirements. 
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However, there is enough data to reasonably estimate that room revenues were fairly static over this 
period.   

 
There are three major factors which correspond to the increases in the Sunshine Coast Regional District: 

 Significant Investment – Rockwater Resort replaced Lord Jim’s, Painted Boat replaced Loew’s 
Resort, West Coast Wilderness Lodge expanded and upgraded.  Higher revenues per room. 

 Worldwide recession led to “Staycations”. The southern Sunshine Coast is Vancouver’s backyard 

 First focused Sunshine Coast marketing with the founding of Sunshine Coast Tourism 
Unfortunately, room revenue data has not been available for the Sunshine Coast since British Columbia 
introduced HST in 2011. Currently room revenues are only reported based on Municipal & Regional 
District Tax (MRDT) reporting, leaving communities like the Sunshine Coast who do not currently collect 
MRDT without an important metric.  
 
The next best concrete statistic is BC Ferries passenger statistics. An important item of note is that there 
is no way to separate visitor versus resident passenger statistics. Nonetheless, significant changes to 
visitor volumes would be reflected in this data. The vast majority of visitors to the Sunshine Coast arrive 
via Horseshoe Bay.   
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Approximately 1.3 million people arrive from Horseshoe Bay each year. Passenger arrivals increased 
from 2007-2008 levels by 2% in 2009 and held steady in 2010. In 2011 volumes fell back to 2007-2008 
levels and were down 1% in both 2012 and 2013. 2014 was on par with 2013. 
 
176,000 people arrive in Powell River from Comox each year. Passenger arrivals decreased steadily 
2009-2012 from a high of 197,000. 2013 saw a slight increase whereas 2014 will again decrease 
primarily due to the terminal construction and rerouting at the beginning of the year.  
 
Given that decreased resident travel due to higher fares is a component in these numbers, it is 
reasonable to expect that overall room revenue data would not be significantly different than when last 
measured in 2010. 
 
While overall SCRD room revenues increased each year 2006-2010, this chart shows the extreme cyclical 
nature of the Coast’s industry. Without adding rooms or properties, there is huge potential to increase 
revenues outside the summer months. Relatively good weather months of April, May, June and October 
should have strong focus for marketing initiatives.  
 

 
 
The PRRD chart is similar in shape with peak revenues in summer months and significantly less the rest 
of the year. However as explained earlier, reporting limitations leave some months void of data skewing 
any chart. 
 
 
Mission 
Sunshine Coast Tourism’s mission is to build a strong tourism economy on the Sunshine Coast consistent 
with the values of residents. Sunshine Coast Tourism will: 

 Promote the Sunshine Coast to leisure and business travelers as a year-round destination in 
targeted markets through a strategic, research-based marketing strategy 

 Facilitate the continuing evolution of the destination 

 Increase awareness of the value, contribution, and importance of tourism among the 
government, population, and businesses on the Sunshine Coast. 
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In the fall of 2011, Sunshine Coast Tourism again took the opportunity to engage the Community 
Tourism Foundation Program to facilitate a revisit check-up and set course for the next five years.  That 
report set out the following priorities: 

1. Continue to develop a strong, unified organizational structure and maintain efforts to 
strengthen the partnership-based approach to supporting the growth and development of 
tourism through: 

a. Completing the 2% MRDT application process 
b. Adjusting the structure of the SCT board to ensure representation from all key 

partners, including the 2% accommodation properties (assuming a successful 
application) 

c. Working with Tourism Powell River to define complementary roles and 
responsibilities 

d. Establishing a regional vision, goals and objectives for tourism that reflect a 
renewed regional perspective on developing tourism 

2. Consolidate the positioning of Sunshine Coast as a destination through the implementation 
of an integrated marketing communications program that focuses on differentiating the 
Region on the basis of its unique selling propositions 

3. Work with stakeholders to promote new market-ready experiences and encourage an on-
going commitment to developing product and visitor experiences that will strengthen the 
core attributes of the Sunshine Coast 

4. Expand SCT’s role in providing leadership to the tourism industry 
 
 

Decision Time 
 
A common element all previous strategic reviews have identified is actual funding levels falling well 
below proposed plans. This has played a major role in limiting the size and scope of SCT’s initiatives, 
marketing campaigns, member programs, and staffing levels. SCT has relied on a number of partnerships 
in order to achieve positive results to date. These partnerships include funding cooperation from the 
Town of Gibsons, District of Sechelt, Sechelt First Nation and the Sunshine Coast Regional District. The 
City of Powell River provides a part-time staff position through funding to Tourism Powell River and the 
Powell River Regional District provides funding to Tourism Powell River.  
 
Vancouver, Coast & Mountains and Tourism Vancouver Island have provided access to programs and 
countless hours of professional guidance and support over the years. In addition to ongoing marketing 
and media programs this has included critical foundational support at SCT’s formation, development of 
initial media kits and media relations efforts, and access to a digital asset management system.  SCT has 
leveraged many provincial programs including Community Tourism Foundations, Community Tourism 
Opportunities, and Governing for Success – Enhancing Board Performance. 
 
All of the previous planning processes have outlined the need to implement one more provincial 
program, the 2% Municipal and Regional District Tax (MRDT). It is estimated that the MRDT would raise 
$250,000 annually to be used for Sunshine Coast regional tourism initiatives. In comparison, the 
organization currently operates on a $115,000 annual budget plus a 50% staff member provided by 
Powell River. Formal presentations were held in 2010 and 2011 with the boards of Sunshine Coast 
Tourism and Tourism Powell River who both agreed to pursue MRDT implementation as a regional 
organization. Presentations were made to seven local governments who each gave their support to the 
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MRDT initiative. This document lays out a business plan for the next 5 years for consideration by the 
region’s accommodation sector should they approve an MRDT application submission. 
 
MRDT is a tax of up to 2% charged on sales of taxable accommodation in participating municipalities and 
regional districts in British Columbia. The MRDT assists municipalities, regional districts and other 
eligible entities in promoting tourism in their area and financing new tourism facilities or programs.  
Approximately 45 communities in British Columbia currently collect MRDT. For further details, please 
refer to the PST and MRDT Guide for Accommodation Providers 
http://www.sbr.gov.bc.ca/documents_library/bulletins/pst_120.pdf. 
 
The following requirements must be met for a successful MRDT application: 

 A five year organizational business plan (MRDT must be implemented for a period of 5 years) 

 A three year organizational budget 

 Letters of support from all relevant local governments 

 Approval of the eligible accommodation sector (a minimum of both 51% of businesses and 51% 
of eligible rooms) 

 
 

Operating Plan – 2015-2019 
 
Position the Destination based on our Unique Selling Propositions 
Unique Selling Propositions – qualities and products that set the Sunshine Coast region apart from other 
regions such as Victoria, the Okanagan, or Whistler 
 
Three Unique Selling Propositions have been defined and considerable effort should be made so that all 
marketing and media relations efforts tie back to those three points. 

1. A string of rural, ocean-side communities 
a. This is not a metropolitan area.  Slow down & escape from the city. 
b. There are many communities to explore, each with their own character. 
c. The Pacific Ocean is here on our doorstep alongside stunning scenery 

2. Outdoor Adventure 
a. Super Natural British Columbia is our attraction, not a supermall or a structured venue 
b. Hike, bike, sail, paddle, golf, dive, swim, climb, ski, ride...your adventure starts here 

surrounded in natural beauty 
c. A partnership of land and water activities and natural attractions 

3. Arts, Culture & Heritage 
a. Home to three First Nations who have a remarkable story to tell & continue to develop 
b. Historic Townsite – national heritage district as well as our forestry and fishing heritage 
c. An amazing concentration of artists in all genres who live and work and are inspired by 

place 
d. Festivals and events celebrating a range of interests all year long 

 
Destination BC announced its new three year marketing strategy in November 2014. “Our target 
consumers most connect with the unique combination of ocean, rainforest and mountains in BC, as well 
as the stunning natural beauty and wildlife.” SCT needs to highlight its strengths in these areas. 
Destination BC has identified 5 iconic experiences that showcase those aspects of BC in a compelling 
way: Canadian Rockies, Rainforests, Cities in Wilderness, Ocean Coast, and Ski. 
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Destination BC has defined key trip-motivating travel experiences as: Touring & Exploring, City Stays, 
Outdoor Adventure, Skiing, Aboriginal Cultural Tourism, Cruise, Wine Touring, Golfing and Fishing. 
International marketing campaigns will highlight these areas. The Sunshine Coast can leverage its strong 
positioning in the highlighted experiences. 
 
Key Markets and Target Audience 
Markets and target audiences can be defined based on geography, demographics and by targeted 
activities and interests. Once defined, they guide marketing tactics as you have identified who you most 
want to see your message. The tactics and specific tools will vary and change as trends and society 
change over time, but articulating your audience always come first. In 2015 we expect to undergo more 
training related to Explorer Quotient (EQ). This will help us define our target audience by using 
psychographics, looking at the types of travelers who best match our Sunshine Coast product offerings. 
 
The Sunshine Coast’s largest visitor base is the BC resident with primary focus on the close-in markets of 
the Lower Mainland and Vancouver Island. With a growing population of 2.5 million, BC’s Lower 
Mainland includes the province’s two largest cities and neighbouring metro communities. Vancouver 
Island is home to .75 million residents. Together this makes up 70% of the British Columbia population 
all in close physical proximity to the Sunshine Coast. 
 
Alberta, Washington, Oregon and northern California form the next key geographic targets, specifically 
the metropolitan areas of Calgary, Edmonton, Seattle, Bellingham and Portland. For Alberta there is the 
strong draw of the landlocked to the shores of the Pacific Ocean. Milder temperatures and year-round 
adventure are also strong messages. For the U.S. Pacific Northwest, there is the draw of international 
travel up-close and driveable. Canada remains a bit wilder, more natural, yet with comforts of home. 
The relationship of the US/Canadian dollar is very important in this market. The current dip in the loonie 
should be seen as an opportunity. Destination BC has targeted Alberta, Washington and California as 
growth investment areas in its marketing strategy. 
 
Ontario is a tertiary market largely driven by visits to friends and family or business travel to Vancouver. 
Saskatchewan is of growing interest with a growing youth population and strong economy for many of 
the same reasons as Alberta. 
 
Visitors from Western Europe, especially Germany, the Netherlands, Switzerland and the UK have 
traditionally made up the region’s largest international demographic. These travelers are highly 
educated, usually speak English, and are seeking the wild Canadian wilderness. Products such as the 
Sunshine Coast Trail, guided kayaking or boating excursions are high value to this audience. Destination 
BC sees Germany, UK and Australia as key markets for its international marketing focus. 
 
Australia and New Zealand visitors have grown in recent years and are similarly affected by international 
currency markets. High youth populations from these countries have found employment in Whistler and 
Vancouver strengthening the Commonwealth relationship and bringing friends and family to visit. There 
are natural ties to Australia’s Sunshine Coast that can be played up in any advertising campaigns. 
 
The fastest growing geographic market is international visitors from Asia visiting friends and family in 
greater Vancouver. International visitors from China to BC are growing at a rate of 20% each year. These 
visitors stay for longer periods and often include multiple short trips around BC within their stay. This 
makes the Lower Mainland Asian resident population an even more desirable target audience as they 
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are more likely to showcase a close-by region such as the Sunshine Coast full of natural beauty to visiting 
friends and relatives. 
 
As stated in SCT’s mission, it will promote the Sunshine Coast to leisure and business travelers as a year-
round destination.  The majority of SCT’s marketing efforts to date have been related to leisure travel. 
However, significant work was completed in 2009-2011 to develop a basis for a meetings and retreats 
sector.  The objective of this project was to increase visitation to the Sunshine Coast, specifically during 
the off -season period and create awareness of the Sunshine Coast as a tourism destination. The project 
encompassed research and development of a venue database as well as creation of a branding initiative 
for the Sunshine Coast as a corporate retreat destination. The overall goal was to build a sustainable and 
vibrant tourism economy on the Sunshine Coast that will increase direct tourism spending and indirect 
economic impact through secondary industries resulting in the creation of new jobs, products and 
services on the Sunshine Coast. New hotels and conference centres are on the drawing board for both 
Gibsons and Sechelt. Should one of those move forward, SCT gains a strong partner to re-engage with 
attracting larger conferences, corporate retreats, and additional destination weddings to the region. 
Powell River already has facilities capable of conferences. All of these events should be seen as an 
opportunity to WOW attendees on their first visit to the region so that they become ambassadors to 
distant family and friends and return visitors for a longer leisure experience through more of the region. 
 
Marketing Tactics and Campaigns 
As mentioned earlier, tactics and specific tools will change over time. Who would have included 
facebook and twitter in a strategic plan written 5-10 years ago? This document seeks to lay out some 
broad objectives which are more defined for 2015 and less so for later years. It is meant to be a 
foundation that is developed on as trends emerge and new tools become available.  
 
No matter the medium, compelling imagery is critical in telling our story and selling our brand. This 
includes photography, video, and use of infographics and other graphic design tools alongside the 
imagery. SCT has made significant strides in collecting high quality photos of the region. However, this 
content must be renewed and refreshed over time. Areas where current imagery is lacking includes 
Aboriginal content, boating activity, and large festivals and events. Video content has improved over the 
past year, but needs to be championed. Short active clips can be used in so many ways. Significant 
funding allows for growth into television and a range of online video ad placement options. 
 
Destination BC has launched a new 3 year strategy to increase overall visits to British Columbia. It relies 
on a magnetic brand whose goal is to move people to visit now rather than to visit someday. It will 
feature experiences and encourages travelers to become our best ambassadors in sharing those BC 
experiences with family and friends. SCT’s marketing plan needs to leverage partnership opportunities 
with Destination BC and to highlight areas where the province’s larger brand marketing reach aligns with 
specific Sunshine Coast USP’s. 
 
It goes without saying that a destination needs to put its best self forward online. This means an active, 
engaging and informative website and social media strategies. This means up to date technology ready 
for mobile devices and whatever comes next in this fast changing digital world. It means providing 
succinct information to a variety of audiences while being available to answer questions and inquiries in 
whatever form potential travellers choose to engage. It must include strong and enticing imagery that is 
easily sharable so that consumers can share with friends and family. Websites and social media 
strategies need daily attention which means appropriate staffing levels to carry out initiatives. 
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Sunshine Coast Tourism has completed significant improvements to http://sunshinecoastcanada.com/ 
in 2014. Compelling images and videos have stronger placement and effect. A weekly blog project has 
championed #52weeksoftrails highlighting 52 different trails (hiking, biking, skiing, snowshoeing, and 
even paddling) throughout the region. The blog has attracted significant new website visits, has built a 
great deal of new content for Search Engine Optimization, and has been leveraged across facebook, 
twitter and instagram. Activities and members who provide those activities have much greater profile 
throughout the site making trip planning easier. The Member Directory has new features that allow 
members to better showcase their services and make direct contact easier.  Unique visitors to the 
website were up 30% in 2014 compared to the previous year and topped 95,000 by year end. Work 
continues, specifically around updating the member information into the increased directory capabilities 
and adding Aboriginal content and images from our three First Nations.  
 
Vancouver, Coast & Mountains and Tourism Vancouver Island are Regional DMOs (RDMOs) who execute 
a variety of marketing programs under the Destination BC umbrella. Currently, SCT cannot participate in 
the vast majority of these programs due to limited financial resources. Provincial tourism changes mean 
that VCM will no longer exist as of March 31, 2015. Much is unknown an exactly how Destination BC will 
replace those funcitons, but the concepts remain true even if the specific partner changes. MRDT 
funding would allow for a significant increase in regional participation. The strongest examples include: 

 Regional print co-op advertising spreads before major long weekends in The Province, 
Vancouver Sun, and Victoria Times Colonist newspapers. These are timed for the close-in market 
weekend getaway decisions. The Sunshine Coast should have a significant presence alongside 
Whistler, Tofino, and other communities. 

 Ride BC http://604pulse.com/things-to-do/?cat=1015 is an example of niche market targeted 
campaigns facilitated by VCM, in this case motorcyclists. SCT should be a significant participant 
whenever there is a strong match to regional product offerings.  BC Chinese Residents campaign 
is a similar niche market initiative complete with Chinese language ads and articles focused on 
attracting close proximity residents and their visiting family members. 

 Regional experience guides are mailed to thousands of enquiring future travellers by Destination 
BC and are on display at consumer trade shows and in visitor information centres. The Sunshine 
Coast should be well represented with both editorial and compelling advertising. 

 VCM and TVI tear off maps and other Visitor Information Centre presence across the province 
should always include Sunshine Coast content and direct travellers to SCT’s online network 

 All major Sunshine Coast events and festivals should be listed on http://www.hellobc.com/ as 
well as other wide exposure media calendars including Georgia Straight, CBC and others. 

 SCT should be sure it is well represented in provincial initiatives such as Mountain Bike BC and 
BC Ocean Boating Tourism Association. These sector driven associations cater to specific interest 
groups and offer additional cooperative marketing programs. 

 
Consumer shows and active networking opportunities are highly valuable experiences as they give face 
to face opportunities to introduce or deepen someone’s awareness of the Sunshine Coast. SCT has 
limited itself to 2-3 opportunities each year due to limits on staff and funding. The Outdoor Adventure 
Show in Vancouver has been a mainstay with expansion to Calgary and Saskatoon in 2014. SCT should 
seek other opportunities for face to face contact with potential travellers. This could include women’s 
shows, bridal expos, boat shows, craft beer festivals, film festivals and other lifestyle events. Events 
should be chosen based on priority match to USP’s and target markets mentioned earlier. Professional 
networking events such as Meeting Planners International, BC Rural Tourism Conference, Aboriginal 
Tourism Association should all be evaluated for attendance on an annual basis. In 2015, SCT will attend 
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the Outdoor Adventure Travel Show in Vancouver and Calgary, the Vancouver Boat Show, and the 
International Sportsman’s Exposition in Sacramento, California. 
 
Media relations have been SCT’s most successful marketing tactic over the past few years. SCT’s goal has 
been to bring a variety of writers and journalists to enjoy a Sunshine Coast experience which they can 
then write & publish in various online and print publications. Independent media articles are always 
more relevant and believable to the reader than straight advertising. Much of SCT’s work to date has 
depended on funding partnerships from Destination BC and VCM as well as voluntary contributions of 
product and activities by SCT member businesses. Concentrated resources and effective relationship 
management resulted in over $700,000 in advertising equivalency in more than 130 stories and 27 
media visits in 2012-13. This tactic can be expanded to more targeted approaches matching both USP 
and target market fit if additional staff time can be devoted. 
 
Attracting small to medium corporate meetings and retreats to the regions brings an entirely new 
clientele. The intent is not only the immediate business created by the event itself, but hopes to deliver 
a positive experience to the business traveller who will then want to return and explore the region 
further in his or her leisure time with friends and family. Low hanging fruit awaits if SCT could devote 
staff and resources to actively seeking and responding to RFP’s by companies and organizations who 
seek new locations for annual meetings and conferences. This tactic offers significant potential for 
strengthening spring, fall and winter. 
 
A similar strategy focusing on sport tourism has the ability to leverage Powell River’s work in this area 
outlined in a 2012 Sport & Recreation Tourism Strategy funded by the City.  Sporting venues exist as do 
large host hotels. The community’s experience in hosting Kathaumixw and PRISMA position it well to 
host such events and efforts in accessibility offer an expanded view of sport tourism. New venues such 
as the Gibsons Community Recreation Centre, Sechelt Aquatic Centre and the recently improved Sechelt 
Arena are also capable of hosting events. This strategy requires dedicated staff and resources in order to 
move forward and offers significant potential for strengthening spring, fall and winter. 
 
Promote and develop product and experiences 
The tourism industry is never stagnant. Product and attractions continue to develop as the region 
evolves.  The following assets have truly come into their own as prime visitor attractions in recent years: 

 Sunshine Coast Trail – Canada’s longest hut to hut hiking trail 
o 13 overnight huts, welcome kiosk, 2014 passport program, 180km and growing 

international reputation 
o A significant challenger to the West Coast Trail. Strong product to European, Australian 

and New Zealand trekking communities 
o Year round snow free hiking in the first 70km of the trail 

 Powell River Historic Townsite – national historic district & Canada’s longest running movie 
theatre 

o Significant rejuvenation, improved accommodation, brewery, nightlife 

 Dakota Ridge Winter Recreation Area 
o 20km groomed ski trails and 7km marked snowshoe trails (expanded 2013/14) 

 Sunshine Coast Botanical Garden 
o New rhododendron gardens, regular expert programming, new viewpoints, wedding 

venue 

 Powell Forest Canoe Route – 57km route including 8 lakes and 5 portages 
o Improved infrastructure 2012/13/14 
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These attractions are not represented by individual businesses. They are significant attractions to the 
region, just as our never ending beaches and trails are important attractions. It is SCT’s role to be sure 
that collateral showcasing these attractions is developed and distributed widely. They must be part of 
marketing strategies and media relations efforts. SCT must play a communication role with Destination 
BC to build awareness and to be sure these attractions are represented on http://www.hellobc.com  and 
included in media and travel trade itineraries and story ideas.  
 
Other traditional major attractions for the region that continue to draw visitors and media attention 
year after year: 

 Skookumchuck Narrows Provincial Park 

 Desolation Sound 

 Princess Louisa Inlet 

 Savary Island 
 
Attractions on the horizon: 

 Coast Gravity Park – a private company, but has potential to rival Whistler Mountain Bike Park 
with the added feature of year-round downhill riding with lift 

 Craft Beer & Winery Tour – A brewery at each end of the coast and a new winery in the middle 

 Davis Bay – wharf expansion in 2014 complimenting new park areas in 2012/13 

 Regional Trails Strategies debuting at each end of the Coast in 2014 delivering improved signage, 
maps, trailheads and offering priorities for trail improvements 

 Gibsons Public Market – a new anchor attraction for Gibsons Landing, renovations in 2015 
 
Implementation Tactics: 
SCT has steadily built a strong digital library of compelling images of the region. This includes 
photography and video and can be seen across http://sunshinecoastcanada.com/, social media 
channels, trade show collateral and marketing advertisements.  This library must be continuously 
updated and expanded to include new product developments and new technologies. This digital library 
will feed all other marketing tactics. Focus for 2015 will be on Aboriginal Tourism content and expanded 
video content of the region. 
 
The Sunshine Coast lacks a region-wide visitor guide that reflects the preferred positioning of the region. 
Messaging and advertising within the guide should be consistent with desired positioning and brand of 
the destination. Today, independent media companies offer a variety of printed guides that separate the 
region into smaller communities and do not reflect Sunshine Coast branding. Without resources to 
develop its own region-wide visitor guide, SCT is increasing its efforts to partner with the individual 
publishers to influence content and imagery. Contests are planned for 2015 which will link the print 
publications to social media opportunities to encourage our visitors be our online ambassadors. 
 
First impressions are key when setting oneself apart at a busy trade show or conference. Compelling 
imagery is key to attracting participant attention and engaging collateral starts them down the individual 
trip planning path. Engaging and knowledgeable hosts, regional maps, targeting sector information (i.e. 
boat show, outdoor adventure show, wedding show), and methods to keep in touch (social media, e-
newsletters, follow-up invitations) are required for a truly successful consumer show. 
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The Sunshine Coast is unique in that this geographic region that includes three municipalities does not 
have any large nationally branded hotels. This means visitors have an extra step in finding 
accommodation. They don’t just find the closest Fairmont or Hyatt. They must discover what is available 
to fit their personal needs. A regional accommodation calendar & reservation system would take much 
of the work out of finding appropriate accommodation. There are 50 resorts, hotels and motels in the 
region of which many do not offer online reservations. In addition there are a large number of 
campgrounds, bed and breakfasts, and vacation rentals which can potentially make the work of finding 
accommodation for a given date tedious and time consuming. There is an opportunity to offer a regional 
accommodation tool, which would bring value to visitors. An example of such a model is the 
Whistler/Blackcomb Central Reservation System: 
http://www.whistlerblackcomb.com/reservations/Plan/ContactUs.aspx. 
 
 

Evaluation Metrics 
No strategy is complete without a means to measure success. Today, we have a major disadvantage in 
that British Columbia no longer publishes Hotel Room Revenue and related data outside of MRDT 
collecting communities. In the absence of voluntary reporting from our accommodation sector, we have 
no metrics to show occupancy levels or room revenues. We only have anecdotal evidence from 
individual properties. This key indicator becomes immediately available when the Sunshine Coast opts 
into the MRDT program. 
 
Understanding the accommodation sector is a huge step in calculating the value of tourism in a region. 
In 2012, Accommodation and Food Services contributed to 33% of the $13.5 Billion of annual tourism 
industry generated revenues in BC. Transportation makes up the next third of the picture. Ferry statistics 
must continue to be collected. A missing piece of information is the volume of visitors arriving by plane 
and by boat. SCT needs to work with the Powell River and Sechelt airports as well as private float plane 
operators to measure this component. SCT needs to work with private marinas and harbour authorities 
in the region to understand the size and strength of the boating sector. 
 
Individual marketing strategies also require evaluation so that continuous improvement is possible. This 
includes elements such as web traffic, social media interactions, distribution of printed collateral, and 
value of media coverage. 
 
 

Where we go from here 
 
Sunshine Coast Tourism has made significant progress in developing branding and messaging since its 
formation in 2007. It represents businesses across the tourism sector and has the support and 
partnership of local governments. If current annual funding of $100,000 remains the same, similar 
results should be expected. The organization’s success will greatly rely on the passion of volunteers 
which must constantly be renewed and rotated to prevent burnout and collapse. Staff will turn over as 
creative and developing personnel will seek other opportunities to grow and expand skill sets. Marketing 
opportunities will be missed for lack of financial and personnel resources. The list of desires will remain 
long while incremental steps slowly move the region forward. The gap between well-funded 
destinations like the Okanagan and Tofino will continue to increase. 
 
The accommodation sector of the region can unite and decide to implement a provincial program that 
triples the current funding levels and is completely funded by visitors. It can follow the lead of 45 other 
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British Columbia communities and all its major cities. The region can hire the necessary staff and equip 
them with the resources to carry out the projects and objectives listed earlier in this document. 
Sunshine Coast Tourism’s Board of Directors unanimously supports implementation of MRDT across 
the region. 
Timeline 

December 2014 – Ratification of MRDT application by the Sunshine Coast accommodation 
sector 
January 2015 – Letters of Support from all local governments; submission of MRDT application 
to Ministry of Finance 
Early 2015 – BC Cabinet approval, official notice to accommodation sector, normally a 3-6 
month notice of implementation. 

 2016 – First funds received into Sunshine Coast Tourism’s operating budget 
  
 
Proposed Budget 
          2015        2016 
Revenue: 
 Memberships   $  35,000  $  35,000 
 Local Governments  $  40,000  $  40,000 
 Provincial 50/50 Grants  $  21,000  $  21,000 
 Co-operative Programs  $  19,000  $  19,000 
 MRDT              -     $250,000 
Total Revenue:    $115,000  $365,000 
 
Expenses: 
 Media Relations  $  23,000  $  45,000 
 Marketing 
      VCM Co-ops   $  15,000  $  50,000 
      Online Marketing  $  15,000  $  25,000 
      Shoulder Season Campaigns $  13,000  $  70,000 
      Trade Shows   $    8,000  $  20,000 
      Collateral Distribution $    7,000  $  20,000 
      Meetings & Retreats  $    6,000  $  30,000 
      Destination Guide     $  20,000 
 Website/Communications $    9,000  $  15,000 
 Administration   $  19,000  $  60,000 
 Contingency -             -     -  $  10,000 
Total Expenses:    $115,000  $365,000 
 
Actual expenditures would be governed by Sunshine Coast Tourism’s elected Board of Directors. These 
Directors are composed of: 

 4 members of MRDT accommodations (2 north and 2 south) 

 4 members at large (2 north and 2 south) 

 1 member representing the Recreation Sector 

 1 member representing the Arts Culture & Heritage Sector 

 1 member representing small accommodations and campgrounds 
Directors are elected at the Annual General Meeting with a number of alternating terms so that 
approximately half the board remains in place at any given time.  
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To: Sunshine Coast Tourism    Sunshine Coast Tourism 
 PO Box 1883     c/o Tourism Powell River 
 Gibsons, BC  V0N 1V0    4760 Joyce Ave 
       Powell River, BC  V8A 2M4 
  
 
From: [business name]  
 [business address] 
 
This will confirm that I, the undersigned, with [business name] acts as the Primary Signatory and as such 
has the authority to sign for the said property in matters regarding the implementation of the Municipal 
and Regional District Tax (MRDT) in the Sunshine Coast Regional District and Powell River Regional 
District.  I also acknowledge and accept that this representation involves discussions relating to this 
matter. 
 
This letter will confirm I am in support of the application for the Municipal and Regional District Tax 
(MRDT) in the Powell River Regional District and Sunshine Coast Regional District and administration of 
the collected tax funds will be conducted by the established local destination marketing organization, 
Sunshine Coast Tourism. 
 
 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
__________________________________________ 
SIGNATURE 
 
__________________________________________ 
PRINT NAME   
 
 
Dated: ________________________  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  June 25, 2015 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – July 9, 2015 

FROM: Steven Olmstead, General Manager, Planning and Development  

RE:  Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development Initiative 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

 

THAT the General Manager, Planning and Development report regarding the Sunshine 
Coast Regional Economic Development Initiative be received; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD Board approve in principle the Sunshine Coast Economic 
Development Charter, including the development of a Sunshine Coast Regional Economic 
Development entity; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD Board appoint Director_______ to the temporary Steering Committee; 
 
AND THAT the public, Chambers of Commerce and other economic development 
organizations be made aware of the SCRD Board’s decision with respect to the Sunshine 
Coast Regional Economic Development project; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT this recommendation be forwarded to the July 9, 2015 Regular Board 
meeting for adoption. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

A workshop was held on May 15, 2015 at the Cedars Inn Hotel in Gibsons, for elected officials 
from all local governments to discuss the development of a Sunshine Coast Regional Economic 
Development entity.  
 
The workshop was facilitated by consultant, Jamie Vann Struth. The report will be circulated to 
all municipalities and Regional Board for consideration during the second week of July. The final 
report is attached as “Attachment A”. Section 2.2 (page 4) of the report outlines the suggested 
next steps for municipal councils and the SCRD Board: 
 

2.2. NEXT STEPS 

 

1. Each Council and the Regional Board to approve an Agreement in Principle based on this report 

and the Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter in Section 3. 

 

The approvals should be coordinated to occur in the same week (or as close as possible). 

 

2. Each Council and the Regional Board to simultaneously appoint a representative (politician, staff 

member or other at their discretion) to a temporary Steering Committee that will finalize the 

ANNEX C
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Staff Report Regarding Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development Initiative 
Planning and Development Committee Meeting – July 9, 2015 Page 2 of 2 

 
work needed to establish a regional economic development entity. This will include a more 

detailed exploration of possible organizational structures, including the option for an existing 

organization to fill the role on a contract basis. 

 

This Steering Committee will expire immediately upon the establishment of the regional entity. 

 

3. Issue a press release and otherwise promote the work that is being done in order to inform the 

public and other interested organizations (e.g. Chambers of Commerce). Promotional items 

should be issued to coincide with the coordinated approvals by all partner governments. 

 
The final report was forwarded to the Town of Gibsons, District of Sechelt and the shíshálh Nation 
on June 30, 2015. The report will be considered by the Town of Gibsons council on July 7th and 
District of Sechelt council on July 8th. Staff are awaiting confirmation from the shíshálh Nation 
regarding a meeting date to consider the report.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

This report summarizes the discussions and outcomes of a regional economic development workshop 

held in Gibsons on May 15, 2015 among elected leaders of all Sunshine Coast local governments. 

 

The meeting objective was to review the outcomes of a series of three workshops held throughout 2014 

that established a proposed Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter and to decide how and 

whether to move forward with a regional economic development initiative.  

 

Significant progress was achieved over the course of the 2014 workshops by the elected leaders in place 

at that time, but it was decided that final decisions and financial commitments should be made by the 

Councils and Board in place following the local elections in November 2014. 

 

Details of the 2014 discussions can be found in two earlier reports by Vann Struth Consulting Group, one 

following the 2nd workshop and another following the 3rd workshop. They can be obtained from the 

Sunshine Coast Regional District. 

 

OVERVIEW OF 2015 WORKSHOP 

 

The 2015 Regional Economic Development Workshop was held at the Cedars Inn Hotel & Convention 

Centre in Gibsons during the morning of May 15, 2015. The nearly three‐hour workshop was attended 

by 18 elected officials from all four local governments (shíshálh Nation, Town of Gibsons, District of 

Sechelt and Sunshine Coast Regional District), plus 5 alternate directors for the rural electoral areas. 

Regional and municipal staff were also in attendance to support and observe the proceedings, but did 

not participate in the discussions. 

 

SCRD Chair Garry Nohr provided opening remarks and Garry Feschuk of shíshálh Nation welcomed 

participants to Squamish Nation territory. The workshop facilitator, Jamie Vann Struth, then gave an 

introductory presentation on selected regional economic and demographic statistics and provided a 

summary of the progress made through the first three workshops in 2014.  

 

Following the presentations, participants were separated into five groups in order to discuss each 

element of the proposed Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter. Each group reported on their 

deliberations and suggested changes were discussed by all participant. Agreement was ultimately 

reached on revisions and additions in several areas, followed by a final group discussion focused on next 

steps. 

 

Section 2 of this report summarizes the content and outcome of these discussions, while Section 3 

contains the revised Economic Development Charter. The Appendix has detailed meeting notes, 

including a copy of the presentation slides. 
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2. WORKSHOP OUTCOMES  

 

2.1. DISCUSSION  OF  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  CHARTER 

 

Workshop participants were separated into five breakout groups and asked to discuss each element of 

the proposed Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter: 

 

 Preamble 

 Part One ‐ Economic Vision 

 Part Two ‐ Roles and Responsibilities 

 Part Three ‐ Organizational Structure 

 Part Four ‐ Governance 

 Part Five ‐ Funding 

 

For each topic, participants were asked to: (1) identify anything in the current charter they disagree 

with; and (2) identify anything missing in the current charter. 

 

Issues raised for discussion and any agreed recommendations for revisions or additions to the Charter 

are summarized below under each discussion topic. 

 

PREAMBLE 

 

The preamble to the Charter describes its purpose in setting out the broad principles for regional 

collaboration and acknowledges the inherent rights and title of First Nations. 

 

There was overall agreement with the preamble and a comment offered that the wording of the 

preamble could be used to promote the concept of regional economic development to the public. 

 

There are no recommended changes and the preamble text remains unchanged, as shown in Section 3. 

 

PART ONE ‐ ECONOMIC VISION 

 

The proposed economic vision statement that was discussed was: 

 

The unique communities of the Sunshine Coast work together to build a sustainable, thriving 

and diverse regional economy that is aligned with community values, expands opportunities for 

all residents and improves overall community wellbeing. 

 

While there was general agreement with the sentiments expressed in the vision statement, there was 

some questioning of the word “unique” and whether an initiative focused on regional collaboration 

93



 

REPORT ON 2015 SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP 3 

should place such emphasis on the differences within the region. If regional unity is being emphasized, 

perhaps the focus of the vision statement should be on community values and well‐being. 

 

After some discussion, it was agreed to remove “The unique communities of” from the start of the vision 

statement. The revised vision puts the emphasis on the desired result of economic development 

cooperation:  

 

The Sunshine Coast has a sustainable, thriving and diverse regional economy that is aligned with 

community values, expands opportunities for all residents and improves overall community 

wellbeing. 

 
PART TWO ‐ ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

The discussion of roles and responsibilities yielded several suggested additions or clarifications that help 

to better frame the range of activities that a new regional economic development entity would 

undertake. This includes greater emphasis on filing gaps in current service provision rather than 

overlapping or infringing upon the mandate of existing organization. 

 

The key changes include: 

 

 Moving the statement about the “intent of the regional partnership is to fill service gaps” to the 

start of this section rather than the end. 

 

 Adding references to the attraction of “entrepreneurial” businesses and new residents. 

 

 De‐emphasizing the importance of “attracting business investment” by moving it lower on the 

list of potential roles, given the greater importance of business retention and expansion, 

workforce development and other focus areas in expanding the regional economy. 

 

These changes are reflected in the updated Charter text in Section 3.  

 

PART THREE ‐ ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 

A variety of issues relating to organizational structure were raised. There was support for the notion 

already included in the Charter that the organization should be arms‐length from local governments, 

although political leaders should be engaged when appropriate (such as for lobbying efforts on behalf of 

the region). The overall sentiment is that further discussion and analysis of options is required before 

choosing a specific course of action. 

 

One of the options to be considered and reflected in the Charter is the potential for an existing 

organization to fulfill the regional economic development role, likely on a fee for service contract with 
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local governments, rather than starting a completely new organization.  The third paragraph under Part 

Three of the Charter has been changed to this effect. 

 

There was also a desire to more formally state the importance of independence and accountability, 

which has been done in the 2nd paragraph of Part Three. 

 

PART FOUR ‐ GOVERNANCE  

 

There were some initial differences of opinion about the optimal size of the Board of Directors and 

discussion ensued on the advantages and disadvantages of different Board sizes. 

 

The general consensus after these discussions was to maintain the Board structure as prescribed in the 

Charter. There is always the option in the future for Board size or composition to be adjusted. 

 

PART FIVE ‐ FUNDING 

 

There was relatively little discussion of funding options as the 50% population/50% assessment formula 

appears to be a reasonable compromise for most areas. It was opposed only by the representative of 

Area E as he felt it unfairly penalizes his predominantly residential area. 

 

It was noted that the organization may not always require solely tax‐based funding. For example, 

amenity contributions from development could be allocated in the future. 

 

There was some discussion of the optimal length of the initial funding commitment, with general 

agreement that a 5‐year Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is preferred. This allows sufficient time 

to establish the initiative and for some meaningful work to be completed and evaluated before the 

expiration of the initial commitment. Budgets, work plans, and progress reports would still be subject to 

approval on an annual basis. 

 

The Charter has been edited to include a reference to the potential for future non‐government funding 

sources and the desire for a five‐year funding commitment. 

 

2.2. NEXT  STEPS 

 

Workshop participants agreed on the following steps in order to move forward with a regional economic 

development initiative: 

 

1. Each Council and the Regional Board to approve an Agreement in Principle based on this report 

and the Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter in Section 3. 

 

The approvals should be coordinated to occur in the same week (or as close as possible). 
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2. Each Council and the Regional Board to simultaneously appoint a representative (politician, staff 

member or other at their discretion) to a temporary Steering Committee that will finalize the 

work needed to establish a regional economic development entity. This will include a more 

detailed exploration of possible organizational structures, including the option for an existing 

organization to fill the role on a contract basis. 

 

This Steering Committee will expire immediately upon the establishment of the regional entity. 

 

3. Issue a press release and otherwise promote the work that is being done in order to inform the 

public and other interested organizations (e.g. Chambers of Commerce). Promotional items 

should be issued to coincide with the coordinated approvals by all partner governments. 
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3. SUNSHINE COAST  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  CHARTER 

 

PREAMBLE 

 

The Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter establishes the 
parameters of a regional economic development partnership between 
communities in the Lower Sunshine Coast, including the shíshálh Nation, the 
Town of Gibsons, the District of Sechelt, and the five Electoral Areas of the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District. 
 
The Charter establishes the broad principles on which the partners agree to 
cooperate and will be supplemented over time with specific agreements and 
policies, which may include Memoranda of Understanding regarding funding, 
Articles of Incorporation if and when the partnership manifests in a new 
organization, and strategic planning documents that establish more specific 
priorities, actions and budgets over a specified time frame. 
 
The Charter recognizes and acknowledges the inherent title and rights of First 
Nations peoples, their role in the use of lands and resources, and the need for 
government relationships and agreements to be based on recognition. 

 

PART ONE: ECONOMIC VISION 

 

The Sunshine Coast has a sustainable, thriving and diverse regional economy 
that is aligned with community values, expands opportunities for all residents 
and improves overall community wellbeing. 

 

PART TWO: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

The intent of the regional partnership is to fill service gaps and enhance the 
work of those agencies currently receiving local funding to undertake 
economic development initiatives. 
 
Priority roles and responsibilities that can be effectively undertaken through 
regional cooperation include: 
 
 Programs to support workforce development and education. 
 A business retention and expansion (BRE) program.  
 Lobbying on topics of shared regional interest. 
 Attracting business investment, including entrepreneurial businesses, 

through regional marketing, information provision and other techniques. 
 New resident attraction. 
 Regional information collection and dissemination. 
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 Working collaboratively on key regional facilities and infrastructure. 
Examples may include alternative energy development or tourism-related 
developments. 

 
Additional roles and responsibilities, or deletions from the list above, can be 
considered through the strategic planning process (occurring at inception and 
subsequently at three to five year intervals) or through the annual work plan 
and budget approval process. 
 

PART THREE: ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 

The Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development Agency is an arms-
length organization with its own articles of incorporation and independent 
board of directors.  
 
It is to be contracted by local governments in the Lower Sunshine Coast to 
undertake economic development services of the type generally established 
under Part Two above and with specific direction established through a 
regular strategic planning process and annual budget approval by the funding 
partners. It will be independent from but accountable to its local government 
funders. 
 
The agency may be newly incorporated or a pre-existing organization. Issues 
of corporate structure are to be determined at the time of incorporation (if a 
new organization) or when developing terms for an economic development 
services contract (if an existing organization). Corporate options include a 
non-profit society, a local government corporation or a community 
contribution company (commonly called a social enterprise corporation). 
 

PART FOUR: GOVERNANCE 

 

The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development 
Agency will have 9 directors. Eight directors are at-large community members 
who are selected for their expertise in key sectors of the regional economy or 
with respect to specific projects and projects being undertaken. The ninth 
director is appointed by the shíshálh Nation. 
 
Potential board members are identified through a formal application process 
and are appointed by the funding partners. The partners appoint a committee 
to establish application criteria, evaluate the applications, and propose a slate 
of directors for approval by each Council and the rural area directors on the 
Regional District Board. All Councils/Board must approve the slate of directors 
and the appointments are formalized at the agency's Annual General Meeting. 
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The agency undertakes a strategic planning process at its inception and every 
three to five years subsequently. The purpose is to expand on the high-level 
roles and responsibilities established in Part Two of this Charter and to 
establish more specific goals, priorities, projects and ongoing programs. This 
process also incorporates input from local governments, community 
stakeholders, the business community and the general public. 
 
The agency provides regular reports to its funders, including an annual work 
plan and budget that must be approved each year. The annual work plan 
includes a report on the results of the previous year, using key performance 
indicators (KPI) that are established through the strategic planning process. It 
also sets out planned initiatives and associated budget requirements for the 
coming year.  

 

PART FIVE: FUNDING 

 

The formula to share costs among partner local governments is based on the 
following formula, to be calculated on an annual basis: 
 
 50% of funding is based on assessed values (converted) and 50% based 

on population. 
 
The total funding allocation on an annual basis must be formally approved by 
each funding partner and based on the strategic priorities for that year. 
Alternative funding sources may be identified in the future to minimize 
reliance on the local tax base. 
 
The initial Memorandum of Understanding between local government partners 
should include a five-year funding commitment.  
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APPENDIX: 2015  WORKSHOP  NOTES  

 

   
 
 
 
 
 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP 
 

Cedars Inn Hotel & Convention Centre, 895 Gibsons Way, Gibsons, B.C. 
Friday May 15, 2015 

 
WORKSHOP MEETING NOTES 

 
 
The Regional Economic Development Workshop commenced at 9:10 a.m. 
 
Note: A list of workshop participants can be found at the end of the workshop meeting notes. 

WELCOME REMARKS AND INTRODUCTIONS  

Garry Nohr, Chair, SCRD Board of Directors, welcomed workshop participants to the Regional 
Economic Development Workshop in collaboration with the SCRD, shíshálh Nation, District of 
Sechelt and Town of Gibsons.  
 
WELCOME BLESSING 
 
Chief Garry Feschuk, shíshálh Nation, welcomed workshop participants to the Squamish Nation 
territory and played a recording of a traditional prayer song.  
 
WORKSHOP OVERVIEW AND OBJECTIVES 
 
Jamie Vann Struth, Workshop Facilitator, provided an overview of the workshop agenda and 
objectives. The goal of the workshop is to determine how to build upon the progress of the 2014 
workshops and move forward.  
 
OVERVIEW OF REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT 
 
Mr. Vann Struth provided an overview of the regional economic development context for the 
Sunshine Coast and presented updated statistics (2014) regarding: Total Population Estimate 
(28,528), Population Growth Rate and Population Change for 2009-2014, Projected Population 
Growth Rate and Population Change for 2014-2039, Estimated Median Age (52.8), Change in 
Estimated Median Age for 1989-2014 (14.2), Projected Change in Median Age for 2014-2039, 
Projected Median Age in 2039 (48.4), Core Working Age Population (25-54) as a Share of Total 
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Population, Projected Growth in Core Working Age Population (25-54) for 2014-2039, Building 
Permit Trends, Land Area (3,777 sq. km).  
 
Presentation slides with full statistics are attached to the end of the workshop meeting notes. 
 
The Sunshine Coast has been one of the fastest growing regional districts (amongst all non-metro 
regional districts in Southern BC), increasing 3.7% between the years 2009-2014, an estimated 
1,052 people. The Sunshine Coast’s projected population growth rate is 30.3% for the years 
2014-2039, an estimated 8,957 people over the next 25 years.  
 
The estimated median age of the Sunshine Coast population is 52.8 years. The median age in the 
next 25 years (2014-2039) is estimated to decrease by 4.4 years, to 48.4. Thus the Sunshine 
Coast will start to get younger within the next couple decades.   
 
The core working-age population (25-54 years) makes up 32% of the share of total Sunshine 
Coast population, lowest among the 15 comparable regional districts. The projected growth rate 
in core working-age population (25-54 years) is 39.3%, the highest amongst the group. 
 
Regarding building permit values, the Sunshine Coast is on par with provincial trends. In 2013 
there was an increase in commercial, industrial and institutional construction. Residential 
development is driving the building permits trend, which is currently in slight decline. 
Comparing building permit values per capita (2005-2009), the Sunshine Coast was third highest, 
after East Kootenay and Squamish-Lillooet. For the years 2010-2014, the Sunshine Coast was 
the top for building permit values per capita, compared to other benchmark Regional Districts.  
 
Mr. Vann Struth spoke to the experience of other regional economic development initiatives 
within Regional Districts. He stated that there has been varied experience across the province. 
Some Regional Districts had economic development functions that have since dissolved. Some 
Regional Districts with larger land area had a difficult time due to large distances between 
communities. Some Regional Districts with smaller land area are having more success. There are 
challenges when a large city within the regional entity is being viewed/treated as more important 
than the other smaller rural areas. He gave the example of Comox Valley Economic 
Development Society as one entity working well.  
 
Questions and Comments: 
 
- Believes that the working age of population statistic should be increased, closer to the age of 
60. 
 
Q: How often do you see a big difference between two neighbouring Regional Districts 
(Squamish and Sunshine Coast)? 
A: Squamish has been growing fast due to affordability and proximity to the Lower Mainland for 
work commuters. Sunshine Coast and Squamish are geographically neighbours, but 
transportation access is the key difference with the ferry creating a greater barrier to commuting 
than the highway to Squamish. 
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Q: How does Powell River fit into the relationship for regional economic development? 
A: Collaboration with Powell River is perhaps more appropriate on a project to project basis. 
Powell River has an established economic development function and there is likely common 
ground to cooperate at times, but not necessarily for the development of the entity itself.  
  
REVIEW OF PROGRESS TO DATE 
 
Jamie Vann Struth reviewed the Final Report on 2014 Sunshine Coast Economic Development 
Workshops including proposed “Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter”. 
Fundamental Objectives (Preamble to Economic Vision): 
 

 Supporting and sharing benefits among unique communities 
 Encouraging diversity (economic activity and demographics) 
 Maintaining or aligning with community values (recognizing that values are not the 

same in all communities) and improving community well-being (housing, food, 
transportation, quality of life).  

 Supporting sustainability so that opportunities for future generations are not 
compromised. 

 Encouraging thriving, vibrant and high-value economic activity. 
 
Proposed Economic Vision in Charter: 
 
The unique communities of the Sunshine Coast work together to build a sustainable, thriving and 
diverse regional economy that is aligned with community values, expands opportunities for all 
residents and improves overall community wellbeing.  
 
Roles and Responsibilities: 
 

 Attracting business investment 
 Working collaboratively on key regional facilities and infrastructure 
 Programs to support workforce development and education 
 A business retention and expansion (BRE) program 
 Lobbying senior levels of government, corporations, utilities and/or service providers on 

tropics of shared regional interest. 
 Serving as a central source for regional information collection and dissemination.  

 
Organizational Structure:  
 

 Arms-length model 
o Separately incorporated 
o Funding, strategic direction, oversight provided by local government 
o Ongoing monitoring and reporting back to funders 

 Choice of non-profit society or local government corporation 
o “Form follows function” 
o Legal Opinion – Regional District is legally allowed to create a separate 

corporation 
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 Comment was provided that a Community Contribution Corporation (3C model) could 

also be considered as an option.  
 
Governance:  
 

 The 9-person Board of Directors of at-large community members selected for their 
expertise. 

 One director appointed by shíshálh Nation (possible future Board position for 
Squamish Nation) 

 No need to ensure that every community is represented on Board (but all 
communities have a voice in appointing Board members). 

 Directors identified through formal application process, managed by committee of local 
government partners. Slate of directors must be approved by all partners. 

 At inception, and every three to five years afterwards, undertake strategic planning 
process to determine specific goals, priorities, projects and ongoing programs and will 
require the approval of all funding partners.  

 Organization to provide regular reports to its funders, including annual work plan and 
budget for approval. Reporting includes key performance indicators (KPIs). 

 
Funding Model:  
 
The formula to share costs among partner local governments has not been agreed, but the option 
that appears to have the most support is to base 50% of each local government’s contribution on 
assessed values (converted) and 50% on population. 
 
See example of basis for funding formula graph in presentation slides attached. 
 
DISCUSSION GROUPS 
 
Workshop participants were organized into five discussion groups and tasked with the following:  
 
There are five main topics in the proposed Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter: 
Economic Vision, Roles and Responsibilities, Organizational Structure, Governance and 
Funding 
 
For each topic, please determine in your group: 
a.  Do you disagree with anything? 
b. Is there anything missing? 
c.  If agreement around your table, or edits/additions are needed move to the next section 
 
REPORT OUT AND FULL GROUP DISCUSSION 
 
Representatives from each group provided a verbal summary of their discussions regarding the 
proposed Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter. Comments were as follows: 
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Fundamental Objectives (Preamble to Economic Vision): 
 

- Agreement with the wording, it could be used to “sell” the concept 
 

Proposed Economic Vision in Charter: 
 

- Agrees with the vision statement. 
- Also agrees with the vision. 
- Discussed the use of the word “unique”, what is the rationale for this word? When we are 

seeking unity in this vision, why would the word “unique” be used? 
- If we are going for collaboration, we need to focus on what is similar. In the past, 

thinking was to recognize each separate rural area as “unique”. Community values and 
well-being should be the focus.  

- Overall agreement on the vision wording.  
- Unique helps to sell the Sunshine Coast – because each area is unique and special. 
Recommendation 1 
- It was suggested to remove “The unique communities of” from the start of the vision 

sentence. Change to start as “The Sunshine Coast working together…” 
 
Roles and Responsibilities: 
 

- Discussed “minimizing unnecessary duplication of efforts” as there are many 
organizations doing similar work already. 

- Lobbying on shared interest is very important to all communities, for ex: BC Ferries. 
- Business retention is very important – how can we help existing businesses expand?  
- Would the entity work on future projects or existing project? How do we fund economic 

development projects that a municipality has already put money towards? 
- Discussed attracting business investment and how we react to new businesses. How do 

we work with and support them through business retention programs? 
- What is an example of programs to support workforce development and education? 
- shíshálh Nation has great programs to help support workforce development and 

education (ex: daycare for a woman entering the work force and post-secondary 
education support programs). 

- There is a big difference between business attraction/investment and business retention. 
Business retention and expansion should be a main focus. Support business and those 
entering the workforce. 

Recommendation 2 
- It was suggested to move the following paragraph to the beginning of Part Two: Roles 

and Responsibilities: “The intent of the regional partnership is to fill service gaps and 
enhance the work of those agencies currently receiving local funding to undertake 
economic development initiatives”.  

- Sunshine Coast chambers of commerce, tourism associations and Community Futures 
need to be assured that they are supported. 

Recommendation 3  
- It was suggested to move the bullet for: “Attracting business investment, including 

through providing regional information and marketing” to lower on the list.  
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- An example of workforce development: A resort hotel is considering developing staff 
accommodation on site in order to retain its workforce and provide housing options. 

- Could post-secondary education opportunities be expanded upon in the list? 
Recommendation 4 
- It was suggested to include wording around attracting “entrepreneurial” types of business. 

The Sunshine Coast is a magnet for creative entrepreneurial business opportunities.  
- Virtually all of Roberts Creek and Halfmoon Bay are entrepreneurial businesses.  
- Infrastructure is all in place to support entrepreneurial residents.  
Recommendation 5 
- It was suggested to add “new resident attraction” to the list of Roles and Responsibilities. 

 
Organizational Structure: 
 

- Would it be possible to use an existing structure to create this entity, or do we need to re-
create this? As a means to support the existing organizations that exist… 

- What is the rationale for the shíshálh Nation to have an appointed member? 
- If lobbying is a role and responsibility of the entity, should there be a mechanism for the 

four governments to participate in the lobbying efforts? 
- Political leaders are necessary for lobbying. 
- The entity would come to the local governments and ask for assistance to lobby on a 

certain topic. 
- Believes the structure should be arms-length and non-profit and not an SCRD service 

function.  
- Arms-length structure allows for the ability to have projects come forward. 
- Discussed engaging the business community and potential Board Members in order to 

determine which organization structure is appropriate.  
- Agreement to let the structure be open at this point. Further discussion is required. 
- The independence of this entity from local government is key 
Recommendation 6 
- It was suggested to insert wording under Organization Structure about ensuring 

independence and accountability of the entity is essential moving forward.  
- Discussion if there was opportunity for an existing organization to take on this project.  
- Is it an option to fund an existing organization to create a more locally focused economic 

development entity? The organization would already have a structure in place with staff 
expertise. It would already be established, with local knowledge and contact with local 
businesses.  

- Would it be appropriate to put out a Request for Proposal for bids on this entity? 
- Challenges of engaging an existing organization with respect to developing the terms of 

reference, funding contributions, determining priorities.  
 
Governance: 
 

-  Discussed the number of Directors and felt that 9 was too many, 5 may be more 
appropriate.  

-   The rationale behind 9 directors was to allow for a cushion for those members that may 
not be able to attend every meeting.  
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-   With a large number of 9 you may not be able to get the focus and agreement that is 
needed to move forward and make decisions. 

-  Is the board too large? Is it large due to the sub-committees? 
- What is the quota system? 
- Agree with Board members chosen for expertise rather than geographically 

representation 
- It is a business board, expertise focused.  
- 9 directors is actually small, if you want enough people to attend and to have a wide 

range of expertise represented, the number is right. Small boards become autocratic, large 
boards allow for more democratic process.  

- The general consensus from the workshop participants was to keep the board structure as 
outlined in the Charter. 

 
Funding: 

- General agreement that the best compromise would be a funding formula model based 
on: 50% Assessment and 50% Population. 

- It was noted that Population/Assessment formula unfairly penalizes Electoral Area E 
- An alternative option would be to determine the total amount needed and each 

municipality decides how much they want to contribute.  
- Business could very well fund this in the future. Contributions from corporation could 

flow back to the entity. It doesn’t need to need to be tax based forever.  
- Tax based funding for the first 3 years.  
- A 5 year MOU gives enough time for the entity to organize, develop and have some 

success and so that the turnover in government will not impact its existence.  
- Annual review period in terms of funding. 

 
SUMMARY 

 
Jamie Vann Struth summarized the results of the discussion groups and will present the 
suggested edits to the Economic Vision, Roles and Responsibilities, Organizational Structure in a 
report.  
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
A report will be prepared by Jamie Vann Struth and include the workshop meeting notes. The 
report will be circulated to all municipalities and Regional Board for consideration and “approval 
in principle.” This should occur during the same week, so that it is being considered 
concurrently.  
 
It is suggested that councils and the Regional Board also appoint a representative to a temporary 
Steering Committee of the funding agencies that will work to finalize the necessary steps to 
establish a regional economic development entity, either as a stand-alone organization or through 
a relationship with an existing organization.  
 
The Steering Committee will exist only until the regional entity is created and its duties will 
include agreeing on an organization structure (including soliciting a legal opinion and exploring 
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the possibility of using an existing organization for the role), coming to agreement on a funding 
formula, and managing the application and review process for the initial board of directors. 
 
It was discussed that it is important to the ensure that the Sunshine Coast Chambers of 
Commerce and other economic development organizations are made aware of what has been 
decided by local government with respect to this project. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
Garry Nohr, Chair, SCRD Board of Directors, thanked staff and workshop participants for their 
dedication to the Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development project. It is encouraging to 
see agreement on moving this project forward. The results will be communicated to the public in 
a formal announcement to coincide with approval by all local governments. 
     
The Regional Economic Development Workshop concluded at 12:00 p.m.   
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Workshop Participant List – May 15, 2015 
Elected Officials: 
1. Chief Garry Feschuk, Councillor, shíshálh Nation 
2. Randy Joe, Councillor, shíshálh Nation and SCRD Alt. Director 
3. Garry Nohr, Chair SCRD and Director, Electoral Area B 
4. Frank Mauro, SCRD Director, Electoral Area A  
5. Mark Lebbell, SCRD Director , Electoral Area D  
6. Lorne Lewis, SCRD Director, Electoral Area E  
7. Ian Winn, SCRD Director, Electoral Area F  
8. Leonard Lee, SCRD Alt. Director, Electoral Area A 
9. Brian Smith, SCRD Alt. Director, Electoral Area B 
10. Chris Hergesheimer, SCRD Alt. Director, Electoral Area D 
11. Laurella Hay, SCRD Alt. Director, Electoral Area E 
12. Kate-Louise Stamford, SCRD Alt. Director, Electoral Area F and Gambier Island Trustee 
13. Wayne Rowe, Mayor, Town of Gibsons 
14. Silas White, Councillor, Town of Gibsons and SCRD Director 
15. Jeremy Valeriote, Councillor, Town of Gibsons and SCRD Alt. Director 
16. Charlene SanJenko, Councillor, Town of Gibsons 
17. Bruce Milne, Mayor, District of Sechelt and SCRD Director 
18. Alice Lutes, Councillor, District of Sechelt and SCRD Alt. Director 
19. Darren Inkster, Councillor, District of Sechelt 
20. Mike Shanks, Councillor, District of Sechelt 
21. Doug Wright, Councillor, District of Sechelt 
22. Darnelda Siegers, Councillor, District of Sechelt 
23. Noel Muller, Councillor, District of Sechelt 
 
Also Present: 
Emanuel Machado, CAO, Town of Gibsons 
Angie Legault, Acting CAO, SCRD 
Steven Olmstead, GM, Planning and Development, SCRD 
Tina Perreault, Treasurer, SCRD 
Autumn Ruinat, Planning Secretary, SCRD 
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DATE: June 30th, 2015 

TO: Planning & Development Committee – July 9th, 2015 

FROM: Gregory Gebka, Planner – Planning & Development Division 

RE: Request for Input - Squamish-Lillooet Regional District Regional Growth Strategy Review 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. THAT the report entitled “Request for Input - Squamish-Lillooet Regional 
District Regional Growth Strategy Review” be received; 

 
2. AND THAT the Board responds with the following input: 
 

a) The SCRD is working with Kwantlen University’s Institute for Sustainable 
Food Systems regarding a Bio-Regional Food System Design Project which 
includes the SLRD area; 

 
b) The SCRD has no additional comments at this time. 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Squamish-Lillooet Regional District (SLRD) recently invited input concerning a 
mandatory 5-year review of its Regional Growth Strategy (RGS).  The Local Government 
Act requires the SLRD offer affected local governments an opportunity to provide input on the 
need for review.  
 
At its meeting of April 22nd, the SLRD Board accepted its RGS Steering Committee’s 
recommendation to not initiate a review of its RGS at this time and, instead, undertake a 
preliminary review by the end 2015 in order to scope out regional issues requiring review.  
SLRD staff are to provide their Board a report and recommendations on the scope of RGS 
review by the end of the year.  In doing so, the SLRD could initiate its RGS review in 2016. 
 
This report summarizes and provides recommendations on areas of focus and key issues, as 
recently identified by SLRD staff. 
 
DISCUSSION  
 
SLRD staff indicate that some draft RGS priorities have been identified; though, developing 
content will take significant time and effort. Its RGS Steering Committee believes a scoping 
period in advance of initiating a formal review, enables a more efficient and effective review 
process. To date, the draft priorities developed by the RGS Steering Committee include: 
 

 food security – new – this was not included in the RGS and the RGS Steering 
Committee would like to explore how this can be included in the RGS as food security is 
now a more pressing concern 

ANNEX D
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2015 Jul-9 PDC Report SLRD RGS Review (Doc#1044447) 

 regional road network improvements – revise and update 
 improve transportation linkages and options – review section 
 memorandum of understanding regarding referrals – determine when/what to be referred 

to 
 SLRD/member municipalities, etc. 
 fringe growth/boundary expansion - develop policies 
 enhance relations with Aboriginal communities 
 special planning areas – review/revise and determine necessity of this land use category 
 Table 1: Description of Settlement Planning Map – review/revise to ensure consistency 

across jurisdictions 
 minor amendment criteria and process, bylaw housekeeping 

 
It is noted that the SLRD has contributed and is participating along with other Southwest BC 
communities to advancing the Bio-Regional Food System Design Project, as coordinated by 
Kwantlen University’s Institute for Sustainable Food Systems.  Action 3.1(b) of the Sunshine 
Coast Agricultural Area Plan will provide an opportunity for SCRD and SLRD staff to collaborate 
on an inter-regional food systems strategy and related policy development.  
 
Staff note that there are no other issues that have clear impact across the regional districts’ 
boundary and thus no additional comments are proposed at this time.  As the RGS review 
moves forward the SCRD will have additional opportunities for input. 
 
 
 
 
______________________ 
Gregory Gebka, Planner 
Planning & Development Division 
gregory.gebka@scrd.ca 
604-885-6804 (ext. 3)  
GG/  
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 SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE: June 17, 2015  

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – July 9, 2015 

FROM: Marina Stjepovic, Planner – Planning and Development Division 

RE:  Update on BCTS Operational Plans 2014/2015 

  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

THAT the report titled “Update on BCTS Operational Plans 2014/2015” and dated June 
17, 2015 be received. 
 

BACKGROUND 

The SCRD and BC Timber Sales (BCTS) signed a communication protocol on June 2, 2014.  
The protocol ensures that BCTS provides timely information about its operational plans and that 
the SCRD can provide comments back.  Each successive year builds on previous year’s plans 
as new field survey information is collected and stakeholder information is considered.  
 
On May 20, 2015 planning staff met with Norm Kempe, Planning Forester, and Don Hudson, 
Timber Sales Manager, of the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 
(FLNRO) to discuss updates to the BCTS 2014/2015 operating area plans for the Sunshine 
Coast region.  They reported on upcoming staff changes, timing of timber sales to be auctioned 
for the next year, new information and studies that update their operating area plans, and 
information about road construction and logging truck routes.   
 
Updated maps for the operating areas MacNeill, Mt. Elphinstone, McNair/Rainy and 
McNab/Potlach are available to view at http://www.scrd.ca/agendas-2015 under Planning and 
Development Committee July 9 – Maps 1 - 4.  Hard copies of these maps will be made available 
at the Planning and Development Committee meeting on July 9, 2015.   

Staff will be sending this notification report to SCRD Infrastructure Services, Parks, Areas A, D, 
E and F Advisory Planning Commissions and the Natural Resources Advisory Committee.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
FLRNO - BCTS staffing changes 
There will be a realignment of BCTS business areas later in the year.  A new management team 
based in Chilliwack will assume responsibilities for the BCTS Sunshine Coast Operations.  The 
BCTS Field Team in Powell River will remain in place, but report to Chilliwack (Chinook 
Business Area).   
 
BCTS plans are to manage the transition such that all previous commitments made by the 
current management team will carry forward in the interim, i.e. adhering to the current sales 

ANNEX E
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Document ID: 923152 

plan, limiting harvesting on Mt. Elphinstone to a maximum of 27 ha annually over a rolling 5 year 
average and continuing with the SCRD – BCTS Communication Protocol. 
 
Timing of Timber Sales 
Timber sales being targeted for auction by each fiscal quarter are identified in the Strait of 
Georgia Sales Schedule for fiscal 2015/16 which resides at the following web link:  
https://www.for.gov.bc.ca/ftp/tsg/external/!publish/sales_schedule/ (see Powell River Field Team 
page). The TSL numbers are cross referenced with the maps in Attachment A.   
 
New studies and Information 

 BCTS completed a hydrological assessment (by Madrone Environmental Services Ltd.) 
for the Dakota Community Watershed, which established Best Management Practices 
for managing water and sediment.  The sub-watersheds are now shown on the operating 
areas map sheet for Mt. Elphinstone.  A hydrological assessment was also completed 
for the face of Mt. Elphinstone.  The assessments provide a report card of the current 
conditions of the watersheds and recommendations for managing water and sediment 
when planning harvesting operations in these areas.  BCTS will be integrating the 
recommendations into their planning.   

 
 An assessment was also completed (by Baseline Archaeological Services Ltd.) and 

reviewed by the provincial Archaeology Branch, for Timber Sale A87126, Block DK044 
A1A. (see A87126 below for summary.) 

 
 Landscape Unit planning across both the Chapman and Howe Landscape Units has 

been completed and the plans formally approved by the Province.  These Landscape 
Units cover Mt Elphinstone.  The Plans spatially identify the target amounts of Old 
Growth Management Areas (OGMA) by ecosystem required for preservation under the 
Province’s Old Growth Order.   

 
 In addition to Old Growth Management Areas (OGMAs), the Chapman and Howe 

Landscape Units have also now established Wildlife Habitat Areas and Ungulate Winter 
Ranges. BCTS states that these designations, with established provincial parks, are 
designed to ensure non-timber values are protected across the landscape. 

 
 
Updates by Timber Sale / Cut Block 
 
A79517 
TSL A79517 did not sell when it was initially advertised last year.  BCTS will be marketing it 
again this year under a new timber sale number, paired with A87126.  BCTS will be building 
road into these Dakota cut-blocks sometime in July and selling in the last quarter of their fiscal 
year.   
 
Previous SCRD Board resolutions included concerns over logging in the Dakota Community 
Watershed.  These resolutions were sent to BCTS in a letter addressed to Mr. Don Hudson, 
BCTS Timber Sales Manager on July 8, 2014, and a response received on August 28, 2014.  
BCTS has restated that they intend to adhere to their commitments.   
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A87125   
Sechelt research forest on DL 3552 (G042C46N) is a series of small cut block openings.  It is 
fully engineered and assessed.  Nothing is planned for this year, but it will be part of a future 
timber sale.    
 
 
A87126 

 Cut block G042C3MY - BCTS is still resolving concerns raised by the shíshálh Indian 
Band (SIB) that the water quality in Gough and Clack Creek sub basins should be 
appropriately protected.  BCTS commissioned an updated hydrological assessment 
across the face of Mt Elphinstone and is currently in the consultation and information 
sharing stage with the SIB.  Significant adjustments have been made (part of TSL 
A87126) to address concerns expressed by the SIB and by the public, entailing a 
woodlot style approach with smaller scattered cut-block openings, and wider riparian 
setbacks to protect streams.      

 
 Cut block G043DK044 – After the community had reported presence of bear dens in this 

area, a senior carnivore specialist from the Ministry of Environment reviewed these cut 
blocks and discovered two dens outside of the planned harvest areas during the on-site 
examination. Although no active dens were noted in the cut-blocks, the stand of timber 
proposed for harvesting does have attributes that would provide denning opportunities.  
When considered in the context of denning potential that exists across the landscape, it 
was determined by the Ministry that the planned harvesting of the Dakota cut-blocks will 
have an inconsequential impact on denning opportunities for black bears.   
 
An assessment on Culturally Modified Trees (CMTs) was completed by Baseline 
Archaeological Services Ltd. and reviewed by the provincial Archaeology Branch.  The 
Archaeology Branch concurred with the report findings and recommendation that no 
additional archaeological work is required within the proposed development areas 
provided their boundaries remain unchanged. 
 
BCTS has placed additional stream buffers along the gullies in these cut blocks to 
ensure potential wind-throw events do not destabilize the gullies and downstream water 
values. 
 
Road construction will commence this June/July, and the B&K Logging Road will be 
used for moving logs out of the area.  

 
 
A91376 
BCTS has deferred this block and will be examining their options at this location.  The SCRD 
has indicated its wish for a regional park in this location (DL 1313).  In accordance with the 
Communication Protocol between BCTS and SCRD, the BCTS would appreciate being kept 
informed on this initiative by the SCRD and any rezoning considered on the adjacent property.  
 
 
A91378 
No changes were reported from the 2014 map.  New logging road construction will start in 
June/July this year, and the B&K road will be used to move logs out.  The block will be 
auctioned off in the fall for a two year term. 
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A92615  
This cut block is close to the Pender Harbour Landfill and Sakinaw Lake.  New boundaries were 
set, the engineering work is completed and BCTS hopes to sell this block sometime between 
July and September.  
 
 
G053C45E  
This cut block is at the engineering stage now, there is a need to manage visuals, and the 
boundaries will be refined in the next plan.  
 
 
McNair/Rainy River 
BCTS has no harvesting operations in progress or proposed in the McNair/Rainy River 
drainage.  
 
 
Potlach McNabb area  
BCTS’ opportunities are limited in this area in the short term.  The main line road is open (BC 
Hydro maintains and has interests in the main line road to access the back of Sechelt Creek), 
and side roads are de-activated.  This work was jointly funded by Hydro, FLNRO and Box 
Canyon IPP.  The mainline is a Forest Service Road. 
 
BCTS has no harvesting operations in progress or proposed in the McNabb River drainage. 
 
BCTS has no harvesting operations in progress in the Potlatch.  However, they are engaged in 
planning work in the valley as there may be a timber sale opportunity which they are currently 
exploring (a combined Helicopter and Conventional harvesting TSL).  BCTS has never had a 
timber sale in in the Potlatch Valley – this would be their first.  Their planning suggests that this 
will be the only opportunity until the second growth in the valley comes on-line, in about ten 
years.  Canfor and BCTS will be engaged in deactivating the roads in this valley.  Canfor is 
involved because this was their operating area and they still have obligations to deactivate their 
road system. 
 
The topic of BCTS operations plans and logging in the McNair/Rainy Operating Area was added 
to the agenda for the SCRD-Squamish Nation meeting, held on June 30, 2015. 
 
 
Attachments:  
BCTS Operating Plans Map Sheets - See http://www.scrd.ca/agendas-2015 under “Planning 
and Development Committee July 9”, Maps 1 – 4 
 
Map 1: McNeill  
Map 2: Mt. Elphinstone 
Map 3: McNair/Rainy 
Map 4: McNab/Potlach 
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 SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 

DATE: July 2, 2015 

TO: Planning and Development Committee – July 9, 2015 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: CROWN REFERRAL #2411563 FOR AN INVESTIGATIVE LICENCE FOR HIGH CREEK 

HYDROELECTRIC POWER NEAR VANCOUVER BAY, JERVIS INLET (EGMONT/PENDER 

HARBOUR) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

THAT the report dated July 2, 2015 and titled “Crown Referral #2411563 for an 
Investigative Licence for High Creek Hydroelectric Power near Vancouver Bay, Jervis 
Inlet (Egmont/Pender Harbour)” be received; 

AND THAT the Board supports the following comments that staff sent to the province in 
order to meet provincial deadlines: 

The following is a preliminary list of values which should be included for 
consideration by the applicant should they proceed with investigatory works: 

 Project footprint (including intake structure, 2,800m penstock pipe, 12km 
transmission line, road construction, staging areas for spoil) and its impact on 
wildlife, fish, forests, and slope/geotechnical stability  

 Fisheries values of High Creek and Vancouver Bay 

 Wildlife habitat areas – presence of Ungulate winter range and species at risk; 

 Impact on recreation values and tourism – sport fishing, kayaking and boat 
anchorage and public use of the area; 

 Impact on public access to the area;  

 Consultation with shíshálh First Nation; 

 Consultation with the public, and especially with any licence or lease holders in 
the area, to gather information about recreation and other uses of the area; 

If the project moves forward then: 

 the proponent should apply to rezone the power house location; 

 Temporary Use Permit(s) may be required if the project requires facilities such 
as laydown, storage and some other facilities associated with construction, 
such as a concrete batch plant; and  

 a building permit is required for the powerhouse. 

The applicant is requested to contact SCRD staff to discuss this and any other 
projects that they are considering within the SCRD area.  The applicant may be 
invited to be a delegate to a future Planning and Development Committee. 

 

ANNEX F
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BACKGROUND 

The SCRD received a referral from the Crown for a 5 year Investigative Licence for a proposed 
hydroelectric project on High Creek near Vancouver Bay, Jervis Inlet.  The application was 
made by Sigma Engineering Ltd., and also involves a transfer of water licence from Hawkeye 
Energy Corporation to Sigma.  Hawkeye Energy Corporation had applied for an investigative 
permit in 2007.  Staff confirmed with the province that the permit was not issued. 

The proposed Independent Power Project (IPP) is a 9.1 MW hydroelectric energy project which 
would include an intake structure, a 2,800 metre long penstock (pipe), temporary and 
permanent access roads, staging of spoil areas and a 12 km 69 kV transmission line connecting 
to other transmission lines and the Malaspina substation.  

A copy of the information and location maps provided in support of the application is attached 
(Attachment A). 

The investigatory works are to conduct surveys, feasibility studies, assessments, site 
investigations and collect water data to determine the viability of the water resource and the 
potential for future development and generation of energy from water.  The application states 
that zero to minimal disturbance is expected on the land.  

The Crown required comments to be submitted by June 30 and in order to meet the deadline 
staff level comments were provided.  Staff confirmed that additional comments from the SCRD 
Planning and Development Committee could be considered if the review is still underway by 
provincial staff. 

Egmont/Pender Harbour Official Community Plan (OCP) 

While the site is outside of the OCP area, staff referred to the OCP to gather some guidance.  
The OCP does not make specific reference to independent power production or to hydroelectric 
power facilities.  However, there is a recognition that industrial land use activity contributes to 
the economic diversity of rural areas beyond simple employment opportunities.  In the case of 
IPPs, where power generated is supplied to BC Hydro’s electrical grid, there is arguably little 
contribution to the economic diversity of the rural areas.  There may be some identifiable 
economic benefits during construction. 

Zoning and Temporary Use Permits 

The site is zoned Rural Two (RU2).  The mouth of Vancouver River (into which High Creek 
flows) is a shíshálh Nation reserve (Skwawkweehm).  SCRD zoning and land use authority does 
not extend to the shíshálh Nation reserve. 

The Province holds the authority to regulate and/or restrict IPP development on crown lands.  
Changes to legislation in 2006 reduced local government’s land use planning authority.  While 
local governments may not deny approvals for an IPP, the SCRD does maintain some 
regulation and oversight through temporary use permits and building permits.  The SCRD also 
expects that should the project move forward, the site of the power house will be subject to a 
rezoning application.  A rezoning application for the site of power house would allow for 
community input through a public hearing process.  

Temporary use permits (TUP) for the temporary lay down, storage and some other facilities 
associated with construction also allow for public input.  A TUP may set out conditions, such as 
site remediation, and have a limited life.  Local government legislation requires a degree of 
public notification.  For the SCRD to issue a TUP, the zoning bylaw needs to expressly allow for 
TUPs.  For the Box Canyon power project in Area F, the project underwent a rezoning process 
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and the new zone allowed for TUPs.  A similar approach could take place if the High Creek 
project moves forward. 

If the project moves forward and a rezoning application is submitted then staff will 
provide an opportunity for additional community input. 

Staff referred the application to the Area A APC and at the June 24 meeting the following was 
minuted: 

 This committee is unaware of any recreational activity, or endangered species or species 
of interest, or any commercial activity in this area currently. We note that there is a history 
of logging in that area. 

 This proposed project appears to be near to First Nations’ Land and it is expected that 
they would have a strong and vested interest in this Investigative License. We defer to 
their opinion on this matter. 

Motion: We support this Investigative License application, noting that this Committee 
unaware of any special considerations in that area, and we are in agreement with the 
considerations mentioned in the SCRD Planning Staff Report 

Considerations 

Staff compiled the following preliminary list of values which should be included for consideration 
by the applicant should they proceed with investigatory works:    

 Project footprint (including intake structure, 2,800m penstock pipe, 12km transmission 
line, road construction, staging areas for spoil) and its impact on wildlife, fish, forests, 
and slope/geotechnical stability  

 Fisheries values of High Creek and Vancouver Bay 

 Wildlife habitat areas – presence of Ungulate winter range and species at risk; 

 Impact on recreation values and tourism – sport fishing, kayaking and boat anchorage 
and public use of the area; 

 Impact on public access to the area;  

 Consultation with shíshálh First Nation; 

 Consultation with the public, and especially with any licence or lease holders in the 
area, to gather information about recreation and other uses of the area; 

If the project moves forward then: 

 the proponent should apply to rezone the power house location; 

 Temporary Use Permit(s) may be required if the project requires facilities such as 
laydown, storage and some other facilities associated with construction, such as a 
concrete batch plant; and  

 a building permit is required for the powerhouse. 

The applicant is requested to contact SCRD staff to discuss this and any other projects that 
they are considering within the SCRD area.  The applicant may be invited to be a delegate to a 
future Planning and Development Committee. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: July 2, 2015 

TO: Planning and Development Committee – July 9, 2015 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: CROWN REFERRAL #2411564 FOR AN INVESTIGATIVE LICENCE FOR RED TUSK CREEK 
HYDROELECTRIC POWER NEAR CLOWHOM LAKE (HALFMOON BAY) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
THAT the report dated July 2, 2015 and titled “Crown Referral #2411564 for an Investigative 
Licence for Red Tusk Creek Hydroelectric Power near Clowhom Lake (Halfmoon Bay)” be 
received; 
AND THAT the Board supports the following comments that staff sent to the province in 
order to meet provincial deadlines: 

The following is a preliminary list of values which should be included for 
consideration by the applicant should they proceed with investigatory works: 

 Project footprint (including intake structure, 3,800m penstock pipe, 14km 
transmission line, road construction, staging areas for spoil) and its impact on 
wildlife, fish, forests, and slope/geotechnical stability; 

 Fisheries values of Red Tusk Creek and Clowhom Lake; 

 Wildlife habitat areas – presence of Ungulate winter range and species at risk; 

 Impact on recreation values and tourism – sport fishing, kayaking and boat 
anchorage and public use of Clowhom Lake; 

 Impact on public access to the area, including potential to improve trails;  

 Consultation with shíshálh First Nation; 

 Consultation with the public, and especially with any licence or lease holders in 
the area, to gather information about recreation and other uses of the area; 

If the project moves forward then: 

 the proponent should apply to rezone the power house location; 

 Temporary Use Permit(s) may be required if the project requires facilities such 
as laydown, storage and some other facilities associated with construction, 
such as a concrete batch plant; and  

 a building permit is required for the powerhouse. 
The applicant is requested to contact SCRD staff to discuss this and any other 
projects that they are considering within the SCRD area.  The applicant may be 
invited to be a delegate to a future Planning and Development Committee. 

 

  

ANNEX G
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2015-Jul-09 PDC report re investigative permit for Red Tusk IPP (Document # 101844) 

BACKGROUND 
The SCRD received a referral from the Crown for a 5 year Investigative Licence for a proposed 
hydroelectric project on Red Tusk Creek near Clowhom Lake. The application was made by 
Sigma Engineering Ltd., and also involves a transfer of water licence from Hawkeye Energy 
Corporation to Sigma. Hawkeye Energy Corporation had applied for an investigative permit in 
2007.  Staff confirmed with the province that the permit was not issued. 

The proposed Independent Power Project (IPP) is a 12.1 MW hydroelectric energy project 
which would include an intake structure, a 3,800 metre long penstock (pipe), temporary 
and permanent access roads, staging of spoil areas and a 14 km 69 kV transmission line 
connecting to other transmission lines in the area. 

A copy of the information and location maps provided in support of the application is 
attached (Attachment A).   

The investigatory works are to conduct surveys, feasibility studies, assessments, site 
investigations and collect water data to determine the viability of the water resource and the 
potential for future development and generation of energy from water.  The application states 
that zero to minimal disturbance is expected on the land. 

The Crown required comments to be submitted by June 30 and in order to meet the deadline 
staff level comments were provided.  Staff confirmed that additional comments from the SCRD 
Planning and Development Committee could be considered if the review is still underway by 
provincial staff. 

DISCUSSION 
Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan (OCP) 

The site is within the OCP area. The OCP includes objectives and policies regarding green 
energy.  Objective 24.1 supports social and environmentally responsible energy production.  
Policy 24.6 supports green energy development subject: 

 to the facility being comprehensively evaluated (technical, environmental and social), 

 consistency with the overall OCP Vison, 

 it can be connected to existing transmission and distribution network with minimal 
impact, and 

 provide a community amenity and local benefit. 

Policy 24.6 notes that site specific rezoning may be required. 

The set of policies could be forwarded to the province and the applicant for reference.  

Zoning and Temporary Use Permits 

The site is zoned Rural Two (RU2).  Bylaw 310 includes a zone that was applied to other 
IPPs in Area B and Area F. The Industrial Nine (I9) zone designated the I9 zone as a 
temporary use permit area. Thus if land is designated with the I9 zone the SCRD may 
consider issuing a temporary use permit. 

The Province holds the authority to regulate and/or restrict IPP development on crown lands. 
Changes to legislation in 2006 reduced local government’s land use planning authority. While 
local governments may not deny approvals for an IPP, the SCRD does maintain some 
regulation and oversight through temporary use permits and building permits. The SCRD also 
expects that should the project move forward, the site of the power house will be subject to a 

126



Staff Report to Planning and Development Committee (July 9, 2015) 
Regarding Investigative Permit for Red Tusk Power Project (Area B) Page 3 of 11 
 

 
2015-Jul-09 PDC report re investigative permit for Red Tusk IPP (Document # 101844) 

rezoning application.  A rezoning application for the site of power house would allow for 
community input through a public hearing process. 

Temporary use permits (TUP) for the temporary lay down, storage and some other facilities 
associated with construction also allow for public input.  A TUP may set out conditions, such as 
site remediation, and have a limited life.  Local government legislation requires a degree of 
public notification.  For the SCRD to issue a TUP, the zoning bylaw needs to expressly allow for 
TUPs. 

If the project moves forward and a rezoning application is submitted then staff will 
provide an opportunity for additional community input. 

Staff referred the application to the Area B APC and at the June 23 meeting the following 
motion was passed: 

APC Comments/Concerns: 

Question: The purpose is for the company to sell power to BC Hydro; what’s in it for the 
SCRD? They typically give the jurisdiction a community benefit of $25,000 per IPP.  

As part of the rezoning, will we ask for a Community Benefit? (Staff noted that this is an item 
discussed with proponents.)  

The (proponent’s) report says there is vehicle access along HWY 101: request that 
information goes to the trails committee; ask that a trails be considered; benefit towards 
making it a trail; i.e. mountain bikers 

Recreation: If they put the transmission line through Squamish, it could support the mountain 
biking community with the development of mountain biking trails.  

APC Response to staff questions in referral report: 

1. Should the investigative permit be issued by the province: YES  

2. Level of recreational use in the area: Refer to above APC Comments/Concerns  

3. Knowledge regarding endangered species: N/C  

4. Knowledge of commercial activity in the area: N/C 

Staff Comments Sent to Province 

Staff compiled the following preliminary list of values which should be included for consideration 
by the applicant should they proceed with investigatory works: 

 Project footprint (including intake structure, 3,800m penstock pipe, 14km transmission 
line, road construction, staging areas for spoil) and its impact on wildlife, fish, forests, 
and slope/geotechnical stability; 

 Fisheries values of Red Tusk Creek and Clowhom Lake; 

 Wildlife habitat areas – presence of Ungulate winter range and species at risk; 

 Impact on recreation values and tourism – sport fishing, kayaking and boat anchorage 
and public use of Clowhom Lake; 

 Impact on public access to the area, including potential to improve trails;  

 Consultation with shíshálh First Nation; 

 Consultation with the public, and especially with any licence or lease holders in the 
area, to gather information about recreation and other uses of the area; 
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If the project moves forward then: 

 the proponent should apply to rezone the power house location; 
 Temporary Use Permit(s) may be required if the project requires facilities such as 

laydown, storage and some other facilities associated with construction, such as a 
concrete batch plant; and  

 a building permit is required for the powerhouse. 

The applicant is requested to contact SCRD staff to discuss this and any other projects that 
they are considering within the SCRD area.  The applicant may be invited to be a delegate to a 
future Planning and Development Committee. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: July 2, 2015 

TO: Planning and Development Committee – July 9, 2015 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: CROWN REFERRAL NO. 2411576 – BC HYDRO LICENCE OF OCCUPATION FOR 
STOCKPILING AND BURNING OF WOODY DEBRIS NEAR CLOWHOM RESERVOIR. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
THAT the report dated July 2, 2015 and titled “Crown Referral No. 2411576 – BC Hydro 
Licence of Occupation for stockpiling and burning of woody debris near Clowhom 
Reservoir” be received; 
AND THAT the SCRD Board supports issuing the license subject to the following 
conditions being included: 

a) Decision to burn needs to take into account potential fire risk resulting from 
periods of low precipitation in addition to avoiding the ‘normal’ fire season; 

b) BC Hydro inform the SCRD ahead of burning to ensure that any concerns arising 
from smoke traveling to settled areas can be addressed to appropriate contacts at 
BC Hydro; 

c) BC Hydro be informed that if in the future ash from the burn operation is to be 
removed from the site it cannot be disposed of at the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District (SCRD) Landfill; 

d) Burning should take place outside of nesting season. 
 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
The SCRD received a referral on May 26, 2015 for a licence of occupation to allow for 
stockpiling and burning of woody debris collected from the Clowhom Reservoir.  BC Hydro is the 
applicant.  The site is currently the subject of a special use permit issued by the province to BC 
Hydro for the same activities.  The application states that the special use permit has been in 
place since 2004. 

The applicant requests a 10 to 30 year period, however the provincial referral form notes a 30 
year period.   

No new road building is required. 

The province’s website notes that: 

“A special use permit (SUP) gives non-exclusive authority to a company or an 
individual to occupy and use an area of Crown Land, within the Provincial Forest, 
when they have demonstrated to the District Manager that the intended use is in 
accordance with the Provincial Forest Use Regulation.” 

  

ANNEX H
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The website also notes that: 

“A licence of occupation may be issued where minimum improvements are 
proposed or where medium term tenure is required (5 to 45 years). A licence of 
occupation may also be issued where it is in the best interest of the Crown to allow 
high demand areas or parcels to be used by numerous users.” 

The application notes that debris is gathered about once a year and burning would take place 
every two to three years.  Burning would be outside of the fire season (not during March to end 
of October) and in compliance with the province’s Open Burning Smoke Control Regulation.  BC 
Hydro notes that the site has historically been used for this purpose and thus future use is 
unlikely to have any environmental impact.   

Reference is made to ash being recovered and disposed of off-site.  Staff followed up with BC 
Hydro to find out how ash is currently disposed of and was informed that the ash is buried on 
the property and covered with soil to ensure it does not ‘escape’ from the property. 

Staff note that the SCRD landfill does not accept ash.  If the disposal method changes to 
include removal from the property then BC Hydro would need to make other arrangements, 
likely with a private contractor.   

The Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission considered the referral at its meeting of June 
23 and the following was minuted: 

APC Comments/Concerns: 

 Thirty years seems excessive; do they need a thirty year licence? 

 Should say that ‘work during nesting season MUST be avoided’. 

 Could their ash not go on crown land? (Concern is that it will blow into watersheds). 

 Specifying ‘low fire risk’ is important (as opposed to ‘burning season’). 

 Maybe this is an opportunity to apply for a community benefit? 

 Sometimes it is hard to make comments on places we haven’t seen; think that staff 
should get to go there. 

General questions:  

 Do license of occupation come to this group? (Staff noted that yes Crown referrals 
are sent to the APC if the item could have significant local or wider impact.) 

 Why are we talking about this? 

Responses to Questions asked in staff report: 

1. Whether the APC supports issuing a licence: YES 

2. What conditions should be forwarded to the province for inclusion in the licence if it 
is issued such as Burning should only take place during periods of low fire risk: YES 

3. The need for BC Hydro to clarify how ash will be disposed of, and to provide a post 
activity monitoring report to ensure no negative impacts on water quality/habitat: 
YES 

4. Any other issues or comments: Refer to above APC Comments/Concerns 
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2015-Jul-09 PDC report re BC Hydro licence for Clowhom burn site (Doc#1017813) 

The recent dry period experienced on the Coast may indicate that the ‘normal’ fire season may 
not reflect risk of forest fires.  Thus BC Hydro should be aware of potential for wildfires that 
could be triggered when burning outside of the ‘normal’ fire season of March to October. 

Staff consider that if conditions could be included in the licence of occupation to ensure that 
burning is done during periods with low risk of forest fires and when air quality (ventilation) is 
appropriate then the SCRD Board could support the licence of occupation being issued by the 
province.   

Although the site is relatively remote, smoke could travel into settled areas via Sechelt Inlet.  BC 
Hydro could be requested to inform the SCRD ahead of burning dates to ensure that any 
concerns from the public could be directed to BC Hydro. 

BC Hydro could also be informed that if in the future ash were to be removed from the property 
that SCRD landfill does not accept ash. 

As suggested by the AC, burns should only take place outside of nesting season. 

Maps and most of the documents included with the application are in Attachment A. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE:  June 30, 2015 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee – July 9, 2015 

FROM: Marina Stjepovic, Planner 

RE:  UPDATE ON INVASIVE SPECIES TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the report titled “UPDATE ON INVASIVE SPECIES TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP” and 
dated June 30, 2015 be received for information;  
 
AND THAT the Draft Terms of Reference for the Invasive Species Technical Working 
Group, dated June 29, 2015, be endorsed as the Final Terms of Reference.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

The SCRD Board adopted the following in-part recommendation on January 22, 2015: 
 
Planning 
032/15  Recommendation No. 2 Invasive Species Technical Working Group and 

Advisory Committee Terms of References  
 
THAT the staff report dated December 4, 2014 and titled “Invasive 
Species Technical Working Group and Advisory Committee Terms of 
References – Areas A-F” be received; 
 
AND THAT staff organize the first Invasive Species Technical Working 
Group meeting;  
 
AND THAT the SCRD Board endorse the Terms of Reference for the 
Invasive Species Technical Working Group;  

 
AND THAT the Terms of Reference for the Invasive Species Technical 
Working Group be reviewed at the first Invasive Species Technical 
Working Group meeting and that any amendments proposed be 
forwarded to the Planning and Development Committee;  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Meeting #1 – April 27, 2015 - After introducing each other, the group suggested some minor 
changes to the Terms of Reference, designated Marina Stjepovic as Chair and Sid Quinn as 
Vice-chair, then proceeded to discuss priorities and set goals.   
 
Meeting #2 – June 15, 2015 - The group suggested minor revisions to the Terms of Reference 
and agreed upon a current list of priority plant species for the Sunshine Coast.  Disposal 
challenges were discussed, and members will be looking into solutions.   

ANNEX I
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Meeting #3 is scheduled for Sept. 14, 2015 at the Regional District offices, 1975 Field Road, 
10am to noon.  Discussion will continue around coordinating efforts with funding, work plans, 
and how to link in with community groups and provide guidance to the public dealing with 
invasive species.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
A - Draft Terms of Reference – With suggested amendments highlighted. 
B - Meeting notes from April 27, 2015  
C - Meeting notes from June 15, 2015 
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DRAFT 
 

Approval Date: January 22, 2015 Resolution No. 032/15 

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

INVASIVE SPECIES TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP 
 

Vision:   Governments and citizenry working together to prevent, contain, control and eradicate 
invasive species on the Sunshine Coast. 

 
1. Purpose 

 
1.1 The purpose of the Invasive Species Technical Working Group is to: 

 
a. Provide a collaborative approach to invasive species management on the Sunshine 

Coast.   
b. Raise awareness of the need to manage invasive species. 
c. Bring together different levels of government, First Nations, and stakeholders with 

unique mandates and different jurisdictions on the Sunshine Coast.   
 

2. Duties 
 
2.1 The Invasive Species Technical Working Group will: 

a. Advise the land managers on all matters relating to invasive species, invasive 
species control, and invasive species disposal; 

b. Collaborate with different jurisdictions on invasive species management 
c. Compile a list of Sunshine Coast priority invasive species and a plan on how to 

manage these species; within priority areas; 
d. Assist in the organization and administration of invasive species management 

programs; 
e. Provide education to the public and land managers on invasive species; 
f. Provide land managers assistance with planning invasive species management; 
g. Provide regional direction on invasive species management; 
h. Conduct research pertaining to invasive species management; 
i. Submit an annual report to the Boards, Councils and Committees involved; and 
j. Perform other duties the Boards, Councils and Committees prescribe. 

 
2.2 The Invasive Species Technical Working Group exists at the pleasure of the Board and 

may be reconstituted annually as required. 
 

 
3. Membership 
 

3.1 The Invasive Species Technical Working Group is comprised of the following members: 
 

a. Staff representative of the Sunshine Coast Regional District 
b. Staff representative of the Town of Gibsons 
c. Staff representative of the District of Sechelt 
d. Staff representative of the shíshálh Nation 
e. Staff representative of the Squamish Nation 
f. Staff representative of the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure 
g. Staff representative of the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority 

Attachment A
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DRAFT 
 

Approval Date: January 22, 2015 Resolution No. 032/15 

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

 

h. Staff representative of School District 46  
i. Staff representative of the Coastal Invasive Species Committee 
 
Additional members may be included for geographic and/or expertise representation.  
Should members of the public, members of volunteer/advisory groups, or individuals join, 
they shall have an interest and/or expertise in one or more of the following: invasive 
species, agriculture, garden nurseries, education, archaeology/cultural heritage and 
biodiversity.  An effort will be made to ensure that a wide range of interests and expertise 
are represented on the technical working group. 

 
3.2 Members shall be appointed for a term of one (1) year. 
 
3.3 The Chair and Vice Chair will be elected by members of the Invasive Species Technical 

Working Group. 
 
3.4 Any member having a potential conflict of interest should identify such circumstances to 

the Chair. 
 

4. Operations 
 
4.1 Quorum will consist of four (4) members on the Invasive Species Technical Working 

Group. 
 

4.2 Decisions of the Invasive Species Technical Working Group shall be by consensus 
where possible and, where not possible, undertake, follow and abide a majority vote. 
 

4.3 The Technical Working Group will establish a process for meetings, recommendations 
and decisions and the “Terms of Reference” may be amended as required to incorporate 
these processes.  
 

4.4 The Invasive Species Technical Working Group will meet quarterly (times and location 
of meetings - TBC). 
 

4.5 The Technical Working Group shall provide meeting notes to each of the members for 
each meeting it holds. 
 

4.6 Meeting notes of the Technical Working Group shall be recorded and made available to 
the public. Meeting notes shall be taken by a recording secretary. 
 

4.7 The authority of the technical working group is limited as follows: 
 

a. The Invasive Species Technical Working Group does not have the authority to bind 
the local governments in any way, nor engage or otherwise contact third parties, 
consultants, organizations or authorities in a manner which may appear to be 
officially representing the local governments. 
 

b. The Invasive Species Technical Working Group may communicate with external 
organizations and agencies to collect information and make inquiries.  

 
4.8 Members of the Invasive Species Technical Working Group are encouraged to: 
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DRAFT 
 

Approval Date: January 22, 2015 Resolution No. 032/15 

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

 

 
a. attend and participate in meetings; 
b. share experiences and ideas while maintaining an open mind to others’ 

perspectives; 
c. report back to the local their respective government/organization; 
d. provide items/topics/documents for the meeting agenda through the Chair; 

 
 
4.10 In carrying out its mandate duties, the Group will work towards conducting operations in 

a way that:  
 

a. improves the economic, environmental and social well-being for present and future 
generations;  

b. encourages and fosters community involvement;  
c. enhances the friendly, caring character of the community;  
d. maintains an open, accountable and effective operation;  
e. preserves, and enhances, or restores the unique mix of natural ecosystems and 

green spaces on the Sunshine Coast; 
f. respects and takes into account archaeological and cultural values, including sites 

with medicinal plant values. 
 
4.11 The SCRD will provide a recording secretary whose duties will include: 
 

a. preparing meeting agendas and distributing them to the Group members in advance 
of the meeting; 

b. preparing minutes notes of all meetings using SCRD standard practices; 
c. forwarding the minutes notes to the Group Chair for review prior to submitting to the 

appropriate Steering Committee or local government; 
d. forwarding the approved minutes notes to the Invasive Species Technical Working 

Group for further consideration and approval. 
 
4.12 Group members must respect and maintain the confidentiality of the issues brought 

before them. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Last Modified: January 26, 2015 
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Invasive Species Technical Working Group  
Meeting Notes 

 
    Monday, April 27, 2015 

Cedar Room, SCRD Office, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt BC 
 

 
PRESENT: Sid Quinn shíshálh Nation 
 Wendy Gilbertson Town of Gibsons 
 Perry Schmitt District of Sechelt 
 Brian McFadyen Vancouver Coastal Health 
(via teleconference) Crystal Chadburn Ministry of Trans. & Infrastructure 
(via teleconference) Rachelle McElroy Coastal Invasive Species Committee 
 Marina Stjepovic  Planning Technician, SCRD  
   
ALSO PRESENT: Carolyn Mortensen  Manager, Parks Services 

David Rafael    Senior Planner    
Monte Staats   Environmental Technician 
Cheryl Trent   GIS Administrator 
Diane Corbett    Recorder 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER   
 
Marina Stjepovic called the meeting to order at 10:02 a.m. 
 
2. 1 AGENDA    
 
The agenda was adopted as presented. 
 
2.2 INTRODUCTIONS AND ROUNDTABLE 
 
Background Discussion: 
 
Members were invited to introduce themselves and describe their work and the work of 
their organization as it pertains to invasive species. 
 
ISTWG Member Comments: 
 
Sid Quinn – shíshálh Nation Resources Director. Interested in developing community 
awareness around invasive species. Has done inventory of Band lands in Sechelt 
recording various invasive plants, and has worked with Coastal ISC to conduct 
workshops on collecting and sorting the information. Also invited Sechelt Public Works 
staff to participate, to be on the same page in educating around invasive species (IS). 
Also worked with BC Hydro on a project. Interested in working collaboratively with 
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others on the Sunshine Coast to face challenges to protect our environment. We need to 
get people out at the grassroots level, and give them the tools and support to operate. We 
need to provide some leadership from the governments to the communities, to tackle this 
together.  
 
Monte Staats – Environmental Technician, SCRD. Experience in IS management through 
project management, e.g. watermains in ground, making sure as little risk of spreading 
the plant as possible (knotweed); preventative measures.  Has written, with MoTI, a small 
management plan for dealing with IS on the ground.  
 
David Rafael – Senior Planner, SCRD Planning and Development department, dealing 
with land use issues. Assisted colleagues in setting up this group. Interest in IS when 
dealing with development applications. 
 
Marina Stjepovic – Planning Technician, SCRD. Took over file from Leslie-Ann Staats 
while she’s on leave. The Board is interested in setting up a coordinating body for the 
SCRD. Is responsible for doing the groundwork to get the coordinated effort going. 
 
Cheryl Trent – GIS Administrator, SCRD. Looking at how to map sites found, sites 
cleaned, and how to share with organizations and with the public. 
 
Perry Schmitt – District of Sechelt Parks Supervisor, mostly dealing with Japanese 
knotweed (stem injecting), blackberry and broom (mechanical controls). Had huge 
knotweed outbreak in Mission Park. Made attempt to get rid of by mechanical means, 
and resorted to stem injection.  Has been documenting cases, locations throughout the 
year through staff reports or reports from the public. Treats sites in fall. Usually does 
repeat visits every year. Does not use oil or spray.  
   
Wendy Gilbertson – Director of Parks, Town of Gibsons, and deals with parks and public 
lands. Has worked with different invasives over the years. The Town has a few things in 
place as it is is a much more contained area. There are property maintenance bylaws; the 
Town can ask people to clean up the property. Wendy has been asking when development 
permits are issued that land isn’t cleared before construction. Has been mapping 
knotweed for a few years. Town has been stem injecting knotweed for five years, found to 
be most successful. Other issues: broom; blackberries -A lot of people like the Town staff 
to leave blackberries. In some places, staff leave them and ask people to prune them back 
and leave cuttings at the curb for pick up. Issue: different opinions on transportation of 
the IS. The Town asks people to take invasive plants to the green waste station, otherwise 
they may dump them into the bush. If it spills out of a truck, at least it’s at a ditch or on 
the side of the road. Also have pesticide bylaw for cosmetic purposes. For non cosmetic, 
don’t need to take out a permit. 
 
Brian McFadyen – Vancouver Coastal Health. Feels a bit on periphery; is learning, 
basically here to observe. Would like to see a reduction in Giant Hogweed and other 
species that have public health risk.  
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Carolyn Mortenson – Manager, Parks Services, SCRD. Was working with Leslie-Ann and 
David in the fall meetings. A challenge was the SCRD did not have an updated policy to 
treat infestation. Several parks do have knotweed, and have been mapped. Hope to treat 
this year. Other area is bikeway walkways; SCRD works with MoTI to ensure they are 
clear of invasives. Have quite a few community groups in electoral areas that have been 
helpful over last several years in taking out Broom and Holly. Groups are also anxious to 
help in other ways. There are some core groups that want to help that often are part of 
the community associations. Have some IS sites that are either on MoTI rights of way, or 
areas that SCRD is developing and would like to work with MoTI, and hopes to have 
added onto MoTI’s list. 
 
Rachelle McElroy – Coastal Invasive Species Committee (Coastal ISC) Executive 
Director for three years. Relationship with SCRD started in 2010 following stakeholder 
meeting held in Sechelt, when Coastal ISC expanded service area to include Sunshine 
Coast; discussed possibility of developing a regional stateholder group (like today). Have 
been working with SCRD, other land managers, Sechelt Indian Government District. 
Have done inventories along the highway (2014, Powell River to Gibsons). In its service 
areas Coastal ISC conducts control activities with local contractor in MoTI rights of 
way, and Fortis BC, Ministry of Forests. Coastal ISC gets a lot of calls from public and 
provides advice and recommendations on management and recommendations on 
connecting with local partnerships. Has partnered with MoTI to conduct community 
meetings on knotweed and knotweed control on bike paths and watermain upgrades, etc., 
Coastal ISC is a resource, a collaborator for Invasive species management. 
 
Crystal Chadburn – Environmental Roadside Manager, Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure. Manages invasive plant program for MoTI province-wide. Also this year 
is filling in for staff on leave, doing more detailed work for the south coast region. MoTI 
staff did presentations on Sunshine Coast when starting MoTI’s pest management plan. 
Knotweed: need herbicides as a tool.  MoTI provides funding to the Coastal ISC now to 
do treatments for the Ministry. The maintenance contractor is hired by the Coastal ISC to 
do invasive treatment. Usually the Ministry works with nonprofit weed committees, and 
local government and First Nations on the ground. 
 
2.3 TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
Background Discussion: 
 
The Draft Invasive Species Technical Working Group Terms of Reference, adopted by the 
SCRD Board on January 22, 2015, was received for discussion. 
 
ISTWG Member Comments: 
 

 Invasive species plant list (2.1 c.):  Coastal ISC has adopted a plant list for the 
region, that can be found on its website. List has 18 species, and is set up in 
categories & priorities regarding eradication and control. Rachelle 
recommended also looking at local priorities. Some plants may be higher priority 
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here than in other regions. Need to think about what can you manage with the 
funds you have. 

 Regarding whether anyone else should be here, it was noted that local MOTI 
staff Brett Wildeman had expressed interest. 

 The importance of integrating the community groups from the September meeting 
into this process was discussed at the September SCRD Community Services 
Committee meeting. It is important to get information back to them and get them 
involved, and figure out how to link in with the important work the community 
groups are doing on the ground. 

 Describe (in the purpose) the geographical area we will look at as a group. 
 What is the area the group will cover? There have been meetings in the past to 

determine what this community is. It is a critical need for us to figure out the 
relationship with Coastal ISC that is currently operating. Duties (2.) is exactly 
what the Coastal ISC is doing in this area. The Terms of Reference sounds like 
the beginning of a new local invasive species council group. Need to clarify 
relationship with the Coastal ISC. Are we a sub-committee/group? Does Coastal 
ISC have oversight? It isn’t clear on how to decide membership, when not sure 
how we fit in with the other groups. If we want a formal relationship like a sub-
committee, will have to talk to the Coastal ISC, prepare a written submission on 
what this group sees as to how it would work, and take it to the Coastal ISC 
board. 

 For now the SCRD Board wanted to stay under umbrella of the Coastal ISC. This 
would be a sub-committee, would not change boundaries, and would work under 
and with the Coastal ISC. 

 After every IS-TWG meeting, staff will provide notes to SCRD Board. At end of 
year, staff will write a progress report. At this point, we will just function as a 
working group, coordinate efforts, guide direction, keeping under the work the 
Coastal ISC is doing. It will probably evolve. 

 A stakeholder advisory committee policy is being developed by Coastal ISC 
board.  

 Think a few more meetings will be required to figure out what this group is.  
 Have question regarding duties: it seems like these are ambitious duties. Think it 

would be more the members following up on these duties within their own 
organizations.  

 In collaborating, we all have our own areas we are responsible for in our 
organizations. I see us getting to know each other; we can bring the information 
to our Council, and say what other areas are doing. Site visits are helpful for 
learning, and come with collaborating. Get information to decision makers. With 
the Coastal ISC: may table at next meeting how we fit under that umbrella, and 
something we can bring to our own Council also. We would like Rachelle to pull 
together IS information that we can review. Invasives come in from trains, 
planes, and autos. Fire ants are on the way. We need the umbrella organization 
to be bringing the information to us. When there are newly arrived invasive 
species, be on top of it with collaboration to meet objectives of this committee, 
and get information out right away. 
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 Think it is important, if we have challenging problems and issues, to work 
together, to help stay on top of things, bounce ideas about management. 

 Importance of learning from what others are doing, learning how to work to be 
on the same page, share information, look at the coast as a whole. We need to be 
proactive and prevent the introduction of invasive species on the Sunshine Coast. 

 Huge value in a local list being created; would be perfect for this group to do. 
 Pick priority for goals to accomplish. It is all about connecting, collaborating, 

working together. Shouldn’t preclude what the Coastal ISC is doing. 
 Get this down to some lower level priorities as a new group. We can build on 

those as we help to build resources and collaboration. 
 Development of policy. Can we borrow those from the Town of Gibsons? Do we 

want a policy or regulation in place? 
 SIB have a policy: no use of pesticides and herbicides.  Peoples’ mindsets have 

to change, since it isn’t going away.  
 If the group is doing bylaws and policies, membership of the group needs to be 

looked at if advising Councils. That role is a bit different, maybe a broader 
group. In the Capital Region, they have an invasive species partnership; worked 
as subcommittee under Coastal ISC. 

 SCRD Board is reluctant to go into bylaw and enforcement right away. 
 Regarding study area boundary: I wouldn’t want to use SCRD jurisdiction. 

Should focus on urban areas being affected by this. Include urban interface. 
Focus on the lower coast area. 

 On developments throughout the SIB territory, staff ask for an inventory on 
invasives. That could be used as a tool as we are dealing with public safety with 
invasives, potential transfers of the invasive species with land development. 
Could have a clause that could be utilized by each of the organizations to 
use/apply as they wish in other areas of their jurisdiction. 

 In Terms of Reference, could add purpose: to prevent, eradicate, contain, 
control. Need a description of geographical boundary.  

 Re. involving public – not yet, we are finding our way. 
 Deal with public involvement when it comes up. 
 Re. Section 4.12 (respecting confidentiality of issues): would not do with general 

public if there are confidentiality of issues.  
 Maybe members of the public could be here for part of the meeting.  
 Group may want to hear from the public. 
 4.8 c.: replace “local” with “respective”. 
 Add in 4.10: “respects archaeological, cultural, and medicinal plant sites”. 
 4.11 b. to d.: replace “minutes” with “notes”. 
 Crystal welcomed a conversation to talk about how other groups work. 

Am unclear about what is already established with the Coastal ISC. Need to have 
that discussion too. 

 Also talk to CRISP (Capital Region) group on what they are doing. 
 Rachelle’s time: need to figure that out. If she is funded to do educational stuff, 

need to sort the funding. 
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 Sid commented on the benefit and impact of working together to access funding, 
and advocated looking at ways to coordinate funding applications. (This is 
covered in 1.1 a.) 

 
Action Items:  
 

 We can collaborate by email and by phone between meetings.  
 Marina will send out a draft update of the Terms of Reference. 
 Marina will send out phone/email contact information to ISTWG members. 

 
2.4 DESIGNATE CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR 
 
Background Discussion: 
 
Section 3.3 of the Terms of Reference:  “The Chair and Vice Chair will be elected by 
members of the Invasive Species Technical Working Group.” It was noted the main roles 
of the Chair would be to run meetings and to receive draft meeting notes to review. 
 
Marina Stjepovic was elected Chair by consensus. Sid Quinn was elected Vice Chair by 
consensus. 
 
3. MEETING NOTES – None. 
 
4.  BUSINESS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MEETING AND UNFINISHED 

BUSINESS - None. 
 
5. REPORTS AND ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
5.1 INVASIVE SPECIES MANAGEMENT UPDATE REPORT 
 
Background Discussion: 
 
The staff report dated April 24, 2015 entitled “Invasive Species Management Update 
Report” was received for information, and included:  

 a summary of Board resolutions since October 2014 that led to the formation of 
this group; and  

 a list of recommendations from the September 9, 2014 Community Meeting on 
Invasive Species. 

 
5.2 GOALS FOR INVASIVE SPECIES TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP 
 
Background Discussion: 
 
Members brainstormed goals for the Invasive Species Technical Working Group. 
 
ISTWG Member Comments: 
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 For the work plan, think we need to agree on the invasives that we think are the 
most problematic and identify what is the priority, maybe 5 or 8 plant species.  

 Mapping: identify important historical, archaeological, and sensitive sites to 
prioritize for protection. Rather than define sites, say “sensitive area”. 

 This group can develop a clear consistent message on disposal options for the 
whole region that we can communicate. What message do we want to provide to 
the public?  

 Get our three top priorities. Get a framework for a second community meeting – 
when will it be? We need some communication with the public regarding what 
has been going on since September. How can we involve them? 

 Any chance of summer students who could help get some of the work done? We 
are doing this off the side of our desk.  

 Maybe explore options within our organizations that we could collectively 
provide. Start the conversation, plant the seed. 

 Re. funding of CRISP: local governments went back to organizations, brought 
funds together; this year they are hiring a coordinator, working on outreach. If 
you do on your own, talk to Coastal ISC board, who could then provide funds to 
Rachelle; would need MOU in place. Part of the way regional ISCs get funding 
for a coordinator is through MoTI, MoF; they take off 10-12% administration 
charge. CRISP group has struggled with banker/manager of money. 

 Goal: Establish our ideal relationship as a supporter to the ISC… define what we 
are. 

 Maybe Rachelle could present the opportunity with Coastal ISC. CRISP could 
present on how they are working. Another group working with the Regional 
District could show how they’re operating. Provincial ISC group’s role is to help 
new groups. Maybe presentations from other groups might help. 

 Rachelle suggested what is missing is clear direction for everyone else to jump on 
board; for example, a policy regarding herbicide use and disposal. These are key 
in terms of preventing further spread of invasive species. That is the leadership 
this group could provide of having a common vision and common procedures of 
moving forward, and sharing that with local people. Key: disposal is a real 
concern; making sure disposal processes are effective is urgent. 

 Sometimes having one thing to work toward helps to figure out who the group is.  
 
Rachelle noted there has been a turnover of planners. That is a lot of resources for 
Coastal ISC to invest into the Sunshine Coast, for a key person to be a touchpoint. 
Rachelle remarked she would appreciate if the group could be a touchpoint to invasive 
species management on the Sunshine Coast to ensure the built capacity carries on. She 
wants to have sense of the different perspectives and key players supporting Coastal ISC 
work on the Sunshine Coast, to help connect all those threads on the Sunshine Coast. 
Every community is unique, and has a different perspective. Having a common vision 
everyone is working towards would make things easier, and success be more achievable.  
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Crystal suggested it is about how are we going to be the most effective, and use funds 
most efficiently. Considerations: if we work under Coastal ISC, Rachelle is a long way 
away. Have to consider costs. Working with groups, having a paid person to help get 
things done is huge. Think it would be a challenge to get a lot done if don’t have a 
coordinator. 
 
Sid suggested starting with a summer student to help get the group up and running, about 
$12,000 to hire a student for four months, to help identify everyone’s workplans. Would 
need job description and deliverables: carry out work, help disseminate, list of expert 
people who deal with invasives, update website with information. 
 
Sid hired someone for the summer who went to do inventories along the road, see 
different treatments, provide information to the group and community, develop a 
presentation, and build information regarding what is going on and what do we need to 
go on. 
 
Crystal wanted to see top 3 or 4 priorities as working group. Then get picture of what we 
might need assistance with, maybe see if we could hire someone to do something this 
summer. 
 
Carolyn wanted to see for next meeting: presentation on what is currently happening on 
Sunshine Coast from Rachelle’s point of view. And MoTI priorities and work plan for 
year. Does it make sense for Regional District Parks to add funding onto the work plan 
or contract out? Would like more understanding, and background: what happened in 
past, and work plan for year. Also information about what mapping has been done. 
 
Wendy remarked that communication to the public woud be very beneficial. The Town 
does municipal memos. Wendy talks to people before bringing in bylaw enforcement. 
Have a crew that is out there; need a hand on some things. Need to get everyone on 
board. There have been disposal issues. 
 
Perry remarked it would be nice to see what other jurisdictions are doing. He was at the 
meeting in 2010 with Coastal ISC. He does not do reports to Council about invasive 
species, only talks to managers. Has been taking inventory and following up with 
eradication. Concern: private property owners. District of Sechelt is looking at putting 
an amendment to the Unsightly Premises Bylaw. A bylaw that would be across the board 
might give some teeth. 
 
Wendy noted that in Gibsons there are property owners who could manage their land 
before, but now are older. They phone and ask if the Town would come onto their 
property and manage. People aren’t able to keep up with what they have. There are also 
a few strata developments that can’t take care of their invasive problems, don’t have the 
money to do it or get someone to do it for them. 
 
Monte suggested for next meeting: how to operate and support the ISC. If the objective is 
to figure out how to work best as a group and support ISC, the group could learn more 
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with a 5 minute presentation or some material that will help narrow down what our 
support role could be, then allow us to establish our objectives and create a clearer work 
plan. 
 
There was a request to see the bylaw of the Town of Gibsons. 
 
Next meeting: discuss overview and work plans. 
 
Topic of mapping: Monte and Cheryl would like to be able to coordinate efforts, work 
together and keep track of who is where, what is growing where, what has been treated, 
progress on certain species, property lines. 
 
The “Report a Weed” website was discussed. Rachelle described options on the back end 
of “Report a Weed”.  
 
Cheryl asked members, if they have mapped sites they are treating, to please send her the 
inventory. She has tied a directory to the inventory of what sites are: species, status, how 
treated, how long. She would like to develop a structure so data could be fed into “Report 
a Weed” website. Her first step is to do an inventory on the Sunshine Coast. 
 
Crystal urged this group to talk to Laura Christianson with Ministry of Forests, who can 
provide training. Coordination is key. MoTI looks at the database province wide. 
 
Brian noted there are excellent resource materials already – something that could be put 
in with the water bill, or put in the paper. Get the public involved. There are probably 
certain weeds more important at certain seasons; identify what they look like. Put out 
simple information: “If you see this, please pull”, for example. 
 
Rachelle suggested having information on seasonal considerations, also on disposal. 
 
Have a conversation with Aaron Joe of Salish Soils… might be interested in sponsoring a 
public event. 
 
Perry does not recommend sending Japanese knotweed to green waste. Uses best 
treatment and disposal methods from ISC. Having the latest information would be 
important. 
 
Coastal ISC send out e-newsletter every two months – great way to stay in touch with the 
organization. Sign up on website. www.coastalisc.com/join-enewsletter  
 
Is knotweed in Ocean Beach Esplanade on the MoTI work plan this year? Crystal 
explained that specific sites like that get written into the Letter of Agreement. She was 
confident this could happen. Carolyn noted that a Henderson Beach site also has issues. 
 
Action Items:  
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 Crystal will send to Cheryl contact information for Laura Christianson. 
 
5.3 WORK PLAN FOR NEXT MEETING 
 
Background Discussion: 
 
Members brainstormed potential items for discussion at the next meeting. 
 
ISTWG Member Comments: 
 

 Invasive plant priority list tailored to our area (go through it too), 
Review Coastal ISC list and MoTI’s list 

 Common message for the coast 
 Incorporate urban boundary plus nearby backroads into geographical boundary. 
 Status update on Coastal ISC work plan regarding work for this area (Rachelle) 
 Second community meeting, define how we will do this. 
 Education and disposal communication plan. Have information on how to get out 

to the public.  
 Invite SCRD Waste Reduction & Recovery Manager, and/or the owner of Salish 

Soils to next meeting for discussion of disposal. 
 
Action Items: 
  

 Marina & Sid will start a common message for the Coast. 
 Cheryl will discuss mapping with Laura Christianson, MoF. 
 Carolyn and Marina will look into examples from other regions, to look at a draft 

framework for the next meeting. 
 Sid will write up something about a second community meeting. 
 Monty will follow up with Crystal for further discussion on the possibility of 

signage off the ferry “Help control invasive species”. 
 
6. NEW BUSINESS – None. 
 
7. NEXT MEETING 
 
Monday, June 15, 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. at SCRD Offices, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The inaugural meeting of the Invasive Species Technical Working Group adjourned at 
12:10 p.m. 
 
Parking Lot: Private properties 
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Meeting Notes 

    Monday, June 15, 2015 
Cedar Room, SCRD Office, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt BC 

 
 
PRESENT: Marina Stjepovic, Chair  Planner, SCRD  
 Wendy Gilbertson Town of Gibsons 
 Perry Schmitt District of Sechelt 
(via telephone) Rachelle McElroy Coastal Invasive Species Committee 
  

    
ALSO PRESENT: Mark Lebbell Director, Area D (Roberts Creek) 

Carolyn Mortensen Manager, Parks Services, SCRD (part) 
Monte Staats Environmental Technician, SCRD 
Robyn Cooper  Manager, Waste Reduction & Recovery, 

SCRD 
Diane Corbett  Recorder      

REGRETS:  Brian McFadyen Vancouver Coastal Health 
 Crystal Chadburn Min. of Transportation & Infrastructure 
 
ABSENT: Sid Quinn, Vice-Chair shíshálh Nation 
 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER   
 
The meeting was called to order at 10:04 a.m. 
 
A roundtable of introductions was conducted. 
 
2.  AGENDA    
 
The agenda was adopted as presented. 
 
3. MEETING NOTES 
 
Invasive Species Technical Working Group (ISTWG) Meeting Notes of April 27, 2015 
were accepted as distributed. 
 
4.  BUSINESS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MEETING AND UNFINISHED 

BUSINESS 
 

 

Attachment C
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 4.1 Terms of Reference – Review Vision Statement 
 
A revised draft version of the ISTWG Terms of Reference was discussed; the Chair had 
added changes suggested by members at the last meeting. 
 
In discussion of the vision, members considered a suggestion that restoration of our 
ecosystems is the ultimate goal of this group. There was consensus that this is covered in 
the Terms of Reference 4.10 a. and 4.10 e. The Chair proposed that, when/if a more 
specific work plan is created, it will be important to have restoration as an end goal.  
 
It was agreed to add “restores” to 4.10 e : “preserves, enhances, or restores the unique 
mix of natural ecostystems and green spaces on the Sunshine Coast”. 

 
4.2 Priority Invasive Plant Species – Finalize List for Sunshine Coast Region 
 
Background Discussion:  
After the last meeting, members submitted lists of priority invasive plant species for 
discussion. Members brainstormed how to prioritize plant species and how to engage 
with and involve the public. There was consensus that a priority list be created. 
 
ISTWG Member Comments: 
 There are different issues in different areas. For example, natural areas are difficult 

to get a handle on. 
 Sites cleared for development can sit for years before anything happens. Then 

invasives come in, and spread… It would be better if developers cleared the site just 
prior to development. 

 Each species needs to be treated differently. 
 Rachelle suggested getting rid of priority species with low populations; then looking 

at those that cause harm and damage, like hogweed, knotweed, and putting 
containment lines around them. In the first year, do all the outliers, then move in to 
do the contained species. You can track success, and communicate the strategy to the 
public. You can inventory parks with that perspective. Or maybe you provide 
recommendations to landowners, saying you appreciate them treating the plant. 
Under a bylaw you can enforce treatment. 

 #1 Giant Hogweed. There are only a few sites; a lot of people are aware of Giant 
Hogweeed. There is also a health risk, given it is phototoxic; could probably be 
eradicated. There is little of it now, easy to get at. Genuine risk associated with it. 
(People are also reporting cow parsnip: need to confirm identification.)  

 Knotweed is blocking bike lanes. A recent Macleans article has increased awareness. 
Cars and cyclists are hitting knotweed on the highways. Also would like to see 
something on our priority list that kids can address, and that can be dealt with by 
community groups.  

 Too risky for public to treat knotweed due to its potential to spread. Find something 
the community can engage in. 

 Gorse and broom are priorities. Can eradicate gorse (only in two zones). 
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 Would be useful to have a chart showing the plant species, goal, and level of work 

required to deal with it. Share with the public. 
 Japanese knotweed goal: containing and controlling. Giant hogweed goal: 

eradicating. Broom, blackberry, English ivy, lamium, candy ragwort, orange 
hawkweed: the community can do. Look at how to remove and where to dispose.  

 Rachelle proposed that a goal for Japanese knotweed is control. Put a containment 
line around the high dense infestations; then focus efforts on outliers, and where 
there is a sight line issue on roads. “Contain” means not spread any further. Contain 
species established in portions of the region; then you can establish a containment 
line. “Control” means infestations are more established, such as Scotch Broom; goal 
- establish control in high value areas (e.g. riparian areas, parks). 

 Suggest developing two priority lists: those which require professional treatment, 
(species like giant hogweed, knotweed, gorse, etc.); and a community list (broom, ivy, 
lamium, etc.). Put together an information package for the community priority list.  

 Carolyn pointed out the SCRD does not have funding to deal with knotweed. SCRD 
Parks will start with John Daly Park, where knotweed is inhibiting the salmon on 
Anderson Creek. SCRD gets calls about knotweed in Halfmoon Bay, on the highway 
in Roberts Creek, and at Chaster Creek. 

 Rachelle has been working with MOTI directly. This was done the previous week for 
Sunshine Coast. They are looking at contained species, at the region as a whole, and 
what sites they are hitting. Rachelle can share that list with this group. In terms of 
sharing with the public, she would want to converse about how to share with public, 
and proposed that a preamble be developed to prepare the public. We can then share 
our strategy, and why we’re choosing certain sites over others. 

 Coastal ISC is changing its strategy this year, starting from north in Powell River to 
south of Sunshine Coast.  For knotweed, focusing on outliers and on containment 
lines around the more dense populations. Are able to hit giant hogweed sites. Also 
want to look at sites treated the last 3-4 years. MOTI has put Chaster Creek as 
priority this year, due to a strong request from the community. It has spread; 
Rachelle commented it would be great to ask SCRD staff if they could do mechanical 
treatement on some stems on the pesticide free zone.  

 Envision a map or website where the community can go, where we have our plan laid 
out, with priority species, who is doing what this year. Have a graphic description of 
invasive species on the Sunshine Coast.  

 In terms of a general reason to prioritize an area, need to consider safety, such as 
knotweed pushing into the highway. There are spots where cyclists have to ride 
though it or get pushed out into the road. Mowers are moving around knotweed, not 
cutting anything. 

 Rachelle advised that the communication to mowers before was to leave knotweed 
stands alone so they can be treated and not mowed. But there is so much knotweed 
now, Coastal ISC are asking mowing contractors to cut it by hand. MOTI can’t force 
them to stop and cut, but can request that. They would leave stems onsite.  

 Regarding whether there is something on the Coastal ISC website that local 
governments could feed into or coordinate with, to know real time what sites are 
being treated, Rachelle did not think this would be possible. 
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Action items:  

 Rachelle will communicate with mowing contractor, Tyler Lambert and cc. 
Marina to inquire about what is being done regarding knotweed stands. Rachelle 
will also inquire if he would be interested in sitting at this table. 

 Rachelle will send the group an inventory of what has been surveyed on the 
Sunshine Coast so far. Rachelle can provide to the group images of Google Earth 
showing containment lines, and a list of sites. 

 Marina will contact Don Legault by email and cc. the group to confirm phone 
number to report sight line issues.  

 Marina will draft a priority invasive species chart for review by the group. 
 
5. REPORTS AND ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
5.1 Disposal Options for Invasive Plants 
 
Background Discussion: 
Since the last meeting, three members had met with Aaron Joe of Salish Soils to discuss 
disposal of invasive plants. The Chair now asked each person to describe where they 
have been taking invasive plants for disposal. The Manager of Waste Reduction & 
Recovery then outlined current SCRD disposal options. 
 
ISTWG Member Comments: 
 Town of Gibsons takes a lot to the green waste site. Japanese knotweed: cut, inject, 

leave stalks on site to die; then remove to green waste. A few sites on the coast have 
burn permits where the Town takes giant hogweed and also other toxic plants for 
burning (make sure not too wet). Fiedler’s has a permit for outroor open burning of 
construction materials, a disposal site for dropping off, charges $20 per tonne.  

 There was discussion about Cloutiers in Sechelt as a burning location. 
 District of Sechelt’s green waste goes to Salish Soils. A contractor treats knotweed; it 

dies on site, then contractor brings it to Salish Soils, who are incorporating IS into 
their composting process. 

 SCRD hasn’t been able to deal with knotweed; other green waste is taken to Salish 
Soils. 

 Most of Coastal ISC’s contractors cut knotweed stems, inject herbicide, elevate stems 
(e.g. on top of bushes) and let them dry out on site.  

 Rachelle noted that disposal of other green waste depends on the municipality or 
regional district. In other areas it is burned for cogeneration, taken to landfill, or gets 
burned. 

 Concern: when people have a long distance to go, they won’t dispose of invasive 
plants responsibly, and will dump out into the bush. A lot of our infestations have 
happened where people have thrown it into the bush. Salish Soils won’t take plants 
with roots and soil.. Disposal has to be convenient for the public. If they are asked to 
do a lot of sorting, they won’t necessarily want to do that. 

 Have it set up so IS are separated out. Then where it can be taken for disposal. 
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 Marina has been receiving several calls a week, and in many cases has been 

encouraging people to let invasive plants dry out if possible. 
 
Marina noted that Salish Soils has in recent years been the only place people can take 
Japanese knotweed. They are still taking it but are now starting to discourage people 
from bringing it. They are concerned that cuttings are being dropped, and it may be a 
risk to their site.  They will be looking at different ways to deal with it, including 
constructing a separate concrete pad where invasive plants can be dropped off, dried out, 
then ground up, as a possible fuel source.  
 
Robyn Cooper described what SCRD is doing in its existing green waste program and 
discussed landfill capacity.  

 SCRD Residential drop off program: green waste originating from residential 
properties goes to three locations: Pender Harbour landfill, Town of Gibsons 
green waste site, and Salish Soils. Residential drop off is free up to 5 tonnes (an 
individual self hauling). When organizations are doing clean ups, they have to 
pay $45/metric tonne tipping fee at Salish Soils or Pender Harbour.  

 SCRD has a contract with Salish Soils for the processing of green waste, and a 
contract with the Town of Gibsons to run its site and take to Salish Soils. There is 
also a contract to transport from Pender Harbour to Salish Soils.  

 SCRD will be going out to tender. There are currently no restrictions in accepting 
residential green waste with IS.  If we do want to separate it out, all sites would 
need to be staffed and staff would need training. The Town of Gibsons site is 
minimally staffed. 

 Later this year, the Sechelt Landfill will be the only landfill site on the Sunshine 
Coast. The Sechelt Landfill is estimated to reach capacity in 2030.  Space 
required for IS disposal there may take up too much air space, would be a huge 
limiting factor. Need up front education around identifying IS, then containment; 
need to define handling and disposal procedures for different species, and what is 
left out.  

 
Rachelle remarked it would be a good idea to have a bin to capture knotweed as a stop 
gap measure until something permanent is set out. Giant hogweed is a concern for 
disposal too; some areas want it bagged and labelled. Robyn recommends using clear 
bags if landfilling becomes the disposal method. 
 
The Chair summarized that a final product of this group for this year would be a best 
practices list, with best things to do regarding removing, transporting and disposal. Steps 
leading to that and budget need to be sorted out. Marina proposed that this group update 
by this fall educational brochures that are on the SCRD website regarding disposal 
options and other background information. 
 
Action Items:  

 Perry will talk to Cloutier and Wendy will talk to Fiedler’s regarding the 
feasibility of their locations as burning sites for IS disposal, at least for now. 
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 Perry will speak with Aaron Joe to see if he has given further thought to a new 
facility for invasive species, and regarding the idea of separating out particular 
invasive plants for possible burning at Cloutiers. 

 Marina will add Mark and Robyn to the group distribution list. 
 Rachelle will ask Tyler Lambert what he does with Japanese knotweed stems that 

have to be removed offsite.  
 If there are any developments on disposal prior to the next meeting, information 

will be sent out to the group. 
 
5.2 Community Involvement – Overall Plan and Next Steps 
 
Background Discussion: 
The Chair explained that a phone call was received by the SCRD from the West Howe 
Sound Community Association, who wanted someone to sit on this committee. As this 
group had not dealt with how to involve the community, Marina had asked them to wait 
until the group figured out how to do so. 
 
ISTWG Member Comments: 

 Have someone not actually sit on the committee, but maybe come and address the 
committee when it is ready for them.  

 Have interested public as observer. Might result in more trust, building 
relationships.  

 There are a few things needing to be sorted out before getting the community 
meaningfully involved. Refer to excerpt with recommendations in community 
meeting notes (September 2014). 

 There is ability in terms of reference for experts on some topics to attend meeting. 
 
Action Item:  

 Marina will advise the Community Association that the individual could attend 
the meeting as an observer. 

 
5.3 Report a Weed Feedback 
 
Background Discussion: 
Feedback was distributed on SCRD GIS Technician’s experience in use of the Report a 
Weed website. The Chair also reported feedback she had received from the public 
regarding using the website. 
 
ISTWG Member Comments: 

 Town of Gibsons has advertised previously regarding reporting weeds, or has 
asked people to contact the Town and fill out a form. The Town does not use the 
provincial database and has its own. Gibsons has an aging population. A lot of 
them don’t work with technical stuff like Report a Weed. 

 Message to Coastal ISC: people at the local level want a person to talk to to 
report something, and to know what is happening with it. 
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 Rachelle reported there is phone number 1-888-WeedsBC to report anywhere in 
BC. Public can call Coastal ISC also (only use Coastal ISC phone number in 
promotional materials if agreement with local government). Would be good for 
staff to get training in Report a Weed database to enter stuff directly into the 
database. Report a Weed goes to province, then comes back to Coastal ISC. You 
can go onto map display to see if a site has been reported. 

  
 
5.4 Work Plan for Next Meeting 
 

 Develop a chart of priority invasive species  
 Report on disposal options for invasive plants 
 Develop a shared intergovernmental work plan, based on a map of priority sites 

 
Marina noted that Brian McFadyen has stepped out of regular participation with this 
group unless he is needed for topical discussion. 

 
6. NEXT MEETING Monday, September 14, 10:00 am - 12:00 pm, location 
1975 Field Road. 
 
7. ADJOURNMENT 12:05 p.m. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: July 2, 2015 

TO: Planning and Development (July 9, 2015) 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: HALFMOON BAY OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW 675.2 AND ZONING 
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO 310.160 (HALFMOON BAY) 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

THAT  
1. THAT the report entitled: “Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw 675.2 and 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw No 310.160 (Halfmoon Bay)” dated July 2, 2015 be 
received; 

 
2. AND THAT Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 675.2, 

2015, as amended, be forwarded to the Board for the consideration of second 
reading; 
 

3. AND THAT Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 
310.160, 2015, be forwarded to the Board for the consideration of second reading; 

 
4. AND that a Public Hearing be scheduled for 7:00 pm, Thursday July 30, 2015 at 

Coopers Green Hall, located at Road, in Halfmoon Bay; 
 

5. AND further that Director __________ be delegated as the Chair and Director 
__________ be delegated as the Alternate Chair for the public hearing; 
 

6. AND FINALLY THAT the recommendations be forwarded to the Board meeting of 
July 9, 2015 for consideration. 

 

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. 

For the proposal to move forward the OCP needs to be amended as the current general land 
use designation and other related policies does not allow for the proposed parcel size.  Bylaw 
310’s subdivision designation for the property also needs to be amended to allow for the 
subdivision to take place. 

182/15 Recommendation No. 4 Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan Amendment 
Bylaw 675.2 and Sunshine Coast Regional District 
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 310.160 (Lindsey) – Area B 

ANNEX J
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 THAT the staff 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 for First Reading; 

 AND THAT Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 
310.160, 2015 be forwarded to the Board for First Reading; 

 AND THAT pursuant to Section 879 of the Local Government Act, early and ongoing 
engagement be commenced to the following persons, organizations and agencies: 

a. shíshálh Nation 

b. Vancouver Coastal Health Authority 

c. Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure 

d. Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission 

e. The public and neighbours as set out in Planning & Development Procedures 
and Fees Bylaw No. 522, 2003 

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

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

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

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

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

ii. Report or survey from qualified professional(s) that address the requirements 
of Sections 402 and 403 of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw 
No. 310, 1987, to identify the 1000 sq. m of unencumbered areas. 

The bylaws received first reading on April 23, 2015 and referrals were sent to agencies and the 
Area B APC.  A public information meeting was held on May 19. 

DISCUSSION 

The following comments were received from agencies: 

Vancouver Coastal Health – approval subject to conditions that relate to VCH’s requirements 
at subdivision stage. 

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure – has no concerns, notes that some items such 
as road surface improvements may arise during subdivision process. 

shíshálh Nation – The SCRD has yet to receive final comments.  The applicant has carried 
out a preliminary field reconnaissance which indicated that no additional archaeological 
investigations are required. 

The bylaws were considered at two meetings of the Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning 
Commission (APC).   At the May 26 the APC considered a referral of the bylaws that received 
first reading and carried the following motions: 
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1. That the APC is in support of Zoning Bylaw 310.160 (Lindsey) 

2. That the APC is not in support of the amendment to OCP Bylaw 675.2 as drafted on p.33 
that ‘The residential C policy could be amended to introduce a site specific policy for the 
parcel.’  

3. That the APC is not in support of the 5% Community Benefit; it does not fit with this 
property. 

The minutes noted that the staff report was not clear and staff should be present at the next 
APC meeting.  Staff re-referred the proposed OCP amendment (Bylaw 675.2) and attended the 
June 23 APC meeting.  The following motion was carried: 

That the APC supports the approach in Bylaw 675.2 of a general policy to guide 
consideration of proposals to reduce minimum parcel size to allow for subdivision. 

During discussions at the June meeting staff noted that Bylaw 675.2 could be amended to 
clarify that a rezoning application is required as this will allow for site specific issues to be 
brought forward through the rezoning engagement process which includes a referral to the APC. 

Seven members of the public including the applicants attended the public information meeting 
on May 19; the notes are in Attachment A.  The proposal was well received and there were no 
objections raised.  One neighbor was unable to attend the meeting but provided 
correspondence that outlined support for the proposed bylaw amendments. 

Alterations to Bylaw 675.2 

During the referrals staff identified one amendment that should be made to Bylaw 675.2 to note 
that a rezoning application is required and that the section number needs to be amended. 

The OCP amendment should clarify that a rezoning application is required as this will trigger the 
engagement process and a public hearing.  

The following shows the alteration: 
9.32 9.33 Subject to a rezoning application, the minimum parcel area may be 

reduced to provide for subdivision of a single parcel without amendment 
to this Plan: 

Staff also consider that one of the condition, that each new parcel will  be allowed on one single 
family dwelling plus all the other permitted uses in the zone, needs to be relocated within the 
bylaw to ensure it will apply in all circumstances.  Thus it should move from “2) b” to “”.3 

The above alterations have been incorporated not the Bylaw 675.2 which, along with Bylaw 
310.160, is included in Attachment B. 

Second Reading and Public Hearing 

The applicant provided a report prepared by a registered Onsite Wastewater Practitioner that 
would support a subdivision application with respect to provision of septic field capacity.   

As there have not been any concerns raised about the proposed bylaws, staff consider that the 
bylaws as amended above, should receive second reading. 

A public hearing could be scheduled for Thursday July 30 at 7pm in the Coopers Green Hall and 
Directors would need to be appointed as Chair and Alternate Chair.  To meet the notification 
deadlines the committee recommendation needs to go to the Board meeting of July 9, 2015 for 
consideration. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT  
 
 
NOTES FROM A PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING HELD AT   
Coopers Green Hall 
5500 Fisherman Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC 
May 19, 2015 
 
 
“OCP Bylaw No. 675.2 and Bylaw No. 310.160, 2015” 
 
PRESENT:   Senior Planner     D. Rafael 

Recording Secretary     J. Stevens 
    Members of the Public    7 
 
             
     
CALL TO ORDER 
 
The public information meeting for “OCP Bylaw No 675.2 and Bylaw No. 310.160, 2015 was 
called to order at 7:00 p.m.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
David Rafael. Senior Planner, SCRD introduced staff in attendance at the public information 
meeting.  
 
PURPOSE OF BYLAW 
 
David Rafael, Senior Planner, SCRD Planning and Development 
 
The Senior Planner gave a presentation which described the bylaws and the amendment process. 
 
The Senior Planner said that the applicants have applied to the Sunshine Coast Regional District 
to reduce the minimum parcel area to facilitate a subdivision into two parcels.   
 
A member of the public asked what the term “abandonment of the bylaws” meant. 
 
The Senior Planner explained that if there was no community support for the bylaws the Board 
could decide all work on the bylaws would stop and the bylaws would not proceed. 
 
The Senior Planner said that said that the subdivision for this property could not be approved until 
the rezoning bylaws are adopted. 
 
The Senior Planner advised that one letter which is attached to these notes was received from 
Terry & Mike Chapin who said they were in support of the proposal. 
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CLOSING 
 
As there were no other questions or comments, the Planner thanked all those in attendance for 
participating in the community meeting.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The public information meeting for “OCP Bylaw No. 675.2, 2015 and Bylaw No. 310.160, 2015” 
closed at 7:27 p.m.  
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ATTACHMENT B 
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: 

 
9.33 Subject to a rezoning application, 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) 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. 

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

(d) Meet the requirements set out in section 402 and 403 of Sunshine Coast 

Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 regarding minimum 
contiguous area; 
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(e) The subject property is to be connected to the SCRD water supply service if 
provided. 

3) 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 
PART C - ADOPTION 
 
PURSUANT TO SECTION 879 OF THE LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT ACT CONSULTATION   
REQUIREMENTS CONSIDERED this 23rd  DAY OF APRIL 2015 
 
READ A FIRST TIME this 23rd  DAY OF APRIL 2015 
 
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) the maximum permitted density shall be  3000 square metres; 
b) the absolute minimum parcel size shall be 2000 square metres.” 

 
3. 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 009-362-

207, or any subsequently created parcels, only one single family dwelling per parcel shall 
be permitted;” 

 
 
PART C - ADOPTION 
 
READ A FIRST TIME this 23rd  DAY OF  APRIL 2015 
 
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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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: July 2nd, 2015 
TO:  Planning & Development Committee – July 9th, 2015 

FROM: Gregory Gebka, Planner 

RE:  Development Permit with Variance Application No. B-69 

(Jenkins Construction Ltd. for Lyall) 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report entitled “Development Permit with Variance Application No. B-69 
(Jenkins Construction Ltd.  for Lyall) be received; 
 
AND THAT Development Permit No. B-69 be forwarded to the Board for approval 
of a variance to section 507.1(a) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 to permit siting of an 
attached deck within 5.09 metres of the natural boundary of ocean subject to 
consideration of any agency comments following referrals or nearby property 
owner correspondence following notifications.  
  
 
BACKGROUND 
  
The Regional District received a Development Permit application including a request to 
vary section 507.1(a) of Zoning Bylaw No. 310, in order to relax the minimum required 
building setback to ocean. 
 
 
OWNER/APPLICANT:   Charles & Nancy Lyall/Jenkins Construction Ltd. 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:    Amended Lot 12 (See 150078L) Block 1, District Lot 1427,  
  Plan 7134 (PID: 010-727-043) (“the property”) 
 
ELECTORAL AREA:   Halfmoon Bay 
 
LOCATION:   8571 Redrooffs Road 
 
ZONE:    R1 
 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA: DPA 1A – Coastal Flooding 
   DPA 1B – Coastal Slopes  
 
PROPOSED VARIANCE:   to relax the minimum required building setback to ocean  
   from 7.5 metres to 5.09 metres 
 
PARCEL AREA:   1.02 hectares +/- (2.5 acres +/-) 
 

ANNEX K
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DISCUSSION 
 
The property shown on Attachment ‘A’ is located at 8571 Redrooffs Road, which currently 
contains one dwelling, attached decks, outdoor swimming pool, detached stair case to foreshore 
and a small auxiliary building (shed).  Originally approved circa 1970, the existing dwelling 
contains exterior 2x4 framing, which the owner considers unsuitable for climatic conditions and 
their needs.   The property’s topography slopes from east to west and is characterized by a 
sharp rocky bluff, which defines the natural boundary of ocean.  More details of site conditions 
are contained in a geotechnical assessment report – enclosed as Appendix ‘A’ to the draft 
Development Permit. 
 
Based on drawings submitted, staff estimate the existing dwelling, attached decks and 
swimming pool account for not more than 350 m² area – or not more than 3.5% lot coverage, far 
below the maximum 35% lot coverage permitted within the R1 zone. 
 
The applicant originally submitted variance rationale in support of replacing and building new 
decks on the property (enclosed as Attachment ‘B’).  Since the original application, the applicant 
has decided to replace their existing dwelling with a slightly larger new dwelling in an effort to 
achieve their longer term plans more quickly and efficiently.  In doing so, the applicant plans to 
build onto existing footings with any footing upgrades as may be determined by their engineer.  
Additional habitable floor areas, including sanitary facilities and sleeping quarters require an 
upgrade of on-site waste water treatment facility, which is also planned. 
 
As per the objectives of DPAs 1A and 1B of the Halfmoon Bay OCP, the enclosed geotechnical 
assessment was completed in support of the applicant’s original plans to reconstruct and add 
decks at the rear of the existing dwelling.  Although the report addresses the safety of habitable 
structures, an additional addendum report completes a risk assessment for the new dwelling.  
Both the original report and addendum form Appendix ‘A’ the enclosed draft Development 
Permit.  If approved, the Development Permit will be issued subject to registration of a “save 
harmless” covenant. 
 
Although apparently quite minor, the main issues requiring Planning & Development Committee 
input involve the applicant’s proposal to replace and extend new outdoor deck around the 
existing swimming pool, which, if constructed as planned, would be partly located within the 
required 7.5-metre setback to ocean.  A portion of new decks are proposed to be built at-grade 
to essentially cover an existing aggregate surface that extends around the swimming pool.  In 
addition, a small new stair case is shown on the plans within the required north side yard 
setback.  It is not exactly clear whether these stairs meet the siting exception provisions under 
the zoning bylaw.  Section 506(2)(b) of Bylaw No. 310 states: 
 
“Where steps, eaves, sunlight controls, canopies, balconies, or open porches project beyond 
the face of a building… the minimum permitted distance to an abutting side parcel line not 
abutting a highway may be reduced by not more than 50% of such minimum distance to a 
maximum reduction of two meters provided that such reduction shall apply only to the projected 
feature.” 
 
In this case, the proposed stairs do not “project beyond the face of a building” directly from or off 
of the face of a building.  However, the proposed stairs appear to be connected to “proposed 
pool deck”, which itself would be structurally connected to the proposed new dwelling.  Staff are 
of the opinion that while it may be inferred by section 506(2) that qualifying stairs must be 
directly attached to the face of a building, the provision is not clear on this and, therefore, open 
to challenge.  In any case, the proposed stairs do not appear to be located more than 50% of 
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the required 1.5-metre setback distance.  With this in mind, staff consider the overall intent of 
siting exception in this case has been met. 
 
CONSULTATION 
 
APC Comments 
 
The Halfmoon Bay APC considered the Development Permit application at its meeting of June 
23rd and expressed no concerns with the proposed variance. 
 
 
Referral Agencies 
 
The development permit application was referred to the Ministry of Transportation & 
Infrastructure (MoTI), shíshálh Nation and SCRD Building Division for comments.  The shíshálh 
Nation has already completed a preliminary field reconnaissance (PFR) to determine the 
presence of any archaeological deposits within the area.  The PFR recommends no further 
archaeological work be undertaken given that the proposed development involves no sub-
ground work.  
 
Owner / Occupier Notification 
 
Adjacent property owners and residents located within 50 metres of the property will also be 
notified of the application by letter.   If any correspondence is received from the notifications it 
will be forwarded to the July 9th PDC meeting.  
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Regional District recently received a development permit application to replace and 
construct new decks within DPAs 1A and 1B, as designated by the Halfmoon Bay OCP.  Minor 
portions of the proposed new decks are located within the required 7.5-metre setback to ocean.  
A proposed stair case appears to be located within the required north side yard; however, it 
generally appears to meet the siting exception provisions of the zoning bylaw.  Since the original 
application, the applicant has decided to replace and construct a new dwelling on existing 
footings.  Geotechnical reports adequately assess and set out a number of mitigating measures  
in support of replacing the existing dwelling among other planned improvements.   
 
 
 
___________________________ 
 
Gregory Gebka, Planner 
Planning & Development Division 
 
GG/ 
Attachment 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

No. B-69 

DRAFT 
 
 
TO: Charles & Nancy Lyall c/o Jenkins Construction Ltd. 
    
ADDRESS: 3392 West 38th Avenue 
 Vancouver, BC  V6N 2X7 
    
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. 
 
Development Permit Area No. B-69 (DPA Nos. 1A and 1B), with the Halfmoon Bay Official 
Community Plan, applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional District described 
below: 
 
 Legal Description:    Amended Lot 12 (see 150078L), Block 1, District Lot 1427, Plan 7134 

          P.I.D.:   (010-727-043)  
  Civic Description:   8571 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC                  (the “Land”) 
 
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. 
   
Section 507(1)(a) of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is varied specifically 
to relax the minimum required 7.5-metre building setback to ocean to 5.09 metres in order to 
extend deck around existing outdoor swimming pool.  Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is 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. 

 
This Development Permit for new single family dwelling, decks and stairs is issued subject to 
compliance with the following terms and conditions: 
 
Prior to Issuance: 
 

(1) Register a “save harmless” covenant on title indemnifying the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District of any liabilities associated with the development and use of the Land. 
 

(2) Submit copies of registered restrictive covenant (GB40933) and building scheme 
(105418L) in order to confirm their provisions have no bearing, precedence or impact on 
the development. 
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General Conditions: 
 

(1) Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the report prepared by Western 
Geotechnical Consultants Ltd., dated April 14, 2015, and addendum letter dated 
June 17, 2015, attached and forming part of this permit as Appendix ‘A’. 
 

(2) Adhere to the architectural plans prepared by K. Henry Residential Design, attached 
and forming part of this permit as Appendix ‘B’. 
 

(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 or qualified environmental professional provides a final 

letter to confirm that all construction is consistent with standard engineering 
practice and with Appendix A and this letter must be received to the satisfaction of 
the SCRD prior to SCRD approval of the final inspection for the building under 
Building Permit No. 13512 which is 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 601.4 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 Permit No. B-
69 are on the owner’s Land or receiving necessary approval from the Province of BC 
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, but where the 
“natural boundary” of the ocean (as defined under SCRD Zoning Bylaw No. 310 and 
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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 Land 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) The owner is responsible for ensuring that all construction and works carried out 
under this permit are on the owner’s land subject to this permit. 
 

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

 
(11) 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. 
 
This Permit is not a building permit. 
 
ISSUED ON: 
 
 
THIS PERMIT EXPIRES: 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Steven Olmstead 
General Manager, Planning and Development 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
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Contact: #4-1877 Field Road, Sechelt B.C. V0N 3A1 | t. 604.740.0920 | f. 604.385.4245 | e. email@westerngeo.ca | www.westerngeo.ca 

British Columbia Locations:  
Abbotsford, Burnaby, Sechelt, 
Surrey (Head Office), and Squamish. 

Alberta Locations:  
Calgary 

GEOTECHNICAL | GEOLOGICAL | GEOENVIRONMENTAL 

April 14, 2015 

Project No.: WG2-0262 

 

Jenkins Construction Ltd. 

6363 Jasper Road 

Sechelt, BC V0N 3A7 

 

Re: GEOTECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 

  8571 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 

Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd (WGC) is pleased to present this geotechnical assessment 

related to the above listed property.  The intent of this document is to provide the client and other key 

stakeholders with the information required for the construction of the proposed deck structures. 

 

We trust this report contains the relevant information required for project continuation at this 

time.  Should you require further information, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

Trevor Rutley GradTech    Benjamin A. Smale PEng BEng 

Engineering Technologist   Principal | Geotechnical Engineer 

 

Appendix A
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British Columbia Locations:  
Abbotsford, Burnaby, Sechelt, 
Surrey (Head Office), and Squamish. 

Alberta Locations:  
Calgary 

GEOTECHNICAL | GEOLOGICAL | GEOENVIRONMENTAL 

 

April 14, 2015 

Proposal No.: WG2-0262  

 

Jenkins Construction Ltd. 

6363 Jasper Road 

Sechelt, BC V0N 3A7 

 

 

 

GEOTECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 
8571 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 

 

 

Submitted By:  Trevor Rutley GradTech 

 

Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd. 

#1877 Field Road (PO Box 624) 

Sechelt, BC V0N 3A0 

T.  604.740.0920 

F.  604.740.0923 

E. trutley@westerngeo.ca 
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© Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd.  Page i 
 

Contact: #4-1877 Field Road, Sechelt B.C. V0N 3A1 | t. 604.740.0920 | f. 604.385.4245 | e. email@westerngeo.ca | www.westerngeo.ca 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Based on the findings of this study, and provided that all of the recommendations presented herein are 

implemented, there are no reasonably conceivable geotechnical issues that would preclude the safe 

construction of the proposed deck structures.  The lot may be considered safe for new development 

considering the information in this report is followed as provided. 

Due to the presence of bedrock at surface on the subject site, it is recommended that the proposed 

deck footings be formed directly to clean, intact bedrock.  Deck footings should be sized a minimum of 

300 mm by 300 mm unless otherwise specified by the structural engineer.  It is recommended to pin 

the footings to bedrock to improve seismic performance.  Footings should be pinned with 15 M epoxy 

coated rebar to a minimum depth of 300 mm.  Footings should be pinned in a minimum of three 

locations to eliminate the potential of hinging action. 

As the subject site comprises a portion of the Georgia Strait, the site is subject to Inundation by Flood 

Waters.  However, as the rock bluff along the western extent of the subject site rises steeply from the 

beach level, the entirety of the developable area of the lot lies well above the minimum flood 

construction level of 2.7 m above high high water large tide. 

As the pool structure foundation is seated directly on intact bedrock, the bearing capacity is considered 

appropriate for the structure.  However, it is recommended that a structural engineer be consulted to 

confirm the foundation is adequate to support the vertical and horizontal loads of the pool structure.    
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd. (WGC) has conducted a geotechnical assessment of 8571 

Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC (Lot 12 Block 1 District Lot 1426 Plan VAP7134).  The purpose of this 

assessment was to identify the geotechnical parameters of the proposed deck construction on the 

subject site.  This report was prepared in accordance with current geotechnical engineering practices 

and principles in British Columbia.  This report was also prepared in accordance with the Sunshine 

Coast Regional District’s building bylaws and development permit standards.  All work performed for 

this project conforms to our company’s Organizational Quality Management Plan currently registered 

with the Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of British Columbia.  

2.0 SCOPE 

The scope of this assessment included: 

1. A reconnaissance level site visit; 

2. A desktop review of the relevant available background information; and, 

3. A geotechnical report summarizing the results of the above two items. 

The scope of this geotechnical assessment did not include any items pertaining to any other 

engineering disciplines for this project.   

3.0 METHODOLOGY 

WGC conducted a reconnaissance level site investigation on March 24, 2015.  The site investigation 

included a visual site profile investigation of notable features such as existing structures, topography, 

bedrock conditions, vegetation, and surface water.  The investigation included an inspection of the 

foundation structure of the existing swimming pool on the subject lot. 

A desktop study of relevant available information was conducted following the field reconnaissance 

level site investigation.  This study included review of resources such as surficial geology maps, land 

usage maps, and geotechnical survey maps.  This study also included requisite analysis required to 

determine various geotechnical parameters such as flood design parameters and deck footing design. 

This report was prepared to summarize the results of the site investigation and desktop study.  The 

intent of this report is to provide the client and contractor with the information required for 

development permit application and construction from a geotechnical perspective.  

4.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

4.1 Site Layout 

The subject site is located at 8571 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay.  The subject lot is approximately 

rectangular in shape with a north-south dimension of 19 m and an average east-west dimension of 

105 m, encompassing a total area of 2020 m2.  The lot is bound on its northern and southern extents by 

developed residential lots, on its eastern extent by Redrooffs Road, and on its western extent by the 
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Strait of Georgia.  Access to the subject site is across the eastern extent via a driveway connecting to 

Redrooffs Road.    

4.2 Existing Structures 

There is currently existing dwelling structure on the subject lot.  The dwelling structure is constructed 

on conventional concrete strip footings seated on bedrock, with a footprint of approximately 100 

m2.  The footings appear to be in good condition and no signs of significant cracking or differential 

settlement were observed at the time of the field investigation. 

There are a series of wood framed deck structures surrounding the dwelling structures, with decks at 

the upper floor elevation on the north, east, and south sides of the dwelling.  There is an existing 

stairway on the south side of the structure to provide access to the deck on the western side of the 

structure, which is at the lower floor elevation.  The deck supports typically consist of 100 mm by 100 

mm timber posts seated on non-permanent concrete footings or directly on bedrock.  The existing deck 

footings lack adequate lateral stability and should be replaced.  At the time of the field investigation, 

the contractor was in the process of deconstructing the north side deck structure. 

There is a concrete swimming pool structure on the west side of the existing dwelling.  The pool 

structure consists of a concrete mass topped with a 100 mm concrete slab which acts as a pool 

deck.  The pool foundation consists of a strip footing along the northern extent of the pool structure 

and concrete pile footings comprising the remaining foundation.  The concrete pile footings consist of 

300 mm diameter piles spaced 2 m on center seated on intact bedrock.  No significant cracks were 

observed in the foundation structure of the pool during the field investigation.  

4.3 Proposed Development 

The client intends to replace the wooden deck structures along the north, east, and west sides of the 

existing dwelling. 

4.4 Topography 

The local topography of the subject site can be described as sloping down to the west.  The lot slopes 

down to the west at a slope gradient of 10 % from Redrooffs Road to the eastern extent of the dwelling 

structure.  The slope steepens to a slope gradient of 50 % from the eastern extent of the existing 

dwelling to the western extent of the dwelling with a rock bluff extending to the west of the dwelling 

structure at the same approximate elevation.  The rock bluff drops down to the beach from below the 

existing swimming pool at a near vertical slope profile, losing approximately 3 m of elevation.  

4.5 Vegetation 

The subject lot lies within the CDFmm (Coastal Douglas Fir, Moist maritime Variant) Biogeoclimatic 

Zone.  The specific site contains the remnants of a second growth forest which encompasses the 

eastern three-quarters of the lot.  The forested areas have a sparse canopy comprised of Douglas fir, 

western hemlock, and western red cedar with a thick understory comprised on a variety of ferns, 

woody-stemmed vines, mosses, and lichens.  While the majority of the trees appear to range in age 
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from 20 years to 50 years, there are several trees along the eastern extent which exceed 100 years in 

age.  The vegetation on the westernmost portion of the subject site consists of a variety of woody-

stemmed plants, herbaceous plant, mosses, and lichens.  Based on the vertical condition of the trees on 

all extents of the subject site it does not appear that the site has been subject to any significant 

localized ground movement within the growth periods of the trees. 

4.6 Bedrock 

The subject site lies within the Coastal Belt Tectonic Regional of the Coastal Mountain Range in the 

Lower Mainland of British Columbia.  This region is characterized by its steeply-faulted sedimentary/ 

metamorphic groups with intruded/extruded regions of igneous groups with accretionary complexes 

during plate progression/regression.  Bedrock outcrops are visible across the western half of the 

subject site.  Based on the bedrock observed during the field investigation, the bedrock on the subject 

site can be described as igneous granite – intact, massive, phaneritic. 

4.7 Soil Stratigraphy 

The subject site lies within the Cordileran Ice Sheet Glacial Zone, and was affected by the various 

advances and retreats of its glaciers during the Holocene.  Specifically, the overburden present on the 

eastern half of the subject site can be described as a thin layer of humus underlain by a thin deposit of 

colluvium (sand and gravel).  Based on the surficial bedrock across the western half of the subject lot, it 

is not anticipated that the soil deposits exceed a few meters in depth across the eastern portion of the 

subject site.    

4.8 Surface Water 

A small amount of surface water was observed along the north property line of the subject site at the 

time of the field investigation.  It is anticipated that the source of the surface water is runoff collected 

from the perimeter drain along the north side of the dwelling and from the parking lot.  The water is 

directed through an open channel ditch adjacent to the north side of the dwelling, and then discharges 

to the beach to the north of the swimming pool structure.  Due to the relatively small volume of water 

expected to flow in this area, it is not anticipated that the surface water will compromise the 

construction or long-term performance of the proposed deck footings.     

5.0 GEOHAZARD ASSESSMENT 

The hazard assessment for the subject site has been based on the 1993 paper Hazard Acceptability 

Thresholds for Development Approvals by Local Government by Dr. Peter W. Cave (Cave Report), 

acknowledged throughout British Columbia as a defining document in hazard assessment.  The Cave 

Report details eight distinct geotechnical hazards that may pose a risk to a development site.  The eight 

hazards have been summarized in Table 1.  A site is rarely subject to all eight hazards; however, 

depending on location, it may be at risk from a combination of two or more. 

As the subject site is part of the shoreline of the Georgia Strait, it is susceptible to Inundation by Flood 

Waters.  The site is not subject to hazard from Rock Fall due to the lack of exposed bedrock fragments 

upslope from any of the developable portions of the lot.  The site is not subject to Landslides due to the 
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lack of sufficient soil cover, and is not subject to Avalanche due to the lack of snow that falls at this 

elevation.  The site is also not subject to Debris Flood, Debris Flow, or Mountain Stream Erosion and 

Avulsion due to the lack of significant surface water on of uphill from the subject site. 

Table 1: Relevant geotechnical hazards. 

Hazard Definition 

Inundation by 
Flood Waters 
 

Characterized by an unusually large volume of water flowing in a channel, a 
portion of which may flow overbank.  Floods are associated with other hazards 
such as channel erosion and avulsion. 

Mountain Stream 
Erosion and 
Avulsion 

Characterized by the lateral migration of a stream channel (erosion) and/or 
the  abandonment  of  the  channel  course  to  occupy  a  different position on the 
alluvial fan (avulsion).  This type of hazard may be associated with large flow 
events. 

Debris Flows and 
Debris Torrents 

A rapid, channelized, fluid transport of water saturated debris.  A debris flow path 
can be divided into an initiation zone, a transport and erosion zone, and a 
deposition zone.  Transport often initiates within steep gullies and is conveyed 
downslope at high velocity which can damage forests and human development. 

Debris Floods 
A large flood event associated with an unusually high amount of sediment 
movement consisting of coarse bed load material and organic material such as 
trees and logs. 

Landslides, Small-
Scale, Localized 

The sudden and rapid or gradual and incremental downslope movement of soil, 
rock, and other weathered materials. 

Snow Avalanche 
The sudden and rapid downslope movement of snow and ice.  Avalanches 
develop large amounts of kinetic energy, damaging anything in its path 

Rock Fall 
The detachment of individual rock fragments from a steep slope and their 
gravitational downslope transport. 

Landslides, 
Massive, 
Catastrophic 

The sudden and rapid movement of unusually large amounts of soil, rock and 
other weathered materials. 

 

5.1 Risk Analysis 

The Cave Report describes the appropriate regulatory responses to development application for sites 

that are subject to geohazards.  The regulatory response for a specific site is based on the applicable 

geohazards, the expected return period, and the scope of the proposed development.  The Approval 

Responses range from 1 (approval should be granted without conditions relating to the hazards) to 5 

(the site is not approvable); a summary of the Approval Responses is provided in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Hazard-related responses to development approval applications. 

Approval Rating Approval Response 

1 Approval without conditions relating to hazards. 
2 Approval, without siting conditions or protective works conditions, but with a 

covenant including “save harmless” conditions. 
3 Approval, but with siting requirements to avoid the hazard, or with requirements 

for protective works to mitigate the hazard. 
4 Approval as (3) above, but with a covenant including “save harmless” conditions as 

well as siting conditions, protective works or both. 
5 Not approvable. 

 

Based on the proposed construction of the new deck structures, the site was analyzed based on the 

criteria for Minor Repair.  Estimates of the annual return periods and the applicable approval responses 

are listed in Table 3.  It is important to note that defining annual return frequencies and probabilities of 

occurrences in terms of qualitative analysis is complex.  In accordance with standard geotechnical 

principles and practices, the estimation of these values is based on the observed site conditions, 

engineering judgment, and all the information available to WGC at the time the report was 

written.  The estimated probabilities of occurrences are based on the estimated annual return 

frequencies described in the Cave Report. 

Table 3: Estimated Annual Return Frequency for Geotechnical Hazards 

Hazard Return Frequency Approval Response 

Inundation by Flood Waters < 1:100 years 1 
Mountain Stream Erosion/Avulsion n/a 1 
Debris Flows and Debris Torrents n/a 1 
Debris Floods n/a 1 
Landslides, Small-Scale, Localized (Static) n/a 1 
Snow Avalanche n/a 1 
Rock Fall < 1:500 years 1 
Landslides, Massive, Catastrophic n/a 1 

 

Although the subject lot is susceptible to Inundation by Flood Waters, the steeply rising rock bluffs 

along the western extent of the subject site ensure that all buildable areas on the site are well above 

the stipulated flood construction level and no further siting requirements are necessary for the subject 

lot.  
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5.2 Oceanic Flooding 

Oceanic flooding hazard on the subject lot is related to the potential for damage to permanent 

structures from moisture damage and water force damage.  Thus, a minimum Flood Construction Level 

(FCL) must be established in design of shoreline components or structural components. 

There are five primary parameters to consider when developing the FCL on a coastal property:  

1) Global sea level rise; 2) Regional adjustment; 3) Storm surge; 4) Wave effect; and, 5) Freeboard.  The 

following provides a brief summary of how each of these affects construction considerations: 

1. Global Sea Level Rise:  The predicted global sea level rise is 1.0 m for 100 yrs and 2.0 m for 

200 yrs.  It is generally accepted that residential structures have a reasonable design life of 

less than 100 yrs.  Structures older than 100 yrs consistently have a structural repair greater 

than 75 %, which would necessitate further professional engineering review and 

reestablishment of the flood construction guidelines.  Thus, 1.0 m above current high high 

water large tide would be suitable for this case. 

2. Regional Adjustment:  Measurements for FCL are made based on the global high high water 

large tide.  This datum is not static with respect to the study area due to glacial rebound and 

large-scale ground movement.  Thus, as the ground level changes with respect to sea-level, an 

adjustment is required to account for this movement in flood construction guidelines.  Most 

areas of the Sunshine Coast are under glacial rebound (upward motion) of 2.1 mm/yr.  Over 

the 100 yr return period, this equates to a conservative adjustment of 0.2 m above current 

high high water large tide. 

3. Storm Surge:  Storm surge for the subject area can be considered as 1.0 m above high high 

water large tide. 

4. Wave Effect:  Effective wave run-up for the subject property can be considered 0.6 m. 

5. Freeboard: Canadian standard of 0.3 m, considering the uncertainty of the above 

measurements. 

Summarizing the above components into a single FCL, any proposed permanent habitable structure 

must be placed a minimum of 2.7 m above high high water large tide.  Due to the steeply rising rock 

bluff along the western extent of the subject site, the majority of the subject site lays a minimum of 

4 m above high high water large tide.  As the proposed deck footings are to be seated on top of the 

bedrock bluff they should be considered safe from risk of flood hazard.  

6.0 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Seismicity 

According to the 2012 BC Building Code, the Site Classification for this property is ‘A’ – Hard Rock.  As 

interpolated from the 2010 National Building Code Seismic Hazard Calculation, the Peak Ground 

Acceleration of Halfmoon Bay can be taken as 0.41g, and the Spectral Acceleration Response Values 

can be taken as:  

SA(0.2)=0.85  SA(0.5)=0.59  SA(1.0)=0.32  SA(2.0)=0.17 
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Site coefficients Fa and Fv should be taken as 0.8 and 0.5, respectively. 

6.2 Deck Footing Design 

The recommended bearing footing type for the proposed deck structures is concrete spread 

footings.  The recommended minimum footing size for spread footings for the deck structure is 

450 mm, unless otherwise specified by the structural engineer.  Based on the presence of bedrock at 

surface, it is expected that footings will be seated directly on intact bedrock.  It is recommended that 

deck footings be pinned to bedrock with 15 M epoxy coated rebar to a minimum depth of 

300 mm.  Footings should be pinned at a minimum of three points to eliminate the potential of a hinge-

plane failure.  

6.3 Site Preparation 

All construction surfaces should be properly stripped of all loose, soft, saturated, and/or deleterious 

material to expose clean, intact bedrock.  Footings subgrades must be reviewed and approved by the 

geotechnical engineer prior to the placement of formwork. 

6.4 Pool Foundation 

As the pool foundation is seated on intact bedrock, the bearing capacity is suitable for the 

structure.  However, it is recommended that a structural engineer be consulted to ensure that the 

foundation is adequate to support the vertical and horizontal loads associated with the structure. 

6.5 Field Review 

For the conditions within this report to be considered accurate, our office must be provided the 

opportunity to provide field review during construction.  For this specific project, our office should be 

contacted after the deck footings are formed and before the placement of concrete.  

7.0 CONSTRAINTS AND LIMITATIONS 

The recommendations in this report are provided on the assumption that the contractor will be 

suitably qualified and experienced.  In the event of report revisions, additional funds may be 

required.  Stratigraphic variations in ground conditions are expected due to its depositional nature.  As 

such, all explorations involve an inherent risk that some conditions will not be detected. 

 

No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.  If the project does not start within two years of the 

report date, the report may become invalid and further review may be required.  This report has been 

prepared for the exclusive use of Jenkins Construction Ltd. and their “Approved Users”.  WGC and its 

employees accept no responsibility to any other party for loss or liability incurred as a result of use of 

this report.  Any use of this report for purposes other than the intended should be approved in writing 

by WGC.  Contractors should rely upon their own explorations for costing purposes. 

 

This report is based on the information provided by the client and/or the client’s consultant.  WGC 

cannot accept responsibility for inaccuracies, misstatements, omissions and/or deficiencies in this 
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report resulting from the sources of this information.  This report assumes that WGC will be retained to 

review the geotechnical conditions during construction.  

 

8.0 CLOSURE 

We trust that the information provided in this report meets the project requirements at this 

time.  Please feel free to contact our office with any questions, concerns, or comments. 

 

Best Regards, 

Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd. 

      

      

 

 

Trevor Rutley GradTech     Benjamin Smale PEng 

Engineering Technologist    Geotechnical Engineer   
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APPENDIX A 

Project Photos 
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Figure 1: Swimming pool and dwelling structures as view from the beach. 

 

Figure 2: Pool structure foundation bearing conditions. 
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Figure 3: Typical existing deck footing bearing conditions, north side of dwelling. 

 

Figure 4: Typical existing deck footing bearing conditions, south side of dwelling. 

201



   
APPENDIX A: PROJECT PHOTOS  April 2, 2015 
Lot 121 Seaview Road, Sechelt, BC  Project No.: WG2 – 0262 

 
 

© Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd.   

 

Figure 5: Surface water present along north side of dwelling structure. 

 

Figure 6: Site access and typical vegetation conditions on the east portion of the subject lot. 
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APPENDIX B 

Standard Limitations 
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1. General:  Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd. (WESTERNGEO) shall render the Services, as specified in the 
attached Scope of Services, to the client for this Project in accordance with the following terms of engagement.  
WESTERNGEO may, at its discretion and at any stage, engage sub-consultants to perform all or any part of the 
Services. 

2. Representatives:  Each party shall designate a representative who is authorized to act on behalf of that party and 
receive notices under this Agreement. 

3. Authorization to Proceed:  Ordering of work over the telephone or by written instructions will serve as authorization for 
WESTERNGEO to proceed with the services called for in this proposal and agreement with the terms. This Agreement, 
including attachments incorporated herein by reference, represents the entire agreement between WESTERNGEO and 
Client.  This Agreement may be altered only by written instrument signed by authorized representatives of both Client 
and WESTERNGEO. 

4. Extent of Agreement:  Work beyond the scope of services or redoing any part of the project through no fault of 
WESTERNGEO, shall constitute extra work and shall be paid for on a time-and-materials basis in addition to any other 
payment provided for in this Agreement.  If, during the course of performance of this Agreement, conditions or 
circumstances are discovered which were not contemplated by WESTERNGEO at the commencement of this 
Agreement, WESTERNGEO shall notify Client in writing of the newly discovered conditions or circumstances, and Client 
and WESTERNGEO shall renegotiate, in good faith, the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

5. Compensation:  Charges for the Services rendered will be made in accordance with WESTERNGEO Schedule of Fees 
and Disbursements in effect from time the services are rendered.  WESTERNGEO Schedule of Fees and 
Disbursements are included in WESTERNGEO Budget Estimate.  All charges will be payable in Canadian Dollars.  
WESTERNGEO shall invoice the Client on a monthly basis for the services performed under this Agreement and shall 
provide a monthly summary of costs to date.  The Client shall pay such invoice upon receipt.  Invoices not paid within 
thirty (30) days of the invoice date shall be subject to a late payment charge of 1.5 percent per month (18% per annum) 
from date of billing until paid.  The invoice amounts shall be presumed to be correct unless Client notifies 
WESTERNGEO in writing within fourteen (14) days of receipt. Overdue accounts over 90 days will be forwarded to a 
collections agency.   

6. Probable Costs:  WESTERNGEO does not guarantee the accuracy of probable costs for providing Engineering 
Services.  Such probable costs represent only WESTERNGEO judWesternGeont as a Professional and are supplied 
only for the general guidance of the Client. 

7. Standard of Care:  WESTERNGEO shall perform its services in a manner consistent with the standard of care and skill 
ordinarily exercised by members of the profession practicing under similar conditions in the geographic vicinity and at 
the time the services are performed.  This Agreement neither makes nor intends a warranty or guarantee, expressed or 
implied. 

8. Indemnity:  Client waives any claim against WESTERNGEO, its officers, employees and agents and agrees to defend, 
indemnify, protect and hold harmless WESTERNGEO and its officers, employees and agents from any and all claims, 
liabilities, damages or expenses, including but not limited to delay of the project, reduction of property value, fear of or 
actual exposure to or release of toxic or hazardous substances, and any consequential damages of whatever nature, 
which may arise directly or indirectly, to any party, as a result of the services provided by WESTERNGEO under this 
Agreement, unless such injury or loss is caused by the sole negligence of WESTERNGEO. 

9. Limitation of Liability:  Client agrees to limit WESTERNGEO and its officers, employees, and agents liability due to 
professional negligence and to any liability arising out of or relating to this Agreement to Fifty Thousand Dollars 
($50,000) or the amount of WESTERNGEO fee, whichever is less.  This limit applies to all services on this project, 
whether provided under this or subsequent agreements, unless modified in writing, agreed to and signed by authorized 
representatives of the parties.  No claims may be brought against WESTERNGEO in contract or tort more than two (2) 
years after Services were completed or terminated under this engagement. Note: WESTERNGEO will not be 
responsible for water ingress related problems as our insurance policy contains an Absolute Water Ingress Exclusion. 

10. Additional Limits:  For special projects, higher liability limits are available from our underwriter for an additional fee. 
11. Insurance:  WESTERNGEO warrants it is protected by WorkSafe BC Insurance, General Liability Insurance, 

Professional Errors and Omissions Insurance, and Automobile Liability Insurance.  Certificates for such policies of 
insurance shall be provided to the Client upon request. 

12. Responsibility: WESTERNGEO is not responsible for the completion or quality of work that is dependent upon or 
performed by the Client or third parties not under the direct control of WESTERNGEO, nor is WESTERNGEO 
responsible for their acts or omissions or for any damages resulting therefrom.  WESTERNGEO shall not be responsible 
for: 

a. The failure of a contractor, retained by the Client, to perform the work required for the Project in accordance with the 
applicable contract documents; 

b. The design of or defects in equipment supplied or provided by the Client for incorporation into the Project 
c. Any cross-contamination resulting from subsurface investigations; 
d. Any damage to subsurface structures and utilities which were identified and located by the Client; 
e. Any Project decisions made by the Client if the decisions were made without consultation of WESTERNGEO or contrary to or 

inconsistent with WESTERNGEO recommendations; 
f. Any consequential loss, injury, or damages suffered by the Client, including but not limited to loss of use, earnings, and 

business interruption; and, 
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g. The unauthorized distribution of any document or report prepared by or on behalf of WESTERNGEO for the exclusive use of 
the Client. 

13. Exclusive Use:  Services provided under this Agreement, including all reports, information or recommendations 
prepared or issued by WESTERNGEO, are instruments of service for the execution of the Project.   WESTERNGEO 
retains the property and copyright in these documents, whether the Project is executed or not.  No other use of these 
documents is authorized under this Agreement without the prior written agreement of WESTERNGEO. 

14. Samples:  All non-consumed samples shall remain the property of the Client, and Client shall be responsible for and 
promptly pay for the removal and lawful disposal of samples, cuttings and hazardous materials, unless otherwise agreed 
in writing.  If appropriate, WESTERNGEO shall preserve samples obtained for the project for not longer than thirty (30) 
days after the issuance of any document that includes the data obtained from those samples. 

15. Environmental:  WESTERNGEO’s field investigation, laboratory testing and engineering recommendations will not 
address or evaluate pollution of air, soil and/or groundwater, unless otherwise specifically listed in the attached Scope of 
Services.  WESTERNGEO will co-operate with the Client’s environmental consultant during field work phase of the 
investigation. 

16. Field Services:  Where applicable, field services recommended for the Project are the minimum necessary, in the sole 
discretion of WESTERNGEO, to review whether the work of a contractor retained by the client is being carried out in 
general conformity with the intent of the Services.  Any reduction from the level of services recommended will result in 
WESTERNGEO not providing qualified certifications for the work. 

17. Termination:  This Agreement may be terminated by either party upon ten (10) days written notice to the other.  In the 
event of a termination, the Client shall pay for all reasonable charges for work performed and demobilization by 
WESTERNGEO to the date of notice of termination.  The limitation of liability and indemnity obligations of this 
Agreement shall be binding notwithstanding any termination of this Agreement. 

18. Dispute Resolution:  If requested in writing by either the Client or WESTERNGEO, the Client and WESTERNGEO 
shall attempt to resolve any dispute between them arising out of or in connection with this Agreement by entering into 
structured, non-binding negotiations with the assistance of a mediator on a without prejudice basis.  The mediator shall 
be appointed by agreement of the parties.  If a dispute cannot be settled within a period of thirty (30) calendar days with 
the mediator, the dispute shall be referred to and finally resolved by arbitration under the rules of British Columbia or by 
an arbitrator appointed by agreement of the parties or by reference to a Judge of the Supreme Court of British 
Columbia. 

19. Governing Law:  This Agreement is governed by the law British Columbia, and any litigation shall be brought and tried 
in, the judicial jurisdiction of the WESTERNGEO office that entered this Agreement, as stated herein. 

20. Non-Solicitation:  The Client agrees they shall not recruit for employment or hire any WESTERNGEO employees who 
provide services pursuant to this Agreement during the term of this Agreement and for a period of one (1) year following 
its termination. 
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British Columbia Locations:  
Abbotsford, Burnaby, Sechelt, 
Surrey (Head Office), and Squamish. 

Alberta Locations:  
Calgary 

GEOTECHNICAL | GEOLOGICAL | GEOENVIRONMENTAL 

June 17, 2015 

WG2-0262 

 

Kai Jenkins 

Jenkins Construction 

 

Re: ADDENDUM TO GEOTECHNICAL AND COASTAL ENGINEERING REPORT 

 8571 Redrooffs Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 

Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd. (WGC) presents the following document summarizing the results 

of a recent review of proposed extra works for the deck extension project located at 8571 Redrooffs 

Road, Halfmoon Bay, BC.  The intent of this document is to provide the owner, the contractor, and the 

approving authority with the information required for approval of the proposed construction.  This 

document has been prepared in accordance with the generally accepted engineering practices and 

principles in British Columbia. 

 

WGC technical staff previously conducted a geotechnical and coastal engineering assessment at the 

subject property.  This assessment included a site visit performed on March 24, 2015, analysis performed 

following the site visit, and preparation of a report submitted on April 14, 2015.  This assessment focused 

on the replacement and expansion of an existing deck structure which extended from the house towards 

the natural boundary of the Strait of Georgia.  The results of this assessment determined that the 

proposed extension was to be founded mostly on rock, and was not subject to geohazards or coastal 

hazards within the mapped extents. 

 

Since the initial assessment, the client has increased their plans for development to include demolition 

and extension to the existing single family residential structure on the property.  Because such an 

extension represents a possible increase in risk consequence (through the addition of habitable space) 

our office performed an updated risk review considering the scope of the house renovations.  The 

updated extension includes addition of greater than 25% total square footage, and therefore is 

considered new development under the Cave hazard analysis matrix.  The updated hazard matrix is 

included in Table 1 and Table 2 of this document. 
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 REVIEW OF TENDER DOCUMENTATION 
 Ghost Diversion Reconstruction Project, AB  June 17, 2015 
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Table 1: Hazard-related responses to development approval applications. 

Approval Rating Approval Response 

1 Approval without conditions relating to hazards. 
2 Approval, without siting conditions or protective works conditions, but with a 

covenant including “save harmless” conditions. 
3 Approval, but with siting requirements to avoid the hazard, or with requirements 

for protective works to mitigate the hazard. 
4 Approval as (3) above, but with a covenant including “save harmless” conditions 

as well as siting conditions, protective works or both. 
5 Not approvable. 

 

Table 2: Estimated annual return frequency for geohazards. 

Hazard Return Frequency Approval Response 

Inundation by Flood Waters < 1:200 years 1 
Mountain Stream Erosion/Avulsion n/a 1 
Debris Flows and Debris Torrents n/a 1 
Debris Floods n/a 1 
Landslides, Small-Scale, Localized n/a 1 
Snow Avalanche n/a 1 
Rock Fall < 1:1000 years 1 
Landslides, Massive, Catastrophic n/a 1 

 

The information provided in Table 1 and Table 2 illustrate the relative risk of the development and the 

according approval rating.  The proposed site can be considered safe from all reasonably conceivable 

geohazards.  This relies on the foundation for the proposed development being seated directly on 

exposed bedrock.  WGC should be provided the opportunity to review the exposed subgrade for 

foundation suitability and final approval of house location prior to preparation of foundation formwork.  

 

We hope that this document provides the requisite information required by at this time.  Should you 

have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

 

Sincerely, 

Western Geotechnical Consultants Ltd. 

 

 

 

 

 

Benjamin A. Smale 

Principal | Geotechnical Engineer 

207

http://www.westerngeo.ca/


Project Title :

HALFMOON BAY, BC

RECORD OF REVISIONS

No. date Description
mm/dd/yy

RECORD OF ISSUE

No. date Description
mm/dd/yy

8571 REDROOFFS RD.

C 15-3-6 Issued for Variance 1 15-6-26 Natural Boundary Rev.

LYALL RESIDENCE
Scale :

Drawn By :

A-01

SITE PLAN OVERLAY

KH

KHAddress :

This plan and design are, and at all times remain 
the exclusive  property of the designer and 
cannot be used or reproduced without written 
consent.  
Written dimensions shall have precedence over 
scaled dimensions.  

Contractors shall verify and be responsible for all 
dimensions and conditions on the job. This office 
shall be  informed of any variation from the 
dimensions and conditions on the drawing.

COPYRIGHT
RESERVED

This plan and design are, and at all times remain 
the exclusive  property of the designer and 
cannot be used or reproduced without written 
consent.  
Written dimensions shall have precedence over 
scaled dimensions.  

Contractors shall verify and be responsible for all 
dimensions and conditions on the job. This office 
shall be  informed of any variation from the 
dimensions and conditions on the drawing.

COPYRIGHT
RESERVED

# 1 0 4 -1 5 2 5  W e s t 8 th  A v e . Va n co u v e r B C   V 6 J  1 T 5    t:   7 7 8 -9 9 8 -5 4 4 1    w . kh e n ry d e s ig n .c o m

ISSUED TO STRUCTURAL & GEOTECHD 15-3-11

H
ALFM

O
O

N
 BAY

11.0

PRESENT NATURAL
BOUNDARY

LIMIT OF FILL

NATURAL BOUNDARY
FROM LTO RECORDS

TOP OF ROCK

PROPERTY LINE

TOP OF
SOLID ROCK

PROPOSED NEW (DECKS)
PROPOSED NEW OVER EXISTING DEVELOPMENT
PROPOSED NEW WITHIN 
7.5M NATURAL BOUNDARY SETBACK

SETBACK FROM PRESENT
 NATURAL BOUNDARY (7.5M)

LINE INDICATING
EXISTING DECK ABOVE

TO BE REMOVED

LINES INDICATING
EXISTING DECK

LINE INDICATING
PROPOSED DECK
OVER EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT

PROPOSED 
DECK

PROPOSED STAIRS

LINE INDICATING
PROPOSED DECK ABOVE

PROPOSED
DECK OVER

EXISTING DEVELOPEMENT

PROPOSED NEW
DEVELOPMENT

WITHIN 7.5M
OF NATURAL

BOUNDARY (3 SQ.FT.)

EXISTING POOL

EXISTING
STAIRS

5'-0"

SETBACK

5'-0"

SETBACK

EXISTING DECK
EXISTING
DRIVEWAY

NEW
STAIRS

PROPERTY LINE

PROPOSED
HOUSE ADDITION

(245.80 SF)

PROPOSED HOUSE ADDITION 38.67 SF)

LINES INDICATING
EXISTING DECK

LINES INDICATING
EXISTING DECK

EXISTING FOOTPRINT OF HOUSE

PROPOSED NEW (HOUSE)

PROPOSED HOUSE ADDITION (UPPER 64.7 SF/ LOWER 27.06 SF)

PR
O

PO
SE

D
 H

O
U

SE
AD

D
IT

IO
N

 (L
O

W
ER

 1
62

.2
5 

SF
)

PROPOSED RESIDENCE:
8571 REDROOFS ROAD

PROPOSED NEW HOUSE
ON EXISTING FOUNDATION

(FOOTPRINT)

000.00'

F.G.E.G.
93.19

000.00'

F.G.E.G.
93.15

000.00'
F.G.

E.G.

89.55

000.00'
F.G.E.G.

90.54

93.51'

82
.0

6

83
.0

5

83
.8

4

84
.9

6
84

.6
7

84
.4

6

84
.4

7

84
.7

7

83
.7

9

87
.5

6

88
.2

7

87
.2

1
87

.2
5

84
.4

6

83
.9

7

LOWER ELEV:  90.58 m (297.10')
UPPER ELEV:    93.64 m (307.14')
ROOF HEIGHT:  99.12 m (325.11')

PROPOSED MID-LEVEL
DECK

F.G.= 92.86 m

PROPOSED
COVERED PATIO

F.G.= 93.54 m

F.G.= 93.64 m

PROPOSED PATIO
F.G.= 93.54 m

PROPOSED
LOWER COVERED

DECK
F.G.= 90.48 m

PROPOSED
UPPER DECK
F.G.= 93.54 m

PROPOSED POOL
DECK

F.G.= 89.80 m

EXISTING CONC.
AGGREGATE POOL

DECK
F.G.= 89.64 m

5.
09

m

7.
69

m

2'
-3

"

2

1'
-4

 1
/2

"

3

15
'-0

"

4

5'
-6

"

5

7'
-7

 1
/2

"

6

2'
-3

"

7

1

5'-2 1/2"

B
11'-6 1/2"

C
5'-9 1/2"

D
11'-5 1/2"

E
6'-6"

F
7'-6"

GA

PROPOSED SITE PLAN -OVERLAY
Scale: 1/4" = 1'-0"

1

N

Appendix 'B'

Appendix B

208


	PDC Agenda Cover Page - July 9, 2015 PART 1
	ANNEX A - DEL Hans Penner - Conservation Review of Elphinstone Park Proposal June 5 2015
	ANNEX B - 20150702 report re Hotel Tax with Attachments
	ANNEX C - 2015-June-25 Staff Report Re Regional Economic Development
	ANNEX D - 2015 Jul-9 PDC Report SLRD RGS Review
	ANNEX E - 2015-Jun-17 Update on BCTS Operational Plans 2014-2015 report to PDC
	ANNEX F - 2015-Jul-09 PDC Report re High Creek Crown Investigative Permit
	ANNEX G - 2015-Jul-09 PDC report re investigative permit for Red Tusk IPP
	ANNEX H - 2015-Jul-09 PDC report re BC Hydro licence for Clowhom burn site
	ANNEX I - 2015-Jun-30 PDC report update Invasive Species Technical Working Group
	ANNEX J - 310.160 and 675.2 Lindsey 2015-JUL-09 PDC report
	ANNEX K - 2015 PDC Report July 9 B-69 FINAL with Attachments



