
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
March 12, 2015 

SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 
 

AGENDA 
 

CALL TO ORDER  9:30 a.m. 

AGENDA      
1.  Adoption of the Agenda  

 
DELEGATIONS 

2.  Jared Sproule, Community Liaison, and Jason Edworthy, Director, Community & 
Aboriginal Affairs, BluEarth Renewables Inc. 

Regarding Introduction to BluEarth Renewables Inc. 
 (Regional Planning Services) (Voting – All Directors) 

ANNEX A
pp 1 - 2

 
REPORTS   
3.  Interfor Corporation – Application Pursuant to Environmental Management Act 

(Regional Planning Services) (Voting – All Directors) 
ANNEX B 
pp 3 - 10 

4.  Update on Crown Land Application File 2411037 - Residential Private Moorage – Area A 
– Change in Tenure Type  
Electoral Area A (Regional Planning Services) (Voting – All Directors) 

ANNEX C
pp 11 - 13 

5.  Community Benefit Policy for Independent Power Production and Resource 
Development 
(Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F) 

ANNEX D 
pp 14 - 24 

6.  Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.148 – ‘AG Zone’ (Electoral Areas B-F)  
Electoral Areas B - F (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F) 

ANNEX E 
pp 25 - 44 

7.  Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.145 (Powell for Reid/Nelson) (Area A) 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F) 

ANNEX F 
pp 45 - 57 

8.  Development Permit with a Variance Application No. B-66 (Spani for Reed) (Area B)  
Electoral Area B (Rural Planning Services) (Voting –  A, B, D, E, F) 

ANNEX G 
pp 58 - 89 

9.  Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce 2014 Q4 Report to the SCRD 
(Economic Development) (Voting – All Directors) 

ANNEX H 
pp 90 - 94 

10.  Building Department Revenues – February 2015 
(Building Inspection Services) (Voting – A, B, D, E, F, SIGD) 

ANNEX I 
pp 95 - 97 

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

ANNEX J 
pp 98 - 104 

 
MINUTES   
12.  Agricultural Advisory Committee Meeting Notes of February 24, 2015 

(Regional Planning Services) (Voting – All Directors) 
ANNEX K

pp 105 – 107

13.  Ocean Beach Esplanade Stewardship Advisory Committee Minutes of February 21, 2015 
Electoral Area E (Rural Planning Services) (Voting –  A, B, D, E, F) 

ANNEX L
pp 108 – 109
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14.  Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of February 25, 2015 
Electoral Area A (Rural Planning Services) (Voting –  A, B, D, E, F) 

ANNEX M 
pp 110 - 111 

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

ANNEX N 
pp 112 - 114 

16.  Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of February 23, 2015 
Electoral Area D (Rural Planning Services) (Voting –  A, B, D, E, F) 

ANNEX O 
p 115 

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

ANNEX P 
pp 116 - 121 

 

IN CAMERA 

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

ADJOURNMENT  

COMMUNICATIONS 
18.  Barry Pages, Chair, Skeena-Queen Charlotte Regional District, dated February 2, 2015 

Regarding Regional District Representation in B.C. Environmental Stewardship 
Initiatives. 

ANNEX Q
pp 122 – 125

19.  Todd Stone, Minister, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, dated February 4, 
2015 

Regarding Sakinaw Woods Strata Access. 

ANNEX R 
pp 126 - 129 

20.  Hon. Leona Aglukkaq, P.C., M.P., Minister of the Environment, dated February 11, 2015 
Regarding Woodfibre LNG Environmental Assessment. 

ANNEX S
pp 130 – 133

21.  Ruth Simons, Howe Sound Community Forum, dated February 15, 2015 
Regarding Invitation to the Howe Sound Community Forum on May 1, 2015 on 
Bowen Island. 

ANNEX T 
p 134 

22.  Kelly Ridley, Manager of Legislative Support, City of Port Moody, dated February 23, 
2015 

Regarding Declaration of the Right to a Healthy Environment. 
 

ANNEX U
pp 135 - 136



About
Headquartered in Calgary, Canada, we are a private company focused on commercial scale 
renewable energy development. As an independent renewable power producer, our goal is 
to sustainably build, own, and operate wind, run-of-river hydroelectric, and solar generation 
projects across North America.

Our business model is centered around the importance of diversity; diversity in generation 
type, geography, and lifecycle stage will provide stable, long term returns for our shareholders. 
BluEarth targets the acquisition and development of both greenfield projects and operating 
renewable energy facilities. We are a values-based organization which recognizes that earning 
the trust and support from the communities in which we operate is critical not only to living our 
values, but to enhancing our continued ability to drive growth and make positive change, both 
locally and globally.

To provide a solid foundation from which to execute our business model, we have brought 
together one of the most experienced and successful renewable energy teams in Canada. With 
committed shareholders and significant access to capital, there is no project too big for us. This 
combination of experience and financial strength will continue to propel BluEarth into a leading 
renewable power producer.

The Culliton Creek Hydro Project is a run-of-river hydro project located approximately 20 km 
north of Squamish, B.C. Construction on the project started in the summer of 2014.

Sustainability
It’s all about the right 
kind of balance.

At BluEarth, we are focused on 

balancing the triple bottom line: 

people, planet, and profit. This 

balance is integral to the way we 

do business, ensuring a pragmatic 

approach towards project 

development and operation.

bluearth.ca

ANNEX A
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Projects & Operations
Solar
BluEarth has five solar projects totaling 48.5 megawatts (MW) in Ontario; the Little Creek, the 

GoodLight and the SparkleLight solar facilities are currently operational and the remaining two 

are under construction and expected to be operational in early 2015.

Hydro
BluEarth has an interest in eight hydro facilities in Ontario. Construction is underway on the 

Culliton Creek Hydro Project, a 15 MW run-of-river hydro project in British Columbia, which is 

expected to be operational by the end of 2015. 

Wind
BluEarth and its partner, Batchewana First Nation, started construction on the 60 MW Bow 

Lake Wind Project in Ontario in 2014.  The project  is expected to be operational in 2015.  

BluEarth has three wind projects in various stages of development including two in Alberta and 

one in Nova Scotia. 

BluEarth Renewables owns an interest in 
H2O Power Limited Partnership.  H2O owns 
and operates eight hydroelectric generating 
stations, two control dams and 130 km of 
transmission lines in Northeastern and 
Northwestern Ontario. Some of these sites 
were developed as early as 1898 by local 
industrial companies to provide mechanical 
and electrical power to their operations and 
the surrounding towns.

For more information     Visit  www.bluearth.ca    Email  jared@bluearth.ca    Phone 403.668.1575 Ext. 426

1 Culliton Creekº Hydro 15 MW 

2 Hand Hillsº Wind 78 MW 

3 Bull Creekº Wind 29.2 MW 

4 Normanª Hydro 10 MW 

5 Kenoraª Hydro 6 MW 

6 Fort Francesª Hydro 10 MW 

7 Sturgeon Fallsª Hydro 7 MW 

8 Calm Lakeª Hydro 9 MW 

9 Bow Lakeº Wind 58 MW 

10 Island Fallsª Hydro 38 MW 

11 Twin Fallsª Hydro 22 MW 

12 Iroquois Fallsª Hydro 29 MW 

13 Sparkle Light Solar 10 MW 

14 Good Light Solar 10 MW 

15 Little Creek Solar 8.5 MW 

16 East Bay Hillsº Wind 50 MW 

 

Asset Map

a In development      o H2O
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  March 5, 2015 

TO:  Planning and Development Committee, March 12, 2015 

FROM:  Andrew Allen, Senior Planner 

RE: Interfor Corporation – Application Pursuant to Environmental Management Act 

for Burning of Wood Waste. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

THAT the report entitled ”Interfor Corporation – Application Pursuant to Environmental 
Management Act for Burning of Wood Waste” and dated March 5, 2015 be received; 

AND THAT both Interfor and the Ministry of Environment be informed that the Sechelt 
Landfill has no capacity for the disposal of wood waste ash; 

AND THAT if burning is permitted it occurs only during the period of October 15th to April 15th 
and commence only when there is a forecast for a “good” venting period, followed by a 
“good” or “fair” forecast for the following day;  

AND THAT Interfor be recommended to consider other options to either prevent or reducing 
the amount of burning required to manage the wood waste; 

AND THAT if the application is approved, the Ministry of Environment be encouraged to 
install an air quality monitoring device in the vicinity; 

AND THAT The Ministry of Environment consider initiating a comprehensive wood waste 
accumulation management plan for West Howe Sound so that burning can remain the last 
option; 

AND FURTHER THAT this recommendation be forwarded to the March 12, 2015 Regular Board 
meeting for adoption. 

 

BACKGROUND 

At its regular meeting of February 12, 2015, the SCRD Board adopted the following 
recommendation: 
 
069/15 Recommendation No. 27       Interfor Corporation - Application Pursuant 

to Environmental Management Act 

ANNEX B
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 THAT the correspondence from Harry Barrett, RPF, Interfor Corporation 
dated January 30, 2015 regarding application pursuant to the 
Environmental Management Act on behalf of Interfor Corporation be 
received;  

 AND THAT an extension be requested from the Ministry of Environment 
to allow for the SCRD to submit comments; 

 AND FURTHER THAT the correspondence be referred to the Area F 
Advisory Planning Commission and Natural Resources Advisory 
Committee for comment and the Clean Air Society for information.  

    CARRIED 

The correspondence from Interfor Corporation dated January 30, 2015 is enclosed as 
Attachment A. 

The Ministry of Environment has granted an extension to the SCRD to provide comments on 
this application.  The extension is until March 13th, therefore comments from the Planning and 
Development Committee would need to be referred directly to the Board at its March 12th 
meeting. 

DISCUSSION 

The Regional District has received a referral from Interfor indicating that is has made an 
application to the Ministry of Environment pursuant to the Environmental Management Act for 
the purpose the discharge of air emissions from the burning of wood waste at a dry land log 
sorting facility.   
 
The application is for an ‘approval’ rather than a ‘permit’.  An approval is a temporary approval 
that can be granted for up to 16 months and would not be renewed by the Ministry of 
Environment.  A permit is a permanent permission that entails a more detailed consultation 
program.  
 
Under the approval process the Ministry of Environment defers to the applicant to conduct the 
consultation. Any comments received from referral agencies would be sent to Interfor and 
copied to the Ministry of Environment.  Interfor then provides a summary to the Ministry to be 
considered as part of the approval process. 
 
As part of the SCRD’s review process the application was referred to the West Howe Sound 
Advisory Planning Commission and the Natural Resources Advisory Committee for comment 
and to the Sunshine Coast Clean Air Society for information. 
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The property in question is located the Avalon Dry Land Sort south of the Hillside Industrial Park 
and located on Parcel C of Block 2 & 3, District Lot 1462, Plan LMP52688 and shown on the map 
caption below:  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The subject property is within the Industrial land use designation of the Twin Creeks Area OCP.  
The OCP land use designation does not specifically reference burning however it does recognize 
the forestry use of the area and also supports flexibility in land uses for future industrial and 
commercial uses.  The corresponding zoning from Zoning Bylaw 310 is I5B, which is an industrial 
zone permitting wood processing and industry.  Therefore it appears as though the use itself is 
permitted, however it is the impacts of the use that need to be considered, particularly on 
nearby properties and air quality as well. 
 
The facility is planned to handle a maximum of 400 m3 bulk volume of woody material per 
month and could operate 24 hours a day up to 12 days per month.  Forced air blowers and air 
piping will be used to reduce emissions and the venting index will be considered.  Interfor plans 
to use the curtain blowing technique to reduce pollution and wood waste ash. It is considered 
to be a controlled burn. 
 
The reason for the proposed on site burning is that Howe Sound Pulp and Paper will not accept 
all of the wood waste and Interfor must remove it from the site. 
 
Planning staff have discussed the application with Harry Barrett of Interfor.  Mr. Barrett 
indicated that the reason for this request is that there is presently a surplus of wood waste all 
along the coast of British Columbia. The reason for this is two-fold; pulp mills in some 
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communities such as Campbell River and Alert Bay are scaling down operations and drier pine 
beetle infected wood is being shipped down from the interior to be used as hog fuel in the 
functioning mills, including Howe Sound Pulp and Paper (HSPP).  HSPP does accept some local 
wetter coastal wood to mix in with the dry interior wood, however they are not accepting as 
much as they once did. 
 
Interfor prefers to burn the wood for fuel, at mills and other facilities but is currently forced to 
examine other options.  Options include land filling wood waste or in this case burning of the 
waste.  Interfor expects to burn approximately 15% of its wood waste and does prefer to find 
other options for disposal. 
 
Interfor’s plan is to burn at a high temperature using the curtain blowing technique. 
This will lead to less air pollution and less after product (ash).  Interfor is reviewing their 
proposal with the Ministry of Environment staff, including staff meteorologist to best 
determine future burning plans.  
 
INTERNAL AND ADVISORY COMMITTEE REFERRAL COMMENTS   
 
Gibsons and District Volunteer Fire Department: The Gibsons and District Fire Prevention 
Officer has also reviewed the application and provided comments pertaining to safe burning 
periods.  The recommendation is to allow burning only during the period of October 15th to 
April 15th and that burning commence when there is a forecast for a “good” venting period, 
followed by a “good” or “fair” forecast for the following day.   
 
The approval will also require Interfor to give the Ministry of Environment and the Gibsons and 
District Volunteer Fire Department two days notice prior to burning.  Ministry of Environment 
staff have confirmed there is no statutory requirement to give adjacent properties notification. 
The Ministry will consider prevailing winds in the area and proximity to residences when 
granting the permit. 
 
Sechelt Landfill: Ministry of Environment staff have indicated that Interfor plans to ship the ash 
to the Sechelt landfill for disposal; however landfill staff indicate that there is no capacity for 
bulk storage and disposal of ash at the landfill site.  This will need to be considered if the 
Ministry of Environment plans to issue the approval, as the waste will have to be deposited at 
an approved location.  
 
West Howe Sound Advisory Planning Commission (APC): At its meeting of February 24th the 
APC appeared to have a lengthy discussion on this topic.  There are many points of discussion 
reflected in the minutes of the APC meeting.  There is concern about precedent, air quality and 
HSPP not accepting local wood for hog fuel.  There is also concern expressed regarding the 
shipping of raw logs; however that issue is beyond the scope of this referral.  
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The APC did pass the following motion: 
 
That the applicant should make every effort to reach an agreement with whomever to take 
their hog fuel and wood chips, to find a home for their waste without burning, in a way that is a 
more environmentally acceptable alternative. 
 
Natural Resources Advisory Committee (NRAC): At its meeting of March 4th NRAC provided a 
number of comments on the application. At the time of writing this report the formal minutes 
were not available, however planning staff in attendance did provide some notes pertaining to 
the proposed resolution and general discussion. 
 
The following points were included in the resolution: 
 

1. Burning is the least preferred option/should be the last option 
2. What will happen to the ash as SCRD landfill will not accept it? 
3. What other options (other than burning) have been reviewed (need information about 

result of this) 
4. What is Interfor’s long term plan once the 16 months ends 

 
Other points discussed 
 

1. Will this set a precedent for other sites with wood waste 
2. Need for air quality monitoring including for dioxins 
3. Need to notify neighbours of proposed burns 

 
Summary 
 
Interfor has applied for an application for a temporary approval to burn wood waste on their 
property in the Twin Creeks Area.  There is a backlog of wood waste and Interfor is looking for 
means of disposal.  Interfor indicates that their priority is to deal with the waste appropriately 
and the preference is to deposit it with HSPP as hog fuel.  However, HSPP is not accepting a 
high enough volume of local wet coastal wood as it currently has a large supply of drier wood 
from the interior that has been affected by the pine beetle. 
 
Interfor must seek a longer term solution for wood waste and is investigating other options 
including compost mix or securing land for a wood waste landfill.  The application at this time is 
for a temporary approval to burn the wood waste.  If granted, the temporary approval would 
last for approximately 16 months and would not be renewable. 
 
From within the SCRD, in addition to Planning staff, the application has been considered by the 
Gibsons and District Volunteer Fire Department, Landfill staff, West Howe Sound APC and 
NRAC.  Comments are included in the report and in the recommendations that will be sent to 
the Ministry of Environment. 
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There is a tight timeline on this application and the SCRD has been granted an extension. 
However, the resolution must be directed to the March 12th Board in order to meet the 
response deadline. 
 
Attachments: 1 

Attachment A – Harry Barrett, Interfor Corporation dated January 30, 2015 regarding 
application pursuant to the Environmental Management Act. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE: March 5, 2015  
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – March 12, 2015 

FROM: Marina Stjepovic, Planning Technician 

RE: Update on Crown Land Application File 2411037 - Residential Private 

Moorage - Area A – Change in Tenure Type 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. THAT the report titled “Update on Crown Land Application File 2411037 - Residential 

Private Moorage - Area A – Change in Tenure Type” and dated March 5, 2015 be 
received; 

 
2. AND THAT staff forward a letter to the Crown Land Officer regarding Crown Land 

Application File 2411037 noting that: 
 

a) The following recommendation from the Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) Advisory 
Planning Commission Minutes of February 25, 2015 be included with the SCRD’s 
referral comments: 

 
10. Crown Land Application File 2411037 for a Residential Private Moorage 
 
This APC would like to reiterate our motion of the previous Minutes and, in 
addition, emphasize our concern on the precedent of allowing docks that 
must utilize breakwaters and/or be of large scale in order to be feasible on 
the outer coastline. We are strongly concerned about the effect on the 
shoreline environment, and in particular the cumulative effect of multiple 
breakwaters and large multi-fingered docks on the marine environment, 
including eelgrass beds as well as the threatened marbled murrelet. We 
support all recommendations Planning Staff have made in 
Recommendation No. 4 of page 77-79 in the agenda.     
                                       Carried Unanimously 
 

3. AND FURTHER THAT this recommendation be forwarded to the March 12, 2015 Regular 
Board meeting for adoption.  

BACKGROUND 

In November 2014, the Planning and Development Department received Crown Land referral 
2411037 (Kay for Wilson) for a residential private moorage located in Middlepoint, Area A.  

On February 4, 2015 the Planning Department received a letter from a Crown Land Officer, 
notifying the SCRD that there was an error regarding the type and term of tenure initially applied 
for.  The tenure initially applied for was for “Specific Permission” with no fixed term, when it 
should have been a “Lease” with a 15 year term. 

 

ANNEX C
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Figure 1: Proposed Private Moorage 

 
Staff reported to the February 12, 2015 Planning and Development Committee regarding the 
change in type and term of tenure and the SCRD Board adopted the following resolution: 
 
069/15 Recommendation No. 7        Crown Land Application File 2411037 - 

Residential Private Moorage - Area A – Change in Tenure Type 

 THAT the staff report dated February 5, 2015 and titled “Change in tenure 
type to Crown Land Application File 2411037 for a Residential Private 
Moorage fronting Lot W, DL 6085, Plan BB790135, Middle Point – Area 
A” be received; 

 AND THAT an extension be requested from the Crown to allow for the 
SCRD to submit further comments; 

 AND THAT staff forward a letter to the Crown Land Officer regarding 
Crown Land Application File 2411037 noting that: 

 a. SCRD Board resolution 029/15 Recommendation No. 4 submitted on 
January 26, 2015 still applies; and 

 b. The SCRD has no concerns with the change in tenure from Specific 
Permission to a 15 year fixed term lease. 

 c. That the letters from the public previously submitted to the Crown Land 
Officer, be re-considered for this application, even though the tenure has 
changed;  

 AND FURTHER THAT the staff report regarding Crown Land Application 
File 2411037 be re-referred to the Area A Advisory Planning Commission 
for comment. 
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DISCUSSION 

The deadline for providing comments on the change in application type to the Crown Land 
Officer was March 6, 2015.  Staff contacted the Land Officer to request an extension.  Although 
a formal extension was not granted, the Land Officer verbally indicated that additional 
comments would be included if submitted as soon as possible (i.e. March 13).      
 
At their meeting of February 25th, the Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) Advisory Planning 
Commission reiterated their concern with the large scale of this proposed dock and breakwater 
and with the precedent it may set for other docks along the outer open coastline and the marine 
environment.   
 
They also requested to know whether the change in type and term of tenure would change any 
requirements.  Staff had addressed this in a report dated February 5, 2015, which was received 
at the February 12, 2015 Planning and Development Committee Meeting and also forwarded to 
the Area A APC for February 25th.  
 
The Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) Advisory Planning Commission passed the following 
motion: 

Motion: This APC would like to reiterate our motion of the previous Minutes and, in 
addition, emphasize our concern on the precedent of allowing docks that must utilize 
breakwaters and/or be of large scale in order to be feasible on the outer coastline. We are 
strongly concerned about the effect on the shoreline environment, and in particular the 
cumulative effect of multiple breakwaters and large multi-fingered docks on the marine 
environment, including eelgrass beds as well as the threatened marbled murrelet. We 
support all recommendations Planning Staff have made in Recommendation No. 4 of 
page 77-79 in the agenda.                                                                       Carried Unanimously 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Staff understands that the Province and the shíshálh First Nation are engaged in ongoing 
discussions regarding Pender Harbour docks, and is uncertain as to whether these discussions 
will impact the outcome of this application. 
 
Staff recommends that the SCRD forward comments on this application to the Crown Land Officer 
as soon as possible, and that the Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning Commission 
comments be included.   
  
 
 
Marina Stjepovic 
Planning Technician  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: March 4, 2015 

TO: Planning and Development Committee (March 12, 2015) 

FROM: David Rafael, Senior Planner 

RE: COMMUNITY BENEFIT POLICY FOR INDEPENDENT POWER PRODUCTION AND 
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
THAT the report titled “Community Benefit Policy for Independent Power Production and 
Resource Development” be received; 
AND THAT the SCRD Board adopt the Sunshine Coast Regional District Community 
Benefit Policy for Independent Power Production and Resource Development. 
 

BACKGROUND 
Over the last decade the province of BC has placed a greater emphasis on new power 
generation being derived from green energy sources; primarily from independent power 
producers.  In response, BC Hydro developed several programs with the objective of 
encouraging green energy production from independent power producers.   

There are various forms of electricity generating development.  The predominant experience 
in the SCRD has been run-of-river hydroelectric facilities that generate power from the natural 
flows of steep or elevated watercourses in high precipitation areas.  A typical facility would 
include a water retention area to ensure the intake pipe is submerged, a downhill pipeline 
(penstock) to take advantage of the elevation change, a powerhouse, and finally a tailrace to 
return water to the creek.  There have been some projects that rely on water storage, such 
as high elevation lakes, to provide a source of water.  Other forms of electricity generating 
development includes wind turbine, ocean current/tidal and solar electricity generation. 

Independent power projects can benefit British Columbia by providing greener energy, 
improved energy security, and stimulating economic activity.  However, their construction and 
operation can negatively impact SCRD communities (e.g. reduced recreation opportunities, 
visual impact, economic) and the local environment.  Many of these impacts are short term or 
can be managed through planning and consultation programs.   

The Regional District raises these concerns through the Provincial referral process, but has 
limited ability to address them through regulation such as a rezoning process.  Although 
provincial legislation was amended in 2006 to negate local government land use planning 
powers, BC Hydro requires confirmation that a project is zoned appropriately.  Staff are 
following up with BC Hydro to find out what would happen if the zoning was not appropriate 
and a local government decides not to amend the zoning.  For example, would BC Hydro 
‘drop’ the proposal and cancel an energy purchasing agreement? 

Power generation approvals are provincial and federal jurisdiction. 

ANNEX D
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The Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) landscape presents opportunities for 
independent power development.  This resulted in a high level of interest and there are 
several projects in various stages.  Most are no more than a notation on a map or the 
subject of a provincial land and water lease to allow for investigation, few of which seem to 
be under active consideration.  Staff are following up with the province to find out how many 
of the historic investigative licenses are active and when/if they will be cancelled or end their 
life.  In 2008 there were 40 such sites on record. 

Currently there are 5 projects that are producing energy or are under construction (Upper 
and Lower Clowhom, Upper and Lower Bear Creek, McNair Creek, Sechelt Creek and 
Tyson Creek).  Two other projects are very advanced in the planning phases and could 
commence development in the near future (Narrows Inlet and Box Canyon). 

In response to development of projects at McNair Creek and Sechelt Creek and the number of 
larger scale proposals and potential sites, the SCRD adopted a policy for independent power 
production in 2004.  The policy notes that: 

Site-specific zoning continues to be the primary tool for local government to manage 
IPP development in the area.  Guidelines for rezoning for IPP development should 
be developed. 

All projects should provide clear local benefits and proponents must provide a 
community benefit statement to the SCRD along with their application.  When 
projects provide little or no guaranteed local benefits, proponents are encouraged to 
negotiate Community Amenity & Benefit Agreements to ensure tangible local 
benefits and to strengthen this portion of their application. 

In addition there is a specific policy position: 

“Policy Position #10: The SCRD Board will require all projects to provide tangible 
local benefits to those areas affected by IPP development.  Community benefits may 
take the form of a community project or its monetary equivalent, at the discretion of 
the Regional Board.” 

The policy provides additional guidance on community benefits: 

“5. Policy Positions and Action Items related to Community Benefits 

The issue of community benefits forms a significant area of contention between local 
government and IPP developers.  Developers argue that: 

♦ projects should be considered individually on their own merits (some provide 
greater economic/local benefits than others); 

♦ they are already paying significantly to use/access the resource; and  

♦ that their payments to communities should be directly related to the impacts 
and/or costs they impose. 

While developers don’t disagree with the need for local benefits, they feel that it is 
an issue more appropriately addressed through revenue sharing discussions 
between the province, local government and First Nations rather than a cost 
imposed on the developer. 

From a community perspective, there is a clear distinction between the concepts of 
mitigation and community benefits.  Mitigation is seen as the process of making the 
community “whole” (i.e. in the same condition as it was prior to development/a 
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neutral state).  A benefit is something that makes the community better off than it 
was before (e.g. increased local revenues, employment, new facilities etc).   

Given the potential range in the level of benefits associated with any given project, 
guidelines should be developed and specific agreements should reflect these 
differences.” 

BC Hydro last held a call for power projects in 2008 which resulted in the Narrows Inlet project 
(three sites at the north end of Narrows Inlet) being offered an energy purchasing agreement... 
Calls for power set a target for energy production and can result in several projects across BC 
receiving energy purchasing agreements.  These tend to be larger scale projects. 

BC Hydro also considers projects under its Standing Offer Program (projects less than 15 MW).  
These are producer/proponent led applications put forward outside of any BC Hydro timetable 
or power production target.  This program led to the Upper and Lower Bear Creek projects 
receiving an energy purchasing agreement. 

Currently there are no outstanding applications under this program in the SCRD area. 

Smaller scale, up to 100 kW, projects are considered under the Net Metering Program.  These 
are generally at the individual property level such as a small wind turbine or solar panels 
installed to supply an individual building or property.  Any excess power may be sold to BC 
Hydro.  Staff are not aware of how many of these are on the Coast and no community benefits 
are negotiated for such projects. 

For the larger scale projects the SCRD has approached proponents to negotiate a community 
benefit.  A draft community benefit agreement template is used as a starting point to frame the 
agreement (Attachment A). 

Agreements were concluded with several of the proponents or benefits were provided outside of 
a formal agreement as outlined in Attachment B.  A spreadsheet is included in Attachment B 
that provides information about IPPs and major development proposals (company, type of 
project, scale, status, info regarding community benefits and how any received funds were 
allocated/spent). 

One example is the Bear Creek project which underwent a rezoning process and a community 
benefit agreement was signed in 2005.  The agreement states that $120,000 would be paid in 
two stages (after bylaws adopted and upon commercial operation) and annual payments of 
$26,000 (adjusted by the same percentage as any change in price of electricity sold to BC 
Hydro). 

While the SCRD Board has not adopted an overall policy regarding community benefits the 
Board provided direction on how funds are to be spent at the July 28 2011 meeting with the 
following resolution: 

323/11 Recommendation No.  9 Independent Power Projects’ Revenue 

THAT the Senior Planner and the Chief Administrative Officer’s report regarding 
revenue from independent power projects be received; 

AND THAT, as a basis for discussion, the community benefit be to compensate the 
community by contributing towards recreation or other amenities that benefit the 
region; 

AND FURTHER THAT, as funds come forward, the Board give direction as to the 
specific projects that form the benefit. 
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The Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) landscape presents opportunities for independent 
power development.  This resulted in a high level of interest and there are several projects in 
various stages.  Most are no more than a notation on a map or the subject of a provincial land 
and water lease to allow for investigation, few of which seem to be under active consideration.  
Currently there are 5 projects that are producing energy or are under construction (Upper and 
Lower Clowhom, Upper and Lower Bear Creek, McNair Creek, Sechelt Creek and Tyson 
Creek).  Two other projects are very advanced in the planning phases and could commence 
development in the near future (Narrows Inlet and Box Canyon). 

In addition to IPP projects, the SCRD has reached agreements arising from land use 
development when the SCRD is able to exercise its full land use planning authority.  A major 
development proposal, Jervis Inlet Resort and Spa (north of Egmont), was the subject of a 
successful rezoning application and a benefits agreement was signed (details are in the 
spreadsheet).  Another development that attracted a benefit agreement was Painted Boat in 
Madeira Park which provided $70,000 for a bike/walking path to link the development to the 
commercial centre.  Smaller scale development, such as rezoning to allow for a lot split, also 
resulted in agreements in scale with the proposal; examples include removal of invasive species 
and funds to support agricultural related activity in the area. 

A community benefits policy for IPP and resource development, such as mining, could also 
help to frame negotiations relating to developments that require rezoning and inform a 
separate policy that considers land development. 

A draft community benefits agreement s included in Attachment B. 

A draft community benefits policy for IPP and resource development is included in Attachment 
C. 

DISCUSSION 
Options 
A fundamental; aspect of the community benefit policy is how any funds or in-kind benefits 
would be normally be allocated by the Board.  Staff suggests two options. 

Option 1 (Regional Based) 
This would establish a single revenue account for any funds regardless of which Electoral 
Area the development is located.  There are advantages to this as it allows for a greater 
degree of flexibility and enhance the potential to act quickly to respond to opportunities as 
the pot of funds will be relatively larger if it is a single entity. 
Thus if there are no obvious projects in the area where the development takes place then 
the funds could be allocated to other projects that could be completed earlier and provide 
wider community benefits.   
Staff also note that it is unlikely that two Electoral Areas (Roberts Creek and Elphinstone) 
will be locations for hydroelectric projects, which to date are the only IPP developments 
that have moved forward.  Electoral Area A also has no IPP developments although, 
according to early studies for the IPP industry, there are potential sites up Jervis Inlet. 
With regard to matching the benefit directly to the project’s impact staff note that for the 
most part the power projects are located well away from the built areas.  Thus the impacts 
generally are related to some loss of recreational opportunity for the entire SCRD 
community. 
Another aspect to consider is that related infrastructure, such as new transmission lines, 
could cross several Electoral Areas. 
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Staff support this option. 
Option 2 (Electoral Area Based) 

That any funds are allocated to separate Electoral Area revenue accounts based upon the 
development’s location. 

This approach was use for the Jervis Inlet resort proposal.  The development, although 
outside of the built are also included a staging area in Egmont.  It was considered that the 
potential impacts, such as increased traffic, needed to be addressed in part by community 
benefits.  The community benefit agreement was drafted to include specific reference to 
the following range of projects in the area: 

(i) improvements or equipment for the volunteer fire department facilities on the 
Egmont Road 

(ii)  improvements to the Egmont Community Hall, 

(iii)  improvements to the Egmont Museum; and 

(iv) other expenditures in the Egmont/Earl’s Cove region, such as grants to 
charitable societies, service groups, support of transport projects, 
development or improvement of recreation facilities.   

Payments of funds would be approved by Area A Director and SCRD Board 

The advantage of this option is that the community most directly or potentially impacted by 
the development will see the benefits. 

The disadvantages are that each pot could take time to accrue sufficient funds to support 
a project.  Also currently IPP development is focused in two areas (West Howe Sound and 
Halfmoon Bay) thus there would be a significant disparity in resources available to each 
electoral area. 

Staff do not support this option. 

Draft Policy 

A draft community benefit policy, modeled upon that adopted by the Fraser Valley Regional 
District, was drafted for the Board’s consideration... It includes the following sections: 

Background – to briefly out the SCRD’s experience with respect to power projects and 
regarding green energy in BC 

Purpose – “The intent of this policy is to identify Regional District expectations and provide 
a basis for identifying suitable community benefit contributions with independent power 
companies.” 

Development Review – sets out the issues that are considered (as noted in the SCRD’s 
IPP Policy) with reference to rezoning as a means to allow for full community participation 
and review of the proposal. 

Procedure – notes that this is a voluntary process and that acceptance or denial of an 
agreement does not imply Board support/opposition to a proposal and the lack of an 
agreement will have no bearing upon the SCRD’s review of the proposal. 

Determining and Suitable Community Benefit Contribution – Sets out guidelines and 
criteria such as draft agreement would be made publically available prior to any public 
hearing, that the proponent does not have final say on what the funds would be used for 
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(although this will be given consideration), the benefit is to be for located in the Regional 
District and the benefit is to be in scale with the proposal.   

SCRD Disbursement of Funds – the draft policy proposes that any funds received would 
be pooled together into a single regional pot that would be drawn upon to support new 
and existing projects as directed by Board resolution with priority given to recreational 
facilities. 

Implementation – notes that the formal agreement may include clauses regarding 
allocation of funds and how to accommodate changes in circumstances or alternative 
arrangement. 

The agreement can be included in a covenant that is placed on the title where there is a legal 
parcel; thus it rides with the land and pass to future owners.  However some proposals are on 
Crown land where there is no legal parcel; thus the agreement should set out the steps that 
need to be taken to reassign an agreement to a future owner should the project be sold.  The 
policy notes these two scenarios. 

Staff note that the policy proposed below does allow for a community benefit agreement to 
include other forms of resource development such as mining. 

The draft also addresses the issue of when it is appropriate to make an agreement public.  
Understandably negations are conducted in confidence; however it should be made public at 
some point.  Staff consider that this should take place prior to holding a public hearing at the 
latest. 

________________________________ 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 
DRAFT AMENITIES AGREEMENT 

 
This agreement made the ____ day of month, year 
 
BETWEEN: 
 

(The Proponent) 
and 

 
Sunshine Coast Regional District 

(“SCRD”) 
 
WHEREAS (The Proponent) intends to develop (development description); 
 
AND WHEREAS the SCRD has indicated its willingness to consider the (zoning/OCP) changes 
necessary to allow the facilities to be developed, built and operated; 
 
AND WHEREAS (The Applicant), in recognition of the potential impact on the community, has 
volunteered to enter into this amenities agreement to provide tangible community benefits to the 
SCRD from the development. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein provided and the payment 
of one dollar by the SCRD to (The Applicant), receipt and sufficiency of which is acknowledged, 
the parties agree as follows: 
 
1. (The Proponent) will pay the SCRD the sum of $ (amount), payable as follows: 

(details of any payment schedule linked to actions taken by the Applicant and the 
SCRD) 

2. (Other clause(s) as required) 
 
3. This Agreement is subject to the condition of the rezoning bylaw being adopted and in 

the event the bylaw is not adopted, this Agreement shall be of no further force or effect.  
 

[NOTE:  This clause is not intended to link rezoning to completing the 
agreement, it is to provide an opportunity to cancel it if the rezoning does not 
proceed, this it can be signed before the rezoning process is completed and 
could be information provided at or before a public hearing is held] 

 
4. (The Proponent) acknowledges that SCRD cannot and does not in any way represent or 

agree to adopt the zoning bylaw and consideration of same shall be at the absolute and 
unfettered discretion of the Board and subject to all procedural and other legal 
requirements. 

 
5. This Agreement is voluntarily entered into by (the Proponent) as a result of its 

recognition that its project may have an impact on established public use amenities and 
its desire to provide funds to be used by the Regional District in its absolution discretion, 
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(subject to specific clauses of this Agreement), for public and recreational purposes to 
compensate for or mitigate against any such impacts. 

 
6. (The Proponent)  agrees that, although this contribution is made voluntarily, it will accept 

the consideration as set out aforesaid with the intent that this Agreement will be binding 
on it and it shall not at any time refuse to pay or take the position in any enforcement 
proceedings that this Agreement is unenforceable. 
 

7. (The Proponent) represents and warrants that it is a lawful legal entity in good standing 
and that all corporate acts have been taken to approve this Agreement and to constitute 
same as a valid and binding instrument. 

 
 

[SIGNATURE BOXES for the Proponent and SCRD] 
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

Sunshine Coast Regional District  
Community Benefit Policy for Independent Power Production 

and Resource Development  
1. Background 

1.1. Impacts from independent power projects can challenge developers and local 
governments in building community support.  Energy produced from projects can 
serve a provincial need, but the overall project may bring limited benefits and both 
short term and lasting negative impacts to our urban and rural communities. 
SCRD communities should benefit from the use of the Sunshine Coast’s natural 
resources, including water to generate power. In response, a number of 
progressive developers have worked with the SCRD to reach community benefit 
agreements to balance these impacts and provide local and/or regional benefits. 
The benefit contributions provide developers with an additional mechanism to 
address local concerns and expectations of their regulators, ‘green’ consumers, 
investors, and corporate energy buyers.  They demonstrate good corporate 
citizenship and help to achieve what is being called a social license. 

1.2. Community benefit agreements are voluntary and entirely at the discretion of the 
both the proponent and the Sunshine Coast Regional District.  Contributions 
amounts may vary and are not limited to a specific project or form.  They may 
include, but are not limited to, financial contributions (i.e. lump sum or ongoing 
payments), tangible assets (i.e. trails and park infrastructure) or in-kind resources 
(i.e. gravel or excess site materials). 

2. Purpose 
2.1. The intent of this policy is to identify Regional District expectations and provide a 

basis for identifying suitable community benefit contributions with independent 
power companies. 

2.2. While this policy is intended for power generation proposals, there may be interest 
from other resource sectors to provide a community benefit contribution.  If such 
instances, the benefit policy could be used as a guide for other groups such as 
mining or forestry to create similar in developing a suitable benefit arrangement. 

3. Procedure 
3.1. A Community Benefit Contribution is a voluntary offer at the discretion of the 

corporate contributor. 

3.2. Acceptance or refusal of a community benefit contribution is a decision of the 
Regional Board and it does not imply support for or opposition to of the proposed 
development by the Sunshine Coast Regional District unless otherwise stated. 

3.3. The absence of a community benefit contribution will not negatively impact the 
Regional District’s review of a proposed power development. 
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4. Determining a Suitable Community Benefit Contribution 
4.1. The Regional District will work together with the corporate contributor to ensure a 

benefit of mutual interest. 
4.2. Establishing a fixed contribution amount to apply to each proposal is inappropriate 

given the discretionary nature of the arrangement. 
4.3. The Regional District expects that in order for the community benefit contribution 

to be meaningful, it should be proportional to the scale and impact of the 
development. 

4.4. The draft agreement will be made publically available before a public hearing for a 
rezoning application is scheduled. 

4.5. While consideration will be given to the proponent’s desire to allocate funds to 
specific projects, unallocated financial contributions are preferred in order to provide 
flexibility in responding to community needs. 

4.6. Where there is a direct link between the funds received and a specific project, the 
SCRD will formally acknowledge the contribution such as by a notice on site and 
through publicity. 

4.7. Each Community Benefit Contribution should provide financial or in-kind resources 
which: 
a. are located in the in the Regional District; 
b. satisfy any identified community deficiencies or priorities; 
c. are proportional to the scale and impact of development; 
d. does not create a financial, management or operational burden to the Regional 

District; 
e. correspond with an existing service area or function where 

possible; and 
f. address any other issue identified by the Regional Board. 

5. SCRD Disbursement of Funds 
5.1. Funds from all community benefit agreements shall be pooled together to allow for 

the Regional District to allocate financial resources to projects across the SCRD 
area. 

5.2. Funds will be allocated to initiate new projects or support existing projects by Board 
resolution. 

5.3. Priority will be given to recreation facilities that serve the wider community. 
6. Implementation 

6.1. Eligibility for a charitable tax receipt will be considered in accordance with the 
Income Tax Act. 

6.2. A formal agreement may outline the terms and conditions associated with the 
Community Benefit Contribution, including; acceptance and use of funds or 
services, timing, corporate recognition, charitable receipts (if permitted under 
Income Tax Act), and accommodation of unforeseen circumstances or alternate 
arrangements. 

6.3. Where the development is on a legal parcel, the agreement shall be included in a 
covenant registered on title. 

6.4. Where the development is not on a legal parcel, the agreement needs consider the 
impact of a sale of the development. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  February 4th, 2015 
TO:  Planning & Development Committee (PDC) – March 12th, 2015 

FROM: Gregory Gebka, Planner 
 

RE: Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.148 - ‘AG Zone’ (Electoral Areas B-F) 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

(1) THAT the report entitled “Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 310.148 - ‘AG Zone’” be 
received; 
 

(2) THAT Bylaw No. 310.148 be forwarded to the Board for First Reading; 
 
(3) THAT Bylaw No. 310.148 be referred to the Agricultural Advisory Committee, Areas 

B-F APCs, Roberts Creek OCPC, Agricultural Land Commission, and Ministry of 
Agriculture for comments;  

 
(4) THAT following receipt of referral comments, staff conduct a public information 

meeting outlining the provisions and rationale for Bylaw No. 310.148; 
 

(5) AND THAT staff bring Bylaw No. 310.148 to a future Planning & Development 
Committee meeting for further consideration. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
At its meeting of October 2nd, when considering the Agricultural Area Plan, the Board directed 
staff to continue its zoning review of agriculture. 
 
This report brings forward Bylaw No. 310.148 for consideration and initial reading, following 
efforts to consolidate and simplify its provisions.  The bylaw contains an updated draft 
Agriculture (‘AG’) Zone intended to replace the current Rural Three (RU3) along with various 
agricultural-related definitions. Recent zoning bylaw amendments permitting marihuana 
production facilities in the ALR are also incorporated. 
 
Building upon previous work of compiling a “Road Map for Supporting Agriculture through 
Zoning”, further advice is also provided on how best to continue reviewing agricultural 
regulations applicable to non-ALR lands.  Continuing examination of agricultural zoning 
approaches to non-ALR land also follows on other current regulatory initiatives focused on 
permitting the sale of locally produced eggs in Electoral Areas B and D, and the control of 
roosters.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Purpose: 
 
The AG Zone replaces the current Rural Three (RU3) Zone.  Land subject to the RU3 and 
proposed AG Zone is almost entirely within the Agricultural Land Reserve.  As drafted, the ‘AG 

ANNEX E
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Zone’ would permit additional uses in support of agriculture, consistent with Action 1.3(a) of the 
Agricultural Area Plan.  The new zone would also address several inconsistencies in the zoning 
bylaw, and help harmonize with Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) policies and regulations 
governing land use within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).  The draft bylaw also 
incorporates a number of Ministry of Agriculture (AGRI) guidelines for developing farming area 
bylaws.  A summary of proposed changes and a comparison to current zoning regulations are 
contained on Attachment ‘A’.  A map showing the extent of zoning changes across Electoral 
Areas B-F is also enclosed as Attachment ‘C’ 
 
 
Implications of a Broader Definition of “Agriculture” 
 
Earlier drafts of Bylaw No. 310.148 responded to interest and advice in support of broadening 
the zoning definition of ‘agriculture’ to include raising livestock.  Doing so would bring 
“agriculture” in line with the common meaning of the term.  However, redefining “agriculture” 
would also have implications on other (non-ALR) zones where agriculture is permitted within its 
current meaning (i.e. growing and selling crops).  For this reason, careful consideration is 
required of the desired scale and extent of keeping livestock in the following non-ALR zones: 
 

 Country Residential One (CR1) 
 Country Residential Two (CR2) 
 Rural One (RU1) 
 Rural One A (RU1A) 
 Rural One B (RU1B) 

 Rural One C (RU1C) 
 Rural One D (RU1D) 
 Rural Two (RU2) 
 Rural Two A (RU2A) 
 Comprehensive Development Two (CD2) 

 
In addition, redefining agriculture to include livestock also creates the need to review other 
provisions in Zoning Bylaw No. 310 related to keeping livestock (including bees), keeping 
poultry or rabbits, and raising fish for domestic consumption in non-agricultural zones.  Staff 
have undertaken a considerable part of this review, however, in an effort to simplify and focus 
Bylaw No. 310.148 exclusively on replacing the RU3 Zone with the AG Zone, the attached draft 
bylaw does not include a new definition of “agriculture”, leaving its definition as currently set out 
under Zoning Bylaw No. 310 (i.e. meaning the growing and selling crops but excluding livestock 
rearing).   
 
Because of the potential scale and intensity of agricultural use that is permitted in the ALR, staff 
believe there is a need to distinguish some types of agricultural activities by introducing a new 
use– farm operation – in the AG Zone.  Farm operation is a term used in provincial agricultural 
legislation (Agricultural Land Commission Act and the Right to Farm Act).  As defined under the 
Right to Farm Act, it includes activities involved in carrying on a farm business such as: 

 growing, producing, raising or keeping animals or plants, including mushrooms, or the 
primary products of those plants or animals;  

 clearing, draining, irrigating or cultivating land;  
 using farm machinery, equipment, devices, materials and structures; and  
 conducting any other agricultural activity on, in or over agricultural land.   

 
Defining “farm operation” will make it easier to distinguish between ALR and non-ALR 
agricultural activities and to introduce appropriate agricultural zoning regulations on non-ALR 
lands. 
 
During the next stage of zoning amendments affecting agriculture in non-ALR areas, staff will 
undertake a more detailed analysis, comparative summary and presentation of options for 
considering livestock rearing in non-ALR zones where “agriculture” is permitted and in other 
non-agricultural zones where limited forms of livestock rearing are permitted.  The Planning & 
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Development Committee, various advisory committees and the public will have an opportunity to 
collaborate with staff on refining and completing the “Road Map for Supporting Agriculture 
through Zoning” in a coordinated and focused manner, with particular consideration of key 
factors including:  
 

 lot sizes 
 zoning 
 size and type of livestock (including relative to land area) 
 electoral area OCP policies and respective community values  
 regional food security goals and objectives  

  
Consistency with Official Community Plan (Agricultural) Policies 
   
Staff have reviewed the draft ‘AG Zone’ provisions relative to the agricultural policies of each 
applicable Official Community Plan (OCP) for consistency, as follows:   
 
Halfmoon Bay OCP – recognizes lands within the ALR being “for farming and residential uses 
pursuant to the Agricultural Land Act and the relevant zoning bylaw”. 
  
Roberts Creek OCP –  agricultural objectives include support and promote small-scale farming 
as a social, cultural and economic priority and an ecologically responsible land use in Roberts 
Creek; facilitate the sale of agricultural products produced in Roberts Creek both on site and at 
farmers’ markets; and support a strategy for diversifying and enhancing farm income by creating 
opportunities for value added activities related to local agriculture without adverse impacts on 
farmland capabilities.  
 
Elphinstone OCP – agricultural objectives include to provide for agricultural activities, 
particularly organic and market garden farming; and to increase opportunities for local farmers 
to provide local sources of a range of agricultural products, including the opportunity to market 
locally-produced food products. 
 
West Howe Sound OCP – objectives include to provide for agricultural activities, particularly 
small-scale sustainable market garden farming, including on-site sales; to increase opportunities 
for local farmers to provide local sources of a range of agricultural products, including the 
opportunity to market locally-produced food products; and to support local production and 
processing of value added agricultural products.   
 
The West Howe Sound OCP states “agricultural related retail, such as farm gate sales, garden 
supply centres, and agri-tourism, may be considered by individual site rezoning applications, 
with support from the Agricultural Land Commission.”  Despite such provision, limited farm gate 
sales and agritourism activities (without accommodations) are actually permitted farm uses in 
the ALR.  As a result, a future amendment should be undertaken to bring the West Howe Sound 
OCP into conformance with the ALR Use, Subdivision & Procedure Regulation.  Such 
inconsistency does not affect the validity of Bylaw No. 310.148, as its provisions respecting 
agritourism and agricultural product sales are consistent with the Regulation. 
 
Twin Creeks Area OCP – the plan supports the goals and objectives of the Agricultural Land 
Reserve. 
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ALR / RU3 Zone Boundary Consistency 
 
At the time of preparing this report, staff have not had an opportunity to conduct a full review of 
the current RU3 zone boundaries relative to existing ALR boundaries.  Staff anticipate a small 
number of minor discrepancies between the two.  All discrepancies will be reported before 
recommending Second Reading.  This will provide an opportunity to undertake some potential 
minor boundary adjustments before proceeding to finalize Bylaw No. 310.148. 
 
CONSULTATION 
 
Last year, all APCs, Roberts Creek OCPC and members of other OCP advisory groups were 
asked to comment on a previous draft of the ‘AG Zone’ and “Road Map for Supporting 
Agriculture through Zoning”.  Advisory comments at the time ranged from general 
considerations (eg. food security and farm viability) to specific comments and concerns about 
agricultural uses in residential and rural zones.  Advisory comments were summarized in a 
previous staff report (reproduced for convenience as Attachment ‘B’).  Considering advice from 
these groups, staff at the time recommended agricultural zoning amendments be simplified so 
they are more easily understood.  Bylaw No. 310.148 was recommended to primarily replace 
the current ‘RU3 Zone’ with a new ‘AG Zone’ consistent with applicable ALR regulations and 
AGRI guidelines, and that additional zoning amendments applicable to non-ALR zones, such as 
residential areas, be drafted following additional, more focused community engagement. 
 
Both AGRI and the ALC were initially consulted when drafting the ‘AG Zone’ in an effort to meet 
provincial guidelines and achieve consistency with ALC regulations.  Additional input from the 
ALC and AGRI may be received following referral of Bylaw No. 310.148.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Draft Bylaw No. 310.148 has been consolidated and simplified in an effort to: 
 

 streamline with ALC regulations and AGRI guidelines 
 eliminate redundancies and simplify language 
 incorporate recent amendments to the ‘RU3 Zone’ regulations 
 allow a successive, focused approach to regulating livestock rearing in non-ALR and 

non-agricultural zones in the next stage of zoning amendments 
 
While further iterations of the bylaw may be necessary, staff consider the draft bylaw has 
matured enough to warrant First Reading and to consult further with advisory groups and 
referral agencies.   
 
 
 
___________________________ 
Gregory Gebka, Planner 
Planning & Development Division 
gregory.gebka@scrd.ca 
604-885-6804 (ext. 3)  
 
GG/  
Attachments 
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Attachment ‘A’ 

Summary and Comparison of Draft ‘Agriculture (AG) Zone’ 
 
The draft ‘AG Zone’ is organized under the following sections: 
 

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

 Additional Permitted Uses – in addition to the principal uses, on a lot exceeding 1 
hectare the draft ‘AG Zone’ permits either a limited-width manufactured home or, where 
authorized by the Agricultural Land Commission, a second single family dwelling within 
Electoral Areas B, D and F.  Horse riding, training or boarding facility are also permitted 
subject to a lot area exceeding 1 hectare.  As recently added to the ‘RU3 Zone’, 
marihuana production facility is permitted subject to a lot area equal to or exceeding 8 
hectares. 

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

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

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

restricts the number of single family dwellings to two per lot (with the second permitted 
on lots exceeding 1 hectare). 

 
In addition, the draft ‘AG Zone’ also permits an ‘auxiliary dwelling within or attached to a 
single family dwelling’ in an effort to increase affordable housing options.  Permitting 
secondary suites could result in up to two dwelling units within a single family house – 
the principal dwelling unit and auxiliary dwelling unit.   
 
As in the current ‘RU3 Zone’, the draft ‘AG Zone’ permits a second single family dwelling 
on lots exceeding 1 hectare.  When combined with the potential for an attached auxiliary 
dwelling, in some circumstances this could permit up to four dwellings on lots exceeding 
1 hectare – two single family dwellings, each with an attached auxiliary dwelling. 
 

 Areas of Buildings, Structures and Uses – To be consistent with ALC regulations, the 
draft ‘AG Zone’ sets out various restrictions on floor area, land area and lot coverage 
occupied by specific activities deemed to be ‘farm uses’ in the ALR.  In response to 
previous concerns over some permitted ancillary uses such winery or cidery restaurants, 
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in some cases the floor area limits are more restrictive than set out under the ALR Use, 
Subdivision & Procedure Regulation. 

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

an effort to be more consistent with ALC regulations. 
 

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

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

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

to 10.  
  

 Siting – The draft ‘AG Zone’ establishes minimum structural setbacks identical to the 
‘RU3 Zone’.  In addition, minimum setbacks are also stipulated for various specific 
agricultural buildings, structures and uses from lot lines, watercourses and waterbodies.  
These proposed agricultural setbacks are largely based on provincial guidelines, with 
certain modifications, as initially recommended by the AAC subcommittee.  The terms 
‘agricultural liquid waste storage facility’ and ‘agricultural solid waste storage facility’ 
have been consolidated under one term ‘agricultural waste storage facility’. 

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

‘RU3 Zone’.  In addition, the ‘AG Zone’ sets out a maximum 50% greenhouse lot 
coverage, which is less than the Ministry of Agriculture (AGRI) guideline of 75%. 
 

Comparing the ‘AG Zone’ to the ‘RU3 Zone’  
 
The ‘AG Zone’ is drafted with the intent of being relatively more permissive of agriculture and 
other related activities deemed ‘farm uses’ or supporting ‘farm uses’ within the ALR.  In 
summary, the draft ‘AG Zone’: 
 

 permits ‘agriculture’ on ALR lands under its current definition, which excludes rearing 
livestock.  To permit agriculture that includes rearing livestock, the draft ‘AG Zone’ also 
permits a ‘farm operation’, which is generally consistent with the AGRI definition of the 
same. 
 

 permits a single family dwelling, as in the ‘RU3 Zone’.  
 

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

 permits an auxiliary dwelling within or attached to a single family dwelling, whereas the 
‘RU3 Zone’ does not.  An auxiliary dwelling is currently limited to a 55 m² floor area.   
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 continues to permit kennels only in Elphinstone and West Howe Sound, subject to a 15-
metre lot line setback. 
 

 permits ‘agritourism’, whereas the ‘RU3 Zone’ does not (except in the form of a bed & 
breakfast).  Recognizing that farms could potentially be agri-tourist destinations, the ‘AG 
Zone’ permits agritourism and tourist accommodation in the form of campgrounds, 
subject to a temporary use permit.  Various minimum criterion are set out in the ‘AG 
Zone’ for considering such use on a temporary basis, including in replace of bed and 
breakfast use; 
 

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

 continues to permit a transition house on lots exceeding 1 hectare, subject to the 
existing 300 m² floor area limit. 
 

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

 permits brewery and creamery as an ancillary use.  The ‘RU3 Zone’ does not permit 
either use.  Each use is permitted on a lot where at least 50% of the ingredients are 
produced on the same farm, consistent with the ALR Use, Subdivision & Procedure 
Regulation; 
 

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

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

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

 stipulates setbacks from lot lines, watercourses and waterbodies for farming activities 
such as farm buildings having confined livestock, mushroom growing and solid waste 
storage facilities.  Most of the proposed setbacks are based on AGRI guidelines; 
however, following AAC input, slightly reduced front yard setbacks are proposed in some 
cases; 
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 stipulates maximum lot coverages identical to the ‘RU3 Zone’.  Unlike the ‘RU3 Zone’; 
however, the ‘AG Zone’ would stipulate maximum greenhouse lot coverage, exclusive of 
other buildings, of 50%, less than the 75% greenhouse lot coverage recommended 
through AGRI guidelines. 
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Attachment ‘B’ 
 

Previous Advisory Comments 
 

 Some concerns were expressed over the potential number and size of dwellings and 
their potential to displace agricultural activities in the ‘AG Zone’ (now the “AG Zone”).  It 
was also suggested that restrictions on dwelling size be considered.  In response, the 
draft ‘AG Zone’ had established a 100 m² (1076 ft²) floor area limit on any additional 
dwelling permitted via a housing agreement.   More recently, to simplify the ‘AG Zone’, 
these provisions have been eliminated. 

  
 The West Howe Sound APC expressed concerns over permitting temporary tourist 

accommodations in the form of campgrounds in the ‘AG Zone’, noting that the use could 
displace lands for agriculture and compete unfairly with other established campgrounds 
in the area.  In response, the draft ‘AG Zone’ excludes West Howe Sound from 
temporary use provisions permitting agritourism campgrounds. 

 
 Some concern was expressed over the potential for restaurant use permitted ancillary to 

a winery or cidery in the ‘AG Zone’, which could either expand and displace agriculture 
as a principal use or serve food that is in not produced on the same farm.  In response, 
the draft ‘AG Zone’ was modified to limit the indoor seating capacity to 30 and to reduce 
the outdoor seating area from 100 m² to 50 m².  Staff do not recommend introducing 
provisions requiring a minimum percentage of food served be produced on the same 
farm, as it would be considered impractical. 
 

 A concern was expressed that the proposed 30-metre setback applying to “solid waste 
and livestock handling” within the ‘AG Zone’ is excessive.   Under the draft ‘AG Zone’ 
“solid waste field storage” must be setback at least 30 metres from a side or rear lot line 
(as per AGRI guidelines) except where it abuts ALR land, in which case it is 25 metres.  
Solid waste field storage could potentially involve a significant amount of solid wastes 
including animal wastes.   
 

 Some concern was expressed over the potential for overly intensive large-scale farming 
without upper limits.  As noted before, restrictions on intensive agriculture are introduced 
by setting a minimum 8-hectare lot area.  Additional zoning restrictions would need to be 
specifically considered, and could require Ministerial approval. 
 

 Concern was also expressed over the potential density of greenhouses and resulting 
light pollution.  The draft ‘AG Zone’ currently addresses potential light pollution by setting 
a larger setback for greenhouses containing artificial lighting (15 metres vs. 5 metres to 
a side or rear lot line; 10 metres vs. 5 metres to a front lot line or lot line abutting the 
ALR). Again, outdoor lighting concerns may require more in-depth discussion. 
 

 There was a question how ‘animal slaughter’ is being considered.   The draft ‘AG Zone’ 
previously included conditions for animal slaughter or processing related specifically to 
“intensive agriculture”.  As modified, “animal slaughter or processing” is now listed as a 
permitted use, subject to the same conditions as set out previously – requiring that at 
least 50% of the animals slaughtered or processed be reared and produced on the same 
farm where they are slaughtered (consistent with ALR regulation). This would generally 
preclude a commercial slaughter facility from locating in the ‘AG Zone’. 
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 There was a question why a garden supply centre was being restricted to one particular 
property (“Quality Farms” located on Pratt Road).  Retail use is restricted in the ALR to a 
maximum indoor/outdoor area of 300 m².  The Quality Farms operation exceeds this limit 
and is currently ‘spot-zoned’ under the RU3AG Zone.  The draft ‘AG Zone’ incorporates 
this spot zone. 
 

Overall, the previous round of APC/OCPC consultations indicated that: 
 

 perspectives on agriculture vary widely, depending on whether land is in or outside of 
the ALR.  Most people recognize ALR as land where ‘farming comes first’; 
 

 agriculture is generally considered secondary to residential use in residential and rural 
areas.  As such, the degree of acceptance of agriculture as a use in these areas also 
varies widely; 
 

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

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

 Agriculture on the Sunshine Coast is currently small-scale and, with a few exceptions, is 
in its early stages of development.  Draft regulations focusing on industrial-scale 
agriculture has caused concern.  The complexity and level of detail with this approach 
may not be necessary at this time. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 310.148, 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. 310.148, 2015. 

PART B – AMENDMENT  
 

1. Amend Sunshine Coast Regional District Electoral Area Zoning Bylaw 310, 1987 as 
follows:  

(a) Column I of Table II in Section 509 and sections 601.2(3), 601.9, 602.7, 611.1(5) and 
611.9 are replaced by deleting the words “horticultural sales” and replacing them with 
“horticultural product sales”; 
 

(b) Column I of Table II in Section 509 and sections 1001.3(2), 1001A.3(1), 1001B.3(2), 
1001D.3(2), 1011.4(7) and 1011A.4(9) are replaced by deleting the words “riding 
stable and academy” and replaced with “horse riding, training or boarding facility”; 

 
(c) All textual references to “RU3”, “RU3A” and “RU3B” are replaced with “AG” and 

all textual references to “Rural Three”, “Rural Three – A”, and “Rural Three – B” are 
replaced with “Agriculture”; 
 

(d) Amend Part II by replacing and adding new definitions, as listed on Appendix A to 
this bylaw; 
 

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

 
(f) Schedule A to Bylaw 310 is amended by rezoning all lands zoned RU3 (Rural Three), 

RU3A (Rural Three A) and RU3B (Rural Three B) to AG (Agriculture). 
 
(g) Part X by deleting  sections 1021, 1021A and 1021B and replacing with the 

following: 
 

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

(1) agriculture; 
(2) farm operation; 
(3) single family dwelling;  
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(4) auxiliary dwelling unit located within, or attached to, a single family dwelling; 
(5) agricultural product sales subject to sections 1021.7(2) and 1021.8(3) of this 

bylaw; 
(6) animal slaughter or processing subject to section 1021.8(1) of this bylaw; 
(7) farm research and education subject to section 1021.7(5) of this bylaw; 
(8) creamery subject to sections 1021.7(4) and 1021.8(4) of this bylaw; 
(9) winery or cidery subject to sections 1021.7(3) and 1021.8(3) of this bylaw; 
(10) brewery subject to sections 1021.7(4) and 1021.8(4) of this bylaw; 
(11) agritourism excluding tourist accommodations;  
(12) restaurant auxiliary to a winery or cidery subject to section 1021.7(3) of this 

bylaw; 
(13) home occupation subject to Part 502(10) of this bylaw; 
(14)  bed and breakfast subject to Part 502(11) and section 1021.5(2)(c) of this bylaw. 

 
 

Additional Permitted Uses 
 
1021.2 On a parcel exceeding 1 hectare the additional permitted uses are:  

 
(1) (a) one manufactured home, up to 9 metres wide, for housing: 

 
  (i) the principal resident’s immediate family; 
  (ii) farm workers; 

     
  or 
 

(b) a second single family dwelling in Electoral Areas B, D and F, where 
authorized by the Agricultural Land Commission; 

 
(2) subject to section 1021.2(1), a single family dwelling in the form of a transition 

house provided that the transition house floor area does not exceed 300 m²; 
 

(3) horse riding, training or boarding facility subject to section 1021.8(2) of this 
bylaw. 

 
1021.3 On a parcel equal to or exceeding 8 hectares the additional permitted use is: 
 

(1) marihuana production facility. 
 
 

Site Specific Uses  
 

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

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

1021.5 (1)  The AG zone is designated as a temporary use permit area for the purpose of 
  permitting temporary campgrounds in Electoral Areas B, D and E. 
 

(2) A campground approved under a temporary use permit under this section shall: 
  
(a) be situated on a parcel having an area of at least 2 hectares and classified for 

property tax assessment purposes as a farm; 
 
(b) not exceed 5% of the parcel area;  
 
(c) not exceed 10 campsites, except that where a bed and breakfast is situated on 

the same parcel the combined number of bed and breakfast guest rooms plus 
campsites shall not exceed 10. 
 
 

Number of Dwellings  
 
1021.6  No more than two single family dwellings shall be located on a parcel.  

 
 
Areas of Buildings, Structures and Uses 

 
1021.7 (1)  The parcel coverage of all buildings and structures used as part of a park, 
  including biodiversity conservation, passive recreation, heritage, wildlife and 
  scenery viewing, shall not exceed 100 m². 

 
(2) Agricultural product sales are limited as follows: 

 
(a) at least 50 percent of the volume or weight of agricultural products sold are 

grown and produced on the same parcel; and 
 

(b) the agricultural products sales area, both indoors and outdoors, shall not 
exceed 300 m2.   

 
(3) A restaurant auxiliary to a winery or cidery shall not exceed: 

 
(a) a floor area of 100 m²  
 
(b) an indoor seating capacity of 30; or 
 
(c) an outdoor seating area of 50 m². 
 

(4) A winery or cidery, brewery or a creamery may include: 
 
(a) product preparation, processing and storage; 
 
(b) a retail sales area not exceeding 100 m²; 

 
(c) on-site tours. 
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(5) The parcel coverage of all buildings, structures used solely for farm education 
and research shall not exceed 100 m². 

 
 
Conditions of Use 

 
1021.8  (1) At least 50 percent of animals slaughtered and farm product processed, 

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

  
(2) A horse riding, training or boarding facility shall not contain more than three 

horse stalls per hectare to a maximum of 40 per parcel. 
 

(3) A winery or cidery shall have: 
 
(a) at least 50 percent of the ingredients used for wine or cider products 

produced on the same farm, or 
 
(b) a land area more than 2 hectares and, unless otherwise authorized by the 

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

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

producing beer or creamery products produced on the same farm. 
 

  
Siting 

 
1021.9 (1) Except as otherwise provided for in this section, no building or structure shall be  
   sited within: 

 
(a) 5 metres of a front or rear parcel line; 
 
(b) 1.5 metres  of a side parcel line, except where the side parcel line abuts a 

highway, in which case the minimum setback to side parcel line shall be 4.5 
metres; 

 
(2) Agricultural and farming activities, uses, buildings and structures shall be sited a 

minimum distance from a parcel line, as follows: 
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use of land, building or structure 

parcel line setback 

front or       
abutting ALR all other 

agricultural buildings, structures, or outdoor 
storage areas, except as otherwise specified 
under this section.  

5 metres 5 metres 

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

10 metres 15 metres 

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

25 metres 30 metres 

animal slaughter or processing 25 metres 30 metres 

greenhouse containing no artificial lighting 5 metres 5 metres 

greenhouse containing artificial lighting 15 metres 15 metres 

kennel, including outdoor runs 15 metres 15 metres 

agricultural product sales except in the form of 
an open air stand 

5 metres 5 metres 

agricultural product sales in the form of an 
open air stand 

1.5 metres 5 metres 

agritourism campground (where permitted) 25 metres 30 metres 

agricultural waste storage facility 25 metres 30 metres 

chemical storage structure 5 metres 7.5 metres 

marihuana production facility 60 metres 60 metres 

mushroom growing medium preparation and 
storage 

25 metres 30 metres 

soilless medium preparation 10 metres 15 metres 

soilless medium storage 5 metres 7.5 metres 

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

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

 
1021.10 Parcel coverage shall not exceed 15%, except: 
 

(1) on a parcel having an area less than or equal to 2000 m² parcel coverage shall not 
exceed 35%; 
 

(2) greenhouse parcel coverage, exclusive of all other parcel coverage, shall not 
exceed 50%. 

 

  

use, building or structure watercourse / waterbody 
setback 

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

15 metres 

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

30 metres 
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Appendix A to Bylaw No. 310.148 

 
 
1. Part II of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is amended by deleting the following definitions: 

  
  
“farm” 
“horticultural sales” 
“horticulture” 
“riding stable and academy” 
  
 
2. Part II of Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is further amended by inserting the following definitions: 
 
“agricultural building” means a building used in conjunction with agriculture, including a farm 
operation, but does not include a dwelling; 
 
“agricultural product sales” means the use of land, buildings or structures for the sale of  
horticultural products, dairy, eggs, meats, apicultural products, aquacultural products, wines, 
ciders, beers, or creamery products, which are produced on the same land or, where permitted 
under this Bylaw, transported from elsewhere; 
 
“agricultural unit” or “AU” means an equivalent live farm animal weight corresponding to 455 
kg for livestock, poultry or farmed game, or any combination these equaling 455 kg; 
 
“agricultural waste storage facility” means land, building or structure used to contain agricultural 
liquid or solid waste or other biosolids for a beneficial use such as composting, or disposal;   

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

“animal slaughter or processing” means slaughtering livestock, or cutting, eviscerating, 
sectioning, deboning, smoking, curing or packaging meat or meat products.  Where the context 
requires, it also means a provincially licenced animal slaughter and processing facility;  
 
“confined livestock area” means an area of land or building where non-grazing livestock are kept 
or secured such as by a structure such as a fence, wall or landscape barriers, and includes poultry 
coops, pens and outdoor runs, stables, feedlots, paddocks, corrals, exercise yards, and animal 
holding areas, but does not include a seasonal feeding or grazing area; 
 
“creamery” means a facility where milk and cream are processed and where butter and cheese are 
produced;   

“farm research and education” means land, buildings or structures dedicated to researching, 
promoting and teaching methods of agriculture and farming; 
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“farm operation” means a farm involving any of the following activities: 

 growing, producing, raising or keeping animals or plants, including mushrooms, or the 
primary products of those plants or animals; 

 clearing, draining, irrigating or cultivating land; 

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

 conducting any other agricultural activity on, in or over land in accordance with the Farm 

Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act; 
 
 “greenhouse” means a translucent-clad structure that is used for horticulture and is of sufficient 
size for one or more persons to work within it; 
  
“horse riding, training or boarding facility” means the use of land, buildings or structures for the 
keeping of horses being trained and cared for, which may also include training and instructing 
equestrian riders; 
 
“horticultural product sales” means the use of land, buildings or structures for the sale of fruits, 
vegetables, herbs, flowers or ornamental plants that are  grown and produced on the same parcel; 
 
“horticulture” means the cultivation of fruits, vegetables, herbs, flowers and ornamental plants; 

 
 “livestock” means domestic farm animals including poultry, bees reared through apiculture, fish 
or other aquatic animals raised through aquaculture; 
 
“poultry” means domestic birds raised for the consumption of eggs or meat such as chickens, 
ducks, turkeys, geese, pheasants, quail, game birds and ratites; 
 
“sales area” means  floor area or land area where customers may freely peruse, select and 
purchase products that are for sale; 
 
“temporary farm worker accommodation” means a dwelling, which may contain one or more 
sleeping units, sanitary facilities and not more than one cooking facility, specifically designed to 
accommodate seasonal farm workers during the growing or harvest season; 
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PART C – ADOPTION 

 
READ A FIRST TIME this   DAY OF   2015 
 
READ A SECOND TIME this   DAY OF 2015 
 
PUBLIC HEARING held pursuant to  
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT this    DAY OF 2015 
 
APPROVED PURSUANT TO Section 52 of the    
TRANSPORTATION ACT this    DAY OF  2015 
 
 
READ A THIRD TIME this   DAY OF  2015 
 
 
ADOPTED this   DAY OF 2015 
 

_
___________________________ 
Corporate Officer 
 
___________________________ 
Chair 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  February 23, 2015 

TO:  SCRD Planning and Development Committee – March 12, 2015 

FROM:  Stina Hanson, Planning Technician 

RE: Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.145 (Powell for Reid/Nelson) 
(Area A) 

RECOMMENDATION: 

1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee receive the report titled 
“Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.145 (Powell for Reid/Nelson) (Area 
A)” and dated February 23, 2015; 

2. AND THAT Development Variance Permit No 337.145 (Powell for Reid/Nelson) be 
issued to relax the setback to an exterior side parcel line from 4.5 metres as required 
by Section 611.4(d) of Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 to 
1.5 metres to allow for the construction of a new single family dwelling on Lot 1 Block 6 
District Lot 1397 Plan VAP4479, subject to: 

a. Receipt of referral comments from the shíshálh Nation and that any issues 
raised by the shíshálh Nation be addressed. 

 

 
BACKGROUND 

The SCRD received an application to vary Section 611.4 (d) of Bylaw 337, setback to an exterior side 
parcel line to permit the construction of a new single family dwelling on Sinclair Bay Road. 
  

APPLICANT:  Walter Powell (agent) for Diana Reid and Chris Nelson (registered owners) 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 1 Block 6 District Lot 1397 Plan VAP4479 
PID:    011-547-260 
ELECTORAL AREA: A 
LOCATION:  4808 Sinclair Bay Road, Pender Harbour 
ZONE:   R2 
PROPOSED VARIANCE: To vary Section 611.4(d) of Zoning Bylaw 337, setback to an exterior side parcel 

line from 4.5 metres to 1.5 metres to allow for the construction of a new single 
family dwelling. 

PARCEL AREA: ~535 square metres 

 

DISCUSSION 
The subject property is located on the waterfront in the north east portion of Hospital Bay (see Figure 1 
below) next to an undeveloped and unnamed road allowance, which was created by subdivision in 1913. 
The property currently contains one single family dwelling and the applicant is proposing to demolish 
the existing home and construct a new 185 square metre (2,000 square foot) home on the property.  

ANNEX F
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There is an existing older cottage on 
the property, which is likely lawfully 
non-conforming as it was 
constructed prior to SCRD building 
and zoning requirements and does 
not meet the setback requirements 
from either side parcel line or from 
the natural boundary of the ocean. 
The applicants are requesting a 
variance to allow for the 
construction of a new single family 
dwelling on the property, as the age 
of the existing cottage makes a 
renovation or repair (permitted by 

the Local Government Act for lawfully non-conforming buildings) more difficult than the construction of 
a new dwelling. With the current development proposal the applicants are proposing to move the new 
structure further from the ocean, and into compliance with the setbacks from both the natural 
boundary of the ocean and the east side parcel line. 
 
The variance is necessitated by the presence of the undeveloped road allowance along the west side of 
the property, which due to requirements from the Ministry of Transportation has an increased setback 
of 4.5 metres.  Given the location and slope of the property it is unlikely that the road allowance will be 
developed into a functioning roadway or that the location of the home would have any impact on its 
operation or public access. Referral comments from MOTI indicate no concerns with the application and 
the Ministry has requested the applicants apply for a Setback Relief Permit before the development 
variance permit is issued. It should be noted that the position of the house and the reduced setback to 
the road allowance in no way limits the potential public use of the road allowance at present or in the 
future.  
 

ANALYSIS 
 
The subject property is a small, irregularly shaped lot (~535 square metres in area). The current required 
setback to the undeveloped road allowance of 4.5 metres results in an oddly shaped buildable area that 
may push development closer to the 7.5 metre ocean setback. The requested variance uses the current 
zoning bylaw standard for interior side yard setbacks of 1.5 metres, which is a reasonable request 
considering the limited potential of the road allowance to be developed for vehicular traffic. The 
applicant has provided conceptual drawings of the proposed home: It is designed to take advantage of 
the natural grade of the property, which results in a smaller building footprint than the existing home, 
while still meeting zoning bylaw requirements for height and parcel coverage (see Attachment B). The 
setback variance allows for a more efficient layout of the main floor, allowing the applicants to reduce 
the building mass of the top floor. This, when combined with the surrounding topography ensures that 
no view impacts will result directly from the variance. The applicants have also submitted a 
development statement (see Attachment C). 
 
The applicants have requested a variance to western exterior side parcel line to reduce the setback from 
4.5 metres to 1.5 metres, the current standard setback for an interior side parcel line. The proposal, 
when combined with the surrounding topography, will not result in any view impacts to neighbouring 
properties and will address the current non-conformities on the property by allowing a new house that 
meets the ocean setback and the setback to the eastern parcel line. This pulls the new building further 

Figure 1 – Location Map 
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from its closest residential neighbours, but will not impact the current or future public use of the 
adjacent undeveloped road allowance. 

 
CONSULTATION 
 
Referral Agencies: 
In addition to the APC the development variance permit application has been referred to the 
following agencies for comment: 
 

Referral Comments 

SCRD Building 
Department 

No concerns with the proposed variance application. 

shíshálh Nation Awaiting comments  

Ministry of 
Transportation 

No concerns with the application. Setback Relief Permit issued by MOTI 
February 26, 2015. 

Area A APC At their meeting February 25, 2015 the APC made the following motion:  

Motion: To support this application with the recommendations Planning 
Staff have suggested be followed. Carried Unanimously 

Owners/Occupiers No comments received. 

 

SUMMARY 
 
The SCRD has received an application vary the setback to an exterior parcel line from 4.5 metres, as 
required by Section 611.4(d) of Zoning Bylaw 337 to 1.5 metres. The size of the property, the lack of 
road development potential of the road allowance and the proposed building footprint and design 
provide solid rational for supporting the variance as proposed. The floor plans will be included with the 
variance as an Appendix to ensure the final construction plans conform to what is currently proposed.  
 
Subject to the receipt of referral comments from the shíshálh Nation, SCRD Planning staff support this 
application. 
 
Attachments: 4 

A. Survey of existing home 
B. Draft site plan and house layout       
C. Development statement                            
D.   Draft Variance Permit 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT 

NO. 337.145 
 

DRAFT 
 

 
 
TO: Diana Reid and Chris Nelson  
   
ADDRESS: 3185 Dickinson Crescent 
 West Vancouver, B.C.  
 V7V 2L4 
 
This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the bylaws of the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District applicable thereto, except those specifically varied or 
supplemented by this Permit. 
 
This Development Variance Permit applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District described as follows: 
 
 Legal Description: Lot 1 Block 6 District Lot 1397 Plan 4479 
  P.I.D.:    011-547-260 
  Civic Description: 4808 Sinclair Bay Road, Pender Harbour 
 
The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the provisions, terms 
and conditions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached hereto as a schedule and 
which forms part of this Permit. 
   
This Development Variance Permit is issued pursuant to Section 922 of the Local Government 

Act for the purpose of constructing a new single family dwelling on those lands described herein, 
and Sunshine Coast Regional District (Electoral Area A) Zoning Bylaw No. 337, 1990 is 
specifically varied as follows: 
 

To reduce the setback from an exterior side parcel line, as required in  
Section 611.4(d) of Zoning Bylaw 337, from 4.5 metres to 1.5 metres. 

 
This Development Variance Permit is not a Building Permit.  No construction shall commence 
without prior written consent of the Building Inspector. 
 
If the Permittee does not commence the development permitted by this Permit within two (2) 
years of the date of this permit, this Development Variance Permit shall lapse. 
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This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with the following terms and 
conditions: 
 
General Conditions: 
 
(1) Adhere to site plan and conceptual building plans prepared by Walter Powell 

attached hereto as Appendix ‘A’. 
 

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

(a) the Archaeology Branch, Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource 
Operations; and  
 
(b) The Rights and Title Department, shíshálh Nation at (604-740-5600). 

 
 
Except as specifically provided above, this Development Variance Permit in no way relieves the 
owner or occupier of the responsibility of adhering to all other legislation of responsible 
authorities, which may apply to the land. 
 
 
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No.  PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL 
DISTRICT BOARD THE nn DAY OF Month, 2015. 
 
ISSUED THIS ___________ DAY OF ________________________, 2015. 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 
 
 

57



N:\Land Administration\3060 Development Permits\3060-20 DP Area B\B-66(V) (Spani for Reed)\DP(V) B-66 - PDC Report.doc 

SCRD STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:  February 23, 2015 

TO:  SCRD Planning and Development Committee – March 12, 2015 

FROM:  Stina Hanson, Planning Technician 

RE: Development Permit with a Variance Application No. B-66 (Spani for Reed) (Area 
B) 

RECOMMENDATION: 

1. THAT the Planning and Development Committee receives the report titled 
“Development Permit with a Variance B-66 (Spani for Reed) (Area B)” and dated 
February 23, 2015; 

2. AND THAT Development Permit with a Variance B-66 (Spani for Reed) be issued to 
relax the setback to a rear parcel line from 2 metres as required by Section 611.5(2) of 
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1989 to 0 metres to allow for 
the construction of a new single family dwelling on Lot 7 of Lot 6 Block 9 District Lot 
1427 Plan 8762, subject to: 

a. Receipt of referral comments from the shíshálh Nation and that any issues 
raised by the shíshálh Nation be addressed. 

 
BACKGROUND 

The SCRD received an application to vary Section 611.5(2) of Zoning Bylaw 310 to relax setback 
to the rear parcel line to allow for the construction of a new single family home. 
 
APPLICANT:                Doug Spani for David Reed 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:     Lot 7 of Lot 6 Block 9 District Lot 1427 Plan 8762  
PID:                009-938-907 
ELECTORAL AREA:          B 
LOCATION:               Chikauinuk Road, Halfmoon Bay 
ZONE:                R2  
PROPOSED VARIANCE: To vary Section 611.5(2) of Zoning Bylaw 310 to reduce the setback to a rear 

parcel line from 2 metres to 0 metres to allow for the construction of a new 
single family dwelling. 

PARCEL AREA: 651 m2 
 
 

DISCUSSION 
The subject property is located at the end of Chikauinuk Road in Halfmoon Bay just north of 
Coopers Green Park (see Figure 1 and Attachment 1). The parcel measures 651 square metres 
in area and was originally created in 1951, prior to SCRD regulations regarding minimum parcel 
sizes and has never been developed. The parcel also fronts onto an unnamed road allowance 
used to provide access to adjacent properties. The owners are looking to construct a single-
family dwelling on the subject property and due to the size of the parcel and the various 
required setbacks to both the natural boundary of the ocean and the two road allowances they 
are requesting a variance to the setback from the rear parcel line.  

ANNEX G
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This property represents a somewhat unique 
situation: the foreshore of both the subject 
property, the northern road allowance (the 
undeveloped portion of Chikauinuk Road) 
and property at 8952 Chikauinuk Road and 
potentially 8857 Redrooffs Road have been 
significantly altered through the placement 
of a range of rip-rap and fill. This has 
extended the public land at the base of the 
road allowance and in front of the subject 
property and has become an established part 
of the foreshore ecosystem (note: it is 
difficult to date when or why this work 
occurred, though it predates the current 
owners of the property and may have been a 
measure to protect against erosion); 
however since the land has not been 
naturally accreted the property line cannot 
be extended and this “new” land between 

the plan natural boundary of Plan 8762 and the present natural boundary remains public.  
 
The change to the landscape means that the rear parcel line no longer corresponds to the 
present natural boundary of the ocean creating a situation where the proposed siting of the 
house meets the ocean setback requirements, but does not meet the required setback to a rear 
parcel line (see Attachment 2). 
 
The rear setback requirements are focused on situations where properties are adjacent to one 
another and are designed to deal with issues around the distance between buildings, and 
privacy or noise concerns, while the setbacks set out by Section 507 (setbacks to watercourses) 
are meant to ensure buildings are setback at adequate distances from the ocean. In the case of 
the subject property rear neighbour conflicts are absent and the preliminary design respects 
the setback requirements to the adjacent neighbours to the south and to both road allowances.  
 
The current development proposal includes a split level single family dwelling (see Attachment 
2 and Attachment 3) that will respect the floor space ratio, parcel coverage, off-street parking 
and building height requirements of Bylaw 310. The exterior walls of the dwelling will be 
setback from the property line as the 0 metre setback is requested for the roof overhangs (see 
Attachment 3) which are not permitted to extend beyond the property line. Though a portion 
of the building will be two stories, the configuration of surrounding homes (most are oriented 
in a way that face away from the subject property) and the topography, which features slight 
changes in elevations, ensures that oceans views will be mainly protected, with the only 
impacts to the lot immediately behind the subject property, which would be impacted by home 
construction regardless of the variance application (see Attachment 1). The home will share the 
Glendon Biofilter septic system constructed on the neighbouring parcel. These systems have 

Figure 1- Location Map 
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been designed specifically for smaller lots and the system was originally sized to accommodate 
a new home on the subject parcel.  
 
OCP POLICIES – Development Permit Requirements 
The Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan (OCP) includes a Development Permit Area for 
Coastal Flooding that extends vertically 8 meters above the Canadian Geodetic Datum. Due its 
low banked configuration the entire property is within this Development Permit Area (DPA #1) 
and a coastal flood hazard assessment prepared by a qualified professional is required. The 
applicant has completed the geotechnical assessment (see Attachment 4) and the engineer has 
included the conditions required to ensure residential development is safe from the coastal 
flooding hazard. 
 
The geotechnical recommendations include rebuilding the existing stacked rock wall along the 
natural boundary of the ocean. As the rock wall is on Crown Land it is beyond the jurisdiction of 
the SCRD and the applicants will be required to apply to the Ministry of Fisheries and the 
Province of British Columbia for approval. The applicants will be required to submit 
confirmations of these approvals to the SCRD as part of the permit conditions. 
 
CONSULTATION 
Referral Agencies: 
The application has been referred to the following agencies for comment: 

Referral Comments 

SCRD Building 
Department 

No concerns with the application 

shíshálh Nation Awaiting comments (See note below) 

Area B APC At their meeting of February 24, 2015 the APC made the following 
motion: 

  
That the APC takes no exception to Development Permit with a Variance 
Application No.B-66 subject to the following three conditions:  

1. compliance with the criteria in the geotech report and   
2. appropriate rebuilding of the retaining wall on the waterfront 

side of the property as specified in the report and 
3. that public road access and foreshore lands shall be 

maintained as accessible to the public and that no private 
development shall encroach upon these public lands. 

Carried (one opposed) 

Owners/Occupiers No comments received (see note below) 

 
Prior to making an application to the SCRD the applicant contacted shíshálh Nation and 
completed a Preliminary Field Reconnaissance (PFR) study on the subject property. This was in 
recognition of the high archaeological potential of the area. The application has been referred 
to the shíshálh Nation for additional comment and the recommendations in the PFR (including 
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archaeological monitoring during excavation) have been incorporated into the permit 
conditions. 
 
Planning staff have spoken to a number of neighbouring properties regarding the application, 
its history and the potential impacts to surrounding properties. There have been concerns 
raised regarding view impacts as a result of this variance application as the general perception 
in the neighbourhood was that the lot was considered “unbuildable”. While this may have been 
the case due to previous septic servicing requirements (the lot does not have adequate area to 
support a septic field and home) new Vancouver Coastal Health regulations have removed this 
restriction. The current issue with the variance is not whether a home is possible on the subject 
property, rather can the layout of the potential home be improved via the setback variance.  
 
ANNALYSIS 
The applicants face a number of restrictions with regards to the subject property: setback from 
the ocean and from the two road allowances and the parcel coverage and floor area constraints 
that come from having a small parcel. The proposed variance will protect the 7.5 metre ocean 
setback, while also allowance for adequate onsite parking for the property. The building meets 
the setback from the southern neighbours and to both road allowances. This variance will result 
in view impacts to neighbouring properties as it will involve the construction of a new home on 
a vacant waterfront lot, however the proposed split level design spreads out the mass of the 
building, resulting in a better overall layout that does not increase view impacts. The applicants 
have provided a geotechnical report that indicates the property is safe for the use intended and 
conditions related to the flood construction level have been included in the permit. The 
applicant has also completed an environmental assessment of the property and will be 
revegetating the public land with native vegetation, further increasing the ecological potential 
of the area and improving the public land. 
 
SUMMARY 
The Regional District received a development permit with a variance application to relax the 
setback to a rear parcel line from 2 metres to 0 metres to allow for the construction of a new 
single family dwelling.  The previous change to the natural boundary, the conformity to the 
setback from the ocean, the increased setbacks to the two road allowances adjacent to the 
property and the improved building layout, provide a solid rational in support of the 
application. The permit conditions will specify that all development must be on the applicant’s 
property and all additional approvals from external agencies related to works on the public 
lands will also be conditions of the permit. 
 
Subject to comments from the shíshálh Nation and the successful response to those comments, 
SCRD planning staff support this application. 
                                                        
Attachments: 4 

1. Location Map 
2. Site Plan showing potential building layout 
3. Preliminary design drawing                     
4. Draft Variance Permit 
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0 m Setback Required 
for Roof Overhangs 

0 m Setback Required 
for Roof Overhangs 

Attachment 3

Conceptual Drawings Prepared by: 
Dana Brash, Mobius Architecture 
February 24, 201564
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WITH A VARIANCE 

No. B-66 
 

 
 
TO: Spani Developments Ltd 
   
ADDRESS: Box #164 
 Sechelt, BC 
 V0N 3A0 
 
This Development Permit with a Variance 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 1A (Coastal Flooding) within the Halfmoon Bay Official Community 
Plan, Bylaw 675, applies to those lands within the Sunshine Coast Regional District described 
below: 
 
 Legal Description:  Lot 7 of Lot 6 Block 9 District Lot 1427 Plan 8762   
          P.I.D.:  009-938-907 
  Civic Description: Chikuainuk Road, Halfmoon Bay 
 
The lands described herein shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and 
conditions and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this Permit 
which shall form a part thereof. 
   
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310 is varied or supplemented, and 
conditions and requirements pursuant to Section 920 of the Local Government Act are imposed 
in accordance with the guidelines specified in the Halfmoon Bay Official Community Plan, Bylaw 
675. 
 
Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Bylaw No. 310, 1987 is specifically varied as follows: 
 
To vary section 611.5(2) of SCRD Bylaw No. 310 to reduce the setback to a rear parcel line 
from 2 metres to 0 metres to allow for the construction of a new single family dwelling as 
shown in the proposed site plan and conceptual building plans, attached to and forming part 
of this permit as Appendix “B” and Appendix “C”. 
 
General Conditions: 
 

(1) Adhere to the guidelines and recommendations in the report prepared by Western 
Geotechnical Consultants Ltd. dated February 24, 2015 and attached to and forming 
a part of this permit as Appendix A,  with particular attention given to: 
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Draft Development Permit No. B-66  (Spani for Reed)       
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i. A Flood Construction Level (FCL) of 2.1 metres above the high high large 
water tide is required. A survey confirming that the proposed building 
meets the 2.1 m FCL is required; 

ii. The recommended bearing foundation is spread (strip) foundation 
footings. Strip footings placed on structural fill or native till should be 
designed with a minimum footing width of 450 mm, unless otherwise 
specified by the structural engineer. 

iii. Where pad footings are required they should be designed with a 
minimum footing width of 600 mm, unless otherwise specified by the 
structural engineer; 

iv. Footings should be placed a minimum of 450 mm below surface for frost 
protection. All footings must be placed on clean native material or clean 
structural fill approved by the geotechnical engineer. All organic material 
including topsoil, roots, rootlets, or other deleterious material should be 
removed beneath the final footing grade; 

v. Non-structural slab-on-grade components should be underlain by a 
minimum of 300 mm of 10 mm clear crushed gravel or approved 
equivalent, with a layer of geotextile fabric at the interface of the native 
material and the structural fill. The structural fill should be followed by a 
layer of 17 mil polypropylene sheeting or approved equivalent; 

vi. The Bearing Capacity for the proposed structure may be considered 100 
kPa for footings on firm native material and 125 kPa for footings on 
structural fill. The bearing capacity of the native material must be 
confirmed by a geotechnical engineer; 

vii. All construction surfaces should be properly stripped of all loose, soft, 
saturated, and/or deleterious material to expose the native undisturbed 
soil. Where footings are placed on native material they must be bearing 
on firm, undisturbed till and not the loosely compacted fill material at the 
surface. Where footings are bearing on structural fill, that material must 
be compacted to 98% Standard Proctor Density. Footing subgrades 
should be reviewed and approved by the geotechnical engineer prior to 
the placement of formwork; 

viii. Sinkholes within the footprint of the proposed dwelling should be 
excavated to their depth and backfilled with structural fill compacted to 
98% Standard Proctor Density. Sinkholes not within the footprint of the 
proposed dwelling structure should be backfilled with native material and 
compacted; 

ix. Permanent drainage should consist of individual perimeter drains for 
permanent structures and paved sections. This consists of a minimum of 
100 mm diameter perforated pipe surrounded by a minimum drainage 
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zone of 300 mm wrapped in non-woven geofabric. This drainage system 
should be sloped at a minimum 2% gradient and discharged to an 
approved outfall location.  

 
(2) The existing revetment along the western extend of the subject property should be 

reconstructed in accordance with the recommendations in Appendix A and with all 
required approvals from Federal (Department of Fisheries) or Provincial agencies. 
Evidence of these approvals must be submitted to the SCRD prior to the final 
approval of any building permits associated with the single family dwelling. 
 

(3) Invasive vegetation (Himalayan blackberry) should be removed from the property 
and foreshore environment and native vegetation should be re-established. 
 

(4) Adhere to the Site Plan prepared by Seamus Pope and dated January 21, 2015 and 
to the Conceptual Drawings prepared by Dana, attached to and forming part of this 
permit as Appendix B and to the Conceptual Drawings prepared by Dana Brash and 
dated February 25, 2015, attached to and forming part of this permit as Appendix C. 
A survey confirming the location of the dwelling must be provided to the SCRD prior 
to foundation construction. 

 
(5) The geotechnical engineer provides a final letter to confirm that all construction is 

consistent with standard engineering practice and with Appendix A (geotechnical 
report). This letter must be received to the satisfaction of the SCRD prior to SCRD 
approval of the final inspection for the building which is the subject of this 
Development Permit. 
 

(6) If subsurface work and excavation are required the work must be monitored by an 
on-site archaeologist approved by the shíshálh Nation. Please contact the Rights and 
Title Department of the shíshálh Nation (604-740-5600) to arrange for the required 
monitoring. 

 
(7) 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). 
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(8) Of note: retaining walls greater than 1.2 m in height also require a building permit 
and retaining walls greater than 2.0 m in height must meet the structure setback 
requirements of Section 611.5 under Bylaw No. 310. It is understood that the works 
as proposed meet these Building and Zoning Bylaw requirements but would require 
a building permit and variance to the zoning setback if the work exceeds these 
zoning thresholds. 
 

(9) The owner is responsible for ensuring that all constructed works under this permit, 
other than the shoreline revetment, are on the owner’s Land or receive the 
necessary approval from the Province of BC if additional required works are located 
on public foreshore land.  The owner must also not impede public access to the 
public lands located beyond the rear parcel line of their lot (referenced on Plan 
8762), Chikuainuk Road, or unnamed road allowance that fronts the owner’s land. 
 

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

 
(11) The development is to be completed within four years from issuance of the date of 

this Development Permit. 
 

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

 
This Permit is not a building permit. 
 
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION No. PASSED BY THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT BOARD 
THIS X DAY OF X 2015. 
 
ISSUED THIS X DAY OF X, 2015. 
 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Ms. Angie Legault, Corporate Officer 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
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Gibsons & District Chamber of Commerce  

2014 Q4 Report to the SCRD  

Donna McMahon, Executive Director 
 

Chamber Activities 

This fall was a perfect storm for the Chamber. Since 
October is Small Business Month, and we hold a large 
Small Business Social as well as launching our annual 
membership drive, we are always busy. In addition to 
that, we moved our office to a different unit in 
Sunnycrest Mall, and organized an All Candidates 
Meeting for the Town of Gibsons, which was a 
somewhat intimidating undertaking, although the 
feedback we received was very positive. 

Board and Staff Changes 

In addition, we had both board and staff changes this 
fall. President Dean Walford resigned from the board 
to focus on his successful new venture, the Spirit Bear 
Coffee Company. We thank him for his outstanding 
dedication to the Chamber and his very hard work 
over the last five years, and wish him well. The 
Chamber's new President is Dave Chisholm, who has 
been one of our heavy lifters for the past few years. 

We were very sad to lose another board member, 
Vern Radul, to pancreatic cancer on November 28. 
Vern was diagnosed some months earlier, but he 
decided to enjoy his remaining days rather than seek 
treatment. Many people knew Vern, who was a 
friendly and familiar figure distributing Coffee News 
up and down the coast every week. He joined our 
board two years ago, and in 2014 was the board's 
liaison to the Travel Ambassador Program. He loaded 
the ferries every week 
with the TA's stock of 
magazines, and helped 
troubleshoot 
problems. On the day 
before he went into 
hospital, he was up at 
the TA Program's 
supplies locker making 
sure it was secure. 

At the end of 2014 we had to part with our Office 
Manager, Lynndie Dzuris, who worked with us for 
over three years. She said it was hard to leave, but 
she had the opportunity to increase her hours at the 
Sechelt Library. When we advertised the position we 
received  30 applications (did I mention we were busy 
this fall?) representing a very impressive array of local 

talent. We hired Lisa 
Desaulniers, who brings a 
strong skill set to the 
position. Lisa has provided 
all bookkeeping and 
administrative support for 
22 years to her husband's 
commercial painting 
business. She also holds a 
Bachelor of Business 
Administration degree. She 
raised her family here in 

Gibsons and has volunteered extensively in the 
community. We're very happy to have her on our 
team. 

One fringe benefit of the hiring process is that I was 
able to refer one of the candidates to a Chamber 
member, and she was hired to work on a tourism 
project. 

Professional Development Workshops 

Our last workshop of 2014, "Words that Shine" with 
Elizabeth Rains, drew 17 people to our new office on 
Tues. Nov. 18. The new office is larger than our old 
space and we are now able to accommodate up to 20 
people for workshops. 

Total attendance at our workshops in 2014 was over 
120 people, close to half of whom were not Chamber 
members.  In addition to increasing the Chamber's 
profile in the community, these workshops have been 
a great way to get in touch with the professional 
development needs of the business community.  

ANNEX H
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Our 2015 workshops are underway. 
 
Jan. 26 YouTube for Small Business with business 

coach Garland Coulson 
Feb. 25 Exporting Your Services Off-Coast with 

Dorothy Riddle  
March 18 Presentation Skills for Small Business with 

Morningstars Toastmasters  
April 29  Managing Your Digital Assets with IT 

experts Dave Chisholm and Banjo Benjamin 
May 27  How to Grow Your Business by Setting up 

Referral Teams with business coach Cheryl 
McNicol 

June 24  Hackers and Internet Security for Small 

Business with Banjo Benjamin   
 

Shop Local   

We  collaborated with Laurie McConnell, Big Pacific, 
on a shop local hashtag campaign over Christmas. 
Several small campaigns ran on the coast over the 
season, but there was no overall strategy, and there 
is certainly room for improvement next year. 

Other Joint Activities 

We have been in touch with both the Sechelt and 
Pender Harbour Chambers and are hoping to work 
more with them this year. Some of the options 
include a joint Business After Hours Social, and a joint 
meeting of the three chambers to discuss mutual 
issues and opportunities for collaboration. 

In the News 

Starting this month, the Chamber will have a regular 
monthly news column in The Local Weekly, focusing 
on business news. 

 

 

Economic Development Activities  

Economic Development Association of BC 

On Nov. 2 I attended a one day Introduction to 
Economic Development in Richmond. Although much 
of the agenda for the full conference was geared to 
much larger communities than ours, the overview 
was helpful, and I was particularly interested to note 
how many of the attendees were from small rural 
communities. The mix included not just ED agency 
staff, but Chambers of Commerce and a Native 
Nation. I met afterwards with someone from the 
Hornby Island Community Economic Enhancement 
Corporation, which faces similar challenges to ours. 

New Immigrant Business Owners  

On Oct. 23 I meet with Cheryl McNicol, Marina 
Crawford and Wendy Morris (ESL instructors), Sandy 
Middleton (Capilano U), Maria Giltrow (Welcoming 
Communities) and Anna Stanton (immigration 
consultant) to talk about the impact of the BC 
Provincial Nominees Program program on Gibsons, 
and how we can assist new business owners to 
integrate into the community. We had an excellent 
discussion, with a lot of good information and ideas, 
and we will be staying in touch. 

In November we featured two sets of new business 
owners in our newsletter. Julia Zhao and Jintai Duan, 
who moved here recently from Burnaby, are the new 
owners of Codfathers in the Landing.  And the new 
owners of Truffles Cafe are sisters Sophie Staley, from 
North Vancouver, and Maudy Davis from 
Saskatchewan. We will continue to feature business 
owners, both old and new, in upcoming newsletters. 

 
New Truffles Owners 
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This is a good opportunity to note that we are always 
looking for news; if you have news relevant to the 
business community, please send it to us. 

Cycling Tourism / Circle Route 

I attended two days of workshops on cycling tourism 
at the BC Cycling Coalition Conference in Victoria Oct. 
17-19. Also in attendance was Martin Prestage (TRAC) 
and reps from Courtenay, Powell River and Nanaimo, 
so we were able to have some discussion about the 
Circle Route. I came away from the event with some 
very good contacts, and two videos produced by Sue 
Vince in Courtenay, one of which has wonderful 
footage of cycle tourists visiting, shopping, eating and 
staying in Gibsons, Sechelt and Ruby Lake. Sue kindly 
gave me copies and volunteered to recut the 
Sunshine Coast video for us (it was slightly long for 
presentation at meetings).  

BCCC is interested in developing cycle touring routes 
across BC, and the Circle Route is high on their 
priority list because we have been so proactive.  

In partnership with TRAC, we will be taking the video 
to all three local governments this spring. At TRAC's 
AGM on December 8, they expressed their 
appreciation to the Chamber for our collaboration, 
and we commended them on their well organized 
events and campaigns.  

 

Willy Van Kemenade, from Square 1Travel, specializes in 
group travel, especially cycling trips. 

 

Coast Makers  

This group, which is sponsored by the Chamber, ran  
"Santa's MakeShop" on Dec. 15 at Davis Bay Hall, 
featuring a toy making workshop, a 3D person 
scanner, a 3D printer and other interactive 
technology. Coast Makers supports technology 
workers, artists and craftspeople to experiment with 
new materials and technologies. As well as fostering 
innovation, this group is the type of amenity that will 
help the coast attract and retain high earning 20-50 
year olds who can chose to live anywhere.  

Town Business License Survey   

Town staff send us an advance copy of this year's 
business survey, which went out in the mail with 
business license renewals. We appreciated the 
opportunity to review it, but had no changes to 
suggest, as it seems to cover all the bases. 

Ahoy BC  

In December we were offered the opportunity to 
review and comment on materials for the BC Ocean 
Boating Tourism Association. A questionnaire has 
now been sent to BC communities asking for 
information about their marine tourism assets for the 
new Ahoy BC website. Our VIC staff is currently 
preparing the profile for Gibsons. 
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Other Chamber Programs  

Visitor Information Centre 

VIC Funding 

Destination BC has confirmed our 
funding for 2015, but the future is 
unclear. They are changing their program 
delivery model, and we are worried that 
they will cut funding to small VICs like 
ours.  

Visitor Stats for 2014 

We finished the year down slightly over 
2013. The number of visitors was down 3.9%, and the 
number of parties was down 3.7%. By comparison, 
the VCM (Vancouver Coast & Mountains) region saw 
a decline of 2.9% in visitors, and BC as a whole was 
up 0.9%. 

It should be noted that our ten year trend still looks 
good compared to provincial averages. From 2004 to 
2014, visits to Visitor Information Centres dropped 
19% provincially and 22% in the Vancouver Coast and 
Mountains region. At the same time the Gibsons VIC 
saw a similar increase in visitors. We will certainly be 
making a case that we are well located and doing a 
good job, and also that smaller communities are very 
reliant on provincial funding. 

Provincial Visitor Centre Trends 2004-2014 

 2004 2014 change % 

All of  BC 3,272,080 2,659,533 -612,547 -19% 

VCM 1,008,632 782,156 -226,476 -22% 

Gibsons 9,114 10,858 1,744 +19% 

VCM = Vancouver Coast and Mountains Region 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Mobile Visitor Centre 

Our total traffic at the two festivals we attended in 
2014 was 41 Parties and 71 Visitors. 

Langdale Sign 

Sunshine Coast Transit and BC Ferries have been in 
touch with us, due in part to some timely advocacy at 
the SCRD by Silas White and Ian Winn. Much 
appreciated. We will meet with SC Transit to revisit 
the question of putting a sign on the bus shelter. 

How Visitors Arrived 
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Travel Ambassadors 

The TA's end of season 
lunch was held on Oct. 20 
at the Public Market. 
Everyone had a fine time, 
with great food from 
Carmen's Cuisine. After 
the event, the Chamber  
created a greeting card 
with the TA's group photo 
on the front, and mailed 
out gift certificates. They 
were very well received--
several TAs phoned or 
stopped by the office to 
thank us. 

The Travel Ambassadors 
program has been in place 
for 17 years, but volunteer 
recruitment is declining 
and there have been some organizational challenges. 
Our end of season statistics reflected this. Visitor 
contacts are down 21% from last year. Part of the 
reason for this is that the Easter was in April this year, 
so the program started later than last year. Other 
factors may include the change in location of the TA 
desk on the Coquitlam and some actual decline in 
ferry and visitor traffic. However, there were also 
problems covering shifts. 

TRAVEL AMBASSADORS 
2014 Statistics 

April 16 to October 13, 2014 

 

 

 
In the fall, the Chamber hired a consultant with 
experience in tourism to interview the volunteers 
about the program and where they think it should go. 
Her final report recommended that we appoint or 
hire a coordinator, and create a steering committee 
to work with the coordinator to review the entire 
program. 

To cover expenses associated with this review we are 
applying for extra funding this year from the Town, 
SCRD and District of Sechelt. One of the questions we 
will be asking as part of the review is whether it is 
feasible to contract out some tasks. For instance, 
loading the ferries with the magazines and maps that 
are distributed by the TAs is a job that has to be done 
reliably at least once a week during the season, and it 
involves lifting heavy boxes. We've already had one 
injury associated with this task and none of our 
current volunteers are able to take it on. 

 

 
 

 

 

www.gibsonsvisitorinfo.com 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: March 2nd, 2015  
TO:  Planning and Development Committee – March 12th, 2015 
FROM: Building Department 
RE:  Building Department Revenues for February 2015 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That the report regarding Building Permit revenues for February 2015 be received for 
information. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Building permit numbers are higher than last year and on par with 2013. Permit revenues are 
also higher than the previous two years.  
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Respectfully, 
 
Paul Preston 
Chief Building Inspector 
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MONTHLY REPORT 
FEBRUARY 2015 

 
1. Development Control 

Please refer to the attached tables titled SCRD Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity and SCRD 
Subdivision and Development Activity and for a summary of development activities. 

 
A. Zoning Bylaw Amendments and Official Community Plan Amendment 

 
No new applications were received in February. 
 
Ongoing Applications:  
 
All Electoral Areas 
 
Bylaws 641.3, 310.156 (Area D) and Bylaws 600.4, 310.159 (Area E) - Staff drafted proposals for 
form and character DPA. OCP amendments (641.3 and 600.4) had First Reading at the January 8, 
2015 Board meeting. A Public Information Meeting was held on February 24, 2015 at the Roberts 
Creek Community Hall.  A report is scheduled to go to the April 9th PDC. 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
Zoning Bylaw Amendment 337.111 (Pender Harbour Hotel/Grasshopper Pub) was adopted in 
February. 
 
Electoral Area B  

 
Zoning Bylaw Amendment 310.162 (Kimm for Bolognese) was adopted in February. 
 
Electoral Area D 
 
Zoning Bylaw Amendment 310.158 (Goldmoss Gallery) - a revised concept and bylaw was 
considered by the Board in February and the revisions will be referred to the Roberts Creek 
Advisory Planning Commission and the Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Committee.  
 
Electoral Area E 
 
Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 600.2 and Zoning Amendment Bylaw 310.138 
(Penonzek for Johnson) were adopted in February. 

 
B.  Development Permits and Development Permits with a Variance 

 
One new Development Permit with a Variance application was received in February: 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
DP(V) B-67 (Drugmand for Herberts) – Development Permit with a Variance application to reduce 
the setback to the natural boundary of the ocean to allow for an addition to an existing single family 
dwelling on 5504 Hydaway Place in DPA 1B (Coastal Slopes). The application is scheduled for the 
Area B APC meeting in March. 
 
 

ANNEX J
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Ongoing Applications: 
 
Electoral Area A 

 
DP A-35 (Dion) located on Sakinaw Lake in DPA 1 (Stream Riparian Assessment Area) to allow 
the construction of a seasonal use cabin and studio. Staff are awaiting the RAR assessment report. 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
DP B-62 (Shallard for Sova/Moore) located on Walker Road in Development Permit Area 1B 
(Coastal Slopes) for an addition to an existing single family dwelling. Application is on hold 
pending the receipt of final drawings and site plan. 
 
DP(V) B-66 (Spani for Reed) – Development Permit with a Variance application to reduce the 
setback to a rear and side parcel line to allow for a new single family dwelling on Chikuainuk Drive 
within DPA 1A (Coastal Flooding). Application will be considered at the March 12 PDC meeting. 
 
Electoral Area F 
 
DP(V) F-80 (Treuheit for Cole) located at 1358 Burns Road in DPA 5 (Shoreline Protection and 
Management) to allow for the construction of a new residence and addition to existing shoreline 
revetment. The DP (V) will be issued subject to a. Receipt of confirmation from the Squamish 
Nation that their concerns regarding the archaeological site have been addressed and b. That there be 
no encroachment on the roadway/path. 
 
DP F-82 (Altus Group for Eneveldson/Telus) - Altus Group Ltd. and TM Mobile Inc. (“Telus”) to 
erect a new 45-metre telecommunications tower, proposed to be located on an industrial-zoned lot 
located on Stewart Road within Development Permit No. 7 (Stewart Road Light Industrial).  The DP 
application is combined with an application made under the SCRD’s Telecommunication Facility 
Review Procedure. The Board conditionally approved the Development Permit on February 26, 
2015. 

 
DP(V) F-83 (Pederson for Jordan) – Development Permit with a Variance application in DPA #2 
(slope stability) for 1498 Tideview Road to legalize an existing dwelling and cover land alteration 
related to the construction of a septic field. Application was referred to Area F APC in February. 

 
C.  Development Variance Permits 

Two new applications were received in February. 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
DVP 337.145 (Powell for Reid and Nelson) to vary the setback to an exterior side parcel line from 
4.5 metres to 1.5 metres to allow for the construction of a new single family dwelling on Sinclair 
Bay Road in Pender Harbour. The application was referred to the Area A APC in February and will 
be considered at the March 12 PDC meeting. 
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Electoral Area E 
 
DVP 310.190 (Braithwaite) to vary the setback to a front parcel line from 5 metres to 2.56 metres to 
allow for an addition (2nd storey) to an existing auxiliary building on Quinn Place. The application 
will be referred to the Area E APC in March. 
 
Ongoing Applications: 
 
Electoral Area A 
 
DVP 337.141 (Flood) to relax the minimum size of a portion of a hooked parcel in the B subdivision 
district to allow for a two lot subdivision on Oyster Bay Road and a relaxation of the front setback 
for proposed lot B. Applicant is proceeding with covenant registration. 
 
DVP 337.142 (Maldonado) to vary the setback to the front parcel line from 5 metres to 2.83 metres 
to allow a carport as part of a single family dwelling. The application was approved in July; 
however staff are still awaiting confirmation from the shíshálh Nation before issuing the permit. 
 
DVP 337.143 (Green for Saunders) to vary the requirement for on-site parking as required in 
Section 518 1-5 of Zoning Bylaw 337 to enable the creation of a water access only 
subdivision, pursuant to Section 75 of the Land Title Act. Discussions are on-going between 
Planning staff, the applicant and staff from the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations on how to best proceed.   
 
DVP 337.144 (Woznow) to relax the minimum parking requirements from 2 spaces per residential 
property to 0 to allow for a 2 lot subdivision on Hardy Island. The application was considered at the 
February PDC meeting and will be brought back to a future PDC. 
 
Electoral Area B 
 
DVP 310.175 (Rutherford) to vary the required setback to waterbody (ocean) in order to permit a 
retaining wall located at 5603 Mintie Road. Staff are awaiting an updated site survey in order to 
prepare a report for an upcoming Area B APC meeting. 
 
DVP 310.187 (Boulding/Cranston) to vary the setback to the natural boundary of the ocean in three 
places to permit an existing single family dwelling on Mercer Road in Halfmoon Bay. The SCRD is 
still waiting for the PFR and covenant registration. 

 
D.  Board of Variance 

 
One new applications was received in February. 
 
Electoral Area E 
 
BOV #150 (Paine-Glenn for Sanson and Daly) to relax the setback to a front parcel line from 5 
metres to 3 metres to permit a new carport on King Road in Elphinstone. Variance is required due to 
the angled corner of the subject property, however carport meets required setback from the two 
adjacent roads. Applicants have received a Setback Relief Permit from MOTI and the Board of 
Variance meeting is scheduled for Friday March 6. 
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E. Building Permits 

Staff reviewed 19 building permit applications in February to confirm Zoning Bylaw and Official 
Community Plan compliance. 

 
F.  Crown Land/Foreshore, Water Licence Application Referrals, Pesticide Use Application 

Referrals, UREP referrals. 
 
One new Crown notification was received in February. 

 
Electoral Area F 
105986 – Application Pursuant to the Environmental Management Act by Interfor Corporation – An 
application for a temporary burning permit (16-18 months) at a property within the Twin Creek 
Areas OCP near the Avalon dry log sort. The referral was initially considered by the PDC in 
February and then sent to the West Howe Sound Advisory Planning Commission and the Natural 
Resources Advisory Committee for comment. 
 
Ongoing Applications: 
 
Electoral Area A 
0163133 – Bowsprit Community Wharf Renewal Application – This application was reviewed by 
the Area A APC in January. The SCRD is preparing the re-assignment documents for the tenure of 
the dock to the Bowsprit Community Wharf Association. A letter was received from the Province on 
February 23, 2015 regarding the existing tenure, stating that the Province is “engaged in ongoing 
discussions with the shíshálh First Nation regarding Pender Harbour docks”. Due to this, the 
SCRD’s existing tenure license for the dock, which is set to expire in July 2015, will be renewed 
automatically on a month to month basis and no fees charged. 
 
2411037 – Private Moorage by Kay & Associates, located in Middle Point, Area A. This application 
was considered by the Area A APC in November and December.  The APC does not support this 
application for various reasons including but not limited to size of proposed dock, environmental 
impacts (marbled murrelet, eelgrass, & rockfish), and safety impacts to recreational users in the 
area. This application was considered by the PDC in January. Staff submitted comments on January 
26, 2015. A revised referral was received due to an error in the tenure type of the original referral 
and staff reported to PDC in February. The application was re-referred to the Area A APC in 
February and an update on this application will be considered at the March 12 PDC. An extension 
for the deadline to comment was not granted by the Crown, however there is a verbal agreement for 
staff to submit comments by March 13, 2015. 

 
G.  Governmental Referrals (District of Sechelt / Town of Gibsons / Islands Trust) 
 No referrals were received in February. 
 
H. Subdivision Activity 

No new subdivision applications were received in February. 
 
I. Agricultural Land Commission Applications 

No new applications were received in February. 
 
J. Tree Cutting Permits 

No new applications were received in February. 
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K. Strata Conversion Applications 

No new applications were received in February. 
 

2. Long Range Planning and Major Projects   
 
A. Agricultural zoning (Areas B-F) – Staff worked to finalize a report and draft zoning amendment 

bylaw to replace the ‘RU3 Zone’ with a new ‘AG Zone’ within Zoning Bylaw No. 310, to be 
presented at the March 12th PDC meeting. 

 
B. Agricultural Area Plan –Staff were to discuss Ag Plan implementation status at the February 24th 

AAC meeting; however, part of the meeting was postponed due to a lack of quorum.  
 
C. Planning staff attended a special meeting of the Egmont Community Association in February to 

announce the up-coming OCP review.  Several people from all parts of the plan area have indicated 
interest in joining the Egmont/Pender Harbour OCP review.  

 
D. A draft Terms of Reference (TOR) was prepared for an Invasive Species Technical Working Group 

has been endorsed by the Board.  Staff will be organizing the first Technical Working Group 
meeting in the spring. 

 
E. A new Pesticide Use and Invasive Species Management policy has been adopted, which updates and 

replaces the 1983 Pesticides and Herbicides Board Policy.  
 
F. Environmental Assessments for Eagle Mountain/Woodfibre Gas Pipeline and Woodfibre LNG 

applications. Comments concerning the application were received from NRAC and forwarded to the 
EAO as preliminary comments for the February 6 deadline for working group members to inform 
the WG meetings. Dates were set for March 2-5 in Vancouver and SCRD staff will attend by phone. 
The deadline for public comments was extended for Eagle Mountain to March 27 and Woodfibre to 
March 23. The applications will be further considered at an NRAC meeting on March 4. 

 
G. Staff corresponded with District of Sechelt, Town of Gibsons and shíshálh Nation staff concerning 

the potential for developing a region-wide protocol for considering siting of telecommunication 
towers and antennae. Staff hope to coordinate a working group meeting in March. 
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SCRD Bylaw Amendment and Permit Activity

BYLAW AMENDMENTS RECEIVED
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
Zoning Amendments 

310 6 7 2 3 4 6 4
337 1 2 2 1 2 4 3

OCP Amendments
West Howe Sound 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Elphinstone 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Roberts Creek 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
Halfmoon Bay 4 2 1 1 1 2 1
Egmont/Pender Hrbr 2 2 0 0 2 0 0
Hillside 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Twin Creeks 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 14 16 6 6 9 12 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

DEVELOPMENT PERMITS RECEIVED
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
West Howe Sound 7 6 2 8 3 0 5
Elphinstone 6 5 4 2 3 1 1
Roberts Creek 12 5 10 10 7 11 7
Halfmoon Bay 3 8 10 6 5 4 5 1 1 2
Egmont/Pender Hrbr 5 2 5 5 3 4 4

Totals 33 26 31 29 21 20 22 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS AND BOARD OF VARIANCE ORDERS RECEIVED
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec YTD
Bylaw 310 13 14 10 6 10 6 10 2 2
Bylaw 337 7 7 9 1 2 6 4 1 1

Totals 20 21 19 7 12 12 14 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW 
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015

Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD
West Howe Sound 29 45 37 35 33 24 18 3 3
Elphinstone 44 45 49 44 39 54 21 2 2 4
Roberts Creek 59 54 71 56 51 33 61 2 4 6
Halfmoon Bay 61 62 70 64 56 41 42 3 3 6
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 93 117 105 70 74 62 58 3 7 10

286 323 332 269 253 214 200 10 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29

CROWN LAND PERMIT APPLICATIONS
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015

Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec YTD
West Howe Sound 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 1 1
Elphinstone 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Roberts Creek 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Halfmoon Bay 0 0 0 0 6 3 4 1 1
Egmont-Pender Hrbr 0 0 0 0 8 9 6 2 2
All Electoral Areas 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 16 15 10 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

Electoral Area

Totals

Bylaw Amended

Official Community Plan

Totals

Official Community Plan

Zoning Bylaw
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SCRD Subdivision and Development Activity

Electoral 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Electoral 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Area February YTD Area February YTD

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

Totals 22 22 23 6 18 Totals 58 45 39 15 63 2

Subdivision Application Fees Collected 
Year Electoral 2011 2012 2013 2014
2010 Area February YTD
2011 A 3 2 2 2 2
2012 B 1 1 3 2
2013 D 3 6 5
2014 E 4 4 1 1

February F 3 2 0 2
2015 YTD Totals 14 15 11 7 2

Electoral 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Electoral 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Area February YTD Area February YTD

A $16,875 A
B $29,250 B     
D D
E E 0.0852
F F

Totals $16,875 $0 $0 $0 $29,250 $0 $0 Totals 0 0 0.0852 0 0 $0 0

Electoral 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Electoral 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Area February YTD Area February YTD

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

Totals $42,750 $30,050 $65,000 $26,450 $15,250 $2,000 Totals $2,450 $2,450 $4,900 $0 $0 $0 $0
* Does not include District of Sechelt. * Does not include District of Sechelt.

District of Sechelt
Development Cost Charges Electoral 2011 2012 2013 2014

2010 Area February YTD
2011 A
2012 B 1
2013 D 1
2014 E

February F
2015 YTD Totals 1 1 0 0 0 0

ALR Applications Reviewed
Electoral 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Area February YTD Subdivision Exclusion Inclusion Non-Farm
A 1
B
D 2 2 1 1
E 1 1 1
F

Totals 3 4 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

$19,947.00

$82,500

$57,750
$94,600

$22,165.00

2015

$5,175.00
$22,825

Subdivision Applications Received By Area*

Development Cost Charges Collected From Building Permits* 

2015

Amount Collected 2015

$56,100

2015
Lands Received as Park Dedication (Hectares)

2015
Development Cost Charges Collected From Subdivision* 

2015

2015

Fees Received For Money In Lieu Of Park Dedication

Strata Conversion Applications Reviewed

$223,300

Proposed # of Parcels Through Subdivision Application Reviewed

Subdivisions Receiving Final SCRD Approval

20152015

$14,335.00
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Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  
February	  24,	  2015	  
Notes	  of	  the	  meeting	  held	  in	  the	  Cedar	  Room	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  Regional	  District	  
Offices,	  1975	  Field	  Road,	  Sechelt,	  BC	  

	  

Present:	   Dale	  Peterson	  (Chair),	  Dawn	  Myers,	  Frank	  Roosen,	  Martin	  Kiewitz	  	  
Regrets:	   Dave	  Ryan,	  Jon	  Bell,	  Jade	  Bisson,	  Gerald	  Rainville	  
Absent:	  	   Katy	  Latham,	  Betty	  Hart,	  Dennis	  Wilkinson	  
Also	  present:	   Gabriel	  Forbes,	  Green	  Room	  Organics	  
	   Steve	  Olmstead,	  General	  Manager,	  Planning	  and	  Development	  (part)	  
	   Gregory	  Gebka,	  Planner	  

	   Diane	  Corbett,	  Recorder	  
	   Members	  of	  the	  Public	  –	  2	  	  
	  

Call	  to	  Order	  	   3:33	  pm	  
	  
1. Delegation	  

	  
1.1 Gabriel	  Forbes	  regarding	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  Farmers	  Institute	  Proposal	  

	  
Gabriel	  Forbes	  described	  a	  proposal	  for	  the	  “West	  Howe	  Sound	  Farmers	  Institute”	  to	  
address	  one	  of	  the	  main	  challenges	  to	  farm	  viability	  on	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast:	  	  
employing	  skilled	  farm	  labourers.	  	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  Farmers	  Institute	  was	  started	  
in	  1911	  to	  address	  challenges	  being	  faced	  by	  farmers	  at	  that	  time.	  Mr.	  Forbes	  
proposed	  to	  bring	  the	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  Farmers	  Institute	  (WSHFI)	  current	  and	  
make	  it	  relevant	  to	  the	  financial	  pressures	  farmers	  are	  looking	  at	  right	  now.	  	  	  

	  
Referencing	  a	  Statistics	  Canada	  chart	  on	  	  
farms	  and	  gross	  farm	  receipts	  in	  Canada	  
(right),	  it	  was	  pointed	  out	  that,	  to	  
increase	  farm	  viability,	  there	  needs	  to	  	  
be	  an	  increase	  in	  production.	  	  
	  
74%	  of	  farms	  in	  Canada	  make	  under	  
$50,000	  per	  year.	  These	  farms	  only	  
produce	  6%	  of	  the	  Canadian	  farm	  produce	  
purchased.	  If	  making	  less	  than	  $50,000	  
per	  year	  on	  a	  farm,	  Mr.	  Forbes	  suggested,	  
it	  is	  not	  a	  viable	  farm.	  He	  proposed	  that,	  
in	  order	  to	  produce	  food	  and	  maintain	  
those	  farms,	  there	  is	  a	  need	  to	  move	  to	  
the	  second	  column	  of	  the	  chart.	  	  

!

	  

27

Bu i ld ing  I nnovat ive  and Pro f i tab le  Fami ly  Fa r m Bus inesses

Organics
B.C. was the first province to enact provisions to enable the marketing of certified organic products, 
and remains a leader in growing and producing organic food products. 

Since 1993, the Certified Organic Associations of B.C. has been responsible for overseeing the B.C. 
Certified Organic Program, which is established under the Agri-Food Choice and Quality Act. The 
organization accredits specific agencies to inspect and certify organic farms and facilities within B.C. 

To meet the needs of B.C.’s wide diversity in agricultural production, there are currently 11 certifying 
bodies in the province. They provide assurance that products marketed as “B.C. certified organic” 
are indeed produced under stringent organic standards – regardless of 
whether they are from an expansive grain farm in the Peace Region or a 
small southern Vancouver Island vegetable farm.

We will continue to examine opportunities for B.C. to take further ad-
vantage of the growing demand for organic food products, at the local, 
domestic and international level.

BC’S TOP FIVE AGRI-FOOD EXPORT MARKETS IN 2006
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Source: Statistics Canada
Census of Agriculture 2006

Much of the B.C. agriculture sector is export 
oriented. While exports go predominantly 
to the U.S., B.C. agriculture and food 
products are contributing significantly to 
foreign exchange. Of the total $1.5 billion 
in agricultural exports, 37 per cent are 
fruits and vegetables.

	  
	  

ANNEX K
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Mr.	  Forbes	  remarked	  that,	  for	  viability	  and	  sustainability,	  we	  need	  our	  farmers	  to	  
make	  more	  than	  $50,000	  per	  year,	  be	  known	  for	  quality	  and	  volume	  of	  produce,	  and	  
to	  have	  a	  diversified	  mix	  of	  markets	  that	  includes	  wholesale.	  He	  noted	  that,	  once	  
you	  do	  that,	  you	  are	  competing	  on	  a	  global	  market.	  Farms	  making	  under	  $50,000	  per	  
year	  are	  commonly	  characterized	  by:	  

• one	  or	  more	  members	  of	  the	  family	  work	  off	  the	  farm;	  	  
• often	  sporadic	  and	  inconsistent	  sales;	  	  
• must	  market	  direct	  to	  consumers	  through	  farm	  gate	  or	  farmers	  markets;	  	  
• lack	  of	  well	  established	  distribution	  chains;	  
• ad	  hoc,	  often	  go	  in	  and	  out	  of	  business.	  

	  
West	  Howe	  Sound	  Farmers	  Institute	  is	  intended	  to	  make	  farms	  viable.	  Many	  factors	  
are	  involved	  in	  scaling	  up	  an	  operation	  to	  make	  it	  more	  viable.	  Mr.	  Forbes	  remarked	  
that,	  most	  important,	  beyond	  access	  to	  markets	  and	  land,	  are	  skills	  and	  input	  costs:	  

• You	  can’t	  build	  skills	  if	  working	  off	  the	  farm,	  and	  you	  have	  to	  work	  at	  it.	  The	  
Institute	  would	  involve	  farmers	  helping	  other	  farmers	  learn,	  and	  could	  have	  
programs	  like	  study	  groups	  and	  variety	  trials	  to	  see	  what	  is	  appropriate	  to	  
our	  climate,	  reducing	  risk,	  increasing	  production.	  	  

• When	  comparing	  our	  farms	  to	  California	  and	  Mexico,	  our	  main	  competitors,	  
there	  is	  a	  big	  difference	  in	  input	  costs.	  Prime	  input	  costs	  are	  labour	  costs.	  It	  is	  
expensive	  to	  live	  here.	  Land	  is	  expensive.	  It	  is	  difficult	  or	  impossible	  for	  
farmers	  to	  pay	  workers	  a	  wage	  rate	  for	  a	  decent	  standard	  of	  life.	  How	  can	  we	  
deal	  with	  this	  challenge	  and	  help	  level	  the	  playing	  field?	  	  

	  
Mr.	  Forbes	  proposed	  a	  community	  supported	  farm	  apprentice	  program:	  

• If	  farmers	  could	  get	  help	  from	  the	  community	  to	  pay	  apprentices,	  farmers	  
could	  scale	  up	  and	  increase	  efficiencies,	  to	  produce	  in	  a	  more	  viable	  way,	  and	  
could	  give	  in	  exchange	  healthy	  local	  food	  and	  supply	  grocery	  stores.	  	  

• Intention:	  to	  lower	  input	  costs,	  and	  increase	  skill	  sets	  of	  farmers,	  with	  trained	  
and	  motivated	  people	  in	  the	  community	  producing	  healthy	  local	  food.	  

• The	  Farmers	  Institute,	  a	  nonprofit	  organization,	  would	  be	  the	  employer,	  
gathering	  funds	  from	  the	  community	  at	  large	  (including	  service	  groups,	  
charities,	  crowd	  funding,	  the	  end	  consumers),	  taking	  care	  of	  HR,	  vacation	  
days,	  accounting.	  Apprentices	  would	  be	  paid	  a	  living	  wage.	  	  

• The	  Farmers	  Institute	  would	  serve	  as	  a	  Farm	  Labour	  Contractor,	  an	  
independent	  business	  supplying	  labour	  at	  different	  greenhouses.	  It	  would	  
manage	  the	  work	  force,	  working	  on	  behalf	  of	  the	  farmers,	  and	  would	  
distribute	  the	  resource	  amongst	  farmers,	  operating	  region-‐wide	  from	  
Langdale	  to	  Egmont.	  	  	  

• In	  return	  for	  working	  for	  the	  Institute	  as	  farmers,	  the	  Institute	  would	  train	  
apprentices,	  motivate	  them,	  and	  show	  them	  the	  value	  of	  being	  farmers.	  
Apprentices	  would	  have	  classroom	  and	  on	  farm	  training,	  and	  would	  be	  
trained	  to	  be	  safe	  on	  farms,	  and	  would	  be	  covered	  by	  WCB.	  	  
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• Farmers	  would	  have	  to	  work	  together	  to	  develop	  and	  propose	  a	  formal	  
education	  program,	  and	  would	  have	  to	  participate	  with	  apprentices.	  	  

• The	  Institute	  is	  about	  producing	  more	  food.	  Mr.	  Forbes	  remarked	  that	  there	  
would	  be	  a	  need	  to	  expand	  to	  a	  new	  market	  in	  order	  to	  increase	  farm	  
viability	  and	  be	  able	  to	  guarantee	  a	  supply	  to	  the	  retailer.	  In	  order	  to	  do	  that,	  
there	  is	  a	  need	  for	  formalization	  of	  cooperation:	  	  farmers	  working	  with	  other	  
farmers,	  membership	  is	  farmers,	  working	  on	  viability,	  the	  supply	  side.	  

	  
Mr.	  Forbes	  said	  he	  would	  approach	  the	  community	  with	  his	  proposal	  in	  the	  near	  
future.	  As	  a	  start,	  as	  an	  individual	  farmer,	  he	  planned	  to	  organize	  a	  farmers’	  study	  
group	  for	  monthly	  meetings.	  	  
	  
Discussion	  ensued.	  
	  
The	  Chair	  thanked	  Mr.	  Forbes	  for	  his	  presentation.	  Staff	  offered	  the	  assistance	  of	  the	  
AAC	  or	  SCRD	  in	  helping	  distribute	  the	  message	  and	  encouraged	  Mr.	  Forbes	  to	  
consider	  participating	  with	  the	  Ag	  Plan	  Implementation	  Advisory	  Committee.	  	  
	  

2. Agenda	  
	  
As	  a	  quorum	  had	  not	  yet	  been	  reached	  at	  this	  meeting,	  the	  remaining	  agenda	  items	  
were	  deferred	  to	  the	  next	  meeting:	  

3.1	  	   Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  Minutes	  of	  January	  27,	  2015	  
3.2	  	   Board	  Actions	  on	  Agricultural	  Issues	  
3.3	  	  Ministry	  of	  Agriculture	  AAC	  Workshop	  Feb.	  18th	  summary	  (verbal)	  
3.4	  	   AAC	  involvement	  with	  Ag	  Plan	  Implementation	  (verbal)	  
3.5	  	   Food	  Policy	  Council	  (verbal)	  

	  
Staff	  announced	  that	  AAC	  members	  would	  receive	  notice	  of	  AAC	  membership	  
renewal	  and	  new	  appointments	  in	  late	  March,	  once	  approved	  by	  the	  Board.	  
	  

3. Next	  Meeting	   	   March	  24,	  2015	  	   3:30	  pm	  
	  
Adjourned	  	   4:30	  pm	  
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Ocean Beach Esplanade 

Stewardship Advisory Committee 

February 21, 2015 

     Minutes of meeting held at Chaster House, Elphinstone, BC 

 

Present:  Bruce Armstrong, Fran Heppell, Rob Bone, Laurella Hay, Jan Paris,  

   Stephanie Pugsley 

Regrets:  Ray Bailey, Patricia Wray 

Absent:  Doreen Bartley  

Also Present:  Sam Adams, Parks Planning Coordinator 

Diane Corbett, Recording Secretary 

 

Call to Order 10:31 a.m. 

 

Agenda Adopted as circulated 

 

Options for Ocean Beach Road Closures 

 

Members discussed the staff report dated February 2, 2015 regarding options for Ocean Beach 

Esplanade (OBE) road closures. Points from discussion included: 

 Historically, land surveying of the Esplanade was done from a distance, from Victoria or 

from Georgia Strait. The waterfront does not bear anything close to a straight line, 

which was imposed. A lot of buildings were constructed before the SCRD came into 

existence. The area was settled in the early 1900’s. 

 Rob discussed his experience and the process with an application for road closure. There 

will be 70 feet of road allowance remaining after he purchases 91 square metres of road 

allowance. 

 There are around 13 properties on the OBE road allowance, including one residence 

located entirely on the Esplanade that cannot be built further back due to topography. 

 The current Official Community Plan policy prohibiting repair or replacement of 

“substantially damaged” private residences encroaching on the Esplanade is punitive in 

nature, especially considering that often, due to topographic reasons, the actual 

footprint available for re-construction of a residence can be quite limited.  

 A re-survey of the area would not change anything. 

 Each property should be looked at on a case-by-case basis, due to so much variation in 

properties. 

 The adjacent marine environment is dynamic. Global warming is a reality. It might be 

necessary eventually to move the road back, away from the water. 

 There are some wins for the public if the (encroaching) property develops. The owner 

secures the bank. 

ANNEX L
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 Landscaping on acquired road allowance should give a coherent natural look to the area, 

and not suggest private-ness.   

 There is concern with owners building a structure right up to the edge of their property 

beside the Esplanade (whether or not it is encroaching). 

 There is a public perception that people who acquire road allowance are getting it for 

free, whereas they are buying it. People need to realize that it is not being given away. 

 Under certain combined conditions – southwest winds, storms and high tide – flooding 

occurs in the winter season. In some areas, seawater flows over the Esplanade. 

 Don’t want to see a big parking place. 

 A more detailed OCP amendment should take into account landscaping and parking. 

 Any changes should benefit the public. 

 

Recommendation No. 1  

 

That a more detailed Official Community Plan amendment should be submitted to the SCRD 

that sets clear objectives for future road closure applications and to ensure that public space 

elements are considered by both the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure and 

applicants.  The Committee supports in principal the listed criteria in the staff report as a 

starting point for discussion. 

 

There was further discussion about the condition of the walking path on the waterside of the 

Esplanade, and the need for chipper dust and vegetation clearing.  

 

Adjournment 11:45 a.m. 
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AREA 'A' MINUTES 

 
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERRALS ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

LIBRARY ROOM, PENDER HARBOUR SECONDARY SCHOOL, MADEIRA PARK 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2015 AT 7:00PM 

 
 

 

Present: G. Craig (Chair), J. Dickin, C. McEachern, A. Thomson, G. Park, F. Mauro (Area A 
Director) and C. Patterson (Secretary). 

 
Regrets: J. McOuat, R. Metcalfe, G. McBain, L. Falk, D. Burnham, A. Skelley and J. Hall. 
 
Guests: S. Hanson for the S.C.R.D. Planning Department 
 B. Ford, M. Elliot, C. Smith, and C. Smith for Crown Land Application File 2411037  
 D. Reid, C. Nelson and W. Powell for Development Variance Permit Application 

No. 337.145 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  7:01 P.M.  
 
 
MINUTES 
 
1.  Egmont / Pender Harbour (Area A) APC Minutes of January 28, 2015 
2.  Halfmoon Bay (Area B) APC Minutes of January 27, 2015 
3.  Roberts Creek (Area D) APC Minutes of January 26, 2015 
4.  Elphinstone (Area E) APC Minutes of January 28, 2015 
5.  West Howe Sound (Area F) APC Minutes of January 27, 2015 
6.  Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of January 24, 2015  
7.  Natural Resources Advisory Committee Minutes of January 21, 2015  
  
Motion:  To adopt the Minutes of January 28, 2015 for Area 'A' and to accept the balance 
of the minutes with thanks.      Carried Unanimously 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 
 
8.  Transition Houses – Zoning Amendment Bylaw 337.112 
  

 S. Hanson gave an overview of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 337.112, noting that if this bylaw 
was adopted, it could be revisited during the Area A OPC Review.  Size of buildings, 
setbacks, governance of transition houses and land size were discussed by the APC.  One 
comment suggested the structure size could be increased to 400 m2.  Another supported 
increasing the setback to 5-10 metres.  The APC was supportive of the Bylaw in all other 
aspects. 
 
 

9. Development Variance Permit Application No. 337.145 
 
 The APC discussed the application and noted the structure would normally meet setback 

requirements if the road allowance had not been there.  Only one neighbor would be 

ANNEX M
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impacted by this variance, and the owners have contacted them and report they are in 
favour of this proposed development.  The new house, of similar size and character, will be 
more conforming to setback allowances than the structure currently in place.   

 
Motion:  To support this application with the recommendations Planning Staff have 
suggested be followed.      Carried Unanimously 
 
 
10. Crown Land Application File 2411037 for a Residential Private Moorage 
 
 The APC was advised that the time extension requested by the S.C.R.D. was not granted, 

but this meeting’s comments would be included in the Provincial Government’s 
considerations.  Neighbours spoke of their concerns, such as the change from a water 
license to a 15 year lease and whether that changed any requirements.  They noted the 
necessary setback from public access is not being met, and mentioned that they have 
heard others speak of making similar permit applications should this one be approved. 

 
 The APC’s concerns remain as before, even with the change to a fifteen year tenure.  The 

APC unanimously would like to see very careful reflection given to the precedent a private 
moorage with a breakwater and this large scale would set along this area of open coastline. 
This concern of the APC was not noted in the previous staff report. 

 
Motion:  This APC would like to reiterate our motion of the previous Minutes and, in 
addition, emphasize our concern on the precedent of allowing docks that must utilize 
breakwaters and/or be of large scale in order to be feasible on the outer coastline.  We 
are strongly concerned about the effect on the shoreline environment, and in particular 
the cumulative effect of multiple breakwaters and large multi-fingered docks on the 
marine environment, including eelgrass beds as well as the threatened marbled murrelet.  
We support all recommendations Planning Staff have made in Recommendation No. 4 of 
page 77-79 in the agenda.       Carried Unanimously 
 

 
DIRECTORS REPORT:     
 

 Budget process is underway.  First round has been completed. 
 The Area A OCP has begun.  It is expected to proceed in a timely manner. 
 Update on the Saunders application. 
 There will be a SIB information meeting this Saturday at the Community Hall from 9:30 

to 1:00 p.m. 
 
 
NEXT MEETING: 7:00 P.M. March 25, 2015 at the P.H. Secondary School Library, Madeira 

Park 
 
ADJOURNMENT: motion to adjourn at 8:51 P.M. 
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Halfmoon Bay APC Advisory Group  
Coopers Green, Halfmoon Bay, BC 

 
MINUTES OF TUESDAY, Feb 24, 2015  

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Call to Order  

Joan Harvey, chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 
 

2. Agenda  
 
Motion: That the agenda be accepted as printed. 
 

 
        Carried Unanimously 

 
3. Minutes  

Minutes from the following meetings were received for information: 
3.1 Area B- Halfmoon Bay APC Minutes of Jan 27, 2015. 
3.2 Area A- Egmont/Pender Harbour APC Minutes of Jan 28, 2015. 
3.3 Area D- Roberts Creek APC Minutes of Jan 26, 2015. 
3.4 Area E- Elphinstone APC Minutes of Jan 28, 2015. 
3.5 Area F- West Howe Sound APC Minutes of Jan 27, 2015. 
3.6 Natural Resource Advisory Committee Minutes of Jan 21, 2015. 
3.7 Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes of Jan 27, 2015. 
3.8 Planning and Development Committee Minutes none. 

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

        Carried Unanimously 
 

4. Business Arising from Minutes and Unfinished Business 
None. 

 
 
 
   

PRESENT 
Ray Moscrip 
Eleanor Lenz 
Joan Harvey 
Elise Rudland 
Len Pakulak 
Bruce Thorpe 
Walter Powell 
Frank Belfry  
Lorne Campbell 
Barbara Boulding 
Alda Grames 
 
 
 

REGRETS 
Wendy Pearson 
 

SCRD STAFF 
Stina Hanson 

 

GUESTS 
Doug Spani 
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5. New Business  
 

5.1 Development Permit with a Variance Application No.B-66 
 

APC Comments/Concerns: 
-There is an error in the geotech report at number 4.5…it is coastal Douglas Fir zone not 

 coastal Douglas Hemlock zone. 
-Of concern is the amount of fill that was put on the property; it has been raised 10-12 

 feet. 
-It is pretty obvious from the waterfront side of the property to see where the natural 

 vegetation was…but on the map you can’t tell what the natural boundary is. 
-How would the public know that the fill on the waterfront of the property is public land? 
-It is an existing situation; we are being asked to consider if we are willing to reduce the 

 rear (waterfront) setback to zero. 
-How do we make sure the final design complies with the other (side and front) required 

 setbacks? 
-Could there be a point made that within the 7.5 meter setback there is to be no hard 

 landscaping? Can’t make a covenant concerning land that the SCRD doesn’t have 
 jurisdiction over. 

-As a covenant condition the regional district could stipulate that private owners not block 
 off public access to the waterfront adjacent to their land. 

-Don’t think it is safe to build a house on it at all with all the sink holes…it will need to be 
 dug out… they would possibly have to remove all the fill. 

 
Motion: 
 
That the APC takes no exception to Development Permit with a Variance 

 Application No.B-66 subject to compliance with the criteria in the geotech report 
 and the appropriate rebuilding of the retaining wall on the waterfront side of the 
 property as specified in the report. 

         Seconded 
 
Discussion of Motion: 
-There is a concern regarding public access to the waterfront and private owners blocking 

 it off…could ask that public access remain accessible: not landscaped with shrubs to 
 make it look like it is private land…there has been recent turf turned in the public area 
 going down to the water…we haven’t said anything in the motion about maintaining 
 public access. 

-We need policies about building adjacent to beach access and road allowances and 
 need confirmation on title that landscaping shall retain the visibility and accessibility of 
 these public lands. 

-We should be proactive in protecting access to these lands, so we should propose 
 another motion that includes this as a condition. 

-A second motion should state that access should be maintained: that it should look like 
 it is public access. 

-Could put in a condition in about public access but enforcement is an issue. 
-Amend the motion by adding that there is to be no infringement on road access; that 

 road access shall be maintained and no private property development shall encroach 
 on road allowances. 

 
Motion: 
 
That the APC amend the motion to additionally include the condition that road 

 access and public foreshore lands shall be maintained as accessible to the public 
 and that no private development shall encroach upon these public lands. 

          Carried 
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New Motion  
 
That the APC takes no exception to Development Permit with a Variance 

 Application No.B-66 subject to the following three conditions:  
1. compliance with the criteria in the geotech report and   
2. appropriate rebuilding of the retaining wall on the waterfront side of the 

property as specified in the report and 
3. that public road access and foreshore lands shall be maintained as accessible 

to the public and that no private development shall encroach upon these public 
lands. 

  
        Carried (one opposed) 
 
 
 

 Directors Report: 
 
Director Garry Nohr gave the director’s report. 
 
 

6. APC Committee Discussions/Requests:  
none 

 
7. Next Meeting 

Tuesday, March 24 2015, 7 PM. 
 

8. Adjournment 
8:45 PM 
 
 
________________________    ____________________ 
Joan Harvey      Date 
HMB APC Chair  
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Sunshine Coast Regional District 
Roberts Creek (Area D) Advisory Planning Commission 

Minutes of February 23, 2015 
Roberts Creek Library, 1044 Roberts Creek Road, Roberts Creek 

 
Present:   Heather Conn, Mark Lebbell (Area D Director), Peggy Martin (Recording 

Secretary), Barry Morrow, Bill Page (Chair), and Denise Woodley 
(Alternate Chair). 

Regrets: Jeffrey Abbott, Marion Jolicoeur  

Absent: Dana Gregory, Chris Hergesheimer (Alternate Area D Director), Gerald 
Rainville, Brock O’Bryne  

 
CALL TO ORDER:  7:00 p.m. 

1. AGENDA:  The agenda was adopted. 

2. MINUTES:  The Roberts Creek (Area D) minutes of January 26, 2015 were 
approved as circulated. (BM/DW). M/S/Carried. 

3. NEW BUSINESS:  Proposed New Entry to Sunshine Coast Community Heritage 
Register – Roberts Creek Community Hall (Area D).   

• In regard to the requested comments, there was some discussion about the dates 
set out under the section entitled “Description of Historic Community Place” as to 
when the property was acquired vs. when the building was erected.  Is it true that 
building the Hall started before the land was donated by Mr. Roberts? 

• Should more detail be added concerning the modern uses of the hall and its 
importance to the community be elaborated upon?  For example: having a functional 
kitchen, community dinners, Halloween events for children, having the Farmers’ 
Market indoors during the winter, etc.   

MOTION: The Roberts Creek Community Hall should be included in the Sunshine 
Coast Community Heritage Register.  The historical designation is an important 
recognition of its past and current value to the community.  Although it doesn’t 
really protect the hall, it should help the community apply for grants, etc. to 
maintain this very valuable asset into the future. (HC/BM) M/S/Carried.     

4. DIRECTORS REPORT: The Directors report was received.  Budget Round 1 has 
wrapped up and final positions will be worked out in Round 2.  Discussions 
concerning the community garden project continue and there is a public meeting 
concerning Marijuana production on small lots tomorrow (Feb 24) at 7:00 pm at the 
Hall.  
 
5. NEXT MEETING: 7:00 pm Monday March 30th, 7:00 pm, Roberts Creek Library, 
1044 Roberts Creek Road. 
 
6. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 7:25 pm. 
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West	  Howe	  Sound	  (Area	  F)	  Advisory	  Planning	  Commission	  	  
February	  24,	  2015	  
Minutes	  of	  the	  meeting	  at	  Eric	  Cardinall	  Hall,	  Shirley	  Macey	  Park,	  West	  Howe	  Sound,	  BC	  
	  

	  
PRESENT:	   	  	  	   Fred	  Gazeley,	  Chair	   	   REGRETS:	  	   Bruce	  Wallis	  

	  	  	   Judith	  Kenly	   	   	   	   	   Kate-‐Louise	  Stamford	  
	  	  	   Leonie	  Croy	   	   	   	   	  
	   Mike	  Comerford	   	   DELEGATION:	   Ken	  Pedersen	  for	  DPV	  F-‐83	  

Wayne	  Taylor	   	   	   	   	   Mike	  Jordan	  for	  DPV	  F-‐83	  
	   Michele	  March	  

DIRECTOR:	  	  	   Ian	  Winn	   	   	   	   	   	  
SECRETARY:	  	   Diane	  Corbett	   	   	  

	  

	  
1. Call	  to	  Order	   7:00	  p.m.	  
	  
2. Agenda	  	   The	  amended	  agenda	  was	  adopted	  as	  circulated.	  

	  
3. Delegation	  

	  
Ken	  Pedersen,	  agent,	  and	  Mike	  Jordan,	  owner,	  discussed	  a	  development	  permit	  
application	  with	  variance	  to	  relax	  the	  setback	  to	  the	  natural	  boundary	  of	  the	  ocean,	  
the	  rear	  parcel	  line	  and	  a	  side	  parcel	  line	  to	  permit	  a	  single	  family	  dwelling	  
constructed	  without	  building	  permits	  or	  approved	  septic	  system.	  (See	  6.2	  for	  
discussion.)	  
	  

4. Minutes	  
	  
4.1	  	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  (Area	  F)	  APC	  Minutes,	  January	  27,	  2015	  
4.2	  	  Egmont	  /	  Pender	  Harbour	  (Area	  A)	  APC	  Minutes,	  January	  28,	  2015	  
4.3	  	  Halfmoon	  Bay	  (Area	  B)	  APC	  Minutes,	  January	  27,	  2015	  
4.4	  	  Roberts	  Creek	  (Area	  D)	  APC	  Minutes,	  January	  26,	  2015	  
4.5	  	  Elphinstone	  (Area	  E)	  APC	  Minutes,	  January	  28,	  2015	  
4.6	  	  Agricultural	  Advisory	  Committee	  Minutes,	  January	  27,	  2015	  
4.7	  Natural	  Resources	  Committee	  Minutes,	  January	  21,	  2015	  

	  
MOTION	  (WT):	  That	  the	  minutes	  noted	  above	  be	  received	  for	  information	  purposes.	  

	   Carried	  
	  

MOTION	  (JK):	  That	  the	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  Advisory	  Planning	  Commission	  Minutes	  of	  
January	  27,	  2015	  be	  approved	  as	  circulated.	  

	   Carried	  
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5. Unfinished	  Business	  and	  Business	  Arising	  from	  Minutes	  
	  

5.1 Natural	  Resources	  Advisory	  Committee	  minutes	  of	  January	  21,	  2015	  
	  
The	  APC	  concurred	  with	  concerns	  noted	  by	  the	  Natural	  Resources	  Advisory	  
Committee	  in	  section	  4.1	  regarding	  the	  Woodfibre	  LNG	  proposal:	  
• Regarding	  the	  potential	  for	  cooling	  water	  effluent	  at	  the	  LNG	  facility	  (warm	  

water	  possibly	  with	  chemical)	  to	  affect	  benthic	  habitat,	  the	  APC	  wondered	  
how	  this	  would	  be	  monitored	  and	  how	  frequently.	  

• Concerns	  and	  questions	  noted	  by	  NRAC,	  supported	  by	  the	  APC:	  
o Does	  the	  application	  specify	  anything	  about	  boater	  exclusion	  zones	  

around	  tankers?	  	  
o What	  is	  the	  proponent’s	  responsibility	  regarding	  tankers?	  When	  does	  the	  

proponent’s	  responsibility	  for	  tanker	  safety	  begin	  and	  end	  (e.g.,	  when	  
tankers	  are	  at	  dock	  versus	  when	  they	  are	  on	  route	  to	  or	  leaving	  the	  
plant)?	  

o Will	  there	  be	  limitations	  on	  the	  number	  of	  tankers	  that	  can	  travel	  per	  
year?	  	  

o Is	  it	  possible	  that	  LNG	  could	  be	  unintentionally	  discharged	  into	  Howe	  
Sound	  –	  	  either	  from	  the	  plant	  itself,	  or	  from	  a	  damaged	  tanker?	  If	  so,	  
what	  are	  the	  environmental	  effects	  of	  LNG	  in	  marine	  environments?	  	  	  

o Tanker	  traffic	  as	  it	  pertains	  to:	  
• Marine	  safety.	  What	  risks	  do	  tankers	  pose	  to	  other	  boaters	  

(recreational	  and	  commercial)	  in	  Howe	  Sound?	  
• Foreshore	  erosion.	  How	  might	  tanker	  traffic	  affect	  foreshore	  habitats	  

and	  structures	  (docks,	  etc.)?	  
• Marine	  mammals:	  How	  might	  tanker	  traffic,	  particularly	  noise	  from	  

vessel	  cavitation,	  affect	  marine	  mammals	  and	  fish.	  
• Other	  users.	  How	  might	  tanker	  traffic	  affect	  other	  boaters	  and	  ferry	  

schedules.	  
o Seismic	  safety.	  Does	  the	  application	  include	  information	  about	  seismic	  

safety?	  	  
o Air	  Quality.	  How	  might	  the	  plant	  affect	  air	  quality	  in	  Howe	  Sound.	  How	  

will	  air	  	  quality	  be	  measured	  and	  monitored	  over	  time?	  	  
	  

5.2 Elphinstone	  APC	  and	  Roberts	  Creek	  APC	  January	  2015	  minutes	  
	  
It	  was	  noted	  there	  was	  no	  mention	  of	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  APC	  minutes	  in	  the	  list	  
of	  minutes	  received	  in	  January	  for	  Area	  D	  and	  Area	  E	  Advisory	  Planning	  
Commissions.	  	  The	  Secretary	  will	  advise	  Area	  E	  APC	  that	  a	  correction	  should	  be	  
made	  on	  the	  list	  in	  the	  January	  minutes.	  It	  appeared	  that	  Area	  D	  APC	  received	  
only	  Area	  D	  minutes.	  
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6. New	  Businesss	  
	  
6.1 Transition	  Houses	  –	  Zoning	  Amendment	  Bylaw	  310.163	  

	  
A	  staff	  report	  dated	  February	  10,	  2015	  summarizing	  proposed	  zoning	  
amendments	  to	  Bylaw	  310	  as	  pertaining	  to	  “Transition	  House”	  was	  received.	  	  
	  
A	  lengthy	  exploration	  of	  possible	  situations	  and	  proposed	  changes	  to	  the	  zoning	  
regulations	  regarding	  three	  uses	  –	  Community	  Care	  Facility,	  Assisted	  Living	  
Residence,	  and	  Transition	  House	  –	  proceeded.	  
	  
General	  concerns	  and	  views	  expressed	  by	  members	  included:	  

• Lack	  expertise	  needed	  to	  be	  able	  to	  make	  comment.	  	  
• Place	  these	  facilities	  in	  a	  residential	  area,	  near	  services,	  transit,	  stores,	  

and	  so	  on.	  
• Concern	  about	  isolation	  in	  a	  rural	  area.	  Limit	  the	  number	  of	  zones	  where	  

these	  facilities	  are	  allowed;	  remove	  zones	  like	  RU2	  and	  RU3.	  
• People	  directly	  involved	  in	  the	  various	  possible	  situations	  should	  have	  

input	  on	  the	  regulations.	  The	  SCRD	  should	  try	  to	  harmonize	  with	  the	  
Province	  –	  what	  does	  the	  department	  of	  Health	  think	  about	  the	  setbacks,	  
etc.?	  

• The	  regulations	  applied	  should	  depend	  on	  the	  type	  of	  user	  group.	  There	  
are	  subsets	  of	  user	  groups.	  Pick	  a	  home	  in	  a	  certain	  type	  of	  area	  for	  
specific	  user	  groups.	  	  

• Concern	  about	  impacts	  on	  neighbours	  regarding	  user	  groups	  with	  some	  
types	  of	  mental	  health,	  addiction,	  or	  violence	  related	  issues.	  

	  
Additional	  comments	  included:	  

• It	  depends	  on	  the	  size	  of	  the	  house,	  septic	  –	  there	  are	  many	  variables.	  
• It	  isn’t	  so	  much	  about	  defining	  the	  size	  of	  lot,	  setback,	  or	  number	  of	  

people.	  It	  depends	  on	  the	  type	  of	  group	  that	  wants	  the	  facility.	  Women	  in	  
crisis,	  eating	  disorders	  –	  each	  will	  be	  unique	  and	  different.	  

• It	  has	  to	  meet	  needs	  of	  occupants.	  
• It	  should	  be	  use	  specific.	  Don’t	  see	  anything	  in	  here	  saying	  each	  

application	  has	  to	  have	  a	  review	  to	  determine	  the	  requirements	  for	  that	  
type	  of	  use.	  

• Add	  that	  any	  facility	  falling	  under	  this	  classification	  would	  have	  to	  have	  a	  
review	  by	  experts	  rather	  than	  it	  being	  up	  to	  the	  planning	  department	  to	  
say	  …or	  have	  conditions.	  	  

• Limit	  it	  to	  certain	  zoning.	  If	  we	  put	  restrictions	  on	  zoning,	  if	  limited	  to	  an	  
area,	  then	  we	  solve	  any	  problems	  that	  might	  arise	  down	  the	  road.	  

• There	  could	  be	  a	  user	  group	  where	  it	  might	  be	  perfect	  on	  a	  20-‐acre	  piece.	  
• Think	  there	  should	  be	  an	  opportunity	  for	  a	  public	  hearing,	  and	  state	  what	  

type	  of	  group.	  But	  not	  for	  a	  transition	  house,	  but	  for	  a	  community	  care	  
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facility.	  Would	  have	  to	  advise	  neighbours.	  Community	  care	  facility:	  allow	  
in	  all	  zones	  with	  a	  public	  hearing.	  

• Think	  not	  capable	  of	  solving	  this.	  Don’t	  think	  they	  have	  considered	  all	  the	  
sides	  of	  this	  by	  changing	  the	  definition.	  There	  are	  so	  many	  questions	  we	  
can’t	  answer.	  

• I	  like	  how	  (the	  chart)	  makes	  it	  easier	  to	  follow.	  There	  is	  progress	  with	  this	  
report,	  but	  it	  has	  opened	  up	  more	  questions.	  

• We	  do	  have	  case	  histories	  in	  West	  Howe	  Sound.	  
	  

MOTION	  (WT):	  That	  the	  report	  be	  tabled	  until	  the	  next	  meeting,	  and	  that	  Planning	  
Technician	  Stina	  Hanson	  be	  asked	  to	  attend	  the	  meeting.	  

	   Carried	  
	  

6.2 Development	  Permit	  with	  a	  Variance	  (Pedersen	  for	  Jordan,	  1498	  Tideview	  Road)	  
	  
(Continued	  from	  item	  3.)	  Mr.	  Pedersen	  and	  Mr.	  Jordan	  responded	  to	  APC	  
member	  inquiries	  and	  provided	  background	  information.	  It	  was	  noted	  by	  the	  
proponents	  that:	  

• The	  part	  of	  the	  deck	  overhanging	  the	  apparent	  natural	  boundary	  of	  the	  
sea	  will	  be	  removed	  to	  deal	  with	  the	  Crown	  encroachment.	  

• There	  would	  be	  an	  amendment	  to	  the	  geotechnical	  report	  to	  deal	  with	  
the	  parking	  at	  the	  top	  of	  the	  property.	  Some	  kind	  of	  retaining	  wall	  for	  a	  
parking	  space	  may	  be	  necessary.	  

• The	  building	  has	  been	  sitting	  for	  25	  years	  unoccupied,	  with	  no	  water	  or	  
electricity.	  The	  property	  originally	  was	  purchased	  by	  the	  owner’s	  father	  
40	  years	  previously.	  There	  were	  issues	  with	  the	  survey	  of	  the	  early	  1900s	  
so	  the	  log	  cabin	  was	  dismantled	  and	  another	  structure	  was	  put	  up	  in	  a	  
different	  location.	  

• Due	  to	  a	  roof	  leak,	  a	  new	  floor	  needed	  to	  be	  installed,	  bringing	  attention	  
to	  the	  location	  and	  resulting	  in	  a	  bylaw	  complaint.	  

• It	  may	  be	  only	  possible	  to	  provide	  one	  parking	  space.	  There	  are	  
significant	  parking	  issues	  in	  that	  area	  in	  the	  summer.	  

• Addressing	  parking,	  septic,	  and	  setback	  all	  has	  to	  be	  completed	  before	  
occupancy	  is	  granted.	  

	  
APC	  comments	  included:	  

• The	  setback	  can	  simply	  be	  fixed,	  and	  the	  septic	  is	  almost	  a	  done	  deal.	  
Sounds	  like	  most	  difficult	  is	  finding	  ground	  for	  a	  parking	  spot.	  Developing	  
a	  parking	  spot	  is	  doable;	  could	  build	  a	  concrete	  wall	  and	  fill	  in.	  

• Have	  no	  issues	  as	  long	  as	  applicant	  meets	  the	  requirements	  of	  the	  
Planning	  department	  and	  installation	  of	  the	  septic	  system,	  and	  complies	  
with	  conditions	  of	  geotechnical	  report.	  

• Very	  well	  done	  geotechnical	  report.	  
	  

MOTION	  (FG):	  That	  the	  APC	  supports	  the	  application	  for	  a	  variance.	  	   Carried	  
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6.3 Interfor	  Corporation	  –	  Environmental	  Management	  Act	  Application	  

	  
The	  APC	  considered	  the	  staff	  report	  dated	  February	  17,	  2015	  and	  attached	  
correspondence	  from	  Interfor	  Corporation	  dated	  January	  30,	  2015	  regarding	  an	  
Environmental	  Protection	  Notice,	  an	  application	  (No.	  105986)	  for	  approval	  by	  the	  
Ministry	  of	  Environment	  under	  the	  Environmental	  Management	  Act	  “for	  the	  
purpose	  of	  the	  discharge	  of	  air	  emissions	  from	  a	  dry	  land	  log	  sorting	  facility”	  that	  
would	  operate	  24	  hours	  per	  day	  up	  to	  12	  days	  per	  month	  for	  up	  to	  16	  months,	  
handling	  up	  to	  400	  m3	  of	  woody	  material	  per	  month.	  
	  
Points	  raised	  in	  ensuing	  discussion	  included:	  

• This	  is	  all	  to	  avoid	  trucking	  charges.	  
• For	  years	  they	  burned	  in	  Howe	  Sound.	  The	  Ministry	  of	  Environment	  said:	  

“No	  more	  permits,	  you	  have	  to	  come	  up	  with	  a	  solution	  for	  wood	  waste	  
management...”	  The	  mill	  agreed	  as	  part	  of	  a	  permitting	  process	  to	  make	  
every	  effort	  to	  take	  woody	  debris.	  People	  bought	  equipment	  to	  do	  chips,	  
etc.	  	  Howe	  Sound	  Pulp	  and	  Paper	  has	  a	  new	  owner;	  don’t	  know	  if	  this	  was	  
a	  condition	  of	  the	  permit	  process,	  taking	  chips	  and	  hog	  fuel.	  Now	  they	  
are	  not	  taking	  it.	  So	  all	  the	  sorts	  have	  a	  problem.	  Now	  they	  have	  agreed	  
to	  haul	  all	  the	  chunks	  to	  Terminal,	  who	  is	  making	  chips	  from	  those	  
chunks;	  for	  every	  load,	  they	  are	  taking	  hog	  fuel	  from	  Terminal.	  Not	  a	  
permanent	  solution.	  The	  mill	  needs	  to	  take	  more	  of	  the	  woody	  debris	  
from	  our	  community.	  There	  is	  surplus	  of	  hog	  fuel,	  and	  shortage	  of	  chips.	  
You	  have	  to	  supply	  two	  units	  of	  chips	  for	  them	  to	  take	  a	  unit	  of	  hog	  fuel.	  

• The	  HSPP	  boiler	  was	  overhauled	  and	  rebuilt	  a	  few	  years	  ago.	  …they	  don’t	  
want	  hog	  fuel	  anymore.	  There	  are	  mountains	  of	  hog	  fuel	  in	  Port	  Mellon.	  
Every	  operator	  has	  the	  same	  issue,	  because	  there	  was	  an	  agreement	  that	  
Howe	  Sound	  Pulp	  and	  Paper	  would	  take	  that	  and	  burn	  in	  boilers…	  The	  
new	  boiler	  upgrade	  is	  a	  co-‐gen	  and	  they	  feed	  it	  back	  into	  the	  grid…	  They	  
will	  have	  a	  new	  revenue	  stream,	  making	  and	  selling	  power.	  

• Concern	  about	  setting	  a	  precedent	  for	  a	  permit	  to	  burn	  for	  16	  months.	  
• Bark	  mulch	  is	  $50/yard.	  	  
• I	  am	  really	  offended	  by	  this.	  They	  should	  be	  figuring	  out	  how	  to	  clean	  it	  up.	  
• GHG	  emissions:	  we	  are	  trying	  to	  lower	  them.	  
• It	  isn’t	  an	  efficient	  burn,	  it	  is	  uncontrolled,	  an	  open	  burn;	  particulate	  goes	  

into	  the	  air.	  There	  is	  no	  resolution	  as	  to	  what	  to	  do	  with	  the	  ash.	  
• There	  is	  too	  much	  hog	  fuel	  on	  the	  coast.	  
• This	  will	  go	  on	  until	  someone	  finds	  a	  solution.	  Say:	  no,	  figure	  it	  out.	  
• The	  pulp	  mill	  has	  the	  answer,	  but	  they	  won’t	  take	  it.	  
• These	  challenges	  are	  for	  us	  to	  reconsider.	  Look	  at	  ecological	  sustainable	  

logging.	  	  
• It	  isn’t	  in	  the	  logging	  –	  the	  only	  thing	  that	  can’t	  be	  used	  is	  the	  bark,	  least	  

usable	  byproduct	  of	  a	  log.	  It	  isn’t	  in	  forestry	  practice	  of	  it,	  but	  how	  can	  
you	  use	  100%	  of	  the	  material?	  
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• Think	  it	  needs	  to	  be	  taken	  way	  back.	  We	  are	  exporting	  a	  lot	  of	  raw	  logs.	  
The	  very	  essence	  needs	  to	  be	  looked	  at.	  Leave	  a	  lot	  of	  the	  forest	  intact.	  
These	  are	  symptoms	  of	  a	  much	  larger	  problem.	  	  

• I	  recommend	  that	  if	  this	  does	  come	  into	  effect	  –	  I	  am	  very	  concerned	  
about	  the	  rise	  in	  asthma	  and	  lung	  conditions	  in	  West	  Howe	  Sound	  –	  and	  
if	  there	  are	  more	  symptoms,	  to	  communicate	  it	  to	  Public	  Health.	  Air,	  
health,	  children.	  	  

• What	  effect	  will	  this	  have	  on	  marine	  life?	  
• I	  am	  concerned	  about	  all	  of	  the	  other	  operators	  who	  are	  working	  on	  a	  

solution.	  They	  have	  invested	  millions	  to	  find	  a	  solution.	  Here	  we	  will	  start	  
burning	  again,	  going	  back	  30	  years.	  Then	  doing	  this	  sets	  a	  precedent.	  To	  
burn	  it	  would	  cost	  $2/tonne.	  Can’t	  see	  the	  Ministry	  of	  Environment	  even	  
considering	  giving	  them	  a	  permit.	  

• Need	  to	  look	  at	  other	  costs	  like	  air,	  health,	  marine,	  environment.	  
• Concern	  about	  export	  of	  raw	  logs.	  

	  
MOTION	  (FG):	  That	  the	  applicant	  should	  make	  every	  effort	  to	  reach	  an	  agreement	  
with	  whomever	  to	  take	  their	  hog	  fuel	  and	  wood	  chips,	  to	  find	  a	  home	  for	  their	  waste	  
without	  burning,	  in	  a	  way	  that	  is	  a	  more	  environmentally	  acceptable	  alternative.	  

	   Carried	  
	  

7. Directors	  Report	  
	  
Director	  Winn	  reported	  on	  the	  following	  items:	  
• Budget	  process	  
• Woodfibre	  LNG	  meetings.	  Date	  for	  public	  consultation	  moved	  to	  March	  23.	  

(Submissions:	  www.eao.gov.bc.ca	  fax	  250-‐387-‐0230	  or	  mail	  Michael	  Shepard,	  
Environmental	  Assessment	  Office,	  PO	  Box	  9426	  Stn	  Prov	  Govt,	  Victoria	  B.C.	  V8W9V1)	  

• TELUS	  tower	  now	  proceeding	  with	  Development	  Permit	  
• Shirley	  Macey	  park	  proposals:	  sand	  volleyball	  courts;	  dedicated	  off-‐leash	  dog	  area	  
• Bike	  paths	  /	  walkways	  phase	  1	  almost	  complete;	  phase	  2	  starts	  soon	  (Gas	  Tax	  funds)	  
• Islands	  parks	  and	  trails	  
• APC	  orientation	  
• Agricultural	  Area	  Plan	  implementation	  
• Water	  metering	  

	  
8. Next	  Meeting	   	   March	  24,	  2015	  at	  7:00	  pm	  at	  Eric	  Cardinall	  Hall,	  Shirley	  Macey	  Park,	  

	   	   	   930	  Chamberlin	  Road,	  West	  Howe	  Sound,	  BC.	  	  
	  

9. Adjournment	   	  9:33	  p.m.	  
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October 9, 2014
‘ r r p

Honourable Todd Stone
Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure
Po Box 9055
Victoria, BC V8W 9E2

Dear Minister Stone:

RE: Meeting at UBCM

The Sunshine Coast Regional District Board met with the Minister of Forests, Lands and
Natural Resource Operations at the UBCM Convention to discuss Forest Service Road
(FSR) status for Sakinaw Woods.

It was noted at the meeting, that a subdivision proposal MOTI 2011-05969 has been
under review for over three years and that it is being considered as a water access
subdivision as there is no public road dedication; however there is an untenured road.

The SCRD respectfully requested that the entire length of road servicing the Sakinaw
Woods strata and the branch providing access to District Lot 4695 be granted forest
service status. We enclose a copy of the letter sent to Minster Thomson suggesting
collaboration with your Ministry to work towards securing road access to this area.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters and look forward to further
communications with you regarding this issue.

Yours truly,

SUNSHIN COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

Nohr
Chair

/sh

Cc: Honourable Steve Thomson, Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations

ELECTORAL AREAS: A - Egmont, Pender Harbour B - Halfmoon Bay D - Roberts Creek E - Elphinstone F - West Howe Sound

MUNICIPALITIES: District of Sechelt I Sechelt Indian Government District I Town of Gibsons128



October 6, 2014

HonourableSteveThomson
Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations QIU.’4r JL1E
P0 Box 9049 STN PROV GOVT
Victoria, BC V8W 9E2

Dear Minister Thomson:

RE: Meeting at UBCM

On behalf of the SCRD Board, I would like to thank you for meeting with us during the
UBCM convention to discuss Forest Service Road (FSR) status for Sakinaw Woods, as
well as our concerns about the proliferation of Knotweed on the Sunshine Coast.

As noted at the meeting, subdivision proposal MOTI 2011-05969 has been under review
for over three years. This is being considered as a water access subdivision as there is
no public road dedication; however there is an untenured road. The SCRD respectfully
requests that the entire length of road servicing the Sakinaw Woods strata and the
branch providing access to District Lot 4695 be granted forest service status. We
understand that FSR’s are intended for resource rather than residential use; however
this would solve congestion issues, property access and safety issues while recovering
maintenance costs from permit holders. If this is not possible, we encourage your
Ministry to work with the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure to secure road
access to this area.

The SCRD would also like the Province to recognize the alarming spread of Knotweed
on the Sunshine Coast and increase the resources dedicated to the removal of this
invasive species from Crown land.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters.

Yours truly,

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

/a4
Garry Nohr
Chair

/al

ELECTORAL AREAS: A - Egmont, Pender Harbour B - Halfmoon Bay D - Roberts Creek E - Elphinstone F - West Howe Sound

MUNICIPALITIES: District of Sechelt / Sechelt Indian Government District / Town of Gibsons129
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 Document: 299512 

 
 
February 23, 2015 
 
File No. 01-0230-40 
 
 
Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
Re: Declaration of the Right to a Healthy Environment 

 
At the Regular Council meeting of February 10, 2015, Port Moody City Council passed the 
following resolution: 

 
“WHEREAS municipalities and regional districts are the governments nearest to 
people and the natural environment, and therefore share a deep concern for the 
welfare of the natural environment and understand that a healthy environment is 
inextricably linked to the health of individuals, families, future generations and 
communities; 
 
AND WHEREAS fostering the environmental well-being of the community is a 
municipal purpose under section 7(d) of the Community Charter and a regional 
district purpose under section 2(d) of the Local Government Act; 
 
The Council of the City of Port Moody declares that: 
 
1. every resident has the right to live in a healthy environment, including the 

right to: 
a. breathe clean air, 
b. drink clean water, 
c. consume safe food, 
d. access nature, 
e. know about pollutants and contaminants released into the local 

environment, and 
f. participate in decision making that will affect the environment; 

 
2. The City of Port Moody has the authority, within its jurisdiction, to respect, 

protect, fulfill and promote these rights; 
 
3. The City of Port Moody will consider the precautionary principle when making 

decisions: where threats of serious or irreversible damage to human health or 
the environment exist, the City of Port Moody will consider cost effective 
measures to prevent the degradation of the environment and protect the 
health of its citizens, and the absence of full scientific certainty will not be 
viewed as sufficient reason for the City of Port Moody to postpone such 
measures; 
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4. The City of Port Moody will apply full cost accounting when evaluating 
reasonably foreseeable costs of proposed actions and alternatives, the City 
of Port Moody will consider costs to human health and the environment; 

 
5. By 2016, the City of Port Moody will specify objectives, targets, timelines and 

actions the City of Port Moody will consider, within its jurisdiction, to address 
the residents’ right to a healthy environment under section 1, including priority 
actions to: 

 
a. Ensure infrastructure and development projects of the City of Port Moody 

and private sector respect the objective of protecting the environment, 
including air quality; 

b. address climate change by reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 
implementing adaptation measures; 

c. prioritize walking, cycling and public transit as preferred modes of 
transportation; 

d. prioritize infrastructure and protected water sources for the provision of 
safe and accessible drinking water; 

e. reduce solid waste and promote recycling, re-use and composting; 
f. establish and maintain accessible green spaces in all residential 

neighbourhoods, and protect and conserve nature in public open spaces; 
 
6. The City of Port Moody will review the objectives, targets, timelines and 

actions of its healthy environment policy every five (5) years, and measure 
progress toward fulfilling this Declaration; and 

 
7. The City of Port Moody will consult with residents as part of this process. 
 
AND THAT this declaration be forwarded to the Lower Mainland Local 
Government Association, the Union of BC Municipalities, the Federation of 
Canadian Municipalities and member local governments, requesting favourable 
consideration by local councils and by delegates at the 2015 annual general 
meetings of these associations.” 

 
The City of Port Moody has forwarded this resolution to the Lower Mainland Local Government 
Association (LMLGA), the Union of British Columbian Municipalities (UBCM), and the 
Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) for discussion at their 2015 
Conference/Convention.  We respectfully request that your Council favourably support this 
initiative when it comes forth for discussion.  Should you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact the undersigned at 604-469-4505. 
 
Yours truly,  
 
 
 
Kelly Ridley 
Manager of Legislative Support 
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