Appendix H

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

REPORT OF A PUBLIC HEARING HELD AT
Hybrid Public Hearing with options to participate in-person at the SCRD Administrative Office
(1975 Field Road, Sechelt) or electronically (ZOOM)
July 16, 2024

Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 722.9, & 337.123.

PRESENT: Chair, Area F Director K. Stamford
Alternate Chair, Area B Director J. Gabias

ALSO PRESENT: Corporate Officer S. Reid
Acting Chief Administrative Officer T. Perrault
General Manager, Planning and Development I. Hall
Manager, Planning and Development J. Jackson
Senior Planner J. Clark
Recording Secretary G. Dixon
Members of the Public 126+/- (part)

CALL TO ORDER

The public hearing for Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 722.9 & 337.123.
was called to order at 7:03 p.m.

The Chair introduced elected officials and staff in attendance and read prepared remarks with respect to
the procedures to be followed at the public hearing.

PRESENTATION OF THE PROPOSED BYLAWS

The Senior Planner provided a presentation summarizing the proposed bylaw Sunshine Coast Regional
District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 722.9 & 337.123.

The Chair called a first time for submissions.
PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS AT PUBLIC HEARING
Elynn Lorimer

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).

Read a letter from the president of the North Lake Resident Association.

Opposed to the proposed bylaw amendments.

Faced with challenges around the lake.

Unclear regulatory framework.

The community needs to be taken into consideration for these changes with ample notice to be able to
study the proposed changes.

SCRD should wait until the dock management plan is complete.
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Changes should be made in a holistic manner for docks, foreshore, riparian area usage and development.
Recognize different needs in different zones and respecting property owners needs and perspectives.
Concerns over restrictions for waterfront property owners.

Changes impact our homes and futures.

Residents of North Lake care deeply about the lake.

Jim Cambon

Resident of Area D (Roberts Creek).

Care deeply for the environment.

Would like to see Option three granted, do nothing at this time as the science isn’t there to justify the
amendments.

Public should be able to see the science around the proposed amendments.

Feel the community is one month into the process.

Assessed property values are going to drop by 50%.

A large amount of legally non-conforming homes.

Greenway concerns.

Gerald Sieben

Concerns of a private waterfront property owner.

Access and egress to our boats and dock in the event of fire and recreational use of the water.

Adding the five-metre buffer is a mistake, could be dealt with administratively by people posting bonds.
Taking private property from a homeowner is a big deal.

Opposed to the proposed bylaw amendments.

Changes are not well reasoned and effect property and business owners.

Concerns around the possibility of not being able to rebuild after a fire.

Repair concerns for docks, stairs etc.

Larry Vanhatten

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).

Representing the swiya Lakes Stewardess Alliance.

Organization representing 500 families on North Lake, Sakinaw Lake and Ruby Lake.
Supports environmental stewardship and critical habitat.

Opposed to the proposed bylaw amendments.

Serious effects to lake front properties.

Buffer and hardscape provisions are a severe overreach and threaten safe access to homes and water.
Creates more enforcement issues for the SCRD and the Province.

Will generate more variance requests due to legal nonconforming status.

Construction concerns for repairs and bringing materials to site who are water access only.
Fire fuel concerns.

Subdivision changes are difficult to understand and justify and are not housekeeping items.
Bylaw amendments are not in line with the current Area A OCP.

Negative impacts to Area A properties and SCRD resources.

Shirley Samples

Resident of Area D (Roberts Creek).

President of Stream Keepers Society.

Creeks are important for our environmental health on the Sunshine Coast.
Presented a map off all the creeks on the Sunshine Coast.

Creeks and trees need protection especially, salmon, wildlife and people.
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Riparian areas must be protected.
Supports the proposed bylaw amendments.

Anthony Pare

Resident of Area E (Elphinstone).

Supports the proposed bylaw amendments.

Outdated Official Community Plans don’t cover the realities the Sunshine Coast faces now.
Increase of climate changes and environmental science speaks to these amendments.
SCRD is making the moves the Coast needs to sustain and improve our environment.

Dawn Allen

Resident of Area E (Elphinstone).

Concerns about climate change and thinking holistically.

Focus more on larger collective needs in a broader area then private property.
Supports the proposed bylaw amendments.

Catherine McEachern ("on behalf of Harvey McKinnon")

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).

Opposed to the proposed bylaw amendments.

Neglecting the rights of property owners and business owners.

Wait until the dock management plan is completed before changes are made and then incorporate those
changes to include the management of docks, foreshores and riparian areas.
Difficulty understanding the bylaw changes.

Concerned as a waterfront property owner and this is a housekeeping matter.
Depreciation of properties.

Fear of joblessness and economic hardship not just property.

In favour of protecting riparian areas, coastal forests and wildlife.

Clearcutting concerns.

Lee Ann Johnson

Resident of Town of Gibsons.

Representing the Sunshine Coast Conservation Association.
Deep concerns for Sunshine Coast riparian areas.

Strongly support the proposed bylaw amendments.

Any new development will be facing uncertain climate conditions.
The proposed is strong for the future.

Suzanne Senger

Executive Director of the Sunshine Coast Conservation Association.
Citizens of the community rely on ecological values.

SCRD can protect riparian areas through bylaws and policy.

Best practices for provincial regulations.

There is a lot of fear that is not accurate.

SCRD needs to protect our natural assets on the Sunshine Coast.

Alison Taylor

Resident of Area B (Halfmoon Bay).



Sunshine Coast Regional District Page 4 of 9
Report of a Public Hearing held July 16, 2024, regarding Bylaw No. 722.9 & 337.123

Supports the proposed bylaw amendments.
Local wildlife and plant life has been suffering from climate change and human activities.

Important to have consistent regulations across the coast.
Duty to protect species and wild spaces for future generations.

Catherine McEachern

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).

Opposed to the proposed bylaw amendments.

Referenced the green bylaws toolkit.

Lack of public awareness and overall enforcement.

Most property owners aren’t aware of the laws for riparian protection.
Bylaw infractions are enumerable and that’s a bigger problem.
Housekeeping is misleading.

Before a solution can be found need science for back up.

Ron Fyfe

Resident of Area D (Roberts Creek).

Q. Are the public hearing submissions being posted on the website, as not many are being shown. Is the
SCRD receiving all the letters pro or con?

A. Manager, Planning & Development noted there is a public hearing binder that should be on the website
with approximately 300 written responses, those form part of the public hearing record as do the comments
from tonight for Board consideration for the proposed bylaws.

Confusion over grandfather clauses.
Quoted section 532.1 of the Local Government Act on riparian area regulations.

Donna Shugar

Bylaw No. 722 already meets the provincial standard as stated in the staff report, the riparian area and
SPEA are already removed from the calculation of continuous developable area for the purpose of
subdivision and don’t need to be moved from the minimum parcel area calculation.

The intent is the same in Bylaw No. 337.

The language in the two bylaws could be in alignment without netting the riparian area and SPEA out of
the minimum parcel size calculation.

Couldn’t find the definition under the BC Land Act for allowable area and footprint minimal parcel size this
could impact a property owners’ ability to create new lots.

Density is controlled in our bylaws.

Landon Dix

Resident of Area B (Halfmoon Bay).

Concern of the ability of SCRD staff handling an influx of variance permit applications.

Before accepting any bylaw changes ensure staffing is adequate.

Supports protection of the SPEA.

Creating safe restrictions and environmental protection that can be notified from bylaw enforcement.
Supports the SCRD coming in line with provincial regulations and getting in line with guidelines.

Beverly Muench

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).
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This process has been stressful as a property owner.

Concerns whether you can maintain or improve a property to adhere to safety standards.
Understands the need to modernize and to come into alignment with protecting the environment.
Amendments aren’t bringing logic and clarity; they have created more confusion.

Jon Eriksson

Resident of District of Sechelt.

Supports the proposed bylaw amendments.

Spoke regarding mismanaging resources and impact of development on a creek and riparian area near
his home.

Dave Bonser

Resident of Area D (Roberts Creek).

Increase of regulations and fees for residential development.

Concerns over the implementation of the bylaw.

Mapping inconsistencies on riparian areas.

Adoption of the bylaw should be on hold until all the mapping is correct.

Cam Forrester

Resident of District of Sechelt.

Confusion over fresh water and the 17 metres setback.

Q. Is the 17-metre setback from habitat as a blanket or the structural setback to any watercourse?
The RAPR doesn’t apply to certain watercourses.

Chair called a short break for clarification in the noted question above at 8:31 p.m. reconvened at 8:33
p.m.

Manager, Planning and Development noted the intent of the setback is both habitat and flood protection
implications it would pertain to all watercourses as written in the bylaw.

Dianne Sanford

Resident of Area D (Roberts Creek).

Supports the proposed bylaw amendments.

Important that qualified environmental professionals (QEPs) are up to date with recent experience in the
area including all watercourses.

Concern of tree/vegetation protection on hightide lines.

Eelgrass beds are protected under the Fisheries Act.

Grandfathering is a part of these bylaw amendments, and to confirm changes would be excellent.

Carol Reimer

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).
Concern over being able to rebuild dwelling due to fire.
Supports protecting watercourses.

Ryan Matthews

Resident of Area F (West Howe Sound).
Subdivisions and development need to be controlled and done right.
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Supports the proposed bylaw amendments with proper enforcement and staffing.
Chair called for a recess at 8:46 p.m. reconvened at 8:58 p.m.
Chair asked staff to clarify the definition of legal non-conforming.

Manager, Planning and Development noted in the Loal Government Act Section 529 this part of the act
applies to a structure that is legal non-conforming in terms of its setback. This is also governed by case
law and could be case specific. Further information is available on our website and on the Let’s Talk page
for questions.

The Chair called a second time for submissions.
Gerald Sieben

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).
Concerns around legal non-conforming dwelling risks and rebuilding due to fire.
Cited Section 529 of the Local Government Act.

Larry Vanhatten

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).

Representing the Sakinaw Lake Community Association.

The association has approximately 400 members, opposed to the proposed bylaw amendments.
Feel unrepresented in the proposed changes.

Limited time to go over changes including the dock management plan.

Community landowners need to have a stake in discussions.

Riparian zone is important.

How could changes to the bylaws be housekeeping.

Information provided has been overreached without site specific thought and huge consequences.

Andrea

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).
Q. How many people are currently on the Zoom call?
A. Staff confirmed there are 51 in the virtual gallery.

Jon Eriksson

Concerned over small stream diversion and violations.
Support of proposed bylaw amendments.
Need to enforce existing laws.

Suzanne Senger

Sunshine Coast is going through a biodiversity crisis.

Climate change causes more ecological disturbances.

Concerns over poor land development in sensitive areas.

The proposed changes help clarify and streamline rural planning and development processes and will
impact properties in sensitive areas.

In support of the proposed bylaw amendments.
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Donna Shugar

Subdivision restriction suggestion that the definition of continuous developable area include a definition of
footprint.

This definition should refer to structures but any form of human disturbance like driveway and gardens.
Restriction on small lots make sense.

On larger lots where the developable area can be huge, restricting subdivision doesn’t make sense.
Suggests for the purpose of subdivision not be applied were lots of 2 acres or .809 hectares or greater are
being created.

Suggests a citizens committee to overlook the science of the proposed bylaw changes be considered for
residents in Area A.

Beverley Muench

Concerns over not being able to reconstruct a structure due to fire with the new setback changes.
This process needs to be paused until more clarity is available.
Opposed to proposed bylaw amendments.

Chair asked for clarity on the following from staff. Why is this clarity so difficult to provide on the fly and
how it relates to a specific property. Can you speak to concerns from a Planners view?

Manager, Planning and Development noted when it comes to specific property questions it becomes
challenging if we don’t have all the facts in front of us. A sit-down conversation with a planner would be
beneficial the meeting could take fifteen minutes or an hour to figure out the uniqueness of the property to
give accurate information.

Cam Forrester

Not clear on how the current bylaws are out of step and out of date with the province.

Can clarity be provided on the background information?

Stated the Area A OCP has wording for a one-time exclusion for a property owner to be able to add or
remodel a structure in the setback area. Will this still be considered?

Brandon

Need to enforce existing bylaws before passing new ones.

Public needs to see evidence that this is a crisis needing immediate action.

Absence of full support for optional amendments should not be considered.

Only those in support of these amendments tonight seem to be okay with the ambiguous wording in utilizing
and crafting these amendments.

George Smith

Resident of Area E (Elphinstone).

Supports the proposed bylaw amendments.

Concerns need to be addresses and the language clearer.

Having science where people can understand it and look at the issues to move forward.
Resistance dealing with climate change.

Need to make it clear for people on what the implications really are.

Bill

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).
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All in favour of protecting the environment.

Area A is unique on the coast compared to other areas.

Suggests staff study the impacts of the proposed changes to the surrounding lakes.

Changes are not housekeeping for lakefront property owners.

Looking to increase the potential conflict zone by 50% is very significant and will increase staff time.
Sakinaw lake cabin will most likely all become nonconforming.

Is there science supporting the buffer zone.

Suggests a committee is formed in Area A to study the impacts before changes are made in Bylaw No.
337.123 and need to be viewed as a separate bylaw.

The Chair called a third time for submissions.
Catherine McEachern

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).

Could not find a provincial law requiring a 15-metre ocean setback.

Should be no urgency to this change.

Moving houses back 7.5 metres won’t create more green infrastructure it will decrease views, increase
land alterations to create safe access to the water and will alter 100’s of properties to legal non-conforming
status.

Some of the changes proposed conflict with the Area A OCP.

In favour of pausing the proposed setback change.

Calculating the minimum parcel size for subdivisions in Section 10.4 of the Riparian Act regulations it
speaks to reduction of developable land the term under the current bylaw is usable land, and it is already
excluded in the definition usable parcel area.

The bylaw as currently drafted now will take the usable land out of minimal parcel size out of usable parcel
size which isn’t the intention and reconsidered.

Susanne Senger

Resident of Area F (west Howe Sound).

Official Community Plans are the place to have these conversations.

There has been an intentional campaign to spread misinformation to get people to oppose regulatory
improvements to protect the environment.

Downstream impacts affect everyone.

Science is clear, removing vegetation in riparian areas affects trees and long-term viability for ecosystems.

Catherine McEachern

Resident of Area A (Pender Harbour/Egmont).

Concerns of the subdividable land exclusions sometimes covered by water which isn’t supporting fish
habitat.

Who is to determine what area is covered by water? Including exclusivity to subdividable land is an
overreach and beyond provincial requirements.

Concern over the hardscaping five-metre buffer and increasing the SPEA area to cover a problem during
construction.

Concern over the no build strip on waterfront properties.

The process should be paused but not overreaching changes or rushing it over an urgency basis.
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CLOSURE

The Chair called a final time for submissions. There being no further submissions, the Chair announced
the public hearing for proposed Sunshine Coast Regional District Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 722.9 &
337.123, closed at 9:41 p.m.

The Chair thanked everyone for attending the public hearing.

Certified fair and correct: Prepared by:

K. Stamford, Chair G. Dixon, Recording Secretary
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Fri Jun 2116:37:30 2024 Gerald/Loretta Sieben _ Ticket created

To: publichearings@scrd.ca
Date: Fri, 21 Jun 2024 16:37:13 -0700

From:"Gerald/Loretta Sieben" _

CC:leonard.Lee@scrd.ca
Subject: SCRD Riparian and Shoreline Protection Bylaw Amendments (Amending Zoning Bylaw No. 722.9 and 337.123)

Dear SCRD Directors
We are writing to express our concern over these proposed bylaw amendments and our firm opposition to these amendments as presently written.
The SCRD referred to these proposed changes as housekeeping items and mere “tweaks". We contend that some of these changes are significant.

There is a need to pause this process for now and take a sober second look at these complex, confusing bylaws and directly consult with the
constituents most directly affected, the owners of property adjacent to water bodies who are impacted by Riparian Zones. There is also a need to
clarify these proposed bylaws and definitions and make them easily understandable and acceptable.

While the proposed bylaws may have worked their way through the SCRD internal processes, they have not been properly considered and formulated
by thoroughly consulting and engaging with the citizens directly affected. Many waterfront property owners only learned about these significant
changes a few days ago. This rather sudden public hearing process is our first real opportunity to consider these proposals. Every waterfront
property owner affected ought to have been directly notified by mail by the SCRD and consulted.

As owners of a waterfront property we take shoreline protections very seriously as it is in our own interest to have healthy streams, lakes, bays and
riparian areas. But as land owners we hold indefeasible title to the land that we purchased and pay taxes on. The word indefeasible means “not able to
be lost, annulled or overturned". By arbitrarily increasing the setbacks on some existing privately owned waterfront lots and homes and by adding a
further 5 meters of “buffer” area to the minimum or established “no build SPEA" setback zone, the SCRD appears to be annulling some long
established uses of our waterfront property. This seems to be akin to soft core expropriation without compensation.

Property owners have an indefeasible contract, a deed of land, which allows them the exclusive use and enjoyment of their own property in a
responsible way. Defending basic property rights is part of living in a democracy. Disrespect for property rights and overrunning personal property
use is what one would expect in an authoritarian regime. Private property rights are serious matters. Respect for waterfrontage private property also
ought to be made explicit and written into these bylaws.

If lakeshore property owners were to follow to the letter all of the SPEA and buffer restrictions it seems that they would not be able to safely access
the water to get into their boats or access their docks from their homes. Basic simple safe landscape stairs and ramps are “hard surfaces” that would
be not be allowed without going through a development process.

Property owners could be blocked off from enjoying their own shoreline. Even transversing waterlines permitted by our water licences and required for
our firefighting equipment would be in question. The bylaw amendment stipulates that no “hard surfacing materials” would be allowed within the
established SPEA or the buffer zone. Surely an outright prohibition flies against common sense. These access amenities are particularly vital for
water access only properties where part of the SPEA is also part of the transportation route to the home.

Waterfront property owners have riparian rights and must be guaranteed access to their own contiguous lake frontage through their own property. It
is not paranoia to be concerned about waterfront properties being co-opted. (One provincial document even suggested municipal bylaws to fence off
the SPEA to keep owners out of their own private property).

The extra 5 metre buffer zone called for by bylaw changes ought to be scrapped altogether. It is an unnecessary over-reach and a cavalier intrusion
into private property rights. Instead, the goals of the buffer zone to protect the SPEA areas could be accomplished by administrative procedures during
the building permitting and auditing process.

The new bylaws ought to stipulate explicitly that proposed setbacks and buffers do not apply to existing homes that were approved under early bylaws
and regulations, Such homes should not just be referred to as “legal non conforming” but as “legal and conforming to previous regulations”. Existing
homes should not be made into regulatory semi-outlaws, but should be explicitly recognized as legal and legitimate.

Existing homes should be explicitly permitted to rebuild on site in the event that the home is destroyed and should be allowed to renovate as required
under the bylaw that existed at the time the structure was built. The present bylaw as written would probably require the owner of an existing home to
plead for a variance in order to rebuild or renovate. Such a permission should be explicitly guaranteed and written right in the bylaw.

SPEA and Riparian zones that contain dead, dry, dying, decadent, diseased, and dangerous trees must also be regularly attended to so that fire
hazards and fuel availability is reduced. Permission should be written and made explicit in the bylaws.

The SCRD chose not to follow the recommendations of our Area A Advisory Planning Commission who did not support these bylaw amendments and
who did not wish these amendments (complete with added buffer zones) to proceed at this time. We agree with our Area A Planning Commission.

Please pause these bylaw amendments and consult further with constituents directly affected. We believe that constituents would encourage the
SCRD to take time to reconsider these matters before trying to align its bylaws with present or anticipated provincial directions. Bylaws must be
clear, practical, workable, and acceptable. These proposed bylaws ought to be tabled.

rald and Loretta Sieben
Garden Bay
Gerald/Loretta Sieben
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Mon Jun 24 11:18:53 2024

From: "Alan Koller"

Ticket created

Date: Mon, 24 Jun 2024 18:18:31 +0000
To:"publichearings@scrd.ca" <publichearings@scrd.ca>
Subject: Riparian Land and SPEA response.

Hello Team SCRD,

| just want to take a moment to send you some comments about the new bylaw coming into play regarding waterfront property and riparian land.

First frustration actually has little to do with the SCRD, more so with provincial decisions that are made without public knowledge or consult, and then
handed off to the regional districts and municipalities to take the brunt of the blame for their poorly thought-out ideas.

Why are they poorly thought out? Well, | run John Henry’s Marina and Resort. 60% of our building would exist inside of the SPEA line. More
importantly, 95% of the revenue John Henry’s creates within the SPEA line. Moral of the story, changing bylaws can have drastic impacts on the
businesses and homeowners in the regional district.

Let’s talk about the video that you sent out. Specifically, the part that shows the diagram of how a subdivision would work. The diagram | am referring
to is at the 9 minute mark of the video.

2000 sq meters is the minimum lot size.

The SPEA line is 15 to 17 meters on either side of a water feature or ravine.

Now your diagram makes it look very doable to have a stream go through a 3500 sq meter lot. Problem | have is this.

-

. A 3500 sq meter lot is essentially 50 x 70 meters. Your diagram shows the SPEA going through about 25% of the short side of the 3500 sq
meter lot when in reality it should show that it goes through 60% of the short end of the lot. That diagram is deceptive.

2. Once we accept the SPEA line to be in place, the 3500 sq meter lot does not meet the minimum lot size because part of the lot is on the wrong
side of the SPEA line. This is an issue because you can’t build a bridge over it to get to the other side of your lot.

3. There is no consideration for the 5 meter buffer zone in your diagram. Including the buffer zone extends the SPEA line 10 meters, 5 meters on
either side of the stream, that means that lot does not exist.

4. Actually, it means that 5 of the lots don't exist out of the 10. Why 5? The lot in the bottom right has a technical problem, how do you get to it?

Not like you can build a bridge over the SPEA?

What frustrates the majority of the stakeholder are diagrams like this. It is designed to create a happy clappy imagine of how the world won’t change
much after these by-law amendments get made, but unfortunately if the diagram is done to scale, it shows that these changes will have a drastic
change to the regional district. If you are going to present information, make sure it is accurate.

Next on the list is going to involve the combination of SPEA and foreshore leases. As the SCRD well knows, there is a massive fight on right now with
docks and foreshore leases. There are many people who have applied for foreshore leases on the lakes and oceanfront in the regional district. Their
reasons for doing this is because they have a dream to enjoy the beautiful area that is the Sunshine Coast. They want to boat on the lakes and the
oceans. They want to kayak and paddleboard. They want to do everything that make the sunshine coast amazing. Changing the rules regarding set
backs and riparian land makes it impossible to do that. If you can’'t make hard improvements to the SPEA on your property you have no way to get to
the lake or ocean you live on. You have essentially bought what you thought was waterfront property and ended up with a waterfront view. There are
some properties that have low waterfront, and you can safely walk to the water, but those are few and far between. The vast majority of waterfront
properties do need improvements to allow safe access to the water. This also changes the economic value of people’s properties. Potentially costing
them hundreds of thousands of dollars into the millions of dollars in some cases.

The pending trainwreck included in this is the idea of someone getting a foreshore lease for their property only to have the SPEA line preventing them
from putting in a ramp to access their dock. How many more yellow signs do you want us to put up to voice our anger with government decisions like
this?

My recommendation would be to have the provincial powers that created this SPEA rule run the meeting instead of you. This fight is bigger than the
SCRD and you and your team are going to be stuck in the mud slinging unless you can get the province to join in and be part of the discussion.

Alan Koller
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June 24, 2024

Planning Department

Sunshine Coast Regional District

1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC, V72 DAS
via email: publichearings@scrd.ca

Dear Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) Planning Department
RE: Support for SCRD Riparian Area & Shoreline Protection Bylaw Amendments, 722.9 & 337.123

As the Medical Health Officer for the Sunshine Coast (including the Sunshine Coast Regional District), |
appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the Riporion Area & Shoreline Protection Bylaw
Amendments, 722.9 & 337.123. | have reviewed the proposed bylaw amendments in collaboration with
experts within our Healthy Environments & Climate Change team.

| support the proposed amendments for bylaws 722.9 and 337.123 to strengthen the protections of
riparian areas by ensuring protection of riparian areas within new lots, establishing a buffer adjacent te
watercourses and waterbodies, and increasing setbacks from waterbodies and watercourses.
Preservation of riparian areas and shorelines from land altercations can protect water quality and help to
mitigate detrimental effects of climate change, and in turn, contribute to improving overall health and
well-being of residents and community resilience in the Sunshine Coast Regional District. These
amendments align with the action-based recommendations around adaptation to a changing climate,

Emergency).

Water Quality
The bylaw amendments’ alignment with provincial legislations for properties containing or adjacent to

watercourses or shorelines can also help protect drinking water quality. The 5CRD is home to many
riparian areas that act as natural buffers that filter pollutants from stormwater runcff, protecting both
groundwater and surface water quality.’ Protection of riparian areas and setting appropriate sethack
distances are particularly important in areas that are within watersheds and near developments that rely
on groundwater recharge for wells. Maintaining vegetation in riparian areas can alsa filter nutrients and
provide shade to surface water, which can prevent algal blooms that are harmful for drinking water and
recreational water use.! As such, preservation of riparian areas is essential in protecting drinking water
supply and ensuring access to clean drinking water for residents in SCRD, the majority of wham rely on
the Chapman water system. These benefits further contribute to creating resilient and adaptive
cammunities in times of water scarcity and drought. This is becoming increasingly urgent as our climate

rapidly changes.

i Gowornmsent of Dl Columbia. [ 2004). Emaronmental Best AMfanagemient Proctices for Lirhan and Roral Lond Develagment,
g s ey gos, Beopafweld fdocumen by msuurban @b e BRI S DS Foll, i



Ham:nuuar . Office of the Medical Health Officer - Coastal Rural
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Gibsans, BC VON 1VE

Phone: GE-984-50T0

Fax: G04-084-5075

Climate Resilience

In the context of climate change, riparian areas enhance climate resilience by mitigating the impacts of
extreme weather events, including through managing water flow during floods and absorbing excess
rainfall,! These functions are vital as climate change increases the frequency and intensity of storms and
rainfall events, which are of particular concern in coastal and mountainous regions like the Sunshine
Coast.” Degraded riparian zones lack these protective functions, leaving communities more vulnerable to
the adverse effects of climate change, such as increased flooding and increased likelihood of landslides
and sofl erosion. Degraded riparian areas are also mare prong 1o wash away, causing damage to property
and infrastructure and posing significant safety risks to communities.’ Land use risks associated with
climate change may be a source of anxiety and stress for property owners. Preserving riparian areas is
integral to building climate-resilient communities and ensuring long-term community well-being.

Ultimately, preserving the natural environment - including riparian areas in the SCRD - is fundamental far

both human and environmental health and community climate resilience. By prioritizing their protection,
we foster a healthier, more resilient, and sustainable future for all. The health of our natural environments

is intrinsically linked to the health of our communities, making the pratection of riparian zenes not just an
environmental imperative but a public health priority. Through the propesed bylaw amendments, the
SCRD can ensure that these vital areas continue to support both ecological balance and human prosperity.

in conclusion, | support the proposed amendments to bylaws 722.9 and 337.123 and appreciate the
opportunity to provide a population and public health perspective to this process.

Sincerely,

r—li _#'_.- EI .

Dr Moliehi Khaketla MBChE, MPH, CCFP, FRCPC

Medical Health Offcar
Vancouver Coastal Health

# yraneauver Coavial Heallk Chiel Medical Healtl Officer. (2023). “Protecting population hoalh in o climate emergency: Report of the
Vaneouves Caastal Health Chief Medical Healts Officer " Vancauver, BC: Vangouver Coastal Health,

bl g v v b cad st d gl Tie 4 00 2402 fech clmate change-healih-report pd!
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Kennith A. Mellquist

June 23, 2024
SCRD Staff

Re: SCRD Ripanan and Shoreline Protection Bylaw Amendments (Amending Zoning Bylaw No. 722.9
and 337.123)

I am wniting in relation to the above proposed bylaw amendments. My wife, Joanne, and I own two
contiguous properties in Garden Bay/Pender Harbour _ that will be

affected by these proposed changes.

First of all, there are 3 changes that are set forth in the above proposed amendments, including:

1. Parcel Area Calculation
2. Buffer from Streamside Protection and Enhancement Areas (SPEA’s)
3 Setback from Waterbodies and Watercourses

From my reading of the matenals, the amendments proposed 1n 1 and 2 above relate to streams and
other confined watercourses. They would not apply to oceanfront properties unless there was a stream
or other watercourse flowing through the applicable property. Is this correct? If so, some clanfication

in your materials would be greatly appreciated.
As for the setback changes, my wife and | have a number of questions and concerns:

l. In our opinion, increasing existing setbacks for waterfront properties is not a “housekeeping™
issue, It can and will have a significant impact on (1) ability to develop properties, (11) use of properties,
and (111) valuations and marketability, and will also create confusion as to rights of owners moving
forward, on sale of properties and when and 1f damage occurs to a property. This should involve more
than just putting forward some measures as “housekeepmg”™. There should be information provided on

all these 1ssues, and a more thorough public consultation and discussion should be initiated.



2. The recommendations from the Area A - Egmont/Pender Harbour Advisory Planning
Commission (July 26, 2023) address some of the concerns expressed in the prior paragraph. Why have
these recommendations been ignored? Significant changes that can impact many people should not be

pushed through in this manner.

3. As for our properties in particular, we have a number of issues and concerns relating to the

impact these proposed changes might have:

(a) As mentioned above, we own two contiguous properties. Our main home is on Strata Lot 2. We
have a small cottage on Strata Lot 3. Both would be within the prohibited area if the setback
requirements are increased to 15 meters. These properties are in a bare land strata created in the 1990’s
when zoning bylaws allowed for setbacks of 7.5 meters. They are located on a fairly steep slope, with a
health covenant on each property that designates where the septic field is to be established. No
construction (other than related to the septic field) is allowed within the health covenant area. Any
increase in the setback requirements could, in our opinion, render these properties unusable
(unbuildable) should we decide to expand on Strata Lot 3, or should we rebuild or have to rebuild (in the
case of fire or other disaster) on Strata Lot 2 and not be allowed to rebuild in the current location of our
house. There is only so much room between the 7.5 meter setback and the health covenant on each
property and increasing the setback to 15 meters would significantly reduce the area where a house or
other structure could be built.

(b) Last summer, two homes were burnt down across the bay from our house. Other than cleanup,
as of now neither of these homes has been rebuilt. This leads to the question of what happens if the
setback rules are changed and a home is wholly or substantially damaged or destroyed by fire or some
other cause? Are these proposed restrictions and BC government policy part of the reason why there is
no construction happening on either of these properties, and would this be our fate if the setback
requirements are changed and we are unfortunate enough to have a fire or significant damage occurs for
some reason? What is the situation if this occurs? SCRD should be outlining the various scenarios for
ratepayers, so that everyone understands the potential impact, not just referring people to other
legislation? If a property owners’ ability to rebuild a damaged or destroyed home is severely impacted
by this proposed change to setback requirements, these changes will have a significant impact on
marketability and valuations on the Sunshine Coast.

() NOTE - The BC government site discussing zoning bylaws (https://www?2.gov.bc.ca/gov/

content/governments/local-governments/planning-land-use/land-use-regulation/zoning-bylaws) indicates
that an owner must comply with the new bylaw if more “than 75% of the value of the building or




structure above its foundation is damaged or destroyed”. How does the Province and SCRD interpret
“value™? Is it the current “depreciated” value often shown in our property assessments? Or is it the
current “replacement” value of the building or structure? The interpretation used will have a potentially
huge impact on the application of these setback requirements given the increased cost of construction
over the last few years. Have you done any analysis on the number of properties that would be impacted
by your proposed zoning bylaw amendments, and to what extent the application of the bylaw might lead
to situations where homes could not be rebuilt on existing lots with the application of increased setback

requirements? This should be part of your analysis and discussion.

(d) We do not agree with the need to expand the setbacks for waterfront properties (particularly
oceanfront properties) from 7.5 to 15 meters, and your materials do not provide a clear explanation for
this increase other than referring to Provincial Best Practices. Similarly, increasing setbacks for SPEA’s
should not be required unless there is a valid and specific purpose for it - i.e. a 15 m setback for a SPEA
might not be needed if a creek or seasonal water flow is non-fish bearing or if the environment would

not otherwise be impacted by a lesser setback.

(e) We also do not believe that all waterfront properties should be treated equally. Where our
properties are located, we are on the side of a fairly steep slope. There is no threat of flooding and most

of the area within the setback of 7.5 meters is maintained as natural.

4. Finally, while SCRD may view these changes as “housekeeping” matters, they will be anything
but for property owners as they will increase the complexity and cost to owners of buying, developing,

modifying, maintaining, insuring and rebuilding properties. In particular:

(a) The changes will have a negative impact on property values and other related affects (see https://

www.aicanada.ca/article/zoning-and-land-use-controls/?cn-reloaded=1 and https://

professional.sauder.ubc.ca/re_creditprogram/course_resources/courses/content/352/Zoning.pdf which
discuss valuations on non-conforming properties). Lower valuations will add complexity to transactions

and depress property values, will lead to increased insurance and mortgage costs, and might impact the

ability of some property owners or purchasers to secure mortgage financing.

(b) The ability and cost to build on many existing lots may be severely impacted. Our properties,
and I am sure many others on the Sunshine Coast, that were created under bylaws where a 7.5 m setback
was allowed, may be rendered unusable if new construction had to satisfy the 15 m setback
requirements. Most definitely, rebuilding in compliance with a revised setback requirement will

increase cost, expense and complexity as it would, in our case, result in having to excavate further uphill



in more steep terrain and within a smaller footprint (if one is even available given the constraints of our
properties) and might require removal of existing foundations within the prior setback requirement.
Removal of existing foundations might actually make building further uphill unfeasible due to the
steepness of our lots. Remediation - whether it is needed, to what extent and its impact on the ability to
build on an existing site - is actually a point that would be worth some clarification. If a home cannot be
rebuilt in its current location, what costs must the homeowner incur relating to the prior building site?
Would the homeowner have to remove the prior foundation, replant trees and vegetation or otherwise
remediate the prior site? To what extent would a requirement to remove an existing foundation or
support impact ability to build on an existing site? Unlikely any additional cost of remediation would be

covered by insurance.

(c) Modifications and potential additions to properties will be more complicated and more expensive
to the extent changes to properties that have a non-conforming use will require consulting and
negotiating with the SCRD.

(d) More risk, will mean higher insurance rates for property owners. This probably goes without
saying. Of equal concern, however, is whether insurers may decline to cover such properties given the
increased risk profile and what if any coverage will be available. For example, the insurer might cover
the cost of the new build, but may not cover the cost of remediation if that is required on the prior site

that was within a 7.5 m setback. These costs could be significant.

We urge you to slow down this process, do some more research and provide more information, and

above all consult more fully with affected parties.

Yours very truly,

Ken and Joanne Mellquist













































History

Wed Jul 03 11:19:26 2024 Caitlyn H Ticket created
From:"Caitlyn H"

To: publichearings@scrd.ca
Date: Wed, 3 Jul 2024 11:18:59 -0700
Subject: Vehemently Opposed

We are homeowners on the Sunshine Coast and we vehemently oppose the proposed amendments to bylaws 722.9 and 337.123
relating to increased setbacks and amendments, not limited, to an additional 5-meter buffer added to the 30-meter SPEA Streamside
Protection Environmental Area are an overreach by the government.

The SCRD is not acting in the broad community interest with the proposed amendments and these changes could drastically reduce
all valuations on coastal properties. Our Area AAPC has reviewed the suggested amendments and has found grave concerns with
these bylaw changes. We are concerned that our elected officials are not doing their duty to the citizens of the coast. Why is the
SCRD not considering the Area A recommendations?

The suggested recommendations to setback of 7.5 meters to 15 meters or the strangely worded alteration to the buffer zone will create
thousands of homes that are currently legal to siting to become legally non-conforming. What does this mean to the homeowner? It
means that when they go to make changes or renovations or if their home is destroyed more than 75% above its foundation they will
not be able to rebuild or make substantial changes. These setback amendments will increase the number of applications for variance.
If variances are denied it will create a massive financial implication for the regional district and the homeowner as they will have to be
solved by the court. Money that could be well spent on a water facility on the Sunshine Coast or the repair and maintenance of
infrastructure.

Local Government Act (https://www.bclaws.gov.bc.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/r15001_14#division_d0e50260)

Non-conforming structures: restrictions on maintenance, extension and alteration

529 (1)If the use and density of buildings and other structures conform to a land use regulation bylaw but
(a)the siting, size or dimensions of a building or other structure constructed before the bylaw was adopted does not conform with the bylaw, or

(b)the siting, size, dimensions or number of off-street parking or loading spaces constructed or provided before the bylaw was adopted does not conform with the
bylaw,

the building or other structure or spaces may be maintained, extended or altered to the extent authorized by subsection (2).
(2)A building or other structure or spaces to which subsection (1) applies may be maintained, extended or altered only to the extent that

(a)the repair, extension or alteration would, when completed, involve no further contravention of the bylaw than that existing at the time the repair, extension or
alteration was started, and

Restrictions on repair or reconstruction of non-conforming structures

532 (1)If a building or other structure, the use of which does not conform to the provisions of a land use regulation bylaw, is damaged or destroyed to the extent
of 75% or more of its value above its foundations, as determined by the building inspector, the structure must not be repaired or reconstructed except for a
conforming use in accordance with the bylaw.

The Area AAPC also opposed the SCRD’s proposed amendments and we agree with their findings. Many people may not have read
the Area A Advisory Planning Committee's recommendations so we are placing them here.

The Area AAPC reviewed the Regional Growth Framework Baseline Research report.

Recommendation No.1 Regional Growth Framework Baseline Research The Area A APC recommended that the Regional Growth
Framework Baseline Research report be received for information. The Area A APC discussed the proposed amendments to Bylaw 337
(Area A) with respect to the PEP 2 Phase 1 Policy Fix Micro Project and had the following recommendation, concerns and issues:
Recommendation No.2 Planning Enhancement Project (PEP) 2 Phase 1 Policy Fix Micro Project: Amendment Zoning Bylaw No. 722.9
and 337.123 Watercourse and Shoreline Protection Amendments. T

The Area AAPC recommended that the SCRD Board adopt Option No. 3, make no changes at this time, and that the proposed
amendments do not receive first reading and no amendments to Bylaw 337 be enacted at this time.

CONCERNS AND ISSUES: « These amendments are not “housekeeping” items ¢« Given the importance and number of waterfront
properties in Area A, the proposed changes will have a significant and negative impact on both property values and the amount of
subdividable land. « Area A residents need to be informed of the proposed changes and provided with an opportunity to ask questions
and provide their input. « Justification for pushing these changes through on an emergency basis has not been justified; specific
provincial legislative requirements are not specified and vague references to fostering climate resilience is not adequate justification. ¢
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The changes would aggravate rather than clarify the regulatory confusion and layer on additional and conflicting compliance and
enforcement issues. « The committee is concerned about the assumption that all areas should have the same OCP or Zoning bylaw as
this idea has never been vetted with the residents of Area A, this Committee, PHARA or our community associations.

Area A has extensive waterfront properties and a topography and economic climate quite different than the other Electoral areas and
municipalities of the Sunshine Coast.

Parcel Area Calculation for Subdivision Purposes « There may be confusion between “useable parcel area” (where a minimum useable
size is set out in 5.413 of Bylaw 337 for each Subdivision Area) and a calculation of the total area of the property proposed to be
subdivided (the numerator in calculating minimum lot size).

The Streamside Protection Enhancement Area (SPEA) is already excluded from the definition of “useable parcel area” in Bylaw 337. If
specified requirements for minimum lot size, useable parcel area and lot coverage ratios are otherwise met, the committee did not see
a benefit to excluding SPEA area. Requirements of the SPEA report (and a restrictive covenant on title) would restrict development on
the resulting subdivided lots. « The proposed definition of a stream or watercourse contains a novel, additional exclusion in
Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) Advisory Planning Commission Minutes — July 26, 2023 Page 3 calculating parcel area (new 402
(iv)) that goes beyond the current Riparian Areas Protection Act (RAP) because it removes the connection between such water and
preservation of fish habitat. « As drafted, the proposed exclusion would include areas of pooled water over vast areas of land that is the
temporary and natural consequence of precipitation in a Coastal Rainforest area of rocky sloping land. The committee questioned the
exclusion of such water areas if there was no connection to protecting fish habitat and recommends deletion of 402 (iv).

Hardscaping Definition

* The benefit of creating a “hardscaping” definition was questioned, as it would further confuse the issue and be of limited benefit.
The Changes proposed would not prevent hardscaping near the waterfront, because the prohibition would only apply where a SPEA
area has been created in an RAP QEP report. That report is triggered by: an application for development (an undefined term in RAP
regulations) or by a land being within a Development Permit Area (DPA) #4 under the Area A OCP).

* The proposed wording would not prevent a buyer of a vacant lot (whose land is not within Development Permit Area #4) building a
road to the water, clearing tress, importing sand or gravel, building a retaining wall etc. because no SPEA would exist at that point.

* Such activities are unlawful where land is within a DPA #4 — Riparian ( see OCP s. 3.10 and 3.10.8), but it was noted most
landowners are not aware that their property is within a DPA.

* It would be of benefit to include “hardscape” in the “Land Alteration” definition in OCP s. 3.10 (c).

Streamside Buffer

« It was noted that a once a SPEA is delineated in the RAR report, it usually specifies what can be built or grown or not removed within
the SPEA (down to identified trees, etc.) and the SCRD often requires a covenant specifying such restrictions be registered against
title.

* The 5-metre buffer is significant (increasing the SPEA setback area by potentially 20- 50%) and of questionable value.

If the SPEA determined by the QEP (as determined based on the professional reliance model set out in the RAP) is not adequate in
protecting a stream or watercourse (and nearby roots and canopy), it seems the Province should revisit this legislation.

* Given the huge impact of these site restrictions for many property owners in Area A, limiting building of: patios, decks, pathways,
stairs, etc., to access and enjoy the waterfront, the stated rationale of “ critical green infrastructure asset that strengthens the resilience
to climate change impacts” is not enough.

« Scientific justification is needed for something going beyond protection of fish habitat.

* Given the vast tracts of Crown land within Area A subjected to annual permitted deforestation, it is difficult to justify the hardship to
(only) waterfront property owners by requiring an additional 5 metre “no build” zone.

Water Setbacks

» The proposed increased setback requirements pose serious consequences to landowners in Area A by reducing property values and
rendering many parcels “unbuildable”.

« Serious justification and the opportunity for public input is requested.

« Varying setbacks means existing properties will lose privacy as neighbours are forced to build behind them and those required to
build further back will have restricted sight lines and want to clear more trees for water views.

» The committee is concerned with the reality that, as the SCRD increases these restrictions (without increasing the resources
available to enforce them), trees will disappear to maintain view lines (Why do people buy waterfront?), paths and stairs will appear,
(residents want safe Egmont/Pender Harbour (Area A) Advisory Planning Commission Minutes — July 26, 2023 Page 4 access to
waterfront), larger hardscaping will be built (such a long trek to the shore) and this activity will now occur (and be visible) in a
(proposed) larger setback area.

» Bylaw enforcement, requests for variance and pressure on planning staff will grow exponentially, because the consequences are
critical to waterfront owners. « The changes suggested are an oversimplified band-aid non-solution to a complex issue.

Hardscaping would be determined by the QEP in their Riparian Area Assessment.
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Sunday July 7, 2024
Dear SCRD;

My Name is; Vito lalungo at_\/ladeira Park, BC. (in Gunboat

Bay)

| have resided here since June 10™ 1980. Without my knowledge or permission, |
was imposed a (Red Zone) on my waterfront. In the last 15 years we have been
held without the capability to acquire Dock permits, and for those structures
deemed illegal, they were forcibly removed last year. We the ones that have
permits still battle incredible demands to upgrade, and the insanity goes on.
NOW we are faced with another calamity of a 15-meter set back from the current
7 of which | and many others were not aware of. Gentlemen and Ladies of SCRD
at two hundred staff strong and constantly complaining about a heavy work load
Why in Gods Green Earth are you now imposing greater infliction on this
community!!.

| am_TOTALY OPPOSED to these changes | do not believe they are Necessary!

Here are some of my concerns:

How do owners safely access waterfront without the ability to build stairs /
pathways with the proposed prohibitions against hardscaping?

How does this affect one's ability to repair existing structures within new
“no-build” areas?

Would dock ramps or other structures touching waterfront land be
affected by these changes?

How will owners be treated when transferring existing title and structures
between the 7.5-meter setback (original setback distance) and the new 15-
meter setback during a property transfer/sale? Will existing structures be
considered legally non-conforming?



Given that only a few municipalities have adopted similar bylaws, is this a
new requirement of the Provincial Government? What are the current
Provincial best practices for setbacks on the waterfront and when were
these crafted / amended? What supporting material is available?

Do proposed setback requirements and new no build “"buffer” areas pose
consequences to existing property owners? This will reduce property
values and render parcels either unbuildable or not subdividable.

Increasing setbacks can potentially affect neighboring properties, creating
a lack of privacy and sightline obstructions.

Where can the public review what questions have been submitted and
what responses does the SCRD intend to provide?

Is the plan to remove all land covered by water (even temporarily) from a
calculation for subdivision? Given recent atmospheric rivers, would this not
exclude much of the land in the Pacific coastal rainforest?

How does the Jan. 20, 2023 BC Court of Appeal decision impact our ability
to develop our waterfront properties under the Riparian Areas Protection
Act (RAPA)?

Regards;
Vito lalungo


















Donna Shugar

Roberts Creek, BC
VON 2W3

July 11, 2024
SCRD Board of Directors:

Regarding proposed Zoning Amendment Bylaw 722.9 and 337.123 Riparian Area and
Shoreline Protection

Please enter these comments into the public record of the Public Hearing to be held on
July 16, 2024.

I want to start by saying that I support protection of sensitive ecosystems
including much of what is contained in these proposed amendments. However there is at
least one area which I believe deserves further consideration. This is Proposed
Amendment 1: Parcel Area Calculation.

The proposed amendment for Zoning Bylaw 722 says:
The calculation of minimum parcel area shall not include:

d) Area of land covered by flowing or standing water, including, without limitation, a
lake, pond, river, creek, spring, ravine, or wetland, whether or not usually containing
water; e) Area of land that contains a Stream Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA),
as established under the Provincial Riparian Areas Protection Regulations.

Similar wording is to be applied to Bylaw 337.

This calculation may make sense in an area of higher density and smaller lots. In
these cases, there is greater risk of encroachment into the setback areas and interference
with sensitive ecosystems. However, when larger lots are proposed, the rationale does not
hold and could both penalize property owners on large lots and reduce the available
building stock when we are in a housing crisis.

Here is an example:

A person owns a property of 10 hectares (approx 25 acres). The subdivision zoning
allows for lots of 2 hectares (approx 5 acres). There are no geotechnical hazards, no
issues with perc, no other constraints except that there is a creek running through the
property that, with the setbacks taken into account, occupies approximately 1 hectare. If
the proposed amendment is adopted and the property size is therefore effectively reduced
to 9 hectares instead of 10, this would mean that the property can now be subdivided into
4 lots instead of 5. This would be true even though on a 2 hectare lot there can be plenty



of room for a house (or 2), outbuildings, driveway, gardens or any other permitted human
activity without encroaching into the riparian area or required setbacks.

A planning staff person at the SCRD told me that the proposed amendment is
necessary to bring our zoning bylaws into alignment with provincial legislation. This is
the wording in the BC Land Act Riparian Protection Standard:

A proposed development that involves a subdivision of a parcel or strata lot does not
meet the riparian area protection standard if the subdivision would create a parcel that
has a developable area that is less than the allowable footprint for that parcel.

I believe that our zoning bylaws already meet this criterion. However, the language could
be strengthened or made more explicit. The word "footprint" is not defined in the Land
Act. But it cannot be assumed that footprint means minimum lot size. Zoning Bylaw 722
includes the term "continuous developable area" which is required on each lot being
created in a subdivision proposal. (Bylaw 337 uses the term "contiguous usable area".)
This "continuous developable area" may not include the riparian area and SPEA. In other
words, lots cannot be created that do not have the required "continuous developable
area." The riparian zone and SPEA are already netted out of that calculation.

I would like to suggest 2 changes to the proposed amendment:

e  That the definition of "continuous developable area" (and the term "contiguous
usable area") include a definition of ""footprint" so that the alignment with
provincial legislation is made more clear. This definition should refer not only to
structures but also to any form of human disturbance including driveways and
gardens, for example.

e  That the proposal to net out the riparian area and relevant setbacks from the
calculation of total parcel area for the purpose of subdivision NOT be applied
where lots of .809 hectares (2 acres) or greater are being created.

In my view, these changes would address the issues of protection of sensitive wetlands as
well as alignment with provincial legislation without unnecessarily restricting the
creation of new lots on larger acreages in areas where subdivision would otherwise be
permitted.

Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions.

Sincerely,

Donna Shugar, Roberts Creek






History

Thu Jul 1113:26:32 2024 Jim Cambo Ticket created
To:"publichearings@scrd.ca" <publichearings@scrd.ca>
Subject: Bylaw 722.9 and 337123 Amendments
Date: Thu, 11 Jul 2024 20:26:09 +0000
From:"Jim Cambon"

Dear SCRD July 11, 2024

Re: Proposed Amendment of Zoning Bylaws No. 722.9 and 337.123

We would like to provide the following comments to the proposed zoning bylaw changes. Given the lack of public information and minimal consultation
with stakeholders, and more importantly, the lack of scientific data to justify the proposed amendments, we feel as stakeholders and homeowners we
are at a disadvantage as the amendments are now going for their third and final reading in a process lacking transparency and sound science.

Firstly, we care about the environment and are 100% behind the protection of our local ecosystems. This is our home and will be for our children and
grandchildren hopefully. We have not seen any evidence however that the current regulations are causing harm or are ineffective and we have not
seen any scientific data to support the proposed amendments.

These poorly thought-out changes will certainly negatively impact property values for thousands of residents on the Sunshine Coast and will result in
lower tax revenue for the SCRD and province. We strongly believe that existing homeowners should be grandfathered with the existing guidelines at a
minimum, or more appropriately, that the amendments are not adopted at all. These changes were tried 10 years ago and failed. Why are they justified
now?

Transparency

Decisions should only be made when you have informed stakeholders. As taxpayers and concerned residents wanting to be better informed, we need
to be provided with an opportunity to fully understand what is being proposed and why, and then given sufficient time to make informed comments.

The only public information session was held on July 4!, which took place after two readings were already completed behind closed doors. The
information session was seriously lacking in information. We were not able to get satisfactory answers to any of our basic questions and found the
representatives present were not informed themselves on the reasoning for the changes (other than “other jurisdictions are doing it”). Nor were they
able to provide insight into the key definitions which form the basis of the bylaws (like what the natural ocean boundary really means). We were told
several times to just read what is online or hire a consultant. Unbelievably we were even told that we can just sell our homes if we are not happy with
the proposed changes! This is not how information sessions should be run and deteriorated our confidence in the system.

Property Tax Revenue Reduction

We expect that the district will see a significant drop in property tax revenue as a result of the new bylaws. Property taxes are based on assessed
values. With the bylaw changes there will be a decrease in property value, likely for thousands of Sunshine Coast residents, with many of those on
waterfront or creeks paying some of the highest taxes already.

Properties will have to be listed as “legally non-conforming” which will significantly reduce resale value which will impact transfer taxes as well, and no
doubt insurance policies. One local real estate agent suggested he would likely reduce the value of a home by up to 50% for a non-conforming home
that runs the risk of not being able to be rebuilt if more than 74% is destroyed by a fire or tree.

You can expect a flood of people requesting appeals on their assessed value if the amendments are passed. Have you studied the potential impact on
tax revenue reduction as a result of the amendments?

Arson risk

There are serious concerns that these new rules could put homes at risk for potential arson. The premise that these bylaw changes could “free up”
waterfront if homeowners were not allowed to rebuild, may inadvertently give nefarious actors the impetus to cause harm to properties. House fires on
the coast are often catastrophic and result in more than 74% damage to a property.

Recommendations

Science first. Any new regulations should only be implemented based on thorough scientific studies carried out for each specific area and ecosystem
on the coast. Let the science demonstrate the necessity for the bylaw changes and buffer zones on top of buffer zones. If there are scientific studies
that show the current SPEA's or buffer areas are not working and are jeopardizing the coast’s ecosystems they should be made public. The precedents
sited for making the amendments are Surrey, Mission, Abbotsford and Coquitlam. Hardly comparable ecosystems to the Sunshine Coast.

The Green Shores program only provides recommendations and it is clear much of these are not needed or appropriate for much of the Sunshine
Coast. Adopting additional regulations just because other jurisdictions have done so is not a well thought out approach.
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Fri Jul 12 13:27:44 2024 _Ticket created

To: publichearings@scrd.ca
From: "Bill K"
Subject: Proposed Riparian zoning changes
Date: Fri, 12 Jul 2024 08:40:11 -0700

Re: SCRD PROPOSED RIPARIAN

ZONING PROPOSAL.
| am totally opposed to the current SCRD/Staff proposed regional zoning Riparian changes.

Blindly Casting a net of proposed new retroactive zoning, which includes compliance to various existing and future yet to be determined devaluating
regulations with varying effects to specific home/land/property/ owners including their existing infrastructure in many different undefined ways is not
the definition of Best Practices!

The Re-Classification of affected individuals within the district to add some form of justification or acceptance, for this newly hatched plan as:
LEGALLY NON CONFIRMING

is a discriminating insult to their life’s labour, substantial occupancy investment, ongoing increasing tax/ compliance burdens, pride of ownership and
current liveability expectations previously available and purchased within this community.

This community is progressively becoming under siege mired in laws bylaws compliances rules and regulations from all forms of government, federal,
provincial, municipal, regional in concert with claimant’s and special interest groups.

All of whom individually demanding a seemingly endless amount of various competing tactless requirements some currently known others unknown
being negotiated behind closed doors with far reaching implications to new and existing occupations including abilities within the district devoid of
public approval.

What scientific/ environmental studies have occurred that substantiate the necessity of these newly proposed Riparian requirements?
What are the current and future financial impacts/estimates as related to the proposed changes.?
How does the District expect to fund these changes for these costly proposals?

What compensation is proposed to satisfy various residents and businesses eventual devaluation caused by these proposed outcomes?

The justification Staff tabled a to date is very weak without knowledge based or logical proof of specific necessity, validity for such far reaching costly
questionable unproven measures appearing to be placed squarely on the shoulders of those individual residents deemed affected!

During the conversations at the recent July 4 public engagement with staff at the SCRD on Field Road, the conversations regarding specific concerns
such as:

- how does this affect existing
waterfront, including structures
such as docks, gangways and

up land property access.

- devaluation of property value
as result of these proposals

« what happens in case of a fire that results in complete loss of a structure that now has a value concern due to a reduced buildable footprint.

« The effect on the resale of an existing property subject to these new non-conforming bylaw’s.

« How is affected property tax assessed based on the zoning devaluation.

« The effects of the transfer of property now considered non-conforming.

« Existing bare property private ownership now, potentially subject to these new compliances, which affects the value of the property and a
restricted planned build out? Staff answers defaulted to you can apply to BC tax assessments for a reduction, but that has not been quantified.

Other staff comments of hard questions deferred to applying for a variance, which is costly as it has to involve professional reports and undo demands
on the owner With no guarantee.

Additional rationale that the new zoning would create clarity in the proposed compliance within the areas, therefore reducing the overall staff work
load.?? Wow?

In short no substantial valid justifications were made in support of the proposed changes that would be beneficial to the community. In fact more so to
the communities detriment.

Staffs time would best be spent improving the communities necessities versus its devaluation causing more costly compliances. 3/4






Brian Carson

Roberts Creek, B.C.
VON 2W6

Planning Department

and Chairman and Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road

Sechelt B.C.

V7Z 0A8

July 12, 2024

RE; Riparian Area and Ocean shoreline Protection Bylaw Amendment
Dear Mr. Chairman and Regional Directors,

Please reconsider your support for the latest return of the discredited green shore initiative that
has reappeared in the guise of riparian management. The scientific basis for the Georgia
Straight having and requiring a regulatory framework for its so called “riparian” area is
unfounded. How government oversight of any structure, vegetation or pathway within 15 m of
the ocean’s shoreline has any relevance to the health of the ocean, or its beach creatures is
puzzling to say the least. The excuse that the SCRD is just keeping in line with provincial
regulations is disingenuous if the original regulation itself is flawed.

“If somthin ain’t broke. Don't fix it!”

| have been an international watershed management professional over the last 40 years. There
is no credible scientific justification for the new regulatory environmental regulation being
proposed for our ocean shorelines. | strongly recommend that you reconsider this unnecessary,
almost certain to become a highly disruptive decision among the community’s most highly taxed
property owners.

Yours sincerely,

Brian Carson (retired professional geoscientist)
Roberts Creek
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Sun Jul 14 21:08:59 2024 Matt Magﬁ_ Ticket created

To: publichearings@scrd.ca

Date: Sun, 14 Jul 2 :08:30 -
From:"Matt Mage
Subject: Water front property

- Hide quoted text -

To whom it may concern,

We as a family have owned the same small cabin on a little piece of waterfront real estate in Egmont, BC on the Sunshine Coast for over 50 yrs.

The existing dock has been in place and maintained for over 35 years. In light of the recent government decision to change waterway rights and
reinstate new guidelines on the foreshore it is not only an unreasonable mandate but a very difficult arrangement to implement under such a short time
frame. Our wish is to preserve the beautiful lands and nature in a respectful way to all who live in this area and to work with the indigenous.

There are a long list of factors going into this process which have not been carefully considered for the benefit of the foreshore landowners that are
massively impacted.

Here are a few:

Lack of Consultation - A complete disregard for the community of foreshore owners that have rights and pay taxes on the land .

Environmental impact of removing older docks without consideration of consequences to the land, waterways and properties. Our dock has been in
place for over 35 years. The impact of the environment and ecosystem would be much more vulnerable and at risk of damage than that of leaving it as
is. Upgrading to sound environmental standards with careful planning and consideration is essential and much more time is needed.

Overall Environmental Science needs additional research. We do not feel enough studies through the proposal support the economic benefits. The
protection of the lands and waterways in taking this approach so quickly needs more information and must be presented in a more appropriate manner
so the general property owners can have a more clear understanding. At this stage the science needs to be substantial to ensure we protect this
beautiful coastline for many years.

Engineering guidelines don’t make sense for boats over 25 ft, (Standard boat).

Our home on the water is strictly limited to boat access only. There are no roads or car allowances. For emergency purposes we would not have easy
boat access to ensure we have quick access to health and safety services. The allowable proposal to the dock space would not make allowance for any
safety or emergency vessels- ie fire boat, coast guard or police boat. In the event of an emergency our lives would be at risk and many of those around
us.

Contracting vessels or visitors would not be eligible to moore but rather anchor to only disrupt the ocean floor significantly more than if left
alone. Property owner rights - we do not believe the average owner was consulted appropriately to engage in community planning or conservation
which is very important when managing the value and usage of one’s home and the beautiful surrounding nature.

This could be a fatal blow for the Sunshine Coast community. Employment would be greatly impacted by changing how many of us have lived for many
years and marinas will ultimately suffer.

Real Estate impactsThe value of real estate will be impacted substantially and will be the demise of the market values all up and down the coast.

In closing more time is needed to study the science and consult with the First Nations to enjoin them in coming up with better ways to protect Marine
habitat that are science based and allows for discussions within our communities to protect the heritage of traditions of the waterways and land.

Please respect and consider our letter to request more time for additional information and consultation with the First Nations communities to ensure
any changes are in keeping protection of the waterways.

Thank you The Magee FamilyEgmont, B.C.

Dexter Realty

office
cell
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July 15, 2024
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

RE: Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 722.9 &amp; 337.123

Letter of Opposition

Dear SCRD Council,

On behalf of my Mother — Patricia Andrew — and the entire Andrew Family, we would like to
voice our concern and acknowledge the immense negative impact that this current amendment
would have on countless homeowners along the Sunshine Coast.

As a single mother with three kids, my Mother looked to the Sunshine Coast for solace in the
early 90’s. She wanted a place that she could take her kids — to escape city-life and to create
memories for her young family. She purchased a modest piece of lakefront property in 1990 for
$60,000 on Sakinaw Lake. She recognised that this was a risky endeavour, but she took the
plunge to invest along the Sunshine Coast, when it was early days. She had the foresight to buy
this property to keep her kids out of trouble in the summers, and to have a place where her kids,
grandkids, and family could convene as the years went on. She has been a law-abiding citizen
her entire life — devoting her time to her community. She has paid her property tax every year for
34 years. Sakinaw Lake is where her life is. This is where her retirement is. This is where her
family comes together. This amendment (without deeper research and public input) is careless,
invasive, and undemocratic.

The proposed amendment takes existing homes with existing structures and negates years of
time and investment spent on these properties.

Continual changes to regulation coming at property owners from various ministries and various
levels of government need to be considered cumulatively, and the rights of citizens,
communities, property owners and business owners need to be taken into consideration before
bylaw changes as proposed are passed.

It would be prudent for the SCRD to wait until the outcomes of the Dock Management Plan
planning process is completed; any resulting changes should be made part of a holistic
approach to docks, foreshore and riparian areas usage and development across the Sunshine
Coast, recognizing the different needs in different areas.

Just as the BC Government and Shishalh First Nations have chosen to listen to the community
and take the appropriate time to consider impacts and community concerns and practicalities in
relation to the DMP, so should the SCRD take the time to understand the impacts of these bylaw
decisions before implementing them.

This is not about the resistance to change, or the journey we are all on to reconciliation. This is
about listening to the residents along the Sunshine Coast, and taking an approach that is
rationale, reasonable, and humane.

Thank you for your time. We are optimistic that the voice of residents will be heard in this
decision.

Sincerely,
Allison Harris
on behalf of The Andrew Family:



(Patricia Andrew, Brock Andrew (Marina Andrew), Allison Harris (Dave Harris), Mike Andrew

(Chelsea Andrew), John
Christopherson. Grandkids: Tessa Harris, Stella Harris, Abby Andrew, Emily Andrew, William

Andrew, Henry
Andrew, Isabel Andrew, Grace Andrew, Hugo Dunn, &amp; Finnigan Dunn)
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Mon Jul 15 13:37:09 2024 _ Ticket created

_Leonard.Lee@scrd.ca, publichearings@scrd.ca, justine.gabias@scrd.ca, kelly.backs@scrd.ca, donna.mcmahon@scrd.ca,
"kate.stamford@scrd.ca

Subject: Riparian and Shoreline Protection Bylaw - Amending Zoning Bylaw No 722.9 and 337.123
rrom: anver vecave |
Date:Mon, 15 Jul 202 :36:30 -

Good afternoon Leonard Lee, Justine Gabias, Kelly Backs, Donna McMahon, and Kate Stamford

I am fully informed as to the above noted changes that you have already pushed through in previous readings. | am absolutely opposed to
the Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on
waterfront properties.

As a reminder, the SCRD area has one of the highest # of kilometres of ocean shoreline in any local government in BC. Therefore it is incumbent
on you to not blindly follow other District/Municipality/City bylaw changes in these matters but instead take the lead for other areas to reconsider
and follow. Your decision will be the most impactful so | ask that you take the required time to give every issue your full consideration, listen to the
citizen's valid concerns, and eventually only make the necessary changes that are proven to benefit all. We have made the SCRD our home for
very good reasons and are highly invested in protecting it as property owners and for next generations to come.

Of note, | did attend the July 4 'open house' and found your team members had scripts rather than answers to logical questions and concerns. It
seems there is an agenda to push these extreme changes through as quickly as possible considering you seem to be wanting to get them through
this summer month while many citizens with legitimate questions and concerns are on vacation.

| have several concerns...

. New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting
safe access to the waterfront and potentially making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment Area
either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to address the safety and accessibility issues this will
cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

. Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options to expand, replace, or alter buildings on
their property. What about owners who bought properties that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

. Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy issues and sightline obstructions. Has the
SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

¢ Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to buildable areas being described as
“housekeeping” items?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection for erosion and flooding are already
contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are
these changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are insufficient? What evidence supports that moving
buildings further back will effectively create green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary restrictions on
property use?

. Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be permitted to affix to the upland? Are these
able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as needed? Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been
considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?

. Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire fuel. Additionally, many water access
properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even
more difficult?

. Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem. Encroachment on a Streamside
Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their
property or to the water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad restrictions?

e  Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties, potentially harming our local economy. The long-
term effect on development revenues for the SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of these proposed changes?

. Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory Planning Committee, which previously
addressed many of these concerns?

. Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a thorough bylaw review and re-write. The
amendments add confusion and conflict with existing provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to
implement these changes without a thorough review?

These amendments are an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's best interest. They will reduce the value and
usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local economy.

I urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
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Mon Jul 15 20:22:35 2024 Ben K_ Ticket created

CC:leonard.lee@scrd.ca, justine.gabias@scrd.ca, kelly.backs@scrd.ca, donna.mcmahon@scrd.ca, kate.stamford@scrd.ca
Date: Mon, 15 Jul 2024 20:22:17 -0700
Subject: Opposed to ammendment 337123, 2023
From:"Ben K]
To: publichearings@scrd.ca

Hello SCRD,

| do not agree or consent to your zoning bylaw change proposal 337123, 2023.

"SCRD's stated reasons as follows in qoutes"
--with my comments below between hyphens--

"Staff proposed them"

--It is of no concern if your staff proposes something for the properties fairly purchased and laboured for by their
neighbors who own them. The properties do not belong to your staff.
It is also irrelevant what your staff propose when it comes to the equal share in the use of Gods creation--

"promote clear and consistent regulations"

--No, It is not clear how this will be used at all other than for no good, we don't need consistency and we don't need
your regulations. Variety, uniqueness, individual choices, preferences, freedom of expression and different ways of
doing things is our gift from God, its not for sale or to be policed through petty bylaws--

"strengthen property protection from flooding and facilitate environmental protection"

--You have zero proof that it will strengthen anything at all or protect anything for that matter, flooding will continue to
occur when enough rain falls. There could be an endless debate on what helps the environment or what harms it.
SCRD opinion is not our god to obey and the SCRD holds itself accountable for absolutely nothing which can be
clearly read in your "disclaimer of warranty or representation" with regards to building permits....

Even if sinkholes opened up and swallowed entire houses the SCRD would hire lawyers to protect itself, maybe throw
a few staff under the bus along with the homeowners etc. So it's incredibly disingenuous to pretend your here to help
us or protect us from something. Your not, and you won't--

"public enjoyment of natural coastline"

--more nonsense. We can enjoy this gift from God without SCRD involvement. Men and Women have enjoyed this gift
long before the scrd existed, your proposal is the exact opposite--

"reconciliation"

--Burdening your neighbors with endless rules, financial burdens, restrictions and attempting to control their God
given freedoms in our shared land is not the definition of reconciliation. This may be your new religion, it's not mine
nor many of the neighbors who are increasing in opposition to this one sided burden--

"align with provincial guidelines"

--A bylaw, with threats, penalties, fines, burdens and costs is not a "guideline". Look up the definition of guideline.
Your welcome to provide opinions and guidelines just like we all are--

"best practices"

--The SCRD's opinion of what best practices are is not shared by equal Men and Women across these lands. Your
entitled to your opinion, you are not entitled to force it on Gods creation. Besides, many practices, different practices
and learning from them are what creates better ones. There are many ways of doing things, "best" is only an opinion
and a word often used to control or to feel superior. Choices are a gift from God, you don't own us or our choices.
SCRD choices and beliefs are not the best, if they were you wouldn't need fines and threats--
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"SCRD's approach to building climate resilience and mitigating risk to climate change"

--That's your approach, your belief and you have no proof that it works or its needed or that your bylaw will have any
affect other than burden your neighbors. We will choose our own approach and beliefs. Imposing your beliefs on
others for control is against Gods laws. "Treat others as you would have them treat you"--

"SCRD's ability to streamline development approvals"

--Don't worry about streamline at your neighbors expense, we'd rather not have our lives, investments, our freedoms,
and our labour abused and burdened so the SCRD can feel like they have streamlined something. No thanks, another
ridiculous reason--

"lessen the demand on staff"

--Oh, put incredible demands on your neighbors, financial burdens, property uses removed and strip them of their God
given rights so your staff feels less burdened. Try written consent from your neighbors or do nothing, and as a
suggestion you could quit trying to control everyone so much and your staff demands would easily subside--

"staff believe these amendments should be implemented as soon as possible"

--Who cares. Your staff's beliefs are not our beliefs. Tell them to burden their own lives and properties , they can
consent for themselves, they don't have the right to do this for their neighbors--

My family and myself do not consent or agree to your proposed changes on our properties in our names, in our family
corporation or on any properties that your devaluing and burdening that are owned by us or our neighbors also, many
may not know about this or may not be aware of how sneaky these changes your making are, and the costly affects it
will have on them.

We do not consent to have these proposed bylaws alter the use of our properties in any way or change its use
whether in subdivision or any form from the way it was purchased. This would affect our interests and we decline your
absurd offer to do so.

What are the names of these staff members reccomending these changes and do they own waterfront property or
any property that will be affected by their proposals? Please provide their names, addresses and phone numbers so
we can know which staff members of the SCRD are accountable for recommending to devalue our homes, properties
and treat their neighbors here on the Sunshine Coast in way and manner in which they would not like to be treated.

The staff of the SCRD do not represent the many owners of properties that are affected personally and financially by
the burdens in this plan and many others. Send out a copy of the proposed changes to every single property owner
that will be affected and burdened by your staff proposals/recommendations and ask those who are to bare the
affects and costs if they would like to pay financially and be burdened with the new restrictions based on staff belief.
Ask all the landowners for expressed consent to alter use.

Provide a piece of paper where they can choose to sign their agreed consent to your staff recommendations and
when you have their signed agreement go ahead and implement your plan on that particular property where you were
given consent.

If you don't get their signed agreement and implement your plan then you have not properly consulted your neighbors
and are attempting to extract their God given rights of equality on the land God has created and shared with all of us.
Climate change is a debatable subject, reconciliation is a debatable subject,

best management practices is of course also debatable, no one is subject to your one sided biased opinions on these
reasons for your burdensome rules.

Have you ever asked your neighbors if they would like you to have your staff manage every little thing in their lives and
burden them with the robbing of their hard earned labour and earnings through permit extortion and fees for
everything we do under Gods sun? Do you think you own Gods land? Do you think you own Gods creation of man and
woman?

Your management services of serving up burdens on your neighbors is certainly not a "best management practice".
We are all men and women under the Creator and you do not have the God given permission to petty police every little
thing we do in our sharing of this creation, the lands, the water and our individual gift of life. The SCRD has turned
itself into a political religion that seeks to impose its belief system on others. | do not share your beliefs and many of
your neighbors do not either.

Staff recommendations on precedents from other places is a monkey see monkey do system, it does not align with our a6



God given freedoms of choice. If your so genuinely concerned about making things easier for your staff then refrain
from turning every peaceful thing your neighbors do into one of your petty rules and infractions to enforce with
penalties and threats.

You are not God, your staff is not God and you are not above your equal neighbors. So get written signed permission
from all your neighbors if you want to place restrictions, burdens or financial loss on the things they have laboured to
produce and laboured to purchase fairly without these restrictions.

It's one thing to offer a permit to "help" construct a safe and decently built house with guidelines. Its an entirely
different thing when your religion of "best management practices", "climate change", "reconciliation”, and man made
maps that are claiming territory ownership over Gods Creation to a select few of the men and women God created
while the rest of the men and women God created are burdened with your quest for ridiculous control.

Different types of building and living practices are welcomed by our Creator, the proof is in the fact we were were
created with that ability, it's what makes us each unique and inspires creativity, opportunities to learn and actually find
better ways of doing things. There is no such thing as a "best" way of doing things as all of us, all places, and
circumstances vary. There exists already many homes and works inside of your proposed new boundaries/man made
rules that are just fine and perfectly acceptable, there is no reason that such things shouldn't continue. Each man and
woman can make their own decisions on their properties they steward as caretakers while they live out their own
lives.... the foreshore, ocean, lakes and land are Gods gift to all of us, as long as there is respect for neighbor and
Gods creation in what we are doing it is none of your business to try and control every step others take in their lives..
What the scrd does is harm their neighbors through a never ending list of rules, burdens and fees and that's not fine,
that's not respect for your neighbors.

Men and women have been tending areas around flowing water, standing water, ocean water, lake water, pond water,
diverting water and collecting water since time immemorial...... it's a gift from God and many have tended these water
areas in beautiful ways for their enjoyment, for safety reasons and of course the life giving need of this gift. You have
no authority to take away this gift of our labour, our preference and safety from your fellow mankind, you are not the
Creator. If you had real authority you wouldnt need threats, fines and coercion in a never ending game of "infractions".
These ridiculous proposals I'm sure will be selectively used on individuals no doubt. It's not like your going to move
hardscaping roads away from ditches with flowing water or tear down bridges over streams or stop building things
this way for that matter.

Yes, why don't you start with the SCRD building itself, there is sometimes water flowing over your parking lot and in
ditches that surround the building. Nothing should be built where water sometimes flows or close to the stream in that
ditch where life resides. Set the example and tear down your building and perform remedial actions, let's see trees and
nature instead of your building and we can closely observe the intelligence or stupidity of your example and then
decide if we would or would not like to follow it. Set the example and at the very least this will also lessen the
demands on your staff.

The SCRD wants everyone to apply for permission for any changes to buildings or whatever they do, but the SCRD
doesnt ask for permission to make changes to the value and usability of the way someone fairly purchased their
property. If we bought it this way and you change that way you are devaluing and burdening your neighbors
investments, hard work..... the fruit of our labour.

If you'd like to change the value, the potential and the usability of our properties with these burdens then come to us
and ask your equal fellow mankind for a permit.

| don't agree with your methods or your proposals, but if you'd like to apply for a permit to change our properties in
these ways email me for an application and you can fill it out with the $5000.00 application fee.

I'm gonna suggest to you first though, before you apply, that I'm not likely to agree to your beliefs and one sided
proposals, | will most likely decline your application.

So, while your welcome to apply, | do reccomend you don't waste your $5000.00, your time and just stick to your own
Housekeeping while keeping your noses out of your neighbors houses, their lives, and their equal share in Gods
creation.

For clarity, the things God has created are every single thing You and | cannot create, water, foreshore, trees, and land
are some examples of that. We will use the path to water and tend the path to water in safe respectable ways, it's a
gift from God not from you or anyone else.

| do not agree to your proposed changes, the broad and unclear ways it's written, the way you will selectively interpret
that today or the burdening ways it may be interptetated in the future. | do not consent to being burdened by your
plans financially, potentially or otherwise and | do not relinquish my God given freedoms to the SCRD or anyone else
for that matter,

Ben Klikach

"with thanks and appreciation to the Creator alone for our lives, for our free will and choices and sharing these lands
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vonsrsosss 33202 cangratersen S e eeee
Date: Mon, 15 Jul 2024 155907 «Q000
Subject: Zonkng Amendment Bylaw No, 7229 and 3371213
From: "Cralg Petersen
To: pubiichearings@scrd co8” <putiichearings@scrd ca>

Dear SCRD Counci

| am writing 10 express my strong opposition to the proposed bytaw amendments and urge you 1o vole "NO" on these
changes

The contiruous stream of regulations from varnious Ministries and levels of government must be considered collectively, taking
into account the rights of citizens, communities, property owners, and business owners before implementing proposed bylaw
changes

It would be wise for the SCRD to wait until the Dock Management Plan planning process is completed before making any
changes. Any rasulting amendments shouk! be part of a comprehensive approach to docks, foreshore, and nparian areas
usage and development across the Sunshine Coast, recognizing the diverse needs in difféerent areas.

The complexity of reguiations and bureaucratic processes makes it chalengng for individuals to stay informed and
understand what is trudy best for our communities, rather than simply accepting troad restrictions.

As a tapayer, | find it completely unacceptable that the SCRD would consider bytaw changes that restrict the common law
rights of waterfront property owners to access their properties as a mere ‘housekeeping matter. These changes significantly
impact proparty ownership rights, property plans, property values and future prospacts, and should not ba taken kghtly

Just as the BC Government and shishath Natien have demonstrated by listening 10 the commundty and taking the necessary
time to consider impacts and community concerns in relation to the DMP, | urge the SCRD to also take the time to understand
the Impacts of these bylaw decisions before mplementing them

Sincerely,

Craly Petersen
Presigent
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Ticket #227965 Transaction #515005

Ticket Subject: Lakefront Ownership

ristory

wen s waniozons  nagcie [N v eons
To: putichearings@scrd ca” <pudiichearinga@scrd ca>
Subject: Lakefromt Ow
From: "Dowg Chase™
Date: Mon, 15 Jul 2024 22:27:52 +0000

Dear SCRD Counctl
| would like 10 voice my opposition 1O the proposed Dylaw amend menas and request that you vote "NO” 10 these changes

Continual changes 10 regula
cumuatively, and the nghts o
as proposed are passed

N coming ot progerty owners from various Ministries and various levels of govermment neod 10 be considerad
CIzZeNS, COMMUNTEs, Sroperty owners and busingss owners need to be taken into consideration defore bytaw changes

1 would be prudent for the SCRD % wait undl the outcomes of the Dock Management Plan planning pracess s completed; any resuling changes
shoud be made part of a holstic approach to docks, foreshore and riparian a7as usage and devaopment across the Sunshine Coast, recognzing the

afferent neods In Sferant areas

The compiexity of reguiation and level of bureaucracy makes it axtremaoly onerous 0 be informed and understand what is, infact, the right thing for owr
communvbos, rather han st s 0CNg 10 Drosg resincions

As 2 constituent paying property taxes | find it totaly objectionable that the SCRD would consider bylaw changes that restrict commaon law rights
of waterfront property owners 19 access thelr properties a ‘howsekeeping matter’. These changes impact people’s property ownershgp rights,
plans for properties and future and should not be treated figpantly.

Just 33 the BC Governament and shishah First Nations have chosen 1o Isten 10 the community and ke the sppropriale time 10 consider Impacts and
oS and practicalties in relation 1o the DMP, 50 should the SCRD take the Time to undernstand the impacts of these Dylaw docisions

before implementing them
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Doug Chase | rside Sales Regrasontative
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To: SCRD Board July 15, 2024

c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca
Glen & Nanci Brown,

Madeira Park, B.C. VON 2H1

We oppose the Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw amendments No. 722.9
and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront properties.

We have several concerns. They are:

New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, therefore limiting safe access to the waterfront &
potentially making repairs to our existing boat shed and decks located within the maximum
Riparian Assessment Area either impossible or needlessly complex. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety & accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is also
problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

Affects Property Use & Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options to
expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to repair/replace existing structures? Can they tear down & rebuild?

Privacy & Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighbouring properties by creating
privacy issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this consequence? The
location of buildings on our property and neighbouring properties was a consideration when we
purchased. We are not all in line with our neighbours, therefore, we all have some privacy.

Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion & flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these changes
being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are insufficient?
What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create green
infrastructure & address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary restrictions on
property use?

Dock Ramps & Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps & other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Will trams still be permitted to get to and from your dock? Are
these able to be maintained, repaired & replaced as needed?

Fire Concerns: “Fire Smart” urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our homes to limit
fire fuel. We need to provide safe access to firefighters and first responders, as well as ourselves.
We don’t want vegetation, especially brambles, coming up between the stairs going to our deck at
the ocean front. This can be a major tripping and fire hazard.

Urgency & Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion & conflict with existing
provisions & the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review? Why is there a rush to implement these changes in the
summer months when many people are vacationing or in “holiday mode” and not glued to the
internet to wear their boxing gloves for another fight for their waterfront property rights?



Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a
problem. Encroachment on a Streamside Protection & Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an
enforcement issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their
property or to the water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing
broad restrictions?

Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value & usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term affect on development revenues for SCRD,
increased property tax, & economic growth of our region have been inadequately considered.
What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of these proposed
changes?

Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Panning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government & are not in the coastal
community’s best interest. They will reduce the value & usability of coastal properties &
potentially harm our local economy.

We urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks &
riparian zones. Please seriously consider this. Thanking you in advance.

Sincerely,
Glen & Nancy Brown

Ps: Why is it every time that us tax payers turn around we are fighting the Federal, Provincial,
Municipal, or Regional Governments. Please direct more attention to our aging infrastructure:
roads like cattle trails, and water systems that need attention.
























History

Mon Jul 15 09:39:32 2024 Harvey McKinnon_ Ticket created
To: "publichearings@scrd.ca" <publichearings@scrd.ca>

Subject: submission SCRD bylaw changes
Date:Mon, 15 Jul 2024 16:39:12 +0000

Dear SCRD Council,
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed bylaw amendments and urge you to vote “NO.”

Property owners are already facing a barrage of regulatory changes from different Ministries and various levels of government. These
changes must be evaluated in totality. I feel you are neglecting the rights and interests of citizens, communities, property owners, and
business owners before enacting these new bylaws.

And these changes are punitive.

T urge the SCRD to wait until the Dock Management Plan (DMP) planning process is completed. Then, any changes should be
incorporated into a comprehensive strategy for managing docks, foreshore, and riparian areas throughout the Sunshine Coast. They
must acknowledge the diverse needs of different regions and interests.

The current regulatory environment is both complex and bureaucratic. It is challenging and time-consuming for individuals like me to
stay informed and understand what genuinely benefits our communities. I feel there has not been enough information given to the
individuals and families who will have their properties impacted negatively. I cannot believe any property owner would welcome these
extreme changes.

There will be a significant backlash.

As a property tax-paying constituent, I find it unacceptable that the SCRD considers bylaw changes that limit waterfront property
owners' common law rights to access their properties as merely a "housekeeping matter.' These changes affect people's property rights,
plans, and futures and should be treated with the seriousness they deserve. The net effect will be devastating economically for the
coast. Allowing properties to fall apart essentially means fewer people will spend time on the coast. This will certainly lead to job losses
— and impose an economic hardship on everyone, not just property owners.

Both the BC Government and shishalh First Nations have decided to listen to the community's response. I am optimistic they will take
the necessary time to consider the consequences and community concerns regarding the DMP. I strongly encourage the SCRD to
examine the implications of these bylaw decisions.

I am a lifelong environmental activist. I've served on the national board of one of Canada's largest environmental groups. And have
been a founding member of two other environmental organizations. I'm all in favour of protecting riparian areas. I also favour
protecting coastal forests and the animals that live in them. However, I notice governments are still approving massive clearcutting
that's devastating to so many creatures, their homes, and our climate. The massive clearcutting has a much more significant negative
impact on the environment.

Everyone I know takes care of the environment near their lakefront cottages. We are thoughtful and responsible.

I believe that unintended consequences come from every major decision. And I believe implementing these bylaw decisions will have
severe unintended consequences that would be devastating to property owners like ourselves. And also hurt the much larger
community as well.

Sincerely,

Harvey McKinnon
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July 15, 2024
To the SCRD Board c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca

| am writing to express my opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

| have several concerns:

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these
changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are
insufficient? What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create
green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary
restrictions on property use?

o Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about buildings that need to be
replaced or rebuilt in the future? How do we ensure that existing structures may be replaced or
rebuilt in the future as needed?

o New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

o Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to
buildable areas being described as “housekeeping” items?

o Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Are these able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as
needed?

e Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?

e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy.

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?



These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's
best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local
economy.

| urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

=

Robert James Taylor

Madeira Park, BC


















Re: Proposed SCRD Riparian and Shoreline Bylaw Amendments

To Whom it May Concern

| strongly oppose the proposed zoning changes and object to them being described as ‘housekeeping’
items.

The proposed SCRD Riparian and Shoreline Bylaw Amendments are yet another attack on the rights of law-
abiding citizens property values and rights in the name of spurious environmental benefits, none of which have
been, or can be, supported by independent scientific research. This follows the ongoing attack on property
values and property enjoyment in the SCRD currently being fought under the same spurious reasoning, and
lack of independent scientific research and supportive evidence as with the current proposed Dock
Management Plan. There is so much wrong with this proposed plan and its belief that, even though an
estimated 98% of the BC coastline is completely uninhabited that somehow negatively impacting the 1-2% of
property owners on the inhabited portion of BC coastline by doubling the setback from 7.5 to 15 meters will
somehow solve global warming. Categorizing these proposed changes as “Housekeeping Items” only adds insult
to injury and if it wasn’t so sad it would be truly amusing. Well maintained docks and the current 7.5-meter
setbacks are not contributing to global warming, sea rising, melting ice flows or the thinning of the ozone layer.
Perhaps time would be better spent on the scientific causes of this phenomena rather than looking for local,
nonexistent, easy to punish citizen culprits.

John Davis
Resident of Pender Harbour



| am writing to express my opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

| have several concerns:

e New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

e Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

e Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

e Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to
buildable areas being described as “housekeeping” items?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these
changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are
insufficient? What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create
green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary
restrictions on property use?

e Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Are these able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as
needed? Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been
considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?
Have you considered mobility challended individuals access to the dock and waterfront. Not just
wheelchair but also walkers, canes etc. These are all affected by the railings/stairs and access
infrastructure.

e Fire and Firefighting Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our
houses to limit fire fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to
firefighters and First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures
even more difficult? Some of us have fire suppression sheds in this zone for property protection
have you considered this?



e Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?

o Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem.
Encroachment on a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement
issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their property or to the
water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad restrictions?

e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the
SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of
these proposed changes? What is the budget for this oversight and how many FTE jobs are going to
be created for compliance/enforcement?

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's
best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local
economy without proper study research engineering and community input.

| urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
John Durrant

Pender Harbour



p FRANCINE LEGAULT
rtenay. BC VON 7S5

Ronna-Rae Leonard, MLA

July 15, 2024

Courtenay BC, VSN 1)7
by email to: Ronna-Rae Leonard MLA@leg be.ca

cc: publichearings@scrd.ca
cc: Area A / Egmont: Leonard Lee via leonard.leed serd ca

cc: Halfmoon Bay: Justine Gabais via justine gabiasa scrd.co
cc: Roberts Creek: Kelly Backs via kelly. backsa serd ca

cc: Arca E / Elphinstone: Donna McMahon donna. memahon @ serd ca

cc: Howe Sound: Kate Stamford kate stamford @ serd.ca

re: Riparian and Shoreline Protection Bylaw
(Amending Zoning Bylaw No. 722.9 and 337.123)
Dear Ms Leonard -
For shame on you and the government you enable.

You are our MLA. We last wrote you February 5" regarding the travesty being foisted on the public
under the misleading moniker of being a Dock Management Plan. Why for shame? -

1. Apparently our earlier letter never made it into the public record (and | have checked all 2254
pages of it), and you remained silent about our concerns and did not even provide the courtesy
of acknowledging receipt of said Feb 5" letter.

2. Asthe government’s chosen and carefully choreographed process has unfolded, the promised
community engagement is 3 sham,

3. The so-called Protection Bylaw lacks any scientific basis for its many radical changes.

4, Holding a public meeting in the middle of the summer is a cavalier and disrespectful way (and
yet well-proven), to drive-the-preordained-result-desired by the politicos, in spite of public
sentiment.

From our Feb 57 letter, let me reiterate that my wife and | are lifelong boaters, concerned homeowners,
and residents of the Comox Valley. The proposed DMP needlessly threatens long-standing property
rights, marine access, the environment, and already weakened BC coastal and boating-dependent
communities across the Province.

| will not repeat the rest of our concerns, other than to say we are adamantly opposed to the Bylaw
Amendments as currently proposed.

Sadly, as drafted, the proposed changes offer zero accountability to, and refiect no meaningful
consultation with, those most affected. In summary, we are urging:

e Sober reconsideration of the DMP as a whole, based upon 2 common-sense approach to what its
acceptable impacts should be, including realistic dock sizes, and;



Urgent Concerns Regarding the Dock Management Plan (DF}

Julby 15, 2024 Page 2 of 2

# A proper consultation process with affected residents, businesses, the BC boating community,
property owners, environmental experts, First Nations, and other relevant stakeholders.

The DMP needs to reflect a plan that is fair, practical, and beneficial for all parties involved, including the
enviranment,

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. We (again) look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
JDE h Beovwiis M

































July 15, 2024
SCRD Board c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca

| am writing to express my opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

| have several major concerns, and these are potentially devastating for owners in terms of property values
and terms of use and safety issues, and there are no reports or studies provided to support these changes.
See below our concerns:

o New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

e Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild? This surely will
affect property values and resale ability.

e Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this unintended consequence? Thisis
a huge negative impact on properties as owners have designed things based on previous
mandates.

e Housekeeping Items: These are NOT house keeping issues, these are huge changes. Why are
significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to buildable areas being described
as “housekeeping” items these have potentially devastating negative impacts on property values
and use and enjoyment of properties?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: What is the logic behind this? Protection for erosion and flooding are
already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No Provincial law requiring that
the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these changes being proposed? Have
studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are insufficient (where are the reports)?
What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create green
infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary restrictions on
property use (where are the reports)?

e Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire
fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and
First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even more difficult
to access?

e Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?



e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the
SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of
these proposed changes (where are the reports)?

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's

best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local
economy.

| urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Ronald and Beverly Karnehm









History

Mon Jul 15 11:57:11 2024 Liz Chase-icket created

CC:Leonard.Lee@scrd.ca
Date: Mon, 15 Jul 2024 11:56:39 -0700

Subject: Riparian and Shoreline Pr ion Bvlaw (Amending Zoning Bylaw No. 722.9 and 337.123).
From:"Liz Chase

To: publichearings@scrd.ca

| am writing to express my concerns with the proposed amendments to the Riparian and Shoreline Protection Bylaws, particularly those pertaining to
existing owners of shoreline lands.

My concerns and questions echo many others including those in the report submitted by the Area A Advisory Committee.
We have owned shoreline property since the early 70’s. We built within the bylaws of the time within our lot configuration.

We appreciate the need for Riparian zones to minimize the impact of human presence to protect our aquatic and land environments but we feel the
proposed bylaw amendments are too stringent and don't include flexible allowances for existing structures.

Our primary concerns with the proposals are the significant increase in setbacks, the addition of a no build “buffer” and exclusion of any type of
hardscaping that allows for safe access to shoreline waterfront. We are asking for much more detailed clarity and transparency around these
proposals.

1) What are the specific consequences for property owners with existing homes and hardscaping with the proposed setback requirements and new no
build "buffer” areas?

2) Will existing homes and hardscaping structures be considered legally non-conforming if they are currently not at or past the proposed setback line
of 17 + 5 (22 meters) for fresh water bodies?

3) If so, how do you propose to address properties that could lose most or all their value with these proposed new bylaws as a result of them
becoming non-conforming?

4) How do the proposed changes affect transferring existing title of the property “as is”

5) With the proposed prohibition against hardscaping of any kind, how do property owners ever safely access waterfront without the ability to build
stairs / pathways?

6) Would dock ramps and docks touching waterfront be affected by the proposed bylaws?
7) How will these proposed bylaw changes marry with the proposed DMP changes and who has jurisdiction over what?

Comments
There are very few properties in the region with low enough waterfront you can safely walk to. If you can’'t make hard improvements to the SPEA on
your property you have no way to get to the lake or oceanfront you live on to enjoy what you bought waterfront property for.

Significantly

We advocate grandfathering for existing shoreline property owners on title “as is”. Changes to the current bylaws will render many, many properties
non-conforming resulting in an onerous and costly environmental assessment and approval process for any renovations to existing structures or much
more significantly when a home and attendant hardscaping is destroyed by fire or tree fall. Without grandfathering many properties’s value will greatly
decrease or become valueless as they will be unbuildable under the proposed new bylaws.

The SCRD speaks of property protection from flooding but what about from fire? Since nothing can be touched in a Riparian zone or SPEA how do
property owners mitigate the risk of fire or tree fall when there can be no disturbance of trees or vegetation in the area?

The intensity of proposed changes (DMP and proposed by-laws) to foreshore owners property has been significant the last couple of years to the
point that to repair, renovate, rebuild as needed is meant to be so restrictive as to render the land unbuildable and without value to owners with the
ultimate goal being to return the land adjacent to water bodies to the wild.

We ask for further specific clarification to the questions and concerns voiced by property owners to these proposed amendments.

We advocate for grandfathering for existing shoreline property owners on title “as is”. Changes to the current bylaws will render many, many properties
non-conforming resulting in an onerous and costly environmental assessment and approval process for any renovations to existing structures or much
more significantly when a home and attendant hardscaping is destroyed by fire or tree fall. Without grandfathering many properties’s value will greatly

decrease or become valueless as they will be unbuildable under the proposed new bylaws.

Sincerely,
Liz Chase
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July 157, 2024
Dear SCRD Board,

We are writing to express our opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337,123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

We have many concerns but first and foremost we strongly object to the over reach that SCRD is
demonstrating in suggesting that it should propose extensions to buffer zones that prohibit and limit
access to existing repairs to houses, stairs, pathways and limit access to waterfront. By way of
background, we purchased almost an acre of waterfront property in East Porpoise bay in 2016, We had full
understanding of the sensitive salt water marsh that comprises our water access and have fully and
respectfully abided by the exisiting bylaws that protect this DOA3 area from structures. We love and
respect this riparian area and have no plans to put at risk any of our foreshore. However, if the SCRDs
proposed extension to buffer zones is approved that would literally mean that our existing house would be
part of the SPEA and we would be restricted from doing our regular maintenance and repair work without
beaurocractic oversight from the SCRD. Is this really necessary and something that SCRD wants to
mandate? | believe the assumption here is that property owners are poor stewards of waterfront. Yet this
morning my husband and | spend about S hours removing invasive species (ivy, blackberry, holly and
broom) from our property and the adjoining pathway in front of our property as good stewards who truly do
value the land, water and a clean planet. We take ocean plastics that wash ashore to the the Ocean
Plastic Depoit and have always watched out and reported poachers who abuse our fishing guidelines, We
love our property and if you feel that SCRD would be in a better position to look after it than us, | believe
you are wrong. The board does not have adequate resources to do even a portion of what we voluntarily do
and love,

1 urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

P e

Margaret MacDonald and Gordon Docksteader



July 15, 2024
Sunshine Coast Regional District

1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC

RE: Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 722.9 & 337.123
Letter of Opposition
Dear SCRD Council,

On behalf of my Mother-In-Law — Patricia Andrew — and the entire Andrew Family, we would like to voice our
concern and acknowledge the immense negative impact that this current amendment would have on countless
homeowners along the Sunshine Coast.

As a single mother with three kids, my Mother-In-Law looked to the Sunshine Coast for solace in the early 90’s. She
wanted a place that she could take her kids — to escape city-life and to create memories for her young family. She
purchased a modest piece of lakefront property in 1990 for $60,000 on Sakinaw Lake. She recognised that this was
a risky endeavour, but she took the plunge to invest along the Sunshine Coast, when it was early days. She had the
foresight to buy this property to keep her kids out of trouble in the summers, and to have a place where her kids,
grandkids, and family could convene as the years went on. She has been a law-abiding citizen her entire life —
devoting her time to her community. She has paid her property tax every year for 34 years. Sakinaw Lake is where
her life is. This is where her retirement is. This is where her family comes together. This amendment (without
deeper research and public input) is careless, invasive, and undemocratic.

The proposed amendment takes existing homes with existing structures and negates years of time and investment
spent on these properties.

Continual changes to regulation coming at property owners from various ministries and various levels of
government need to be considered cumulatively, and the rights of citizens, communities, property owners and
business owners need to be taken into consideration before bylaw changes as proposed are passed.

It would be prudent for the SCRD to wait until the outcomes of the Dock Management Plan planning process is
completed; any resulting changes should be made part of a holistic approach to docks, foreshore and riparian areas
usage and development across the Sunshine Coast, recognizing the different needs in different areas.

Just as the BC Government and Shishalh First Nations have chosen to listen to the community and take the
appropriate time to consider impacts and community concerns and practicalities in relation to the DMP, so should

the SCRD take the time to understand the impacts of these bylaw decisions before implementing them.

This is not about the resistance to change, or the journey we are all on to reconciliation. This is about listening to
the residents along the Sunshine Coast, and taking an approach that is rationale, reasonable, and humane.

Thank you for your time. We are optimistic that the voice of residents will be heard in this decision.
Sincerely,
Marina Andrew

on behalf of The Andrew Family:



(Patricia Andrew, Brock Andrew, Allison Andrew-Harris (Dave Harris), Mike Andrew (Chelsea Andrew), John
Christopherson. Grandkids: Tessa Harris, Stella Harris, Abby Andrew, Emily Andrew, William Andrew, Henry Andrew,
Isabel Andrew, Grace Andrew, Hugo Dunn, & Finnigan Dunn)






July 15, 2024

Melanie and Ron Fyfe

Roberts Creek, BC VON 2W6

Planning Department

Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road, Sechelt BC V7Z 0A8
Via email: publichearings@scrd.ca

Dear Sunshine Coast Regional District,

We are writing to express our total opposition to the proposed Zoning Amendment Bylaw
337.123 and Bylaw 722.9.

The proposed changes of these bylaws would inflict significant economic hardship on a very
large number of property owners within the SCRD whose properties are located on or next to a
waterway, whether the ocean, a creek, stream, lake, or pond. Given the nature of the unique
topography of the Sunshine Coast, these types of properties represent a huge proportion of the
area. Are you even aware of the number of streams that exist in Roberts Creek alone and the
number of properties that would be affected?

While we agree in principal with these changes for new construction, it is completely unfair and
illogical that existing homes should not be grandfathered. The changes would in effect mean
that many homeowners would be unable to rebuild or repair their homes in the event of a fallen
tree, a fire, or normal deterioration. At the very least, existing homes should be grandfathered.
Designating them as “non-conforming legal” would present an extremely unfavourable outcome
for resale of said properties, resulting in enormous reduction in property values.

Aside from the financial impact, the changes would create enormous physical challenges if
these homes were forced to be relocated from their existing footprint, resulting in possible
further reduction of enjoyment for the owners of said properties.

As residents who have chosen to live here because of our love and reverence for the physical
environment, we are committed to respecting and preserving our natural surroundings. These
proposed changes, however, seem to have no basis other than the stated goal of being in line
with provincial regulations. The process by which these proposed changes have been
introduced is undemocratic. With the exception of the requisite newspaper announcement, there
was no public consultation until now. For example, one of our friends on Beach Avenue had no
idea of these proposed changes until we told him about it today. We expect more from our local
government than this minimal consultation in a situation where so much is at stake for so many
residents.



The SCRD must exempt and grandfather those existing homes that meet the current setbacks
for riparian zones.

Respectfully,

Melanie and Ron Fyfe


















July 14, 2024

Sunshine Coast Regional District
Board of Directors

Re: Proposed Zoning Amendment Bylaw 722.9

As property owners in Elphinstone, we write to oppose the adoption of the parts of
proposed Bylaw No. 722.9 that would insert a new section 5.16.3 and definition of
“hardscaping” into Bylaw No. 722, 2019.

The Regional District is, of course, mandated to ensure that its bylaws satisfy the
requirements of the Province’s riparian areas assessment regime. However, these
proposed new provisions would exceed the provincially mandated requirements and
would be, to that extent, incongruent with the provincial regime.

Under the provincial regime, a Qualified Environmental Professional (“QEP”) sets the
size of a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (“SPEA”). The proposed new
provisions would effectively expand the QEP-established SPEA by creating an
additional 5-metre wide zone in which the property owner would be foreclosed from
siting any kind of structure or human-made material.

This would be a burdensome constraint on many property owners. By way of example,
if a 1,000 foot-long SPEA is established on a property, the proposed new provisions
would effectively deprive the owner of important rights of use on over 16,000 additional
square feet of their property.

The primary rationale given for the proposed new provisions is that some property
owners have encroached on a SPEA when siting structures and hardscaping along the
boundary of the SPEA, and that costly and time-consuming remediation processes have
been made necessary as a result of such encroachment. But, with respect, there is no
guarantee that property owners who encroach on a SPEA will not further encroach on
an additional 5-metre zone beyond a SPEA. And the proposed new provisions would
unfairly penalize the great majority of property owners who understand and are
prepared to respect their responsibilities in relation to a SPEA.

It should be left to the QEP to establish an appropriate SPEA for a stream. If a property
owner can site a structure or hardscaping in close proximity to the SPEA while
respecting the integrity of the SPEA, the property owner should be permitted to do so.
We urge the Board to reconsider and reject these proposed new provisions.

Sincerely,

Nicholas and Marcus Bartley
Elphinstone



























| am writing to express my opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

I have several concerns (please choose the points that apply to you and include them in your letter):

o New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

o Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

e Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

* Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to
buildable areas being described as “housekeeping” items?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these
changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are
insufficient? What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create
green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary
restrictions on property use?

o Propane Tanks: For island/water access properties, propane tanks need to be close to the water
for refilling. How will the new setbacks impact this necessary arrangement?

o Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Are these able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as
needed? Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been
considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?

e Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire
fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and
First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even more difficult?

o Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?

e Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem.
Encroachment on a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement
issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their property or to the
water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad restrictions?



e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the
SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of
these proposed changes?

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's
best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local
economy.

I urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Perry Sanche



History

Mon Jul 15 104523 2024 m_nenwmu

To: pudichsarings@scrd co” <pudiichearings@scrd ca>
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From: "Peter Muonch”®
Date: Mon, 15 Jul 2024 17:4457 +Q000

Dear SCRD Cowrcl
| would liko 10 voice my cpposition 10 the proposed bylew smendmants and reguest [hat you vole “NO” 10 these chenges

Cominual changes 1o regulation coming at property owners fom various Ministries and various levels of government need 1o be considered
cumadatively, and the rights of citizens, communition, properly owners and business owners need 1o be 1akon o consideration before bylaw
changes &8 proposed are passod

R would be prudent for the SCRD 10 walt untll e ouicomaes of the Dock Management Plan planaing process is completed; any resudting changes
houdd Do made part of 8 holistic spprosch to docks, foreshore and ripsrian ares usage and development across the Sunshine Coast,
recognizing the dfferent noeds in d¥etont areos

The compiexity of reguiation and level of Dureaucracy maies it extromely Onerous 10 be indormod and understand what is_ In fact, the right thing
for our communities, rather than jest acquiescing 1o broad restrictions

As a constiuent paying property taxes | find Rt totally ebjectionable that the SCRD would consider bylaw changes that restrict comenon law
rights of waterfront property owners to access thelr properties a housekeeping matter. These changes impact people’s property ownership
rights, plans for properties and future and should not be treated fippanthy.

Just as the BC Government and shishaih First Nations have chosen 10 listen 1o the community and take the approgriate time Lo consider impacts
and community concerns and practicaides in relation 1o the DMP, so should the SCRD mke the time 10 enderstand the impacts of these bylaw
decisions before implementing them
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Peter
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Peter Muench | General Manager - Affiliate Dealer Network
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Mon Jul 15 14:07:30 2024 Ric Arboit| - Ticket created
Date: Mon, 15 Jul 2024 14:06:59 -0700

To: publichearings@scrd.ca

From: "Ric Arboit"

Subject: Vote No

Dear SCRD Council,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed bylaw amendments and urge you to vote “NO.”

Property owners are already facing a barrage of regulatory changes from different Ministries and various levels of government. These
changes must be evaluated in totality. I feel you are neglecting the rights and interests of citizens, communities, property owners, and
business owners before enacting these new bylaws.

And these changes are punitive.

T urge the SCRD to wait until the Dock Management Plan (DMP) planning process is completed. Then, any changes should be
incorporated into a comprehensive strategy for managing docks, foreshore, and riparian areas throughout the Sunshine Coast. They
must acknowledge the diverse needs of different regions and interests.

The current regulatory environment is both complex and bureaucratic. It is challenging and time-consuming for individuals like me to
stay informed and understand what genuinely benefits our communities. I feel there has not been enough information given to the
individuals and families who will have their properties impacted negatively. I cannot believe any property owner would welcome these
extreme changes.

There will be a significant backlash.

As a property tax-paying constituent, I find it unacceptable that the SCRD considers bylaw changes that limit waterfront property
owners' common law rights to access their properties as merely a "housekeeping matter.' These changes affect people's property rights,
plans, and futures and should be treated with the seriousness they deserve. The net effect will be devastating economically for the
coast. Allowing properties to fall apart essentially means fewer people will spend time on the coast. This will certainly lead to job losses
— and impose an economic hardship on everyone, not just property owners.

Both the BC Government and shishalh First Nations have decided to listen to the community's response. I am optimistic they will take
the necessary time to consider the consequences and community concerns regarding the DMP. I strongly encourage the SCRD to
examine the implications of these bylaw decisions.

I am a lifelong environmental activist. I've served on the national board of one of Canada's largest environmental groups. And have
been a founding member of two other environmental organizations. I'm all in favour of protecting riparian areas. I also favour
protecting coastal forests and the animals that live in them. However, I notice governments are still approving massive clearcutting
that's devastating to so many creatures, their homes, and our climate. The massive clearcutting has a much more significant negative
impact on the environment.

Everyone I know takes care of the environment near their lakefront cottages. We are thoughtful and responsible.

I believe that unintended consequences come from every major decision. And I believe implementing these bylaw decisions will have
severe unintended consequences that would be devastating to property owners like ourselves. And also hurt the much larger
community as well.

Sincerely,

Ric Arboit
3/4
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July 14, 2024

TO: Sunshine Coast Regional District JUL 15 2024
DELIVERED BY HAND TO: S.C.R.D
1975 Field Road,

Sechelt BC, V7Z 0A8

on July 15, 2024

Enclosed is an original of the submission, signed by 47 residents of Ruby Lake,
expressing concern and opposition to the proposed amendments.

These four pages are being delivered to you with the expectation that they will form part
of the official record of comments conceming the subject matter of the July 16 Public
Meeting.

Thank you,
Andrew McFadyen, President
Ruby Lake Landholders Association

cc: publicmeetings@scrd.ca, leonard.lee@scrd.ca, justine.gabias@scrd.ca,
donna.mcmahon@scrd.ca, kelly backs@scrd.ca, kate stamford@scrd.ca
Enc: Submission , 4 pages



Submission to the Public Meeting of July16, 2023 Regarding the Proposed

Riparian and Shoreline Amendments to Bylaws 722 and 337

The property owners, and residents of Ruby Lake, wish to register that we support responsible
environmental stewardship of our lake but are opposed to the amendments being proposed for
the following reasons:

1

The creation of a 5 metre buffer zone is not required by law (Riparian Act). It can create
an unjustified “no build, no hardscaping strip” behind (or through the middle) of our
cottages or homes,

This buffer is a soft expropriation of a portion of our property, threatening safe access
to our homes (many of which are located well within the 30 metre RAPR Assessment
Area), safe access to the lake and limiting use and enjoyment of our property
unnecessarily.

We do not feel you have considered the effect of the changes. For a small lot on Ruby
Lake (100’ x 200’), the buffer would prohibit virtually any improvements (including
gravel, stairs or driveways) over 8% of the land area.

Nowhere in your notices or staff reports has this information been presented. We are
concerned that the information provided has been misleading and that public input has
been ignored. We object to the description of these changes as housekeeping items.

SIGNED:

Name Signature E-mail
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Submission to the Public Meeting of July16, 2023 Regarding the Proposed
Riparian and Shoreline Amendments to Bylaws 722 and 337

The property owners, and residents of Ruby Lake, wish to register that we support responsible
environmental stewardship of our lake but are opposed to the amendments being proposed for
the following reasons:

1. The creation of a 5 metre buffer zone is not required by law (Riparian Act). It can create
an unjustified “no build, no hardscaping strip” behind (or through the middle) of our
cottages or homes.

2. This buffer is a soft expropriation of a portion of our property, threatening safe access
to our homes (many of which are located well within the 30 metre RAPR Assessment
Area), safe access to the lake and limiting use and enjoyment of our property
unnecessarily.

3. We do not feel you have considered the effect of the changes. For a small lot on Ruby
Lake (100’ x 200°), the buffer would prohibit virtually any improvements (including
gravel, stairs or driveways) over 8% of the land area.

4. Nowhere in your notices or staff reports has this information been presented. We are
concerned that the information provided has been misleading and that public input has
been ignored. We object to the description of these changes as housekeeping items.
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Submission to the Public Meeting of July16, 2023 Regarding the Proposed
Riparian and Shoreline Amendments to Bylaws 722 and 337

The property owners, and residents of Ruby Lake, wish to register that we support responsible
environmental stewardship of our lake but are opposed to the amendments being proposed for
the following reasons:

1. The creation of a 5 metre buffer zone is not required by law (Riparian Act). It can create
an unjustified “no build, no hardscaping strip” behind (or through the middle) of our
cottages or homes.

2. This buffer is a soft expropriation of a portion of our property, threatening safe access
to our homes (many of which are located well within the 30 metre RAPR Assessment
Area), safe access to the lake and limiting use and enjoyment of our property
unnecessarily.

3. We do not feel you have considered the effect of the changes. For a small lot on Ruby
Lake (100" x 200'), the buffer would prohibit virtually any improvements (including
gravel, stairs or driveways) over 8% of the land area.

4. Nowhere in your notices or staff reports has this information been presented. We are
concerned that the information provided has been misleading and that public input has
been ignored. We object to the description of these changes as housekeeping items.

SIGNED:
Name Signature E-mail
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Submission to the Public Meeting of July16, 2023 Regarding the Proposed

Riparian and Shoreline Amendments to Bylaws 722 and 337

The property owners, and residents of Ruby Lake, wish to register that we support responsible
environmental stewardship of our lake but are opposed to the amendments being proposed for
the following reasons:

The creation of a 5 metre buffer zone is not required by law (Riparian Act). It can create
an unjustified “no build, no hardscaping strip” behind (or through the middle) of our
cottages or homes.,

This buffer is a soft expropriation of a portion of our property, threatening safe access
to our homes (many of which are located well within the 30 metre RAPR Assessment
Area), safe access to the lake and limiting use and enjoyment of our property
unnecessarily.

We do not feel you have considered the effect of the changes. For a small lot on Ruby
Lake (100’ x 200’), the buffer would prohibit virtually any improvements (including
gravel, stairs or driveways) over 8% of the land area.

Nowhere in your notices or staff reports has this information been presented. We are
concerned that the information provided has been misleading and that public input has
been ignored. We object to the description of these changes as housekeeping items.
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To the SCRD Board c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca

| am writing to express my firm opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

My concerns are the following;:

* Not Based on Science: Like the past efforts of the local and Provincial government, the bylaw
amendments are not based on any proven scientific rationale, but are meant to allow agencies to
feel good about their ‘ecological progress’ while ignoring their constituent’s waterfront use
requirements.

o New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

o Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property.

e Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Does the SCRD consider the unintended consequences of the
changes?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited, nor is there scientific
reasoning given. Why then are these changes being proposed? What evidence supports that
moving buildings further back will effectively create green infrastructure and address
environmental concerns while clearly imposing restrictions on property use?

e Propane Tanks: For island/water access properties, propane tanks need to be close to the water
for refilling. No consideration is made for this fact.

e Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Will these structures be able to be maintained, repaired and
replaced as needed? How has the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only
properties been considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-
only properties?

e Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire
fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and
First Responders.

¢ Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Is there a rush to implement these
changes without a thorough review? This rushed process creates great distrust of government.



o Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem.
Encroachment on a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement
issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their property or to the
water.

e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the
SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of
these proposed changes?

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an obvious overreach by the government and are not in the broad
community's best interest. They have the potential to greatly reduce the value and usability of coastal
properties and potentially harm our local economy.

| urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Scot Jarvis

Lund, BC



I am writing to express my opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

| have several concerns (see below) all have which have been expressed by hundreds of waterfront
landowners. The SCRD and NDP government have no right to take away, reduce or change existing
waterfront rights.

o New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

o Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

e Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

* Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to
buildable areas being described as “housekeeping” items?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these
changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are
insufficient? What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create
green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary
restrictions on property use?

o Propane Tanks: For island/water access properties, propane tanks need to be close to the water
for refilling. How will the new setbacks impact this necessary arrangement?

o Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Are these able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as
needed? Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been
considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?

e Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire
fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and
First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even more difficult?

e Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?

e Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem.
Encroachment on a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement



issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their property or to the
water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad restrictions?

e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the
SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of
these proposed changes?

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad
community's best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and
potentially harm our local economy.

1 urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian
zones.

Sincerely,
Scott Ackles









July 14, 2024

Sunshine Coast Regional District
Board of Directors

Re: Proposed Zoning Amendment Bylaw 722.9

As property owners in Elphinstone, we write to oppose the adoption of the parts of
proposed Bylaw No. 722.9 that would insert a new section 5.16.3 and definition of
“hardscaping” into Bylaw No. 722, 2019.

The Regional District is, of course, mandated to ensure that its bylaws satisfy the
requirements of the Province’s riparian areas assessment regime. However, these
proposed new provisions would exceed the provincially mandated requirements and
would be, to that extent, incongruent with the provincial regime.

Under the provincial regime, a | lllEnvironmental Professional (“QEP”) sets the
size of a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (“SPEA”). The proposed new
provisions would effectively expand the QEP-established SPEA by creating an
additional 5-metre wide zone in which the property owner would be foreclosed from
siting any kind of structure or human-made material.

This would be a burdensome constraint on many property owners. By way of example,
if a 1,000 foot-long SPEA is established on a property, the proposed new provisions
would effectively deprive the owner of important rights of use on over 16,000 additional
square feet of their property.

The primary rationale given for the proposed new provisions is that some property
owners have encroached on a SPEA when siting structures and hardscaping along the
boundary of the SPEA, and that costly and time-consuming remediation processes have
been made necessary as a result of such encroachment. But, with respect, there is no
guarantee that property owners who encroach on a SPEA will not further encroach on
an additional 5-metre zone beyond a SPEA. And the proposed new provisions would
unfairly penalize the great majority of property owners who understand and are
prepared to respect their responsibilities in relation to a SPEA.

It should be left to the QEP to establish an appropriate SPEA for a stream. If a property
owner can site a structure or hardscaping in close proximity to the SPEA while
respecting the integrity of the SPEA, the property owner should be permitted to do so.
We urge the Board to reconsider and reject these proposed new provisions.

Sincerely,

Nicholas and Marcus Bartley
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Date:Mon, 15 Jul 2024 17:25:55 -0700
CC:"Shirley Samples'
To: publichearings@sgr

From:"Shirley Samples"

Subject: | support the proposed Amendments to Zoning Bylaw No. 722.9 and 337.123

To SCRD:

| support the proposed Amendments to Zoning Bylaw No. 722.9 and 337.123 strengthen protection of
watercourses and shorelines in the SCRD.

The two amendments will bring SCRD bylaws in line with Provincial riparian and SPEA laws already in place and
this makes sense.

| agree with the third amendment being proposed by Planning staff in an effort to avoid some of the issues
facing development applications when a property/subdivision development has a riparian area or SPEA

included in the lot plan..

There are strict laws about building in a SPEA zone on any property, this is to ensure the creeks, wetlands, lakes
and ocean are protected.

| gather the staff has found that during building, the SPEA (riparian protected land) is being disturbed by
machinery etc. When this happens, remediation has to take place to bring damaged land to its original

natural state, this can be expensive (and if large trees are lost, may not be possible) and is time consuming for
both district staff and property owners. In an effort to prevent this from continuing to happen this amendment
has been proposed by planning staff.

This bylaw will give the property owners/builders a clear space to work AWAY from the protected area. SPEA
are damaged, the tree will suffer and the creek will lose an important facet to remain a healthy waterway for fish
ect. This is even more important in this time of unprecedented climate events.

These are extremely important to implement these changes to ensure protection of the riparian areas
throughout the district. This area is imperative for healthy salmon habitat and these areas serve as a much
needed wildlife corridor.

The new bylaws will ensure that any lot that includes a creek, wetland or shoreline will have sufficient area to
build a house and ensure there is enough space to keep the riparian area intact with shade producing trees and
native plants that benefit the fish and animals that rely on them for food and shelter. As the coast becomes
more developed we will have to remain vigilant to keep the unique and special areas we enjoy here safe from
development that encroaches on the natural beauty and wild areas of our home.

There is one concern regarding the phrase in the new bylaw that says "Any new use of land or a building is subject to
the new bylaw." | live in a house that was built in 1947 and my whole lot is basically riparian area. My existing
house location is well within the riparian area. If my house gets destroyed for some reason, | am concerned |
cannot rebuild on my property. Also designating a septic field would complicate things further as my lot is thin.

| believe that existing buildings should be grandfathered in to ensure that | do not experience the inability to
build again on my property.

Thank you.
Shirley Samples

Roberts Creek, BC

VON 2W4
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July 12, 2024

Re: SCRD Riparian and Shoreline Protection Bylaw Amendments (Zoning Bylaw No. 722.9 and
337.123)

The Waterfront Protection Coalition (WPC) is a group of waterfront property owners, stratas, lake
community associations, co-ops, and organizations (marinas, boating clubs, tourism operators,
commercial fishing, realtors, etc.) across BC, with strong representation in the SCRD region.

The WPC supports science-based environmental stewardship but opposes these Riparian and
Shoreline bylaw amendments as currently proposed due to their disproportionate negative impact
on waterfront properties.

Concerns:

1. Process: Describing these changes as “tweaks” or housekeeping items is misleading.
Public education and engagement have been lacking, and other Electoral Areas had
extended periods for public consultation. It's unfair to label these significant changes to
Area A as minor amendments.

2. Increasein Ocean Setbacks: Doubling oceanfront setbacks from 7.5 meters to 15 meters
in Area A will diminish views, access, building site options, and property values. There is no
provincial law we are aware of that requires this increase, and implementation will
reclassify many homes as legal non-conforming along with rendering some lots as
unbuildable. No impact assessment has been conducted to weigh these changes.

3. Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) Buffer and Hardscaping: SPEAs
are determined by a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) for any development within
15-30 meters of a waterbody. Adding an extra 5 meters and prohibiting hardscaping will
inhibit safe access to the water. This may have significant unintended consequences, such
as prohibiting pathways, stairs and repair / replacement work around homes.

4. Subdivision Changes: The proposed exclusion of watercourses and SPEAs from the total
land area available for subdivision, including areas covered by water whether or not they
usually contain water, is excessive and unclear. This reduction in usable land will decrease
the area available for subdivision, particularly in the Pacific coastal rainforest, where
temporary water coverage is common. This change lacks clarity on who determines the
areas affected and how it aligns with existing Riparian Areas Protection Regulations.

5. Property Rights Concerns: Members are concerned about the erosion of their property
rights. The amendments impose burdens with little scientific justification and without
assessing the negative impacts, such as property devaluation and limited access to water.
These changes disproportionately affect some citizens and could harm the local economy,
especially given the significant number of tourists and second-home residents.



— i
'$* Waterfront
Protection

\ng Coalition

Recommendations:
Given the significant concerns outlined above, we recommend the following steps be taken:

e Pause this process and set up a small group to collaborate with SCRD representatives to
agree on the solutions.

e Reconsider aligning Area A bylaws with the rest of the Coast, as Area A has different land
uses, density, topography, and more waterbodies than the other SCRD Electoral Areas.

¢ Acton behalf of constituents and assess changes based on the characteristics of the
local region(s) affected, as opposed to accepting provincial or staff input by default.

We urge the SCRD to carefully consider the concerns raised by the WPC and our members.
Implementing our recommendations, such as pausing the process to set up a collaborative group,
reconsidering the alignment of Area A bylaws, and acting on behalf of constituents, will ensure that
any changes made are fair, justified, and beneficial for the community as a whole. Addressing
these issues in partnership with local stakeholders will lead to better outcomes for both the
environment and the residents of the SCRD.

Thank you for your consideration.

The Waterfront Protection Coalition
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"kelly.backs@scrd.ca" <kelly.backs@scrd.ca>, "Leonard.Lee@scrd.ca" <Leonard.Lee@scrd.ca>, "donna.mcmahon@scrd.ca"
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From: "wr"
Subject: Riparian and Shoreline Protection Bylaw
CC:"publichearings@scrd.ca" <publichearings@scrd.ca>

Good afternoon,

| am absolutely opposed to the Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased
setbacks and restrictions on waterfront properties.

As a reminder, the SCRD area has one of the highest # of kilometres of ocean shoreline in any local government in BC. Therefore it is incumbent
on you to not blindly follow other District/Municipality/City bylaw changes in these matters but instead take the lead for other areas to reconsider
and follow. Your decision will be the most impactful so | ask that you take the required time to give every issue your full consideration, listen to the
citizen's valid concerns, and eventually only make the necessary changes that are proven to benefit all. We have made the SCRD our home for
very good reasons and are highly invested in protecting it as property owners and for next generations to come.

Of note, | did attend the July 4 'open house' and found your team members had scripts rather than answers to logical questions and concerns. It
seems there is an agenda to push these extreme changes through as quickly as possible considering you seem to be wanting to get them through
this summer month while many citizens with legitimate questions and concerns are on vacation.

| have several concerns...

e New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting
safe access to the waterfront and potentially making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment Area
either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to address the safety and accessibility issues this will
cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

. Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options to expand, replace, or alter buildings on
their property. What about owners who bought properties that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

. Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy issues and sightline obstructions. Has the
SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

. Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to buildable areas being described as
“housekeeping” items?

. Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection for erosion and flooding are already
contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are
these changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are insufficient? What evidence supports that moving
buildings further back will effectively create green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary restrictions on
property use?

. Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be permitted to affix to the upland? Are these
able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as needed? Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been
considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?

. Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire fuel. Additionally, many water access
properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even
more difficult?

. Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem. Encroachment on a Streamside
Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their
property or to the water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad restrictions?

e  Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties, potentially harming our local economy. The long-
term effect on development revenues for the SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of these proposed changes?

. Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory Planning Committee, which previously
addressed many of these concerns?

. Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a thorough bylaw review and re-write. The
amendments add confusion and conflict with existing provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to
implement these changes without a thorough review?

These amendments are an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's best interest. They will reduce the value and
usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local economy.

| urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.
Thank you for your consideration.

WIIl Rascan
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We are writing to express our opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

‘We have several concerns

New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan
to address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to
buildable areas being described as “housekeeping” items?

* Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these changes
being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are insufficient? What
evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create green infrastructure
and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary restrictions on property use?

* Propane Tanks: For island/water access properties, propane tanks need to be close to the water
for refilling. How will the new setbacks impact this necessary arrangement?

Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Are these able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as needed?
Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been considered?
How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?

* Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire
fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and
First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even more difficult?

Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?

* Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a
problem. Encroachment on a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an
enforcement issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their
property or to the water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad
restrictions?

* Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the



SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of these
proposed changes?

* Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's
best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local
economy.

We urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down, or at least delay the decision, to allow for more public
input to the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
William and Lynda Charlton

Garden Bay BC VON 1S1
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Subject: Re: Proposed Bylaw Amendments 722.9 and 337123
From:"Allyson Nelson"
To: "publichearings@scrd.ca" <publichearings@scrd.ca>, "publicmeetings@scrd.ca" <publicmeetings@scrd.ca>

Hello,
| have already written but want to re-emphasize my opposition to the above proposed amendments.

If you are required by provincial legislation to do something, then | sort of understand - but | still think if the legislation that
has been passed is detrimental to the Sunshine Coast — and especially those of us directly affected — then staff & Board
should be doing everything they can to not make the changes.

If any of your proposed amendments are not the result of legislation and are a “it would be nice” bureaucratic notion - then
please, please — think about what staff has recommended and vote against these until A LOT more research is done —and you
hear more from the public. After all, it's not OK for SCRD Directors and Staff — whose salaries, etc. we pay for through our
taxes — to ignore what the public is saying. Unfortunately the SCRD has ignored feedback from the Local Advisory Committee.

Your proposed new buffer zones: Please refer to the photo of Portofino Italy | send a few weeks ago - for reference. The
proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or impossible to build stairs & pathways, limiting safe access
to the waterfront and potentially make repairs to existing structures, including houses, commercial buildings, and docks (both
residential & commercial), if these are located within the maximum Riparian Assessment Area. Repairs will be impossible or
needlessly complex — do you have a plan to deal with these safety and accessibility issues?

Your proposed Amendments and their potential & expected impact on property uses and values: Properties not in legal
compliance - which includes essentially all of John Henry’s commercial property — means the proposed amendments are
going to have a significant impact on the value of my business, as well as our ability to expand, replace or alter any of the
buildings on my property.

The significant increases in water and oceanfront setbacks — they’ve been referred to as “housekeeping” items - that's not
how this business views these issues — no part of my property would comply — again negating any ability to expand my
business.

As John Henry'’s is fully located on ocean waterfront, it's become apparent there is no provincial law requiring the proposed
ocean setback be increased. So, WHY is this being proposed, when everything that's proposed has a huge impact on the
large volume of oceanfront properties, especially in Area A. Has anyone even studied why current setbacks are
problematic/insufficient?

The proposals relating to dock ramps and structures is definitely a concern for a commercial marina operation. In light of the
suspect advice provided by the biologist and other consultants for the Dock Management Plan - fully advising docks are
unhealthy for our environment. Actually, the only living, healthy areas in Pender Harbour’s harbour are under docks - not
outside docks. Docks are not affecting the oceanfront environment. Our commercial dock has to be affixed to our upland
property. How else could it be stable and available for our customers to access their vessels? Please, please consider the
logical and long-term consequences of your recommendations. I'm not sure these consequences have been well and
sufficiently considered. The boaters who arrive at our docks bring a very significant financial contribution to Pender Harbour -
not just John Henry’s, but to many other businesses in this harbour. If you make the survival of this and other commercial
businesses impossible — then why would anyone come to live and work in the Pender area?

Why is there so much urgency to implement these changes/amendments? These are not urgent issues — and also conflict with
existing provisions and the Office Community Plan adopted in 2018. Again, from the perspective of a tax payer who just wrote
$40,000 in property tax cheques — these are not urgent issues and unless the province absolutely demands these changes be
made, there seems to be little urgency to either recommending or promoting passage of these amendments.
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Sample submission to SCRD Board c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca

| am writing to express my opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

| have several concerns (please choose the points that apply to you and include them in your letter):

e New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

o Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

e Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

¢ Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to
buildable areas being described as “housekeeping” items?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these
changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are
insufficient? What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create
green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary
restrictions on property use?

e Propane Tanks: For island/water access properties, propane tanks need to be close to the water
for refilling. How will the new setbacks impact this necessary arrangement?

e Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Are these able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as
needed? Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been
considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?

e Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire
fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and
First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even more difficult?

e Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?

o Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem.
Encroachment on a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement



issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their property or to the
water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad restrictions?

e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the
SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of
these proposed changes?

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's
best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local
economy.

I urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

David E. Williams





















July 16, 2024
Public Hearings
Leonard Lee

publichearings@scrd.ca

leonard.lee@scrd.ca

| am writing to express my opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

| have several concerns:

o New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

o Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

e Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

* Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to
buildable areas being described as “housekeeping” items?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these
changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are
insufficient? What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create
green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary
restrictions on property use?

o Propane Tanks: For island/water access properties, propane tanks need to be close to the water
for refilling. How will the new setbacks impact this necessary arrangement?

e Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Are these able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as
needed? Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been
considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?



o Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire
fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and
First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even more difficult?

e Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?

e Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem.
Encroachment on a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement
issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their property or to the
water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad restrictions?

e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the
SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of
these proposed changes?

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's
best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local
economy.

| urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dana Cameron
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To the Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional District
Re: Zoning by law amendments 722.9 and 337.123.
July 16, 2024.

This is to inform you of my objection to the proposed by law amendments 722.9 and 337.123.

What is most concerning is change to minimum parcel area calculation. Section 4.3 of by law 722 already
excludes the streamside protection and enhancement area when calculating the required unencumbered
area for the lot sizes. The result, by adding the SPEA area to minimum parcel size, is larger and fewer lots
in a subdivision which require the same infrastructure, like roads, water lines etc, as smaller lots do. Thus
the cost per lot increases and the end product becomes much more expensive for the eventual home
owner. Also maintenance costs for the infrastructure becomes more expensive for the local government
because of a diminshed tax base. There already is an affordability problem on the coast and this
amendment will only add to it with fewer homes being built.

Information guidelines provided by the SCRD online and at the open house refer to "following provincial
guidelines”. | have yet to find or be shown any such guidelines which require larger lots to protect the
SPEA and larger lots will not prevent a contractor or home owner from encroaching into the area.

The SPEA is already very well protected during a rezoning or subdivision procees with zoning by laws and
development permits and OCP's. More public information and enforcement, rather than more red tape
may be a better solution if there is an ongoing problem in these areas.

Also proposed section 4.3.1 (d) is confusing. Why would an area that is never wet, like a ravine or lowland
which is not in a SPEA, be excluded from the lot area? Who makes the final decision on these areas and
interprets the term "whether or not usually contains water"?

A SCRD information bulliten referred to these amendments as "housekeeping" and aligning with Provincial
legislation. | for one would like to see more information regarding these points. Land use and minimum
parcel size are being changed and more input is required when doing this.

| believe the vast majority of people in the real estate and home constuction industry along with the
general public are in total support of protecting the environment and riparian areas we work and live in. |
also commend the SCRD and staff in for the protection provided for these areas which are already in
place. Educating everyone living or developing property near a SPEA is the key to protecting it.

Regards
Larry Penonzek

BC Land Surveior, (retired)
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Subject: Fwd: SCRD Riparian and Shoreline Bylaw Amendments - Action Requested
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To: publichearings@scrd.ca

Dear SCRD Council,
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed bylaw amendments and urge you to vote “NO.”

Property owners are already facing a barrage of regulatory changes from different Ministries and various levels of government. These
changes must be evaluated in totality. I feel you are neglecting the rights and interests of citizens, communities, property owners, and
business owners before enacting these new bylaws.

And these changes are punitive.

T urge the SCRD to wait until the Dock Management Plan (DMP) planning process is completed. Then, any changes should be
incorporated into a comprehensive strategy for managing docks, foreshore, and riparian areas throughout the Sunshine Coast. They
must acknowledge the diverse needs of different regions and interests.

The current regulatory environment is both complex and bureaucratic. It is challenging and time-consuming for individuals like me to
stay informed and understand what genuinely benefits our communities. I feel there has not been enough information given to the
individuals and families who will have their properties impacted negatively. I cannot believe any property owner would welcome these
extreme changes.

There will be a significant backlash.

As a property tax-paying constituent, I find it unacceptable that the SCRD considers bylaw changes that limit waterfront property
owners' common law rights to access their properties as merely a "housekeeping matter.' These changes affect people's property rights,
plans, and futures and should be treated with the seriousness they deserve. The net effect will be devastating economically for the
coast. Allowing properties to fall apart essentially means fewer people will spend time on the coast. This will certainly lead to job losses
— and impose an economic hardship on everyone, not just property owners.

Both the BC Government and shishalh First Nations have decided to listen to the community's response. I am optimistic they will take
the necessary time to consider the consequences and community concerns regarding the DMP. I strongly encourage the SCRD to
examine the implications of these bylaw decisions.

I am a lifelong environmental activist. I've served on the national board of one of Canada's largest environmental groups. And have
been a founding member of two other environmental organizations. I'm all in favour of protecting riparian areas. I also favour
protecting coastal forests and the animals that live in them. However, I notice governments are still approving massive clearcutting
that's devastating to so many creatures, their homes, and our climate. The massive clearcutting has a much more significant negative
impact on the environment.

Everyone I know takes care of the environment near their lakefront cottages. We are thoughtful and responsible.

I believe that unintended consequences come from every major decision. And I believe implementing these bylaw decisions will have
severe unintended consequences that would be devastating to property owners like ourselves. And also hurt the much larger
community as well.

With Thanks,Steve Thorn
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July 16, 2024
Public Hearings
Leonard Lee

publichearings@scrd.ca

leonard.lee@scrd.ca

| am writing to express my opposition to Riparian Area and Shoreline Protection proposed bylaw
amendments No. 722.9 and 337.123 regarding increased setbacks and restrictions on waterfront
properties.

| have several concerns:

o New Buffer Zones: The proposed prohibitions against hardscaping will make it difficult or
impossible to build stairs and pathways, limiting safe access to the waterfront and potentially
making repairs to existing houses and decks located within the maximum Riparian Assessment
Area either impossible or needlessly complex and overly bureaucratic. How does the SCRD plan to
address the safety and accessibility issues this will cause? Exclusion for “sometimes water” is
also problematic without reference to Riparian concerns.

o Effect on Property Use and Value: Properties not in legal compliance are limited in their options
to expand, replace, or alter buildings on their property. What about owners who bought properties
that intend to replace existing structures? Are they able to tear down and rebuild?

e Privacy and Sightlines: Increasing setbacks can affect neighboring properties by creating privacy
issues and sightline obstructions. Has the SCRD considered this unintended consequence?

* Housekeeping Items: Why are significant increases in water setbacks and new restrictions as to
buildable areas being described as “housekeeping” items?

e Change in Ocean Setbacks: The rationale for increasing the ocean setback is unclear. Protection
for erosion and flooding are already contained in the requirements for Development Permits. No
Provincial law requiring that the ocean setback be increased has been cited. Why are these
changes being proposed? Have studies been conducted to show that current setbacks are
insufficient? What evidence supports that moving buildings further back will effectively create
green infrastructure and address environmental concerns without imposing unnecessary
restrictions on property use?

o Propane Tanks: For island/water access properties, propane tanks need to be close to the water
for refilling. How will the new setbacks impact this necessary arrangement?

e Dock Ramps and Structures: Will dock gangways, ramps and other waterfront structures still be
permitted to affix to the upland? Are these able to be maintained, repaired and replaced as
needed? Have the consequences these changes will have on boat-access-only properties been
considered? How will the new amendments address the needs of boat-access-only properties?



o Fire Concerns: FireSmart urges us to create a no vegetation circle around our houses to limit fire
fuel. Additionally, many water access properties need to provide safe access to firefighters and
First Responders. Why create a buffer that would make these safety measures even more difficult?

e Urgency and Justification: There is no urgent need to implement these changes ahead of a
thorough bylaw review and re-write. The amendments add confusion and conflict with existing
provisions and the Official Community Plan adopted in 2018. Why is there a rush to implement
these changes without a thorough review?

e Enforcement Issue: The expanded buffer zone creation is akin to a solution in search of a problem.
Encroachment on a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) is an enforcement
issue, not a justification for banning people from building safe access to their property or to the
water. Why not address the enforcement issue directly instead of imposing broad restrictions?

e Economic Impact: These policies will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties,
potentially harming our local economy. The long-term effect on development revenues for the
SCRD, increased property tax, and economic growth of our region have been inadequately
considered. What studies or assessments have been done to evaluate the economic impact of
these proposed changes?

e Ignoring Local Feedback: Why has the SCRD ignored the feedback from the local Advisory
Planning Committee, which previously addressed many of these concerns?

These amendments appear to be an overreach by the government and are not in the broad community's
best interest. They will reduce the value and usability of coastal properties and potentially harm our local
economy.

| urge the SCRD to reconsider and vote down the proposed bylaws for ocean setbacks and riparian zones.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dana Cameron



Roberts Creek, BC
VON 2W0

July 16, 2024

By email: publichearings@scrd.ca

Planning Department,
SCRD

1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC V7Z 0A8

Re: Wildfire Risk and Bylaw 722.9

At the outset, | wish to confirm that we own and live on our residential property in Roberts Creek.

On June 30, 2021, we were driving on Hwy 1, approaching Lytton when we were suddenly stopped
in a line of cars. I think we were the 6t car back. In less than 15 minutes, Lytton was virtually
burned to the ground. The asphalt highway ahead of us was on fire from downed electric

lines. Lots of black smoke billowing upward. The dazed look on the faces of local people in shock
made you feel sick to your stomach. And helpless, since there was nothing that bystanders could
do. Once fire rages, there is nothing that can be done. People were running for their lives to

escape. You never forget images like that, they are etched in our minds. Two people died. Virtually
all structures and infrastructure destroyed, gone. The quaint City Hall and Totem Motel that we had
admired for years were reduced to a pile of ashes.

On November 8, 2018, Paradise California was wiped off the map by a wildfire. 85 people killed,
some burned alive in their cars, like a 1,000+ degree oven. Imagine the horror. And nearly 19,000
homes and structures destroyed.

On August 8, 2023, Lahina Maui virtually burned to the ground from a fast-raging wildfire. Over
100 people killed. Many were burned alive in their cars trying to escape the firestorm, one boy died
in the back seat of the family car, hugging his dog.

Perfect Storm

A perfect storm is brewing here on the Sunshine Coast and the obvious is being blissfully ignored by
local government. The fact is that people and forests are a dangerous combination. If/when fire
were to take hold in the forest canopy of the Coast’s residential areas, there would be massive and
horrific loss of life. There would be no stopping the wildfire. There's just no time to escape, fire
travels so fast with intense heat. You get blocked in by downed power lines, walls of flames,
burning debris, trees across roads, and abandoned cars as people just get out and run for their

lives. Natural gas lines and propane tanks explode and feed the fire. People frantically try to save
themselves and property with water from hoses but there’s no water pressure.

This culture of ‘save every tree’ that has made its way into the bylaws needs to be rethought. There
are no first growth trees here on the lower Sunshine Coast as they all burned to the ground years
ago. A wildfire could make that happen again if we don't wake up and take the necessary

steps. Fire prevention must be a consideration when drafting any bylaw affecting the outdoors.



The crafters of 722.9 (hereinafter referred to as "the crafters") and of Proposed Amendment #2
have failed to consider wildfire risk and it is a massive oversight. Fire prevention (see
firesmartbc.ca) must be considered front and center when crafting bylaws affecting the
outdoors. Attached to this submission is the Firesmart manual. Wise policy is driven by sound
philosophy. Why have the crafters been myopic and not heeded the important Firesmart advice?

Firesmart establishes three zones of concerns and advises homeowners to remove trees,
particularly conifers, that can spread fire upwards and thus help prevent a fast spreading and
deadly crown fire which are virtually unstoppable. Large conifers should be kept 30 to 100 meters
from homes and structures. And conifer crowns need to be spaced 3-6 meters apart. Why did the
crafters not consider this important advice?

We should be looking at clearing many of the trees on residential properties on the Coast with the
sale of the lumber paying for the removal. And we should be creating large fire breaks, devoid of
trees altogether to help prevent fire from traveling. The culture of ‘save every tree’ is ruinous and
tremendously negligent.

Human lives and residential property must take precedence over trees and streams.

The SCRD residential lots were created long ago, all different shapes and sizes. Yet the crafters now
want even tree roots protected thereby removing your right to do anything around them! This is
over the top. These residential properties are peoples’ residences, not public parks. The crafters
have lost sight of this too. The effect of 722.9 means that you may have a property that can never be
built on again if your home is destroyed by fire, due to all the proposed setbacks.

Maybe the crafters should put their pencils down, put on their hiking boots and head northward
through the forest to Gold Bridge and beyond. Nothing but trees as far as the eye can see. While
they are at it, they should notice how some areas have been fully destroyed by wildfire. Firesmart
confirms that on average there are over 2,500 wildfires each year in British Columbia, consuming
over 25,000 hectares and hundreds of homes have been destroyed. Driven by the happenstance of
wind, there is no stopping them, they even create their own destructive weather. A Paradise-
California-type wildfire here on the Sunshine Coast is a very real possibility unless we heed
Firesmart’s practical advice.

As a side note, the blanket assumption that hardscaping is detrimental has no factual basis. Remove
the definition of hardscaping from the proposed bylaw and allow residential owners to use these
materials as they wish. Justlook at Joe Road and Highway 101. Hardscaping was used here to
contain the water flow. Why? Because it is the only real answer for containment and to avoid
erosion.

The crafters of Proposed Amendment 2 have the audacity to mention that the bylaw considers
climate change. What a joke. The effect on climate change from this proposed bylaw could not even
be measured. Like measuring the effect of one drop of water in all the earth's oceans. More virtue
signalling at our risk and expense.

And why do the crafters want a more stringent application of SPEA anyway? Are we in a moral race
with other regional districts? Maybe what is best for an urban setting like Abbotsford is not best for
our area. Because other regional districts have chosen to ignore wildfire risk, that’s their choice.
But wildfires are a given in the forest. It’s only a matter of time that the unstoppable occurs.



The current regulations in place for riparian areas are more than adequate. In fact, they need to be
reviewed and revised with respect to Firesmart and wildfire risk, and to promote human enjoyment
of residential property. It's like these residential properties were created and local government is
now trying to claw them back from owners while they keep paying property taxes. Owners end up
paying taxes on a property that you can’t enjoy or do what you want with it. Enough already. Every
tree is not sacred. People are. Put the brakes on 722.9. Ignore special interests, agendas and virtue
signalling. Instead, directly consult with the owners of the residential properties who are the ones
directly affected by the bylaws. And educate yourselves on Firesmart. Now there are two good
ideas.

Sincerely,

Heather Mackenzie
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You and your neighbours can reduce
the hazards of Wildfire by following
these simple preventative steps.

Take the FireSmart Assessment test!

Is your home at risk?
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The BC Forest Service - Protection Program, would like to thank the following:
* Partners in Protection for providing the information used in this brochure,
* Alberta Sustainable Resource Development - Forest Protection for allowing use of the
Home Owners Manual, Second Edition as a model,
* The BC Office of the Fire Commissioner and Provincial Emergency Program for
their support in producing this publication.

Waiver

The British Columbia Ministry of Forests and the Crown accept no responsibility of liability for any
loss or damage that any person may sustain as a result of the information in, or anything done or
omitted pursuant to, this pamphlet.

Cover photo: John Tocher, Kelowna, B.C.
Okanagan Mountain Park fire from West Kelowna Estates - Aug. 19, 2003.



The Rural Reality

Wildland forest fires are capable of spreading at an astonishing rate. Crowning
forest fires often spread at up to 5.5 kilometres per hour, with spotting as far
as 2 kilometres ahead. Wind blown grass fires can spread at speeds up to 85
kilometres per hour

In British Columbia, an average 48% of all wikdfires are caused by human
activity, Wildfire is also a natural phenomenon. Nearly 52% of British
Columbia's wildfires are caused by lightning strikes. Over the last several cen-
turies, large areas of British Columbia have been burned over repeatedly.

Over the last 10 years, on average over 2,500 wildfires were started in British
Columbta each vear consuming over 25,000 hectares of forested land annually.
Thousands of families were recently evacuated from thelr communities and
hundreds of homes destroyed

If you 