
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. 

Appendix H
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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). 
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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



WRITTEN SUBMISSION RECEIVED 
BEFORE NOON ON JULY 16, 2024, 
IN RESPONSE TO THE NOTICE OF 

PUBLIC HEARING 







 















































���������	
��

��
��������
���� ������������  �"#�$�% /0#-1� -��� �� �0�23�45	6789�	
:;<;6�=>69?� �2��	@������
���������������A����B��,2CD8�95=EFG�8HH9�I	848
C� �	�� 	MMN58G
9�=>F88<;6�=>69"O$P�- 2IQRS�R	39�	9
�9
=�I7G�85	
8�T�GH86H	G
�UV59W�XK8
=K8
H;�YXK8
=	
:�ZG
	
:�UV59W�[G>����>\�9
=����>���]S89��IQRS�S	�86HG�;
^8�9�8�W�	H	
:�HG�8_3�8;;�G���6G
68�
�G̀8��H78;8�3�G3G;8=�4V59W�9K8
=K8
H;�9
=�G���a	�K�G33G;	H	G
�HG�H78;8�9K8
=K8
H;�9;�3�8;8
H5V�W�	HH8
>
b78�IQRS��8a8��8=�HG�H78;8�3�G3G;8=�679
:8;�9;�7G�;8c883	
:�	H8K;�9
=�K8�8�dHW89c;C>�̂8�6G
H8
=�H79H�;GK8�Ga�H78;8�679
:8;�9�8�;	:
	a	69
H>b78�8�	;�9�
88=�HG�39�;8�H7	;�3�G68;;�aG��
GW�9
=�H9c8�9�;G48��;86G
=�5GGc�9H�H78;8�6GK358_@�6G
a�;	
:�4V59W;�9
=�=	�86H5V�6G
;�5H�W	H7�H786G
;H	H�8
H;�KG;H�=	�86H5V�9aa86H8=@�H78�GW
8�;�Ga�3�G38�HV�9=e968
H�HG�W9H8��4G=	8;�W7G�9�8�	K396H8=�4V�R	39�	9
�ZG
8;>�
b78�8�	;�95;G�9�
88=�HG659�	aV�H78;8�3�G3G;8=�
4V59W;�9
=�=8a	
	H	G
;�9
=�K9c8�H78K�89;	5V��
=8�;H9
=9458�9
=�96683H9458>�

^7	58�H78�3�G3G;8=�4V59W;�K9V�79̀8�WG�c8=�H78	��W9V�H7�G�:7�H78�IQRS�	
H8�
95�3�G68;;8;@�H78V�79̀8�
GH�488
�3�G38�5V�6G
;	=8�8=�9
=�aG�K�59H8=4V�H7G�G�:75V�6G
;�5H	
:�9
=�8
:9:	
:�W	H7�H78�6	H	f8
;�=	�86H5V�9aa86H8=>�

g9
V�W9H8�a�G
H�3�G38�HV�GW
8�;�G
5V�589�
8=�94G�H�H78;8�;	:
	a	69
H679
:8;�9�a8W�=9V;�9:G>�
b7	;��9H78��;�==8
�3�45	6�789�	
:�3�G68;;�	;�G���a	�;H��895�G33G�H�
	HV�HG�6G
;	=8��H78;8�3�G3G;95;>�
h̀8�V�W9H8�a�G
H3�G38�HV�GW
8��9aa86H8=�G�:7H�HG�79̀8�488
�=	�86H5V�
GH	a	8=�4V�K9	5�4V�H78�IQRS�9
=�6G
;�5H8=>X;�GW
8�;�Ga�9�W9H8�a�G
H�3�G38�HV�W8�H9c8�;7G�85	
8�3�GH86H	G
;�̀8�V�;8�	G�;5V�9;�	H�	;�	
�G���GW
�	
H8�8;H�HG�79̀8�7895H7V�;H�89K;@�59c8;@�49V;�9
=�	39�	9
�9�89;>�
U�H�9;�59
=�GW
8�;�W8�7G5=�	
=8a89;	458�H	H58�HG�H78�59
=�H79H�W8�3��679;8=�9
=�39V�H9_8;�G
>�b78�WG�=�	
=8a89;	458�K89
;�d
GH�9458�HG48�5G;H@�9

�558=�G��G̀8�H��
8=C>�
UV�9�4	H�9�	5V�	
6�89;	
:�H78�;8H496c;�G
�;GK8�8_	;H	
:�3�	̀9H85V�GW
8=�W9H8�a�G
H�5GH;�9
=�7GK8;�
9
=�4V�9==	
:�9a��H78��i�K8H8�;�Ga�d4�aa8�j�9�89�HG�H78�K	
	K�K�G��8;H945	;78=�
d
G�4�	5=�IThXd�;8H496c�
fG
8@�
H78�IQRS�93389�;�HG�48�9

�55	
:�;GK8�5G
:8;H945	;78=��;8;�Ga�G���W9H8�a�G
H�3�G38�HV>�b7	;�;88K;�HG�48�9c	
�HG�;GaH�6G�8�8_3�G3�	9H	G
�W	H7G�H�6GK38
;9H	G
>T�G38�HV�GW
8�;�79̀8�9
�	
=8a89;	458�6G
H�96H@�9�=88=�Ga�59
=@�W7	67�955GW;�H78K�H78�8_65�;	̀8��;8�9
=�8
eGVK8
H�Ga�H78	��GW
�3�G38�HV�	
�9�8;3G
;	458�W9V>�

S8a8
=	
:�49;	6�3�G38�HV��	:7H;�	;�39�H�Ga�5	̀	
:�	
�9�=8KG6�96V>�

S	;�8;386H�aG��3�G38�HV��	:7H;�9
=�G̀8���

	
:�38�;G
95�3�G38�HV�;8�	;�W79H�G
8�WG�5=�8_386H�	
�9
�9�H7G�	H9�	9
��8:	K8>�

T�	̀9H8�3�G38�HV��	:7H;�9�8�;8�	G�;�K9HH8�;>�
R8;386H�aG��W9H8�a�G
H9:8�3�	̀9H8�3�G38�HV�95;GG�:7H�HG�48�K9=8�8_35	6	H�9
=�W�	HH8
�	
HG�H78;8�4V59W;>ka�59c8;7G�8�3�G38�HV�GW
8�;�W8�8�HG�aG55GW�HG�H78�58HH8��955�Ga�H78�IThX�9
=�4�aa8���8;H�	6H	G
;�	H�;88K;�H79H�H78V�WG�5=�
GH�48�9458�HG�;9a85V�9668;;H78�W9H8��HG�:8H�	
HG�H78	��4G9H;�G��9668;;�H78	��=G6c;�a�GK�H78	��7GK8;>�
U9;	6�;	K358�;9a8�59
=;6938�;H9	�;�9
=��9K3;�9�8�d79�=�;��a968;j�H79H�WG�5=48�
GH�48�955GW8=�W	H7G�H�:G	
:�H7�G�:7�9�=8̀85G3K8
H�3�G68;;>T�G38�HV�GW
8�;�6G�5=�48�45G6c8=�Gaa�a�GK�8
eGV	
:�H78	��GW
�;7G�85	
8>�
h̀8
�H�9
;̀8�;	
:�W9H8�5	
8;�38�K	HH8=�4V�G���W9H8��5	68
68;�9
=��8l�	�8=�aG�G���a	�8a	:7H	
:�8l�	3K8
H�WG�5=�48�	
�l�8;H	G
>�

b78�4V59W�9K8
=K8
H�;H	3�59H8;�H79H�
G�d79�=�;��a96	
:�K9H8�	95;j�
WG�5=�48�955GW8=�W	H7	
�H788;H945	;78=�
IThX�G��H78�4�aa8��fG
8>�I��85V�9
�G�H�	:7H�3�G7	4	H	G
�a5	8;�9:9	
;H�6GKKG
�;8
;8>�
�b78;8�9668;;�9K8
	H	8;�9�8�39�H	6�59�5V�̀	H95�aG�W9H8��9668;;�G
5V�3�G38�H	8;�W78�8�39�H�Ga�H78�IThX�	;�95;G�39�H�Ga�H78�H�9
;3G�H9H	G
��G�H8�HG�H78�7GK8>
^9H8�a�G
H�3�G38�HV�GW
8�;�79̀8�
�	39�	9
��	:7H;�9
=�K�;H�48�:�9�9
H88=�
9668;;�HG�H78	��GW
�6G
H	:�G�;�59c8�a�G
H9:8�H7�G�:7�H78	��GW
�3�G38�HV>�

kH	;�
GH�39�9
G	9�HG�48�6G
68�
8=�94G�H�W9H8�a�G
H�3�G38�H	8;�48	
:�6GmG3H8=>�

Yn
8�3�G̀	
6	95�=G6�K8
H�8̀8
�;�::8;H8=�K�
	6	395�4V59W;�HG�a8
68�GaaH78�IThX�HG�c883�GW
8�;�G�H�Ga�H78	��GW
�3�	̀9H8�3�G38�HVo>b78�8_H�9�i�K8H�8�4�aa8��fG
8�69558=�aG��4V�4V59W�679
:8;�G�:7H�HG�48�;6�9338=�95HG:8H78�>�
kH�	;�9
��

868;;9�V�G̀8�m�8967�9
=�9�69̀95	8��	
H��;	G
	
HG�3�	̀9H8�3�G38�HV��	:7H;>�k
;H89=@�H78�:G95;�Ga�H78�4�aa8��fG
8�HG�3�GH86H�H78�IThX�9�89;�6G�5=�48�966GK35	;78=�4V�9=K	
	;H�9H	̀8�3�G68=��8;�=��	
:H78�4�	5=	
:�38�K	HH	
:�9
=�9�=	H	
:�3�G68;;>b78�
8W�4V59W;�G�:7H�HG�;H	3�59H8�8_35	6	H5V�H79H�3�G3G;8=�;8H496c;�9
=�4�aa8�;�=G�
GH�9335V�HG�8_	;H	
:�7GK8;�H79H�W8�8�933�G̀8=��
=8��89�5V�4V59W;9
=��8:�59H	G
;@�
I�67�7GK8;�;7G�5=�
GH�e�;H�48��8a8��8=�HG�9;�d58:95�
G
�6G
aG�K	
:j�
4�H�9;�d58:95�9
=�6G
aG�K	
:�HG�3�8̀	G�;��8:�59H	G
;j>�

h_	;H	
:7GK8;�;7G�5=�
GH�48�K9=8�	
HG��8:�59HG�V�;8K	mG�H59W;@�4�H�;7G�5=�48�8_35	6	H5V��86G:
	f8=�9;�58:95�9
=�58:	H	K9H8>h_	;H	
:�7GK8;�;7G�5=�48�8_35	6	H5V�38�K	HH8=�HG��84�	5=�G
�;	H8�	
�H78�8̀8
H�H79H�H78�7GK8�	;�=8;H�GV8=�9
=�;7G�5=�48�955GW8=�HG��8
G̀9H8�9;��8l�	�8=�
=8��H78�4V59W�H79H�8_	;H8=�9H�H78�H	K8�H78�;H��6H��8�W9;�4�	5H>�
b78�3�8;8
H�4V59W�9;�W�	HH8
�WG�5=�3�G4945V��8l�	�8�H78�GW
8��Ga�9
�8_	;H	
:�7GK8�HG3589=�aG��9�̀9�	9
68�	
�G�=8��HG��84�	5=�G���8
G̀9H8>�
I�67�9�38�K	;;	G
�;7G�5=�48�8_35	6	H5V�
:�9�9
H88=�9
=�W�	HH8
��	:7H�	
�H78�4V59W>IThX�9
=�R	39�	9
�fG
8;�H79H�6G
H9	
�=89=@�=�V@�=V	
:@�=869=8
H@�=	;89;8=@�9
=�=9
:8�G�;�H�88;�K�;H�95;G�48��8:�59�5V�9HH8
=8=�HG�;G�H79H�a	�879f9�=;�9
=�a�85�9̀9	594	5	HV�	;��8=�68=>�
�T8�K	;;	G
�;7G�5=�48�W�	HH8
�9
=�K9=8�8_35	6	H�	
�H78�4V59W;>b78�IQRS�67G;8�
GH�HG�aG55GW�H78��86GKK8
=9H	G
;�Ga�G���X�89�X�X=̀	;G�V�T59

	
:�QGKK	;;	G
�W7G�=	=�
GH�;�33G�H�H78;8�4V59W�9K8
=K8
H;�9
=W7G�=	=�
GH�W	;7�H78;8�9K8
=K8
H;�p6GK358H8�W	H7�9==8=�4�aa8��fG
8;o�HG�3�G688=�9H�H7	;�H	K8>�

̂8�9:�88�W	H7�G���X�89�X�T59

	
:�QGKK	;;	G
>T589;8�39�;8�H78;8�4V59W�9K8
=K8
H;�9
=�6G
;�5H�a��H78��W	H7�6G
;H	H�8
H;�=	�86H5V�9aa86H8=>�

̂8�485	8̀8�H79H�6G
;H	H�8
H;�WG�5=�8
6G��9:8�H78IQRS�HG�H9c8�H	K8�HG��86G
;	=8��H78;8�K9HH8�;�
48aG�8�H�V	
:�HG�95	:
�	H;�4V59W;�W	H7�3�8;8
H�G��9
H	6	39H8=�3�G̀	
6	95�=	�86H	G
;>�

UV59W;�K�;H�486589�@�3�96H	695@�WG�c9458@�9
=�96683H9458>�
b78;8�3�G3G;8=�4V59W;�G�:7H�HG�48�H9458=>D8�95=�9
=�FG�8HH9�I	848
�� � � �D9�=8
�U9VD8�95=EFG�8HH9�I	848
 rst











































���������	
��	

�
��������

�
� ����  � &'(#)�*#���*�+ �,��-./012	�3�1145/�6 	 �	 	??@ �	� �	� �	 �	 	 �� � �	 � �	� � 	 � �	 � �M�*�.��	B�
����	�
�
�����������N����'�./H�K1C=9425C	I;7;=5O<=2/�6H�K1C=9425C	I;7;=5O<=2>PQR��#*.SCH25C2	�T2	O�2	O�UVW0�54;H�	;4<X411��Y42D�UZS[B

\�8�;F�E2	F�F��F2L4�2�D�D4	F�F��;4	O�:���;�D4�=�DD4	F;�2K��F�F94�	4E�K:12E�=�DC	I�C	F��H12:�54I25OC	I�E2F45G5�	F�H5�H45F:�2	O�5CH25C2	�12	O<

]C5;F�G5�;F52FC�	�2=F�211:�92;�1CFF14�F��O��ECF9�F94�UZS[B�D�54�;��ECF9�H5�̂C	=C21�O4=C;C�	;�F92F�254�D2O4�ECF9��F�H�K1C=�L	�E14OI4��5�=�	;�1FB�2	O�F94	92	O4O��GG�F��F94�54IC�	21�OC;F5C=F;�2	O�D�	C=CH21CFC4;�F��F2L4�F94�K5�	F��G�F94�K12D4�G�5�F94C5�H��51:�F9��I9F_��F�CO42;<

̀9:�254�F94:�H��51:�F9��I9F���Fa
�̀411B�\�5�	���9	�X4	5:b;��25C	2�2	O�S4;�5F<
�c�d��G���5�K�C1OC	I�E��1O�4eC;F�C	;CO4��G�F94�UVW0�1C	4<���54CDH�5F2	F1:B�f�d��G�F94�54̂4	�4���9	�X4	5:b;�=542F4;�ECF9C	�F94�UVW0�1C	4<
���521��G�F94�;F�5:B�=92	IC	I�K:12E;�=2	�92̂4�O52;FC=�CDH2=F;��	�F94K�;C	4;;4;�2	O�9�D4�E	45;�C	�F94�54IC�	21�OC;F5C=F<

T4Fb;�F21L�2K��F�F94�̂CO4��F92F�:���;4	F���F<�UH4=CGC=211:B�F94�H25F�F92F�;9�E;�F94�OC2I52D��G�9�E�2�;�KOĈC;C�	�E��1O�E�5L<
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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.   

(c)	 NOTE - The BC government site discussing zoning bylaws (https://www2.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 
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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 
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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 
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Sunday July 7, 2024 

Dear SCRD;  

My Name is; Vito Ialungo at Madeira Park, BC. (in Gunboat 
Bay) 

I have resided here since June 10th 1980. Without my knowledge or permission, I 
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 I 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!!. 

I am TOTALY OPPOSED to these changes I 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 Ialungo 

 













Donna Shugar 

Roberts Creek, BC 
V0N 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: 
 
• 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.  

• 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 
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c4�CN	�;��2d4�HN�06Ne2;4�H�4�fN��NC278�3NGG47H9�HN�H�4�06N0N94;�gN7278�1B�5C�3�57849<
�h2e47�H�4��53d�Nf�0	1�23�27fN6G5H2N7�57;�G272G5��3N79	�H5H2N7C2H��9H5d4�N�;469J�57;�GN64�2G0N6H57H�BJ�H�4��53d�Nf�93247H2f23�;5H5�HN�O	9H2fB�H�4�06N0N94;�5G47;G47H9J�C4�f44��59�9H5d4�N�;469�57;��NG4NC7469�C4564�5H�5�;295;e57H584�59�H�4�5G47;G47H9�564�7NC�8N278�fN6�H�426�H�26;�57;�f275��645;278�27�5�06N3499��53d278�H6579056473B�57;�9N	7;�9324734<
i269H�BJ�C4�3564�51N	H�H�4�47e26N7G47H�57;�564�
��j�14�27;�H�4�06NH43H2N7�Nf�N	6��N35��43N9B9H4G9<
���29�29�N	6��NG4�57;�C2���14�fN6�N	6�3�2�;647�57;8657;3�2�;647��N04f	��B<
�c4��5e4�7NH�9447�57B�4e2;4734��NC4e46�H�5H�H�4�3	6647H�648	�5H2N79�564�35	9278��56G�N6�564�274ff43H2e4�57;�C4��5e4�7NH9447�57B�93247H2f23�;5H5�HN�9	00N6H�H�4�06N0N94;�5G47;G47H9<

��494�0NN6�B�H�N	8�HkN	H�3�57849�C2���346H527�B�7485H2e4�B�2G053H�06N046HB�e5�	49�fN6�H�N	957;9�Nf�6492;47H9�N7�H�4�Q	79�274�MN59H�57;�C2���649	�H�27�NC46�H5l�64e47	4�fN6�H�4�QMRP�57;�06Ne2734<
�c4�9H6N78�B�14�24e4�H�5H�4l29H278��NG4NC7469�9�N	�;�14�8657;f5H�464;�C2H��H�4�4l29H278�8	2;4�2749�5H�5G272G	GJ�N6�GN64�5006N0625H4�BJ�H�5H�H�4�5G47;G47H9�564�7NH�5;N0H4;�5H�5��<
���494�3�57849�C464�H624;�
��B4569�58N�57;�f52�4;<
�c�B�564�H�4B�O	9H2f24;7NCm
),��!V�, �"[P43292N79�9�N	�;�N7�B�14�G5;4�C�47�BN	��5e4�27fN6G4;�9H5d4�N�;469<
�F9�H5l05B469�57;�3N734674;�6492;47H9�C57H278�HN�14�14HH46�27fN6G4;J�C4�744;HN�14�06Ne2;4;�C2H��57�N00N6H	72HB�HN�f	��B�	7;469H57;�C�5H�29�14278�06N0N94;�57;�C�BJ�57;�H�47�82e47�9	ff23247H�H2G4�HN�G5d4�27fN6G4;�3NGG47H9<
��4�N7�B�0	1�23�27fN6G5H2N7�94992N7�C59��4�;�N7��	�B�� J�C�23��HNNd�0�534�5fH46�HCN�645;2789�C464�5�645;B�3NG0�4H4;�14�27;�3�N94;�;NN69<
���427fN6G5H2N7�94992N7�C59�9462N	9�B��53d278�27�27fN6G5H2N7<�c4�C464�7NH�51�4�HN�84H�95H29f53HN6B�579C469�HN�57B�Nf�N	6�15923�n	49H2N79�57;�fN	7;�H�464064947H5H2e49�064947H�C464�7NH�27fN6G4;�H�4G94�e49�N7�H�4�6459N7278�fN6�H�4�3�57849�oNH�46�H�57�pNH�46�O	629;23H2N79�564�;N278�2Hqr<
�sN6�C464�H�4B51�4�HN�06Ne2;4�27928�H�27HN�H�4�d4B�;4f272H2N79�C�23��fN6G�H�4�15929�Nf�H�4�1B�5C9�o�2d4�C�5H�H�4�75H	65��N3457�1N	7;56B�645��B�G4579r<
�c4�C464�HN�;94e465��H2G49�HN�O	9H�645;�C�5H�29�N7�274�N6��264�5�3N79	�H57H<
�t714�24e51�B�C4�C464�4e47�HN�;�H�5H�C4�357�O	9H�94���N	6��NG49�2f�C4�564�7NH��500B�C2H�H�4�06N0N94;�3�57849u
���29�29�7NH��NC�27fN6G5H2N7�94992N79�9�N	�;�14�6	7�57;�;4H462N65H4;�N	6�3N7f2;4734�27�H�4�9B9H4G<U,�V ,+[)�vT w �@ T -@"+���c4�4l043H�H�5H�H�4�;29H623H�C2���944�5�92872f2357H�;6N0�27�06N046HB�H5l�64e47	4�59�5�649	�H�Nf�H�4�74C�1B�5C9<
�x6N046HB�H5l49�564�1594;�N7�5994994;e5�	49<
�c2H��H�4�1B�5C�3�57849�H�464�C2���14�5�;4364594�27�06N046HB�e5�	4J��2d4�B�fN6�H�N	957;9�Nf�Q	79�274�MN59H�6492;47H9J�C2H��G57B�Nf�H�N94�N7C5H46f6N7H�N6�3644d9�05B278�9NG4�Nf�H�4��28�49H�H5l49�5�645;B<
x6N046H249�C2����5e4�HN�14��29H4;�59�p�485��B�7N7k3N7fN6G278q�C�23��C2���92872f2357H�B�64;	34�6495�4�e5�	4�C�23��C2���2G053H�H6579f46�H5l49�59�C4��J�57;�7N;N	1H�279	65734�0N�23249<
�y74��N35��645��49H5H4�5847H�9	8849H4;��4�CN	�;��2d4�B�64;	34�H�4�e5�	4�Nf�5��NG4�1B�	0�HN�z�j�fN6�5�7N7k3N7fN6G278��NG4H�5H�6	79�H�4�629d�Nf�7NH�14278�51�4�HN�14�641	2�H�2f�GN64�H�57�D�j�29�;49H6NB4;�1B�5�f264�N6�H644<
{N	�357�4l043H�5�f�NN;�Nf�04N0�4�64n	49H278�50045�9�N7�H�426�5994994;�e5�	4�2f�H�4�5G47;G47H9�564�05994;<
�|5e4�BN	�9H	;24;�H�4�0NH47H25��2G053H�N7H5l�64e47	4�64;	3H2N7�59�5�649	�H�Nf�H�4�5G47;G47H9mW,!��,�!*��464�564�9462N	9�3N734679�H�5H�H�494�74C�6	�49�3N	�;�0	H��NG49�5H�629d�fN6�0NH47H25��569N7<
���4�064G294�H�5H�H�494�1B�5C�3�57849�3N	�;�pf644�	0qC5H46f6N7H�2f��NG4NC7469�C464�7NH�5��NC4;�HN�641	2�;J�G5B�275;e46H47H�B�82e4�74f562N	9�53HN69�H�4�2G04H	9�HN�35	94��56G�HN�06N046H249<�|N	94�f2649�N7H�4�3N59H�564�NfH47�35H59H6N0�23�57;�649	�H�27�GN64�H�57�D�j�;5G584�HN�5�06N046HB<


T "��� �-�+���!Q324734�f269H<
�F7B�74C�648	�5H2N79�9�N	�;�N7�B�14�2G0�4G47H4;�1594;�N7�H�N6N	8��93247H2f23�9H	;249�356624;�N	H�fN6�453��90432f23�5645�57;�43N9B9H4GN7�H�4�3N59H<
�}4H�H�4�9324734�;4GN79H65H4�H�4�7434992HB�fN6�H�4�1B�5C�3�57849�57;�1	ff46�gN749�N7�HN0�Nf�1	ff46�gN749<
�~f�H�464�564�93247H2f23�9H	;249H�5H�9�NC�H�4�3	6647H�Qx�F�9�N6�1	ff46�56459�564�7NH�CN6d278�57;�564�O4N056;2g278�H�4�3N59H�9�43N9B9H4G9�H�4B�9�N	�;�14�G5;4�0	1�23<���4�06434;47H992H4;�fN6�G5d278�H�4�5G47;G47H9�564�Q	664BJ��2992N7J�F11NH9fN6;�57;�MNn	2H�5G<�|56;�B�3NG05651�4�43N9B9H4G9�HN�H�4�Q	79�274�MN59H<
��4�h6447�Q�N649�06N865G�N7�B�06Ne2;49�643NGG47;5H2N79�57;�2H�29�3�456�G	3��Nf�H�494�564�7NH�744;4;�N6�5006N0625H4�fN6�G	3��Nf�H�4�Q	79�274MN59H<
�F;N0H278�5;;2H2N75��648	�5H2N79�O	9H�1435	94�NH�46�O	629;23H2N79��5e4�;N74�9N�29�7NH�5�C4���H�N	8�H�N	H�5006N53�<H� ���





���������	
��

��
��������
���� ���  %���&'��&('&) �%�*+�,
	-./0�	12343-�56-07��!*89	

�:8� 	

 
	 �@A�B&�'*C�=+=3/5�D	+0�	01�E=1	12�-.012/3F('&*��	G������
�������H�������I����D/J�KLDM�CDNCNKOM�DPCQDPQR
SNRPRT�CDNCNKQU6P�0>�V=V0

W�=++=3/5�V=�V./�-���/1V�KLDMXKV0YY�+�=+=3/5��/2	=10
�E=1	12�D	+0�	01�-.012/369
	15
W�L03V	12�0�1/V�=Y�+�=+=3/5�1/Z��/V�=0-V	[/�E=1	12G�Z.	-.�	1-
�5/3�-=>+
	01-/�V=�[0�	=�3�/\	3V	12�015�Y�V��/�W/V�V=�,/�5/V/�>	1/5�5/[0
�0V	12�/2�
0V	=13�Z	V.�[0�W	12�/YY/-V3�V=�3+/-	Y	-�.=>/X
015X+�=+/�VWX�=Z1/�3�	1-
�5	12�V./	��/\	3V	12�	1Y�03V��-V��/�	1�>01W�5	YY/�/1V��15/Y	1/5�Z0W3�	3�1=VV./�5/Y	1	V	=1�=Y�9/3V�C�0-V	-/3].̂/�D/_L
033	Y	-0V	=1�=Y�0YY/-V/5�	15	[	5�0
3�Z	V.	1�V./�5	3V�	-V�V=�055�3=>/�Y=�>�=Y�̀�3V	Y	-0V	=1�=��0--/+V01-/G�Y=��V.	3�1/Z
W�.0V-./5�+
01�03J
UOTQUUa�RNR�LNR�PDbPRT	3�0�5	3-�	>	10V	12�	13�
V�V=�V./	��
	Y/c3�
0,=��G�3�,3V01V	0
�=--�+01-W�	1[/3V>/1VG�=12=	12�	1-�/03	12�V0\X�-=>+
	01-/�,��5/13G�+�	5/�=Y�=Z1/�3.	+�015-���/1V�
	[/0,	
	VW�/\+/-V0V	=13�+�/[	=�3
W�0[0	
0,
/�015�+��-.03/5�Z	V.	1�V.	3�-=>>�1	VW6
.̂	3

-=>>�1	VW�	3�+�=2�/33	[/
W�,/-=>	12��15/��3	/2/�>	�/5�	1�
0Z3�,W
0Z3�-=>+
	01-/3���
/3�015��/2�
0V	=13�Y�=>�0

�Y=�>3�=Y�2=[/�1>/1VG�Y/5/�0
G+�=[	1-	0
G�>�1	-	+0
G��/2	=10
�	1�-=1-/�V�Z	V.�-
0	>01Vc3�015�3+/-	0
�	1V/�/3V�2�=�+36Q

�=Y�Z.=>�	15	[	5�0

W�5/>015	12�0�3//>	12
W�/15
/33�0>=�1V�=Y�[0�	=�3�-=>+/V	12�V0-V
/33��/d�	�/>/1V3�3=>/�-���/1V
W�<1=Z1�=V./�3��1<1=Z1,/	12�1/2=V	0V/5�,/.	15�-
=3/5�5==�3�Z	V.�Y0���/0-.	12�	>+
	-0V	=13�V=�1/Z�015�/\	3V	12�=--�+0V	=13�	1-
�5	12�0,	
	V	/3�Z	V.	1�V./�5	3V�	-V�5/[=	5�=Y+�,
	-�0++�=[0
6

e.0V�3-	/1V	Y	-X�/1[	�=1>/1V0
�3V�5	/3�.0[/�=--���/5�V.0V�3�,3V01V	0V/�V./�1/-/33	VW�=Y�V./3/�1/Z
W�+�=+=3/5�D	+0�	01��/d�	�/>/1V3fe.0V�0�/�V./�-���/1V�015�Y�V��/�Y	101-	0
�	>+0-V3X/3V	>0V/3�03��/
0V/5�V=�V./�+�=+=3/5�-.012/36f
g=Z�5=/3�V./�M	3V�	-V�/\+/-V�V=�Y�15�V./3/�-.012/3�Y=��V./3/�-=3V
W�+�=+=30
3fe.0V�-=>+/130V	=1�	3�+�=+=3/5�V=�30V	3YW�[0�	=�3��/3	5/1V3�015�,�3	1/33/3�/[/1V�0
�5/[0
�0V	=1�-0�3/5�,W�V./3/�+�=+=3/5�=�V-=>/3f
.̂/�̀�3V	Y	-0V	=1�KV0YY�V0,
/5�0�V=�50V/�	3�[/�W�Z/0<�Z	V.=�V�<1=Z
/52/�,03/5�=��
=2	-0
�+�==Y�=Y�3+/-	Y	-�1/-/33	VWG�[0
	5	VW�Y=��3�-.�Y0���/0-.	12�-=3V
Wd�/3V	=10,
/��1+�=[/1�>/03��/3�0++/0�	12�V=�,/�+
0-/5�3d�0�/
W�=1�V./�3.=�
5/�3�=Y�V.=3/�	15	[	5�0
��/3	5/1V3�5//>/5�0YY/-V/5]
M��	12�V./�-=1[/�30V	=13�0V�V./��/-/1V���
W���+�,
	-�/1202/>/1V�Z	V.�3V0YY�0V�V./�KLDM�=1��	/
5�D=05G�V./�-=1[/�30V	=13��/20�5	12�3+/-	Y	-�-=1-/�133�-.�03J

_�.=Z�5=/3�V.	3�0YY/-V�/\	3V	12

�

Z0V/�Y�=1VG�	1-
�5	12�3V��-V��/3

�
�

�

3�-.�03�5=-<3G�2012Z0W3�015

�


�

�+�
015�+�=+/�VW�0--/336

_�5/[0
�0V	=1�=Y�+�=+/�VW�[0
�/

�
�


�

03��/3�
V�=Y�V./3/�+�=+=30
3Z.0V�.0++/13�	1�-03/�=Y�0�Y	�/�V.0V��/3�
V3�	1�-=>+
/V/�
=33�=Y�0�3V��-V��/�V.0V�1=Z�.03�0�[0
�/�-=1-/�1�5�/�V=�0��/5�-/5�,�	
50,
/�Y==V+�	1V6
.̂/�/YY/-V�=1�V./��/30
/�=Y�01�/\	3V	12�+�=+/�VW�3�,̀/-V�V=�V./3/�1/Z�1=1_-=1Y=�>	12�,W
0Zc36g=Z�	3�0YY/-V/5�+�=+/�VW�V0\�033/33/5�,03/5�=1�V./�E=1	12�5/[0
�0V	=16.̂/�/YY/-V3�=Y�V./�V�013Y/��=Y�+�=+/�VW�1=Z�-=13	5/�/5�1=1_-=1Y=�>	126O\	3V	12�,0�/�+�=+/�VW�+�	[0V/�=Z1/�3.	+�1=ZG�+=V/1V	0

W�3�,̀/-V�V=�V./3/�1/Z�-=>+
	01-/3G�Z.	-.�0YY/-V3�V./�[0
�/�=Y�V./�+�=+/�VW�015�0�/3V�	-V/5�+
011/5�,�	
5�=�Vf�
KV0YY�013Z/�3�5/Y0�
V/5�V=�W=��-01�0++
W�V=�9L�V0\�033/33>/1V3�Y=��0��/5�-V	=1G�,�V�V.0V�.03�1=V�,//1�d�01V	Y	/56
NV./��3V0YY�-=>>/1V3�=Y�.0�5�d�/3V	=13�5/Y/��/5�V=�0++
W	12�Y=��0�[0�	01-/G�Z.	-.�	3�-=3V
W�03�	V�.03�V=�	1[=
[/�+�=Y/33	=10
��/+=�V3�015��15=�5/>0153=1�V./�=Z1/�
e	V.�1=�2�0�01V//6Q55	V	=10
��0V	=10
/�V.0V�V./�1/Z�E=1	12�Z=�
5�-�/0V/�-
0�	VW�	1�V./�+�=+=3/5�-=>+
	01-/�Z	V.	1�V./

0�/03G�V./�/Y=�/��/5�-	12�V./�=[/�0

�3V0YY�Z=�<
=056ff�e=Zf
P1�3.=�V�1=�3�,3V01V	0
�[0
	5�̀�3V	Y	-0V	=13�Z/�/�>05/�	1�3�++=�V�=Y�V./�+�=+=3/5�-.012/3�V.0V�Z=�
5�,/�,/1/Y	-	0
�V=�V./�-=>>�1	VW6�P1�Y0-V�>=�/�3=�V=V./�-=>>�1	V	/3�5/V�	>/1V6KV0YY3�V	>/�Z=�
5�,/3V�,/�3+/1V�	>+�=[	12�V./�-=>>�1	V	/3�1/-/33	V	/3�[/�3�3�	V3�5/[0
�0V	=1�-0�3	12�>=�/�-=3V
W�-=>+
	01-/36
 hij





Brian Carson 

Roberts Creek, B.C. 
V0N 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!”     
 
I 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. I 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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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 Shíshálh 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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To:  SCRD Board       July 15, 2024 
c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca 
         Glen & Nancy Brown, 
         
         Madeira Park, B.C. V0N 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. 
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July 15, 2024 

To the SCRD Board c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca 

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. 

I have several concerns: 

• 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?  

• 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? 

• 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.  

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

• 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?  

• 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? 

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

• 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, 
 

 

Robert James Taylor 

Madeira Park, BC 

 

 













Re: Proposed SCRD Riparian and Shoreline Bylaw Amendments 

 
To Whom it May Concern 
 
I 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 atack on the rights of law-
abiding ci�zens property values and rights in the name of spurious environmental benefits, none of which have 
been, or can be, supported by independent scien�fic research. This follows the ongoing atack on property 
values and property enjoyment in the SCRD currently being fought under the same spurious reasoning, and 
lack of independent scien�fic research and suppor�ve 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 
es�mated 98% of the BC coastline is completely uninhabited that somehow nega�vely impac�ng the 1-2% of 
property owners on the inhabited por�on 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 contribu�ng to global warming, sea rising, mel�ng ice flows or the thinning of the ozone layer.  
Perhaps �me would be beter spent on the scien�fic causes of this phenomena rather than looking for local, 
nonexistent, easy to punish ci�zen culprits.  
 
 
John Davis  
Resident of Pender Harbour 



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. 

I 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?  

• 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. 

• 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? 

 

 

 



• 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? What is the budget for this oversight and how many FTE jobs are going to 
be created for compliance/enforcement? 

• 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. 

I 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 



























July 15, 2024 

SCRD Board c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca 

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. 

I 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: 

• 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?  This surely will 
affect property values and resale ability. 

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

• 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? 

• 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)?  

• 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? 

• 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? 



• 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)? 

• 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, 
Ronald and Beverly Karnehm 
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July 15, 2024  

Sunshine Coast Regional District  

1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC  

 

RE: Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 722.9 & 337.123  

Leter of Opposi�on  

Dear SCRD Council,  

On behalf of my Mother-In-Law – Patricia Andrew – and the en�re Andrew Family, we would like to voice our 
concern and acknowledge the immense nega�ve 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 ci�zen her en�re life – 
devo�ng her �me 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 re�rement is. This is where her family comes together. This amendment (without 
deeper research and public input) is careless, invasive, and undemocra�c.  

The proposed amendment takes exis�ng homes with exis�ng structures and negates years of �me and investment 
spent on these proper�es.  

Con�nual changes to regula�on coming at property owners from various ministries and various levels of 
government need to be considered cumula�vely, and the rights of ci�zens, communi�es, property owners and 
business owners need to be taken into considera�on before bylaw changes as proposed are passed.  

It would be prudent for the SCRD to wait un�l the outcomes of the Dock Management Plan planning process is 
completed; any resul�ng changes should be made part of a holis�c 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 Shíshálh First Na�ons have chosen to listen to the community and take the 
appropriate �me to consider impacts and community concerns and prac�cali�es in rela�on to the DMP, so should 
the SCRD take the �me to understand the impacts of these bylaw decisions before implemen�ng them.  

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

Thank you for your �me. We are op�mis�c 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 V0N 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



















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. 

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

• 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. 

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 
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To the SCRD Board c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca 

I 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. 

• 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.  

• 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? 

• 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?  

• 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. 

• 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? 

• 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. 



• 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. 

• 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 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. 

I 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. 

I 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.  

• 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. 

I 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 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
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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. Increase in 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. 

 

  



 

Recommendations: 

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

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

• 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. 

• Act on 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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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 V0N 1S1
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Sample submission to SCRD Board c/o publicmeetings@scrd.ca 

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. 

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

• 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. 

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 

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. 

I 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. 

I 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 

 



















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". I 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. I 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. 
 
I 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. I 
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 Surveyor, (retired) 
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July 16, 2024 

Public Hearings  

Leonard Lee 

publichearings@scrd.ca 

leonard.lee@scrd.ca 

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. 

I 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. 

I 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 
V0N 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, I 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 6th 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.  Just look 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 
 
 
  





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. 

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.

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



























For more information on the B.C. Forest Service Protection Program, 
contact the office nearest you: 

B.C. Forest Service, Protection Branch Kamloops Fire Centre
2957 Jutland Road, 2nd floor 4000 Airport Road
P.O. Box 9502, Stn Prov Govt Kamloops, B.C. V2B 7X2
Victoria, B.C. V9W 9C1 (250) 554-5500

Coastal Fire Centre Southeast Fire Centre
665 Allsbrook Road 208 Hughes Road
Parksville, B.C. V9P 2T3 Castlegar, B.C. V1N 4M5
(250) 951-4222 (250) 365-4040
 
Northwest Fire Centre Cariboo Fire Centre
Bag 5000 Airport Road 3020 Airport Road
Smithers, B.C. V0G 2N0 Williams Lake, B.C. V2G 5M1
(250) 847-6600 (250) 989-2600

Prince George Fire Centre
1011 4th Avenue
Prince George, B.C. V2L 3H9
(250) 565-6124

BE FIRE SMART!

Back cover photo: Steve Grimaldi, BC Forest Service







Dear SCRD Council, 
  
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed bylaw amendments and 
urge you to vote “NO.” 
  
I cannot understand the purpose of punishing homeowners and taking away their rights 
for access to properties that have been in their families control for generations. We have 
been facing so many strange decisions abusing governments rights over various areas of 
thew BC waterfront. I am at odds of where this is coming from and there doesn’t seem to 
be any strong scientific background, but verbiage used over and over that this is the BC 
government best practices being implemented. These are life altering decisions for many 
families and often these aren’t wealthy homeowners but generational properties that 
make up the fabric of Canadian life. Many retirees depend on access to the water front 
and this would prevent that from being a possibility in the future. Families comes 
together and are the fabric of communities and this is a essential part of that.  
 
The rights and interest of so many individuals are being completely pushed aside for an 
agenda that I am not sure is but hidden under the cloak of environmental practices or 
something to that nature. If we truly think this is an environmental issue, twe should 
look at the consumption of cheap goods from China and the amounts of pollution China 
and other countries produce before we implement draconian by laws against home 
owners who have worked hard their whole lives to earn the right to own these 
properties. We are neglecting the interest of our own citizens for whom? I would say 
take a referendum on the issue before moving forward against people’s wishes.  
  
For the short term the SCRD should postpone a decision until the Dock Management 
Plan has been completed and a strategy working in conjunction with that decision and 
other areas that have been discussed such as the foreshore and riparian areas.  
  
The current regulatory environment is both complex and bureaucratic and there hasn’t 
been enough consultation, nor transparency in the process that will affect so many 
individuals negatively. Where would people retire if that didn’t have access to the 
waterfront, how would they navigate having a home so far back from the water. This can 
drastically change an individual’s life and that should be a major concern for all those 
decisions and be taken into account. There will be a significant backlash as there should 
be if this decision is pushed through. 
  
As a property tax-paying constituent, my family and many people we have spoken to 
find this alarming to see the SCRD treat this matter so lightly and push it through 
without proper consultation or even a referendum on these important matters. 
Direction from the constituents is vital to fairness and transparency of all governments 
and we need to respect the individual right of property owners as a fundamental 
democratic right. It is the basis as a fair and just process that is key that this be shelved 
at this moment to get a better understanding of the reasoning of why this would be 
beneficial to the Sunshine Coast.  
 



Hopefully the SCRD can understand this is the time to listen and take the time to meet 
with the community and affected individuals and take a macro approach to this decision 
and not a small group of people pushing their own agendas. Property owners take pride 
and manage the coast in an environmentally sensitive way as they all have a vested 
interest in protecting and preserving the land. These are our homes and very rarely does 
any homeowner not respectful and thoughtful towards the land as we all have an 
interest in best practices to ensure the environment is protected. 
  
I would hope we as a society could come together to ensure all individual rights are 
heard before we make such huge decisions. Unintended consequences from local by-
laws would impact the Sunshine Coast negatively and have many unintended 
ramifications. 
 
I urge common sense to prevail and postpone this decision until a more appropriate 
path forward can be decided. 
  
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Mike Andrew 
Sakinaw Lake Resident 
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Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC V7Z 0A8
Email publichearings@scrd.ca

RE: SCRD Bylaw 337 and 722 amendments to support riparian areas and ocean shorelines

Dear SCRD Directors:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into proposed amendments to Bylaws 337 and 722.
The Sunshine Coast Conservation Association (SCCA) is very supportive of the proposed bylaw
amendments to strengthen riparian area and shoreline protection in the SCRD.

The SCCA is a BC non-profit Society and a registered federal charity (1997). Our mandate is to
preserve biodiversity on the Sunshine Coast in the territories of the Sḵwx̱wú7mesh, shíshálh,
Tla'amin, Klahoose and Homalco First Nations. We have worked to preserve lands, waters,
sensitive species and ecosystems in this region for nearly 30 years. Over the decades, we have
tracked, supported, and at times pushed back on SCRD land use policies.

We sincerely appreciate the SCRD’s current efforts to advance sustainable natural asset
management, preserve sensitive habitat and ensure species, ecosystem services and resources these
provide endure. We are particularly supportive of SCRD work on drinking water source area
diversification and conservation, climate change planning, adaptation and mitigation, riparian area
and shoreline preservation. We understand and recognize how these efforts tie together, and
support each other. We encourage the SCRD to keep up the good work.

The SCCA and the SCRD have long been allies in protecting Chapman Creek from logging. Our
primary watershed was and must remain protected for the same reasons these bylaw updates are
needed now.When sensitive areas are degraded it impacts the ecosystems ability to self sustain,
eroding the systems and the resources we rely on. Effects of degraded landscapes are felt over long
time scales and compounded with climate change. Ongoing drought/drinking water scenarios link
back to enduring impacts of historic resource extraction on public land. Understanding and
addressing links between private land clearing, drought, flooding and erosion on downstream
communities, infrastructure and government coffers, is a key step forward.
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The Sunshine Coast, along with the entire planet, is undergoing a biodiversity crisis. As climate
impacts increase and biodiversity decreases, ecosystems become more vulnerable to ecological
disturbance, and less able to recover from impacts. Daily, calls for action from governments,
NGOs and communities across the globe flood the airwaves with urgent calls to act to address
these problems. Through these bylaw updates the SCRD is answering the call.

Pre-contact, the ecosystems of the Sunshine Coast supported uncounted generations of wealthy
First Nations societies. Yet, newcomers and younger generations have little or no experience of this
abundance because forests, fish, and other food sources have drastically diminished from historical
levels, as a result of poor land use practices. Including indiscriminate development in ecologically
sensitive areas. In our view, improving land use management to maintain and restore natural
abundance is a shared responsibility by all levels of society, including private landowners.

The SCRD has engaged the community about this proposal in a number of ways. We feel it's
listening and understanding the concerns of the community as a whole, while accounting for
private property and development interests. We note that the job of Directors is not to protect
private property values for some people. It is to ensure the SCRD has policies and processes in
place to manage the public trust in a way that ensures all people and values are considered to the
best of their ability, within their jurisdiction. We also note that the cheapest and easiest way to
sustain natural and engineered infrastructure is to protect them from upstream and climate impacts.
Protecting sensitive areas and natural assets is a fiscally responsible solution.

This update also helps to clarify and streamline rural planning and development processes to
support a range of needs. We recognize that this bylaw update will impact opportunities for new
development in sensitive areas and we support that shift. We think the best way to address
individual site specific property issues is through engagement between property owners and SCRD
staff, not through a bylaw update. We believe that questions of impacts on large lot subdivision
potential is a conversation best held through community-wide Official Community Planning
and conversations about where and how densification is most appropriate in rural areas.

Again, we sincerely appreciate the SCRD’s work to support holistic natural asset management,
preserve sensitive habitat, species, ecosystem services and resources. We encourage Directors to
approve these important bylaw amendments and thank you for your consideration of our input.

Kind Regards,
Suzanne Senger
Executive Director, The SCCA

2






