COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT
Regular Board Meeting

AGENDA
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2019
Time: 9:30 AM
Location: Scotch Creek/Lee Creek Fire Hall
3852 Squilax-Anglemont Road, Scotch Creek
Pages
1. Call to Order
2. Board Meeting Minutes
21 Adoption of Minutes 1
Motion
THAT: the minutes of the April 18, 2019 regular Board meeting be adopted.
2.2 Business Arising from the Minutes
If any.
3. Delegations
3.1 10:00 AM Shuswap Branch, Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 26
(SPCA)
Invited by CSRD Board to provide an overview of the important work done by
the SPCA.
Victoria Olynik, Shuswap Branch Manager, in attendance.
ADMINISTRATION
4. Correspondence
Motion

THAT: the correspondence contained on the May 16, 2019 regular Board meeting
agenda be received.



4.1 Email request from Revelstoke Mountaineer - Request Live Streaming of CSRD
Board and Committee meetings (April 30, 2019)

Email request received on April 30, 2019 from Aaron Orlando, Creative
Director, Revelstoke Mountaineer Magazine, regarding live streaming the
Board meetings.

4.2 Letter from Regional District of North Okanagan - Sicamous to Armstrong CP
Rail Trail Project - Governance Committee Recommendations (April 16, 2019)

4.3 Letter to the Minister of Public Safety & Solicitor General re: Newsome Creek
(May 2, 2019)

Newsome Creek Mitigation Works Feasibility Study will be attached to the Late
Agenda.

44 Letter from Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing (May 7, 2019)

Letter from Honorable Selina Robinson regarding the Provincial Housing Plan

Reports

Motion

THAT: the Board receive the Columbia River Treaty Local Government Committee
update, and March & April minutes of the Revelstoke Economic Development
Commission, this 16th day of May, 2019.

5.1 Columbia River Treaty Local Government Committee Activities Update

5.2 Revelstoke and Area Economic Development Commission Meeting Minutes

Revelstoke and Area Economic Development Commission Meeting minutes
from March 6 and April 3, 2019.

Business General

6.1 Solid Waste Contract Extension Request

Report from Ben Van Nostrand, Team Leader, Environmental Health Services
dated April 30, 2019. Solid Waste contract extension request.
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Motion

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to extend the term of five
Solid Waste Scale and Site Attendant agreements for the following time period
and remuneration rates, plus applicable taxes:

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Golden Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: Frank Strain

Total Fee: $14,199.75

Forced Work: $25.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Sicamous Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: Recycling Solutions

Total Fee: $9,875.00

Forced Work: $21.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Skimikin Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: SCV Contractors Corp

Total Fee: $19,592.50

Forced Work: $28.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Scotch Creek Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: Recycling Solutions

Total Fee: $15,525.00

Forced Work: $20.00/hr

August 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Salmon Arm Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: Cleansite Management
Total Fee: $20,174.37

Forced Work: $15.00/hr (Scale) $16.50/hr (Recycling)
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Motion

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to extend the term of six
Solid Waste Unscaled Site Attendant agreements for the following time period
and remuneration rates, plus applicable taxes:

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Falkland Site Attendant
Contractor: Lucky Dick

Total Fee: $7,500.00

Forced Work: $15.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Glenemma Site Attendant
Contractor: Recycling Solutions

Total Fee: $3,825.00

Forced Work: $17.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Malakwa Site Attendant
Contractor: Recycling Solutions
Total Fee: $4,250.00

Forced Work: $17.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Parson Site Attendant
Contractor: Muspel Light Industries
Total Fee: $3,300.00

Forced Work: $25.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Seymour Arm Attendant
Contractor: Monica Ruggeri
Total Fee: $2,141.00

Forced Work: $20.00



July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Trout Lake Attendant
Contractor: Pat Ballantyne
Total Fee: $2,850.00

Forced Work: $16.50

Motion

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to extend the term of six
Solid Waste Recycling Depot Attendant agreements for the following time
period and remuneration rates, plus applicable taxes:

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Golden Recycling Depot
Contractor: Golden Bottle Depot
Total Fee: $6,450.00

Forced Work: $17.15/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Malakwa Recycling Depot
Contractor: Luella Kuro

Total Fee: $3,255.00

Forced Work: $17.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Revelstoke Recycling Depot
Contractor: Revelstoke Bottle Depot
Total Fee: $10,800.00

Forced Work: $17.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Salmon Arm Recycling Depot
Contractor: Bill's Bottle Depot
Total Fee: $15,105.00

Forced Work: $12.00
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July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Sorrento Recycling Depot
Contractor: C Munk Management
Total Fee: $7,250.00

Forced Work: $20.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Tappen Recycling Depot
Contractor: C Munk Management
Total Fee: $6,923.00

Forced Work: $20.00

Motion

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to extend the term of four
Solid Waste Landfill Compaction and Cover agreements for the following time
period and remuneration rates, plus applicable taxes. (Rate A is the price for
residual waste received equal to or greater than the identified base metric
tonnes per year, Rate B is the price for residual waste received less than the
identified base metric tonnes per year):

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Golden Landfill Compaction/Cover
Contractor: Frank Strain

Rate A: $46.25

Rate B: $54.50

Maint. Fee: $6,500.00

Internal Haul: $70.00/Id

Labour Rate: $28.00/hr

Annual Base Metric Tonne: 4,184.8

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Revelstoke Landfill Compaction/Cover
Contractor: SCV Contractors Corp

Rate A: $30.39
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Rate B: $34.95

Maint. Fee: $23,563.75
Internal Haul: $72.00/Id
Labour Rate: $34.00/hr
Annual Base Metric Tonne: 4,184.8

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Salmon Arm Landfill Compaction/Cover
Contractor: Murray Hillson Logging

Rate A: $15.00

Rate B: $18.75

Internal Haul: $49.00/Id

Labour Rate: $30.00/hr

Maint. Fee: $3,000.00

Annual Base Metric Tonne: 12,872.0

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement: Sicamous Landfill Compaction/Cover
Contractor: Gary Reading

Rate A: $45.00

Rate B: $55.00

Maint. Fee: $1,444.00

Labour Rate: $33.00/hr

Annual Base Metric Tonne: 2,223.2

Internal Haul: n/a.

7. Business By Area

71 Grant-in-Aid Requests



7.2
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711 Grant-in-Aids 77

Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services, dated
May 3, 2019.

Motion

THAT: the Board approve the following allocations from the 2019
electoral grant-in-aids:

Area A

$1,500 Field Recreation Advisory Association (summer concert
series)

Area C

$500 Al Boucher Memorial Fund (playground netting)
$1,900 Eagle Bay Fire Department (Annual open house)
Area F

$1,800 North Shuswap School Parent Advisory Council (gaga ball
pits)

$1,900 Seymour Arm First Responders (training new members)

Electoral Area D: Salmon River Parallel Trail Community Works Fund and 80
Contract Award

Report from Ryan Nitchie, Team Leader, Community Services, dated April 25,
2019. Salmon River Parallel Trail Community Works Funds and Contract
Award.

Motion

THAT: in accordance with Policy No. F-3 "Electoral Area Community Works
Funds — Expenditure of Monies" access to the Electoral Area Community
Works Fund be approved in the amount of $250,000 plus applicable taxes from
the Electoral Area D Community Works Fund allocation for the construction of a
parallel trail, this 16" day of May, 2019.

Motion

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to enter into an
agreement with Mountain Side Earthworks Ltd. for the construction of the
Salmon River Parallel Trail adjacent to Salmon River Road in the Silver Creek
area of Electoral Area D for a total cost not to exceed $848,000 plus applicable
taxes, this 16" day of May, 2019.
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Electoral Area D Community Works Fund — Falkland Water System Reservoir 85
Preliminary Engineering

Report from Terry Langlois, Team Leader Ultilities, dated May 8, 2019.
Authorization to access the Community Works Fund monies from the
Electoral Area D allocation for the Falkland Water System Reservoir
Preliminary Engineering.

Motion

THAT: in accordance with Policy No. F-3 “Community Works Fund -
Expenditure of Monies” access to the Community Works Fund be approved for
up to $30,000 plus applicable taxes from the Electoral Area D Community
Works Fund allocation for preliminary engineering costs for a new reservoir for
the Falkland Water System.

8. Administration Bylaws

8.1

8.2

Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks Local Service Amendment Bylaw No. 5796, 88
2019

Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services dated April 12,
2019. Proposed amendment to Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks Local
Service Bylaw No. 5112 to increase the maximum parcel tax requisition.

Motion

THAT: “Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks Local Service Amendment Bylaw No.
5796, 2019” be read a first, second and third time this 16" day of May, 2019.

Saratoga Waterworks Service Amendment Bylaw No. 5797, 2019 93

Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services dated April 12,
2019. Proposed amendment to Saratoga Waterworks Service Bylaw No.
5352 to establish a maximum parcel tax requisition.

Motion

THAT: “Saratoga Waterworks Service Amendment Bylaw No. 5797, 2019” be
read a first, second and third time this 16" day of May, 2019.



10.

IN CAMERA

Motion

THAT: pursuant to Sections 90(1) of the Community Charter:

(a) personal information about an identifiable individual who holds or is being
considered for a position as an officer, employee or agent of the regional district or
another position appointed by the regional district;

(c) labour relations or other employee relations;

the Board move In Camera.

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Business General

10.1

10.2

UBCM Housing Needs Reports Grant Program

Report from Gerald Christie, Manager Development Services, dated
May 16, 2019.

Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) Housing Needs
Reports grant application.

Motion

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to apply for a UBCM
Housing Needs Reports Program grant up to $35,000 to complete Housing
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97

Needs Reports for CSRD Electoral Areas C and E, this 16" day of May, 2019.

Amendments to CSRD Building Bylaw No. 660 and a Farm Building
Exemption Policy

Report from Marty Herbert, Team Leader Building and Bylaw Services,
dated April 9, 2019.

Housekeeping Amendments - Farm Building exemption to Building
Bylaw N0.660 and Adoption of Policy P-23.

118



11.

12.
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Motion

THAT: “Columbia Shuswap Regional District Building Amendment Bylaw No.
660-02” be read a first, second and third time this 16" day of May, 2019.

Motion

THAT: “Columbia Shuswap Regional District Building Amendment Bylaw No.
660-02" be adopted this 16" day of May, 2019.

Motion

THAT: CSRD Policy P-23 - Farm Building Exemption be adopted this 16" day
of May, 2019.

Directors’ Report on Community Events

One (1) Minute Verbal Report from Each Board Director for information.

11:45 AM ALR Applications

12.1

12.2

Electoral Area C: Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) Application Section 135
20(3) — Non-Farm Use in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) LC2564C
(O’Brien)

Report from Erica Hartling, Planner |, dated April 29, 2019.
2149, 2165, and 2181 Wuori Road, Carlin.

Motion

THAT: Application No. LC2564C, Section 20(3) Non-farm use in the ALR for
the North West V4, Section 4, Township 22, Range 10, West of the 6"
Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale District, except the south east 10 acres and
Plans H716, H9970 and KAP66486 be forwarded to the Provincial Agricultural
Land Commission recommending approval, on this 16" day of May 2019.

Electoral Area D: Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) Application Section 20 158
(2) — Non-farm Use LC2566D (Phoebus)

Report from Jan Thingsted, Planner lll, dated April 30, 2019
4860 Hoath Road, Falkland
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Motion

THAT: Application LC2566D, DL 2250, Osoyoos Division, Yale District, Except
Plans 15009, 35631, 38492 and KAP45742, be forwarded to the Agricultural
Land Commission recommending approval this 16" day of May, 2019.

Motion

THAT: Notwithstanding CSRD Cannabis Related Business Policy A-72 and its
statement “Cannabis related businesses are not supported on Land within the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)”, the Board waive this statement for
application LC2566D since the proposed facility will likely have little to no
negative impact on the agricultural capability of the subject parcel and
surrounding farmland this 16" day of May, 2019.

Electoral Area E: Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) Application Section 21 204
(2) — Subdivision LC2561E (Canadian Pacific Railway)

Report from Laura Gibson, Planner |, dated May 2, 2019.
2048 Solsqua Road, Cambie Solsqua

Motion

THAT: Application LC2561E, Lot 1, Sections 16 and 17, Township 22, Range
7, West of the 6" Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale District, Plan NEP61793
Except Plan EPP81765, be forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission
recommending approval this 16" day of May, 2019.

ELECTORAL AREA DIRECTORS

13. 1:15 PM Business by Area

13.1

Electoral Area C: Development Variance Permit No. 701-86 (Case Holdings 216
Ltd — Poggemoeller)

Report from Erica Hartling, Planner I, dated April 26, 2019.
25 - 6421 Eagle Bay Road, Wild Rose Bay
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Motion

THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act
Development Variance Permit No. 701-86 for Strata Lot 25, Section 18,
Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6" Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common
property in proportion to the unit entittlement of the strata lot as shown on form
1, varying South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as follows:

Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the side parcel lines from 2 m
to 0 m only for the retaining walls located along the driveway access;

be approved this 16" day of May, 2019 and issuance be withheld until the
proposed retaining walls receive issuance of a Steep Slope Development
Permit by the Manager of Development Services.

Electoral Area C: Development Variance Permit No. 701-91

Report from Laura Gibson, Planner |, dated May 2, 2019.
56 - 6421 Eagle Bay Road, Wild Rose Bay

Motion

THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act,
Development Variance Permit No. 701-91 for Strata Lot 56, Section 18,
Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6th Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common
property in proportion to the unit entitlement of the strata lot as shown on Form
1, varying South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as follows:

Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the rear parcel line from 5.0 m
to 1.0 m only for the proposed covered outdoor kitchen and seating
area;

be issued this 16" day of May, 2019.

14. Planning Bylaws

141

Electoral Area C: Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Amendment
(Factory Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 725-16 and South Shuswap Zoning
Amendment (Factory Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 701-94

Report from Christine LeFloch, Planner II, dated April 25, 2019.
1336 Taylor Road, Notch Hill

249

268
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Motion

THAT: "Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Amendment (Factory Direct
Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 725-16" be given first reading this 16" day of May,
2019.

Motion

THAT: "South Shuswap Zoning Amendment (Factory Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw
No. 701-94" be given first reading this 16" day of May, 2019.

Motion

THAT: the Board utilize the complex consultation process for "Electoral Area
C Official Community Plan Amendment (Factory Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No.
725-16" and "South Shuswap Zoning Amendment (Factory Direct Doors Ltd.)
Bylaw No. 701-94", and that the bylaws be referred to the following agencies
and First Nations:

Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission;
CSRD Operations Management;
CSRD Financial Services;

Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations and
Rural Development — Lands Branch,;

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;
Interior Health;
Ministry of Environment;

All relevant First Nations;

AND THAT: the applicant be requested to hold a public information
meeting in the Notch Hill area, to be arranged and conducted by the
applicant in order for the applicant to explain the proposal and
answer questions prior to consideration of second reading of the
proposed bylaws.

14.2 Electoral Area C: Lakes Zoning Amendment (Totem Pole Resort) Bylaw No. 367
900-20

Report from Erica Hartling, Planner |, dated April 29, 2019.
7429 Sunnybrae-Canoe Point Road, Canoe Point
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Motion

THAT: “Lakes Zoning Amendment (Totem Pole Resort) Bylaw No. 900-20” be
read a second time this 16" day of May, 2019;

Motion

THAT: a public hearing to hear representations on “Lakes Zoning Amendment
(Totem Pole Resort) Bylaw No. 900-20” be held;

AND THAT: notice of the public hearing be given by staff of the Regional
District on behalf of the Board in accordance with Section 466 of the Local
Government Act;

AND FURTHER THAT: the holding of the public hearing be delegated to
Director Demenok, Electoral Area C, being that in which the land concerned is
located, or the Alternate Director Dies, if the Director is absent, and the
Director or Alternate Director, as the case may be, give a report of the public
hearing to the Board.

14.3 Electoral Area D: Salmon Valley Land Use Amendment (674816 BC Ltd.) 405
Bylaw No. 2558

Report from Candice Benner, Planner Il, dated May 1, 2019.
Highway 97, Falkland

Motion

THAT: "Salmon Valley Land Use Amendment (674816 BC Ltd.) Bylaw No.
2558 be read a third time, as amended this 16" day of May, 2019.

14.4 Electoral Area D: Salmon Valley Land Use Amendment (Desimone/McMullen) 487
Bylaw No. 2559

Report from Candice Benner, Planner Il, dated April 29, 2019.
5781 Highway 97, Falkland

Motion

THAT: Salmon Valley Land Use Amendment (Desimone/McMullen) Bylaw No.
2559 be read a third time this 16" day of May, 2019.

14.5  Electoral Area D: Salmon Valley Land Use Amendment (Tereposky — 537
MacDonald) Bylaw No. 2561

Report from Erica Hartling, Planner I, April 26, 2019.
2950 Wetaskiwin Road, Falkland
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Motion

THAT: "Salmon Valley Land Use Amendment (Tereposky —MacDonald) Bylaw
No. 2561” be read a first time this 16" day of May, 2019.

Motion

THAT: the Board utilize the simple consultation process for Bylaw No. 2561,
and it be referred to the following agencies and First Nations:

Interior Health;

FrontCounter BC;

Archaeology Branch;

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;
Agricultural Land Commission;

CSRD Operations Management;

CSRD Financial Services; and,

All relevant First Nations Bands and Councils.

14.6 Electoral Area F: Scotch Creek/Lee Creek Amendment (Pinegrove RV Park) 561
Bylaw No. 825-38

Report from Dan Passmore, Senior Planner, dated March 4, 2019.
1131 Pine Grove Road, Scotch Creek.

Consideration of Third Reading - Tabled at the March 21, 2019 regular
Board meeting.

Verbal update from staff and recommendation for consideration of Third
Reading and Adoption of Bylaw No. 825-38.
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16.

17.
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Motion

THAT: "Scotch Creek/Lee Creek Amendment (Pinegrove RV Park) Bylaw No.
825-38" be given third reading, this 16th day of May, 2019.

Motion

THAT: "Scotch Creek/Lee Creek Amendment (Pinegrove RV Park) Bylaw No.
825-38" be adopted, this 16th day of May, 2019.

Release of In Camera Resolutions

If any.

MEETING CONCLUSION

Upcoming Meetings/Events

Electoral Area Director Committee, Tuesday, May 28, 2019, CSRD Boardroom at 9:30
AM.

Area A Local Advisory Committee, Tuesday, May 28, 2019, Golden Civic Centre at
4:30 PM.

Shuswap Watershed Council, Wednesday, June 12, 2019, CSRD Boardroom at 10:00
AM.

Revelstoke Economic Development Commission, Wednesday, June 12, 2019,
Revelstoke Business and Visitor Information Centre at 4:00 PM.

Next Board Meeting

Note: CSRD Committee of the Whole (Policy) session, Thursday, June 20,
2019, scheduled for 8:30 AM (time to be confirmed).

Regular Board Meeting, Thursday, June 20, 2019 at 9:30 AM

Location: CSRD Boardroom, 555 Harbourfront Drive NE, Salmon Arm, BC
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Adjournment

Motion
THAT: the regular Board meeting of May 16, 2019 be adjourned.

Notation

NOTATION: The publication of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District (CSRD) Board
Agenda on its website results in the availability of agenda content outside of Canada.
In accordance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act
legislation, the reader will note that personal information (ie telephone number, email
address, etc) are redacted from this document where required, to protect the privacy of
personal information belonging to an individual(s) in the case where an individual(s)
has not provided direct consent to the CSRD to publish such personal information on
the CSRD website.
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AN
CSRD

COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

REGULAR BOARD MEETING MINUTES

Note: The following minutes are subject to correction when endorsed by the Board at the
next Regular meeting.

Date: April 18, 2019
Time: 9:30 AM
Location: CSRD Boardroom

555 Harbourfront Drive NE, Salmon Arm

Directors Present K. Cathcart Electoral Area A
D. Brooks-Hill Electoral Area B
P. Demenok Electoral Area C
R. Talbot Electoral Area D
R. Martin (Chair) Electoral Area E
J. Simpson Electoral Area F

C. Moss* (Electronic Participation) Town of Golden

G. Sulz* City of Revelstoke

T. Rysz* District of Sicamous

K. Flynn* City of Salmon Arm

C. Eliason* City of Salmon Arm

In Attendance C. Hamilton (CAO) Chief Administrative Officer

L. Shykora Deputy Manager, Corporate
Administration Services

J. Sham Assistant Deputy Corporate
Officer

J. Pierce* Manager, Financial Services

S. Haines* Deputy Treasurer

B. Van Nostrand*

Team Leader, Environmental
Health Services

R. Nitchie* Team Leader, Community
Services

D. Sutherland* Team Leader, Protective
Services

G. Christie

Manager, Development
Services
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C. Paiement* Team Leader, Development
Services

J. Thingsted* Planner Il

C. Benner* Planner I

C. LeFloch* Planner I

E. Hartling* Planner |

L. Gibson* Planner |

R. Cyr* Economic Development
Officer

B. Payne* Manager, Information
Systems

D. Major* IT/GIS Coordinator

T. Hughes* Communications Coordinator

*attended a portion of meeting only

1.

2.

4.

Call to Order

The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:32 AM.

Board Meeting Minutes

2.1

2.2

Adoption of Minutes

2019-0401
Moved By Director Cathcart
Seconded By Director Brooks-Hill

THAT: the minutes of the March 21, 2019 regular Board meeting be
adopted.
CARRIED

Business Arising from the Minutes

Pinegrove RV Park (Scotch Creek/Lee Creek Amendment BL No. 825-38)
re: tabled 3rd reading motion to April 2019 Board Meeting (Resolution

No. 2019-0341). For Board information: report will be brought forward to a
future Board meeting.

ADMINISTRATION

Correspondence



Page 3 of 635

2019-0402
Moved By Director Cathcart
Seconded By Director Brooks-Hill

THAT: the correspondence contained on the April 18, 2019 Regular Board
Meeting agenda be received for information.

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

CARRIED
Letter from Minister of Agriculture - Response to Chair Martin -
Request for Changes to Class E Licensing (March 28, 2019)

Response letter received from the Minister of Agriculture dated March 28,
2019

Chair Martin correspondence to Minister of Agriculture, included for
reference.

Refer to Item 6.6.

Letter from Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing - Response to
Chair Martin - CSRD Funding Request for Area C Incorporation Study
(April 9, 2019)

Response letter received from the Minister of Municipal Affairs and
Housing, dated April 9, 2019.

Chair Martin correspondence to Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing,
included for reference.

Letter from Interior Health - Response to Chair Martin - Armstrong
Vision Center (April 5, 2019)

Letter received from Richard Harding, Interior Health, dated April 5, 2019.
Chair Martin correspondence to IHA, included for reference.

Chair Martin stated that there will be a demonstration in Armstrong put on
by the Lions Club.

Letter from the City of Maple Ridge (April 5, 2019)

Urgent Request to Municipalities to Pass a Resolution re Undermining of
Municipal Government Authority

Director Rysz stated that the District of Sicamous is sending a letter.
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Director Eliason stated he does not support writing a letter because there
are other factors at play. City of Salmon Arm has been very pleased with
how they handled the housing issues here.

CAO stated that this is more about local government autonomy;
philosophical issue that with one stroke of the pen they can override local
government zoning and process.

45 Thompson Watershed Risk Assessment Report

Mike Simpson, Senior Regional Manager - Thompson, Fraser Basin
Council, has notified the CSRD of the final 2018-2019 report, online map,
and geospatial and data files for the Thompson Watershed Risk
Assessment, completed March 31, 2019 by BGC Engineering is available
online at https://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/2018-

2019 TWRA_ Assessment_Results.html

4.6 Letter from the City of Revelstoke (April 10, 2019)

Letter received from the City of Revelstoke regarding the Columbia Basin
Trust Community Initiative Program recommendations.

2019-0403
Moved By Director Sulz
Seconded By Director Brooks-Hill

THAT: the funding allocations in the amount of $389,056 from the
Columbia Basin Trust Community Initiatives and Affected Areas Program
for 2019 as recommended by the Program Evaluation Committee be
approved this 18™ day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

Reports

2019-0404
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Talbot

THAT: the March 2019 Meeting minutes for the Shuswap Watershed Council,
Shuswap Economic Development Advisory Committee, Shuswap Tourism
Advisory Committee, and the Area A Local Advisory Committee, be received this
18t day of April, 2019.

CARRIED
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5.1  Shuswap Watershed Council Meeting Summary Draft (March 13,
2019)

5.2  Shuswap Economic Development Advisory Committee Meeting
Minutes (March 14, 2019)

5.3  Shuswap Tourism Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes (March 14,
2019)

5.4 Area A Local Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes (March 26, 2019)

6. Business General
6.1 2018 Annual Report

Report from Charles Hamilton, Chief Administrative Officer, dated April 5,
2019.

2019-0405
Moved By Director Sulz
Seconded By Director Simpson

THAT: the Board receive the Columbia Shuswap Regional District's
Annual Report 2018 for information, this 18" day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

6.2 Draft 2018 Financial Statements

Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services, dated March 28,
2019.

The Final Draft 2018 Financial Statements on Late Agenda.

2019-0406
Moved By Director Simpson
Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: in accordance with the Local Government Act, the 2018 CSRD
Year End Financial Statements be approved, this 18" day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

3. Delegations

3.1 Presentation of the 2018 Audited Financial Statements
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Auditors presentation of the 2018 Audited Financial Statements - BDO
Representative, Ms. Angie Spencer, presented the draft 2018 Financial
Statements.

Refer to Item 6.2 for Draft 2018 Financial Statements, Report from
Manager, Financial Services, and recommendation to approve.

6. Business General

6.3

2018 Statement of Financial Information (SOFI) Report
Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services, dated April 5, 2019.

Updated 2018 SOFI - Schedule of Remuneration and Expenses on Late
Agenda.

2019-0407
Moved By Director Talbot
Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: the Board approve the 2018 Statement of Financial Information
Report as required by the Financial Information Regulation, Schedule 1,
subsection 9(2) and section 376 subsection (1) of the Local Government
Act.

CARRIED

3. Delegations

3.2

3.3

District of Sicamous - Thank CSRD Board and Update on Economic
Opportunity Funded Project

John Price — Events Coordinator and Joe McCulloch — Operations, District
of Sicamous, attending to thank Board for funding support and to
summarize event progress in the last year.

Fraser Basin Council

Colin Hansen, Chair and Mike Simpson, Senior Regional Manager —
Thompson, Fraser Basin Council, presenting the Board with an overview
and update on the Fraser Basin Council.

PowerPoint presentation included on Late Agenda.

Mr. Hansen recognized Director Talbot as a FBC member for 8 years.
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Business General

6.4

Sharing CSRD's Waste Management Knowledge in Vietnam
Presentation by Ben Van Nostrand, Team Leader, Environmental Health.

PowerPoint presentation included on Late Agenda.

Director Eliason left the meeting at 10:58 AM.

6.5

SILGA 2019 Late Resolution - Resourcing a Collaborative System of
Data Sharing in BC

Background information was attached.

David Major, IT/GIS Coordinator, and Jan Thingsted, Planner Ill, were in
attendance to give background information and to respond to questions.

2019-0408
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Talbot

WHEREAS natural disasters pose an increasing risk to the economic,
social, and environmental well-being of British Columbians;

AND WHEREAS the provincial government is taking action to improve
resilience by strengthening disaster preparedness and disaster risk
governance in the context of climate change;

AND WHEREAS the sharing of integrated asset data, information, and
knowledge across all sectors is key to improving emergency management
and resiliency planning in BC:

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Province of British Columbia be
urged to take a strong leadership role and provide long-term sufficient
funding and resources to increase the coordination, assembly, and access
of asset data, information, and knowledge across multiple levels and
sectors of government and stakeholders (including First Nations, local
governments, provincial and federal government agencies, qualified
professionals, and industry sectors).

Discussion on the motion:

Director Flynn asked who will be responsible for following procedure
because this is late.
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Chair Martin confirmed she will be responsible.

Director Flynn suggested to remove "be received" in the resolution.
CARRIED

Request Director Cathcart - Board support for Invitation to Minister
of Agriculture

Request Director Cathcart - Board support for Invitation to Minister of
Agriculture, Lana Popham, to attend meeting with farming
community in Area A/Golden.

Director Cathcart stated that rural farmers want the Minister to come to
their region to speak about the Class E licensing and to meet her.

2019-0409
Moved By Director Cathcart
Seconded By Director Brooks-Hill

THAT: the Board direct staff to write a letter inviting Minister of Agriculture,
Lana Popham, to a meeting with the farming community in Area A/Golden
to discuss Class E licensing regulations.

Discussion on the motion:

Director Cathcart commented that rural farmers want to see changes to
the Class E licensing; they want a clear indication if the changes to Class
E licensing are going to happen and when. Farmers want the option to
slaughter on premise and/or take their animals to an abatoir; they want the
ability to sell their products through farm gate sales and farmers want the
ability to have a living income.

CARRIED

Request Chair Martin - Board support to serve on the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities (FCM) Board

Chair Martin requests Board support to remain on the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities (FCM) Board.

2019-0410
Moved By Director Brooks-Hill
Seconded By Director Cathcart
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THAT: the Board support Chair Martin to continue to serve on the
Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) Board,;

AND THAT: the Board authorize expenses for Chair Martin to attend FCM-
related meetings, this 18th day of April, 2019.

Discussion on the motion:

Director Talbot asked about the costs associated with FCM.

Chair Martin stated that the expenses are covered by UBCM and the
salary is covered by CSRD.
CARRIED

Updated Listing: 2019 Board Appointments to Boards, External
Agencies and Committees

Addition of representatives to:

1) Sicamous-to-Armstrong Rail Trail Corridor Interjurisdictional
Governance Advisory Committee; and,

2) Shuswap Watershed Council (public/community).

For information.
Correction under Shuswap Watershed Council

Request Chair Martin - Discussion on the Proposed Crown Land
Closures and the Protection of Mountain Caribou

Request from Chair Martin to discuss the proposed closures to Crown
lands to protect Endangered Species (Mountain Caribou).

Premier Horgan News Release April 15, 2019 - Appoints Blair Lekstrom
as community liaison, extends caribou engagement
https://news.gov.bc.ca/releases/2019PREM0037-000678

Province of BC Caribou Recover Partnership Agreement

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/373/2019/03/20190320_Carib
ou-Recovery-Partnership-Agreement-Overview.pdf

“The Province of BC is seeking public feedback, deadline to submit is May
31, 2019 at 4 pm.

Caribou: Draft Section 11 Agreement and Draft Partnership Agreement
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The Province is asking for public feedback on the draft Section 11
Agreement that applies to Southern Mountain Caribou and the draft
Partnership Agreement that applies to the Central Group of Southern
Mountain Caribou. This information will be reviewed by the B.C.
government and will be summarized in a "What We Heard" report that will
be publicly available when the engagement process is

complete. Feedback will be collected until May 31, 2019 at 4pm.”

Discussion:

Director Rysz stated that the closure of the backcountry affects wildlife in
general and not just caribou. District of Sicamous has brought forward a
resolution to SILGA: no further closures unless the local communities are
consulted with. In speaking with Greg Kyllo and Mel Arnold, once a
closure is put in place, it is almost impossible to lift it.

Director Sulz stated that there was an area that was closed and no
caribou are there anymore. When asked if it will reopen, the answer was
no because they may try to re-introduce caribou there. These closures
affect everyone. The request is to have more involvement.

Director Eliason returns to the meeting at 11:35 AM.

Director Flynn said he was extremely disappointed that Fraser Basin
Council left before this item. There is a three pronged stool: environment,
social, and economic. Everything was happening behind closed doors and
he did not know about this issue until Director Rysz told him about it. The
one month extension is window dressing. It should be a year extension
and he is concerned with the process.

Director Brooks-Hill clarified that snowmobiling and motorized is being
banned, but not heli-skiing. There is only caribou north of Revelstoke and
a bit in Area E. This is done under Federal Species at Risk Act which can
be done by making an agreement with the province or just unilaterally do
it.

Chair Martin motioned to write to the provincial government for the
establishment of a process so that all users, stewards, and first nations
can participate in the consultation.

Director Cathcart stated the timeline is end of May and an extension
needs to be requested.

Director Rysz stated there are a number activists involved. Major issue is
to protect the caribou but we want to be involved.

10
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Director Demenok stated that someone should come to the Board to talk
about this agreement.

Director Sulz stated that the public consultation ends April 30. The
extension was a response to the public pressure. In Revelstoke,
stakeholders will be coming together. We want to ensure no more
closures.

2019-0411
Moved By Director Sulz
Seconded By Director Eliason

THAT: the CSRD Board write to the Provincial Ministers responsible
asking for the establishment of a process that all affected stakeholders
can all take part in (eg local governments, first nations, industry, etc.) to
make sure that all interests are considered, for example to ensure that all
land tenures are protected;

AND THAT: the Province be asked for an extension on the provincial
consultation process on caribou recovery plans beyond the May 31, 2019
timeline, by a minimum of 12 — 18 months.

CARRIED

2019-0412
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Flynn

THAT: the Board invite the appropriate Federal and Provincial
representatives to attend a CSRD Board meeting, to provide information
and to respond to questions.

Discussion:

All CSRD area member municipality Councils be invited to attend when a
meeting date is confirmed.

CARRIED

7. Business By Area

7.1

11:45 AM Bastion Mountain Geomorphic Assessment

Kerr Wood Leidal in attendance to present an overview of the
assessment, available online at https://www.csrd.bc.ca/inside-
csrd/reports/bastion-mountain-geomorphic-assessment

11
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Report from Derek Sutherland, Team Leader, March 29, 2019. For
information only.

Director Eliason left the meeting at 12:00 PM.

Dwayne Meredith, P. Ag, Kerr Wood Leidal and Simon Guatschi, Westrek,
gave a presentation to the Board

Director Demenok asked about next steps.

Team Leader, Protective Services stated that next step is to share the
report with the public. He is unsure what the method is at this point. The
report contains recommendations that involve not just the CSRD but also
the province.

Director Demenok suggested a public meeting to inform the public. He
also suggested possibly getting a legal opinion regarding who is
responsible for implementing the recommendations.

Manager, Development Services stated that the province has contacted
the CSRD and are taking responsibility for the assessments of risk in this
area.

2019-0413
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Talbot

THAT: The Bastion Mountain — Geomorphic Assessment Hydrology
Overview report prepared by Kerr Wood Leidal Consulting Engineers
dated April 2, 2019 and the Bastion Mountain Area Overview Landslide
Assessment Report prepared by Westrek Geotechnical Services Ltd.
dated April 2, 2019, be received by the Board for information this 18" day
of April, 2019.

CARRIED

2019-0414
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Flynn

THAT: the Board direct staff to develop a public consultation plan, this 18t
day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

12
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Grant-in-Aid Requests
Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services, dated March 28,
2019.

Director Talbot declared a conflict of interest and left the meeting because
his brother is on the committee of the Sunday Morner's Club.

2019-0415
Moved By Director Brooks-Hill
Seconded By Director Cathcart

THAT: the Board approve the following allocations from the 2019 electoral
grant-in-aids:

Area A

$3,000 Wildsight Golden (Columbia Wetlands Waterbird Survey)
$6,000 Wildsight Golden (Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep Project)
Area B

$2,000 Trout Lake Volunteer Fire Department (operational funding)
Area C

$1,000 Pink Piston Paddlers (Repair paddles and purchase team shirts)

$1,800 Sorrento Minor Ball — Fastball Program (uniforms and
equipment)

Area D

$2,000 Falkland Historical Society (McClounie’s Cash Store building
completion)

$6,700 Falkland & District Sunday Morner’s Club (main floor flooring)
Area E

$1,000 Sicamous & District Museum & Historical Society (CPR Hotel
model and display case)

Area F
$10,000 Friday Night Live Society (Summer Concert series)

$40,000 North Shuswap Community Association (replace floor)

13
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$9,900 North Shuswap Chamber of Commerce (Community
Revitalization Project)

$1,950 Anglemont Fire Department Association (National Wildfire
Community Preparedness Day event)

$3,000 North Shuswap Timber Days Society (Lumberjack show).
CARRIED
Director Talbot returned to the meeting.

Golden and District Recreation Centre Roof Replacement — Contract
Award

Report from Ryan Nitchie, Team Leader, Community Services, dated April
15, 2019. Golden and District Recreation Centre Roof Replacement —
Contract Award.

2019-0416
Moved By Director Cathcart
Seconded By Director Brooks-Hill

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to enter into an
agreement with Laing Roofing Vernon Ltd. for the replacement of the roof
at the Golden and District Recreation Centre located at 1410 9th Street
South in Golden, BC for a total cost not to exceed $800,000 plus
applicable taxes.

Discussion on the motion:

Director Demenok asked if any local companies bid on this project.

Team Leader, Community Services stated that this is a specialized roofing
system and requires a lot of liability insurance.

Director Cathcart confirmed that there is no company in Golden that can
do this or regular roofs.

CAO asked if the tender coming in not as the lowest bid, does that negate
the need to borrow.

Team Leader, Community Services stated that there will be a need to
borrow money and that request will be brought to the Board at a future
meeting.

CARRIED

14
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IN CAMERA

2019-0417
Moved By Director Simpson
Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: pursuant to Sections 90(1) of the Community Charter:

(a) personal information about an identifiable individual who holds or is being
considered for a position as an officer, employee or agent of the regional district
or another position appointed by the regional district;

(e) the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of land or improvements, if the
Board considers that disclosure could reasonably be expected to harm the
interests of the regional district;

() information that is prohibited, or information that if it were presented in a
document would be prohibited, from disclosure under section 21 of the Freedom
of Information and Protection of Privacy Act;

(k) negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed provision of a
service that are at their preliminary view and that, in the view of the Board could
reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the Board if they were held in
public;

the Board move In Camera.

CARRIED

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Business General
12:00 PM ALR Applications

11.1 Electoral Area F: Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) Application
Section 20 (2) — Non-farm Use (Dobray)

Report from Jan Thingsted, Planner lll, dated April 3, 2019
2732 Evans Road, Celista

Recommendation #2 added to Late Agenda. Staff recommended that the
Board waive a statement contained in the CSRD Cannabis Related
Business Policy A-71.

Applicants were not in attendance.

15
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2019-0418
Moved By Director Simpson
Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: Application LC2563F, Section 20(2) for Non-Farm Use for the
Northwest ¥4, Section 21, Township 23, Range 10, W6M, KDYD, Except
Plans 36922 and KAP90613, be forwarded to the Agricultural Land
Commission recommending approval this 18™ day of April, 2019.

Discussion on the motion:

Director Demenok asked if the Board needs to have that statement that
we are waiving in our policy because the province is supporting cannabis
without concrete flooring.

Planner Il stated our policy is consistent. This application is a non-farm
use. The second recommendation is in anticipation of the notification
requiring CSRD to address the policy and rather than having to bring this
back to the Board, staff is requesting this now.

Team Leader, Planning Services stated that the Board has the ability to
amend the policy. In instances like this, notwithstanding, will come
forward. Staff will need direction to amend the policy.

Director Simpson stated he does not agree with overlap with ALC
regulations. The setbacks are also an issue with when you have smaller
properties.

CARRIED

2019-0419

Moved By Director Simpson

Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: Notwithstanding CSRD Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71
and its statement “Cannabis related businesses are not supported on
Land within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)”, the Board waive this
statement for application LC2563F since the proposed facility will likely
have little to no negative impact on the agricultural capability of the subject
parcel and surrounding farmland, this 18™ day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

12. Directors’ Report on Community Events

One (1) Minute Verbal Report from Each Board Director for information.

Due to time constraints, reporting did not occur at today’s meeting.

16
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ELECTORAL AREA DIRECTORS

13. Business by Area ELECTORAL AREA DIRECTORS

13.1 Electoral Area C: Development Variance Permit No. 701-88 and
Development Permit No. 725-176 (Finz Resort Inc.)

Report from Erica Hartling, Planner I, dated April 4, 2019.
2001 Eagle Bay Road, Blind Bay.

One public submission in support of this application was received and was
attached to the Late Agenda.

Applicant was in attendance

2019-0420
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Talbot

THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act
Development Variance Permit No. 701-88 for Lot 1, Sections 17 and 20,
Township 22, Range 10, West of the 6" Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Plan EPP51931, varying South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
as follows:

1. Section 23.2.5: Minimum front parcel line setback from 5 m to 4.5 m for
the existing retail store only;

2. Section 22.2.5: Minimum front parcel line setback from 5.0 mto 4.75 m
for an existing utility shed constructed as a component of the sewage
treatment system;

be issued this 18" day of April, 2019. CARRIED

2019-0421
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Talbot
THAT: in accordance with Section 490 of the Local Government Act
Development Permit No. 725-176 for proposed construction of tourist
accommodation cabin structures on Lot 1, Sections 17 and 20, Township
22, Range 10, West of the 61" Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale District,
Plan EPP51931, be issued this 18" day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

17
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13.2 Electoral Area F: Development Permit 830-256 (K4 Ventures Ltd.)

Report from Christine LeFloch, Planner I, dated April 2, 2019.
1252 Jordan Way, Scotch Creek

One public submission in opposition of this application was received and
was attached to the Late Agenda.

Agent was in attendance.

2019-0422
Moved By Director Simpson
Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: in accordance with Section 490 of the Local Government Act,
Development Permit No. 830-256 for Lot 15, Section 27, Township 22,
Range 11, West of the 6" Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale District, Plan
KAP57704, be approved this 18" day of April, 2019;

AND THAT issuance of DP830-256 be conditional upon receipt of written
confirmation from Interior Health that their requirements under the
Drinking Water Protection Act and Sewerage System Regulation have
been satisfied.

Discussion on the motion:

Chair Martin stated she has heard of people renting storage units to live
in. Manager, Development Services stated that storage units are not
constructed to house that use and habitation is not permitted in the zone.

CARRIED

13.3 Electoral Area C: Development Variance Permit No. 701-84 (Clark)

Report from Laura Gibson, Planner |, dated March 26, 2019.
711 Viel Road, Cruikshank Point

Applicant was in attendance.
No public submissions received.

2019-0423
Moved By Director Simpson
Seconded By Director Demenok

18
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THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act,
Development Variance Permit No. 701-84 for Lot 10, Section 19,
Township 22, Range 11, West of the 6" Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Plan 14328, varying South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as
follows:

Section 11.2.4 Minimum setback from:

* the north interior side parcel line (adjacent to Shuswap Lake) from 2 m
to 0 m only for the retaining wall and to 1.71 m only for the terrace;

» the west interior side parcel line from 2 m to 0 m only for the retaining
wall and to 1.63 m only for the single family dwelling;

» the rear (east) parcel line from 5 m to 0.18 m only for the retaining wall,
to 0.92 m only for the sleep out shed, and to 0.48 m only for the
garage; and,

» the south interior side parcel line from 2 m to 0.26 m only for the
garage with attached covered area.

be approved for issuance this 18™ day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

Electoral Area C: Development Variance Permit No. 701-85 (Hardy)

Report from Erica Hartling, Planner I, dated March 29, 2019.
14 - 6421 Eagle Bay Road, Wild Rose Bay

One public submission in support of this application was received and was
attached to Late Agenda.

Applicant was not in attendance.

2019-0424

Moved By Director Demenok

Seconded By Director Talbot

THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act
Development Variance Permit No. 701-85 for Strata Lot 14, Section 18,
Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6™ Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common
property in proportion to the unit entittement of the strata lot as shown on
form 1, varying South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as follows:

« Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the front parcel line from 5 m to
0 m and from the side parcel line from 2 m to 0.03 m only for a shed
with a floor area up to and no more than 8 m2.
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be issued this 18™ day of April, 2019.

Discussion on the motion:

Chair Martin asked if Strata approval is required.

Planner I replied that approval is required but they wanted CSRD approval
first.
CARRIED

Electoral Area C: Development Variance Permit No. 701-87
(Hannaford)

Report from Erica Hartling, Planner I, dated March 29, 2019.
3778 Eagle Bay Road, Eagle Bay

Applicant was not in attendance.
No public submissions received.

2019-0425
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Talbot

THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act
Development Variance Permit No. 701-87 for Lot 6, Section 2, Township
23, Range 10, West of the 61" Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale District,
Plan KAP62357, varying South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as
follows:

« Section 7.2.5 minimum setback from the front parcel line from 5 m to
1.65 m only for a detached garage;

be issued this 18" day of April, 20109.
CARRIED

Electoral Area F: Development Variance Permit No. 800-32 (Lamb)

Report from Candice Benner, Planner II, dated April 2, 2019
6342 Squilax-Anglemont Road, Magna Bay

Applicant not in attendance.

No public submissions received.
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2019-0426
Moved By Director Simpson
Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act,
Development Variance Permit No. 800-32 for Lot 8, Section 13, Township
23, Range 10, W6M, KDYD, Plan 13493, varying Magna Bay Zoning
Bylaw No. 800, as follows:

Section 5.5(2)(e) Maximum height for an accessory building from 6 m to
8.77 m for a garage;

Section 5.5(2)(f) Minimum setback from a front parcel boundary from 4.5
m to 0.15 m and minimum setback from an interior side parcel boundary
from 2 m to 1.55 m for a garage; and

Section 5.5(2)(g) Maximum gross floor area of an accessory building from
55 m? to 118 m? for a garage;

be approved for issuance this 18™ day of April, 2019.
CARRIED

14.  Planning Bylaws

14.1 Electoral Area C: Electoral Area C Official Community Plan
Amendment (Zappone) Bylaw No. 725-15

Report from Christine LeFloch, Planner Il, dated March 29, 2019.
3453 Ford Road, Tappen

Applicant was not in attendance.

2019-0427
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Talbot

THAT: "Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Amendment (Zappone)
Bylaw No. 725-15" be read a second time this 18™ day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

2019-0428
Moved By Director Demenok
Seconded By Director Talbot
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THAT: a public hearing to hear representations on "Electoral Area C
Official Community Plan Amendment (Zappone) Bylaw No. 725-15" be
held;

AND THAT: notice of the public hearing be given by staff of the Regional
District on behalf of the Board in accordance with Section 466 of the Local
Government Act;

AND FURTHER THAT: the holding of the public hearing be delegated to
Director Paul Demenok, as Director for Electoral Area C being that in
which the land concerned is located, or Alternate Director Jennifer Dies, if
Director Demenok is absent, and the Director or Alternate Director, as the
case may be, give a report of the public hearing to the Board.

CARRIED

Electoral Area F: Magna Bay Zoning Amendment (Coueffin) Bylaw
No. 800-31

Report from Candice Benner, Planner I, dated April 2, 2019
6346 Squilax-Anglemont Road, Magna Bay

Applicants were in attendance.

2019-0429
Moved By Director Simpson
Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: "Magna Bay Zoning Amendment (Coueffin) Bylaw No. 800-31" be
read a first time this 18™ day of April, 2019;

AND THAT: the Board utilize the simple consultation process for Bylaw
No. 800-31, and it be referred to the following agencies and First Nations:

» Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations —
Archaeology Branch;

* CSRD Operations Management;

* Relevant First Nations Bands and Councils.

Discussion on the motion:

CAO asked why the setback variance was not run concurrently in the
bylaw amendment.

Planner Il stated that it is cleaner to address them as DVPs and registered
on title. The site specific rezoning would be in the zoning bylaw.

22



15.

14.3

Page 23 of 635

Team Leader, Planning Services stated that the variance will not be
affected by any new zoning bylaw in the future.

Director Demenok stated that this is a minor change and it should be
delegated.

Manager, Development Services stated that this is a bylaw amendment
and cannot be delegated to the Manager.

CARRIED

Electoral Area F: Scotch Creek/Lee Creek Zoning Amendment
(Mosher) Bylaw No. 825-40

Report from Erica Hartling, Planner I, dated March 29, 2019.
3740 Ancient Creek Lane, Scotch Creek

Applicant was not in attendance.

2019-0430

Moved By Director Simpson

Seconded By Director Demenok

THAT: “Scotch Creek/Lee Creek Zoning Amendment (Mosher) Bylaw No.
825-40” be read a first time this 18™ day of April, 2019;

AND THAT: the Board utilize the simple consultation process for Bylaw
No. 825-40 and it be referred to the following agencies and First Nations:

* Interior Health Authority;
* Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;
* Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural
Development — Archaeology Branch;
* CSRD Operations Management; and,
* Relevant First Nations Bands and Councils.
CARRIED

Release of In Camera Resolutions
Additional Appointee to Area A Local Advisory Committee

THAT: Denice Darbyshire be appointed to the Area A Local Advisory Committee
for a term commencing April 18, 2019 and ending December 31, 2020;

AND THAT the above resolution be authorized for release from the Closed (In-
Camera) CSRD Board meeting, this 18™ day of April, 2019.
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CARRIED
Appointments to Shuswap Tourism Advisory Committee

THAT: the following individuals be appointed to the Shuswap Tourism Advisory
Committee for the term April 18, 2019 to December 31, 2020:

David Gonella — Roots & Blues Music Festival, Executive Director
Ron Betts — Tree Top Flyers, Owner
Shelley Witzky — Adams Lake Band, Councillor,

AND THAT: the above resolution be authorized for release from the Closed (In
Camera) portion of the CSRD Board Meeting this 18" day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

Appointments to Electoral Area A/Golden Aquatic Centre Feasibility
Advisory Committee

THAT: the following individuals be appointed to serve on the Electoral Area
A/Golden Aquatic Centre Feasibility Study Advisory Committee effective this 18%
day of April, 2019 and expiring upon completion of the Feasibility Study Plan:

Town of Golden Electoral Area A
Brian Gustafson Justin Telfor
Irene Gray Scott Weir

Kat Coatesworth Stefanie Chomiak
Spencer Lainchbury

AND THAT: the above resolution be released from the Closed (In-Camera)
portion of the meeting this 18" day of April, 2019.

CARRIED

Next Board Meeting (Board on the Road)

Thursday, May 16, 2019 at 9:30 AM, Meeting location: Scotch Creek/Lee
Creek Fire/Community Hall, 3852 Squilax-Anglemont Road, Scotch Creek, BC
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Adjournment

2019-0431
Moved By Director Simpson
Seconded By Director Demenok
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THAT: the regular Board meeting of April 18, 2019 be adjourned.

3:27 PM

CARRIED

CHAIR
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About the BC SPCA

Established in 1895 by provincial
statute

Covers the entire province of BC

490 staff and nearly 4,000
volunteers

80,000+ donors

48,000+ animals cared for each
year

9,000 cruelty investigations each
year

Registered charity

No ongoing federal or provincial
government funding

BESPeA

SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS




Our Mission

and Vision

MISSION: To Protect and Enhance
the Quality of Life for Domestic,
Farm and Wild Animals in BC

VISION: To inspire and mobilize
society to create a world in which all
animals enjoy as a minimum,

five essential freedoms:

1.
2.

Freedom from hunger and thirst

Freedom from pain, injury, and
disease

Freedom from distress
Freedom from discomfort

Freedom to express behaviours
that promote well-being

*C SPCA

" SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS
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FACILITIES:

* 29 community animal care centres
* 4 education & adoption centres

« 2 large animal seizure barns

« 2 volunteer-run branches

« 1 provincial call centre

« 10 satellite adoption locations

« 3 veterinary hospitals

« 2 spay/neuter clinics

« 1 wildlife rehab centre

PROGRAMS:
» Cruelty investigations
« Behaviour & welfare

 Scientific programs: farm & wildlife
welfare

» Advocacy & humane education

BCSPCA

SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS
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2019-2023 Strategic Plan

» Extensive public & stakeholder
consultation

« Public survey of 7,000+ people

« 16 in-person, telephone or
webinar conversations with
227 participants

BCSPCA

SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS
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2019-2023 Strategic
Plan

PRIORITIES:

Protecting animals from
cruelty & neglect

Caring for animals in the
community & in our
shelters

Inspiring the public to
take action for animals

Growing our organization
so we can do our best

BCSPCA

SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS



Animal Cruelty Law
Enforcement

« 100% donor funded

» 32 Special Provincial Constables
across BC

» The BC SPCA responds to nearly
9,000 animal cruelty complaints
each year

 Toll-free hotline to report an
animal in distress

Page 32 of 635

Learn more at spca.bc.ca/cruelty BCSPCA

SPEAKING FOR AMIMALS

SPCA

SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS
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A Top-ranked
Canadian Charity

cRED/;

BCSPCA v ‘o
A Imagine ) Standards

gets an in Canada /' Normes
chanty top 100.

AGRES

* "A+"rating in the MoneySense * One of only 45 Canadian charities

charity top 100 awards to receive Imagine Canada

accreditation

SPCA

SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS
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BC SPCA and the
Shuswap Community




BC SPCA and the
Shuswap

In 2018:

BC SPCA took in 284 dogs and
puppies and 465 cats and kittens
from Shuswap region.

Of 465 cats and kittens, 196 were
surrendered by their owners and
269 were found as strays.

Cat overpopulation is an issue
across British Columbia — cats are
domesticated pets, but often
treated as if they are wild animals

One unspayed kitten can have
400 offspring in 7yrs




Staff and Volunteers

Our staff and volunteers work
tirelessly to prevent animal cruelty,
promote humane education, and
ensure animals find homes.

We have;

« 2 full-time, 3 part-time, 3 casual
staff

* 62 volunteers

SPCA:

4 ‘ ;ﬁPEAKING FOR ANIMALS
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Revenues

Adoption fees

Service fees like dog boarding
Donations

Kennel sponsorships

City of S.A. and CSRD allocations
Fundraising events

o vk Wi

SPCA

SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS
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Costs

 Caring for an animal includes:
spay/neuter, microchip, parasite
treatment, medical care, sheltering and
overhead (staff time for welfare
monitoring, housing, feeding,
accounting, PR, & fixed facility costs
(heat, lights, vehicles))

 What it cost to run our shelter in 2018:
Over $578,449

« Cost of spay/neuter assistance
program $90,000

» Cost of animal medical needs like
dental surgery: $32,000

BCSPCA

SPEAKING FOR ANIMALS




Offered

Rehoming and providing care for
stray and owner-surrendered
domesticated animals

» Housing animals affected by
animal cruelty/abuse

« Compassionate boarding of
animals for victims of domestic
abuse or wildfire evacuation

» Daily dog boarding

« Spay/neuter education and
assistance

\ Page 39 of 635
Community Services

* Humane youth education

» Adult education at community PN =
events o

« Community food bank support
* Assisting local dog control
Service agency - == __PEAKING FOR ANIMALS



Municipal Bylaws

The Model Animal Responsibility
Bylaw is a 45-page document
outlining bylaws that provide for
public safety and humane treatment
of animals.

The BC SPCA is available to
provide expert advice on:

1.
2.

Dangerous dogs

Animal control and pound
operation

Exotic animals
Cat overpopulation

Animal licensing and
identification

Urban wildlife management
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Shuswap SPCA |
Warrant Area

We have just made
revisions to our warrant
area using the electoral
area boundary so that the
communities of Grinrod,
Mara, and Enderby are
included in the Shuswap
warrant area now.

b ."-L
.

We were able

to accommodate these
changes while staying to § 4 e
the principles of aligning the |
warrant boundaries with . P
municipal, district, or _ .

electoral boundaries.
i g 1 S A

L. T SS%AKING FOR ANIMALS,
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How YOU can help:

1.

We're interested in moving our
branch to a new location!

Bylaw changes

Support fundraisers like Pawsta
Night and Silent Auction and
paws in the Parade

Volunteer!
Join our Community Council




Thank You!

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Victoria Olynik
Branch Manager

volynik@spca.bc.ca
250-832-7376

Page 43 of 635
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From: Revelstoke Mountaineer [mailto:info@revelstokemountaineer.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 7:42 PM

To: Tracy Hughes <THughes@csrd.bc.ca>

Subject: Re: Video conferencing for CSRD meetings

Tracy,
Thanks for the update. Here is the letter:

CSRD Board,

Hi, my name’s Aaron Orlando and I am a journalist with Revelstoke Mountaineer, which
publishes the daily news website revelstokemountaineer.com and the monthly Revelstoke
Mountaineer Magazine. | am writing to request that CSRD board meetings (and hopefully other
committee meetings) be broadcast live on an internet platform. The CSRD spans a large
geographic area. It is not practical for media outlets to send reporters to a meeting for one or two
agenda items that may be relevant to the communities they serve. In addition, the public would
also be better served by the regional district if residents had direct access to what’s happening at
the board table via a webcast. The technology that enables webcasting is now cheap and reliable,
and many local governments in B.C. are now taking advantage of this opportunity to increase
engagement and transparency. Thanks for your consideration of this request. I am looking
forward to your reply.

Sincerely,

Aaron Orlando

Creative Director,
www.revelstokemountaineer.com
Revelstoke Mountaineer Magazine
phone/text: 250-814-8710
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REGIONAL DISTRICT NORTH OKANAGAN

. . MEMBER MUNICIPALITIES: ELECTORAL AREAS:
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Columbia Shuswap Regional District w garks KR .%ELEL_O aport AR S
Attn.: Ryan Nitchie, Team Leader (] SEP us%?#yﬁé%ﬁ%?”" SKAE’SI
Community Services / Operations Managg BR: Malbax Oemail |
email: rnitchie@csrd.bc.ca
Re: Sicamous to Armstrong CP Rail Trail Project - Governance Committee

Recommendations

At the Board of Directors meeting held on April 3, 2019 the following resolutions were endorsed:

Recommendation 1:

That staff be directed to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding between the
Columbia Shuswap Regional District, Regional District of North Okanagan and Splatsin
setting out the general agreement of the three lead agencies to the Sicamous to Armstrong
Rail Trall.

Recommendation 2:

That the draft Terms of Reference for the Governance Advisory Committee for the
Sicamous to Armstrong Rail Trail be endorsed as amended and approved by the
Governance Advisory Committee on March 15, 2019, and further:

That the draft Terms of Reference for the Technical Operational Committee for the
Sicamous to Armstrong Rail Trail be endorsed as approved by the Governance Advisory
Committee on March 15, 2019.

Recommendation 3:

That the appointment of the Shuswap Trail Alliance on an interim basis to serve as
Secretariat to the Governance Advisory Committee and Technical Operational Committee
to support and facilitate the work of the Committees be endorsed as approved by the
Governance Advisory Committee on March 15, 2019.

Recommendation 4:

That the activation of the Technical Operational Committee to commence activities as
described in the Terms of Reference by endorsed as approved by the Governance
Advisory Committee on March 15, 2019.

Recommendation 5:

That the RDNO Chief Administrative Officer be given the authority to execute land
tenure agreements as approved by the Governance Advisory Committee on March 15,
2019 based on the following:

Regional District of North Okanagan Toll Free: 1.855.650.3700
9848 Aberdeen Road Phone: 250.550.3700
Coldstream, BC Fax: 250.550.3701
V1B 2K9 Web: www.rdno.ca

E-Mail: info@rdno.ca
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Letter to: Governance Committee File No.: 0360.20
From: RDNO Dated: April 16, 2019
Subject: Board Recommendations Page 2 of 2

1. The Agreements are to be subject to approval of the Chief Administrative Officers
of both the Columbia Shuswap Regional District and Regional District of North
Okanagan;

2. The Agreements shall not exceed three years (other than statutory rights of way in
favor of utilities, upland owner consents and assignments of existing agreements)
and the rates payable, if applicable, shall be continued as per any existing
agreements;

3. The Agreements shall be subject as well to approval of the relevant local jurisdiction
where the lands that are the subject of the Agreement are located; and

4. The following Agreements may be approved under this authority:

o Statutory rights of way in favor of utility companies, where there are existing
works and/or existing agreements in place that are being converted to a right
of way;

e Upland owner consents;

e Assignment of any existing crossing agreements, licenses or recreational use
agreements;

e Renewals of any existing crossing agreements, licenses or recreational use
agreements; and

e Replacement of expired crossing agreements, licenses or recreational use
agreements.

The above resolutions are consistent with the direction provided by the Sicamous to Armstrong
Rail Trail Governance Advisory committee at their inaugural meeting held on March 15, 2019 at
the Splatsin Community Centre in Enderby. In addition to the above resolutions ratified by the
Board of Directors, the following resolution was passed in order to ensure clarity amongst the
partners regarding the long term goal for the acquisition of the rail trail corridor:

Recommendation 6:

That the Regional District of North Okanagan forward a letter to the Sicamous to
Armstrong Rail Trail Governance Advisory Committee to provide clarity that the short term
goal for acquisition of the rail trail corridor is creation of a recreational trail system but that
the long term goal is as a transportation corridor.

We look forward to receipt of the Memorandum of Understanding for execution in due course.

Best regards;

(addy, fonja-
Pad niper
Corporate Officer

cc:.  Chief, Splatsin
Chair, Columbia Shuswap Regional District
Chair, Regional District North Okanagan
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COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

555 Harbourfront Drive NE, PO Box 978, Salmon Arm, BC V1E 4P1
T:250.832.8194 | F: 250.832.3375 | TF: 1.888.248.2773 | www.csrd.bc.ca

May 2, 2019 File: 7130 25 34

Via email — PSSG.Minister@gov.bc.ca

Honourable Mike Farnworth

Minister of Public Safety & Solicitor General
Room 128 Parliament Buildings

Victoria, BC V8V 1X4

Dear Minister Farnworth:

Re: Erosion along Newsome Creek and BC Supreme Court Decision in
Waterways Houseboats Ltd v. British Columbia 2019 BCSC 581

Thank you for your letter dated April 24, 2019.

As your letter raised several legal and/or policy issues, | requested that the CSRD’s CAO respond to
your deputy minister to seek to further this important dialogue and | enclose a copy of that response
for your reference.

As it seems that this issue involves serious policy and legislative concerns, | would once again request
a meeting with you at your convenience to discuss these important matters.

Yours truly,
COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT
Per:

?Mm\mm

Rhona Martin
Chair

Attachment

cc: via email only:
Hon. Selina Robinson, Municipal Affairs & Housing
Hon. Doug Donaldson, Forest, Lands & Natural Resources Operations & Rural Development
Hon. George Heyman, Environment & Climate Change Strategy
Greg Kyllo, MLA, Shuswap
Paul Demenok, CSRD Electoral C Director
Arjun Singh, President, Union of BC Municipalities

ELECTORAL AREAS MUNICIPALITIES
A GOLDEN-COLUMBIA C SOUTH SHUSWAP E SICAMOUS-MALAKWA GOLDEN SALMON ARM
B REVELSTOKE-COLUMBIA D FALKLAND-SALMON VALLEY F NORTH SHUSWAP-SEYMOUR ARM REVELSTOKE SICAMOUS
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AIAIAN COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

CSRD

555 Harbourfront Drive NE, PO Box 978, Salmon Arm, BC V1E 4P1
T:250.832.8194 | F: 250.832.3375 | TF: 1.888.248.2773 | www.csrd.bc.ca

COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

May 2, 2019 File: 7130 25 34

Via email — Emergency.Management.Deputy.Minister@gov.bc.ca

Lori D. Halls

Deputy Minister, Emergency Management BC
Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General
P.O. Box 9850

Stn Prov Gov't

Victoria, BC V8W 9T5

Dear Ms. Halls:

Re: Erosion along Newsome Creek and BC Supreme Court Decision
Waterways Houseboats Ltd v. British Columbia 2019 BCSC 581

The Chair of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District (CSRD), Ms. Rhona Martin, has requested that
| write to you in response to the Minister's April 24, 2019 response to our earlier correspondence
regarding the erosion along Newsome Creek and the matter of responsibility to address the situation.

There is perhaps a need at this stage to try to bring some clarity to the fine legal distinction between
rights and obligations, so far as flood mitigation steps are concerned.

To be clear, this is now not a case of an emergency response, but rather ongoing flood hazard
management.

While we appreciate that the CSRD could apply for funding that might have financed certain works and
while we could, subject to procedural processes, undertake some of this work, | think the Minister has
mis-stated the point by saying that "Provincial legislation assigns responsibility for flood hazard
management to local authorities; this includes addressing erosion along streams."

As an example of why local governments are reluctant to step into such matters | would refer you to
the very recent Supreme Court of BC decision in Waterway Houseboats Ltd. v British Columbia 2019
BCSC 581. There, the District of Sicamous was found partially liable for significant damages purely as
a result of its good faith attempts to work with the Province and obtaining, albeit reluctantly, Water Act
approvals to do mitigation works after an earlier flood incident. On our reading of the Court’s decision,
the local government would have had no liability if it had simply allowed the Province to deal with this
situation. Instead, it was found to be strictly liable for the damages that arose out of the restoration
works as approved under the Water Act.

The Court stated the starting point here quite concisely:

"[306] The Water Act is strict. The Province has complete control over the use of water and over any
changes to streams, stream beds or bridges spanning streams. That authority is granted to the
Province for good reason."

ELECTORAL AREAS MUNICIPALITIES
A GOLDEN-COLUMBIA C SOUTH SHUSWAP E SICAMOUS-MALAKWA GOLDEN SALMON ARM
B REVELSTOKE-COLUMBIA D FALKLAND-SALMON VALLEY F NORTH SHUSWAP-SEYMOUR ARM REVELSTOKE SICAMOUS
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Based on the Court’s analysis above, we remain confused by the Minster's assertion that "provincial
legislation assigns flood hazard management to local authorities". Is there an Act other than the Water
Act that is applicable here that we are not aware of?

In this sort of situation, | trust that you will appreciate that a local government -- that at the outset has
no real liability risk -- will be increasingly reluctant to voluntarily assume the risk transfer from the
Province arising out of the necessary approval process.

A second issue is that as a regional district we have no service established to fund these works and so
it is not clear to me that we would have the authority to levy a tax in order to be able to act in this
situation. If local governments are going to be compelled by the Province to deal with such unfunded
mandates, then it would seem that significant changes to the Local Government Act may be necessary.
Since these amendments would, amongst other things, likely expand significantly the ability to borrow
without assent, we would imagine that a broad level of public consultation would be appropriate.

The bottom line here however is that this issue is not restricted to the CSRD or Newsome Creek — it
has Province wide implications for local government.

The Sicamous judicial experience described above is a clear warning to all local governments as to the
dangers of stepping into a scenario where it assumes this significant risk exposure. Even at that, it
would seem that the policy justification of the entire regional district expending significant public dollars
to protect a smaller portion of the area raises other concerns of fairness.

In all of these circumstances | do not see what the policy or legal justification would be for the CSRD
to step in when, as the Court noted: "The Province has complete control .... That authority is granted
to the Province for good reason."

We are certainly willing to meet with senior officials to discuss this issue further.

Yours truly,

COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT
Per:

% A Uiz, sl

Charles A. Hamilton
Chief Administrative Officer

cc:  John Allan, Deputy Minister of Forests, Lands & Natural Resource Operations & Rural Dev.

via email only:

Mark Zacharias, Deputy Minister of Environment & Climate Change Strategy
Kaye Krishna, Deputy Minister of Municipal Affairs & Housing

Tom Barnes, CEO and General Counsel, Municipal Insurance Association of BC
Gary Maclsaac, Executive Director, UBCM

Chair & Directors, Columbia Shuswap Regional District



May 7, 2019

Ref: 246050

Dear Local Governments:

As you are aware, housing availability and affordability are some of the biggest issues facing
British Columbians today. That is why | am writing to let you know about exciting partnership
opportunities that can be used to increase the supply of affordable housing in your community.

BR
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With the 30-point housing plan, the Government of British Columbia is making the largest investment in

housing affordability in B.C.'s history—approximately $7 billion over 10 years—through the Building BC

funds. In the first year of this plan, we have already made significant investments in communities across

British Columbia:

e Building BC: Community Housing Fund (CHF) will provide close to $1.9 billion over 10 years to
develop 14,350 units of mixed income, affordable rental housing for independent families and

seniors. The new homes are designed to address the need for affordable housing across a range

of income levels, in response to a housing crisis that has made housing unaffordable for even
middle-class families. Currently, more than 4,900 of these new homes have been approved in
42 communities. (See map: https://www.bchousing.org/partner-services/Building-

BC/community-housing-fund)

e Building BC: Indigenous Housing Fund (IHF) is a $550 million investment over the next 10 years

to build and operate 1,750 new social housing units for Indigenous families and seniors. In

Fall 2018, we announced 1,100 new affordable homes for indigenous peoples in 26 communities
across B.C. (See news release for project list:

https://www.bchousing.org/news?newsld=1479152910395)

e Building BC: Women’s Transition Housing Fund (WTF) is investing $734 million over 10 years for

1,500 units of transition and second-stage housing to help women and children get out of
violent and abusive situations and rebuild their lives. More than 280 of these new spaces have

been approved for 12 communities.

/2

Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing

Office of the Minister

Mailing Address:

PO Box 9056 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria BC V8W 9E2
250 387-2283

Phone:

Location:

Room 310
Parliament Buildings
Victoria BC V8V 1X4

Fax: 250 387-4312

http://www.gov.bc.ca/mah
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Local Governments
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e Building BC: Supportive Housing Fund (SHF), an investment of $1.2 billion over 10 years, will
deliver 2,500 new homes with 24/7 support services for people who are experiencing
homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness. This fund builds on the Rapid Response to
Homelessness initiative (now fully subscribed) in which 2,000 homes with supports are currently
being built in 22 communities across the province, with 1,285 units already opened.

e Building BC: Capital Renewal Fund (CRF) is a $1.1 billion investment over the next 10 years to
make existing B.C. social housing stock more livable, energy-efficient, and safer. This investment
will make dramatic improvements to the existing social housing stock in the province and
benefit thousands of British Columbians.

Many of these housing projects are underway, but | wanted to make sure you knew about upcoming
opportunities to apply for future funding. BC Housing is interested in partnering with municipalities,
non-profit housing providers, and community groups to create more innovative and sustainable housing
solutions through the following:

e Future RFP - BC Housing will be issuing a second formal Request for Proposals for the
Community Housing Fund and the Indigenous Housing Fund in 2020. We encourage groups
interested in submitting proposals to start their planning early, to ensure their projects are
ready when applications open. Interested organizations can visit bchousing.org/partner-
services/funding-opportunities-for-housing-providers to learn more about these funding
streams and their requirements.

e Ongoing Opportunities - BC Housing welcomes discussions with partners interested in
developing new housing through the Supportive Housing Fund and/or the Women’s Transition
Housing Fund. Visit bchousing.org/partner-services/Building-BC to learn more or contact your
local Director of Regional Development (contact list below).

e Major Repairs for Existing Social Housing - Funding is available for non-profit housing providers
or housing co-operatives to support capital projects that maintain or benefit an existing social
housing building’s condition or improve the building’s seismic or fire safety, as well as for
projects focused on energy performance. Visit bchousing.org/partner-services/asset-
management-redeveopment/capital-planning-repairs to learn more about eligibility criteria and
how to apply, or speak with the local Regional Non-Profit Portfolio Manager.

e The HousingHub is a new division within BC Housing, and was established to seek innovative
partnerships with local housing organizations, community land trusts, Indigenous groups, faith-
based groups, charities, the development community, financial institutions and other industries
to create affordable rental housing and homeownership options for middle-income
British Columbians. As a centre for housing expertise and collaboration, affordable housing will
be developed through the HousingHub either through new construction or through the
redevelopment of existing sites. Partners bring suitable land, equity and/or the catalyst for
development. The HousingHub can provide:

o Expertise to provide advice on assisting the group in the planning and development
process

Access to pre-development funding

Low-cost financing

Project coordination advice
o A place for organizations to collaborate

Learn more: www.bchousing.org/partner-services/housinghub

O O O

/3
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Local Governments
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There are many ways that municipalities can help to partner with BC Housing, such as providing city-
owned land or waving Development Costs Charges, as a few examples. If you have an identified housing
need in your community, we are hoping that you will help share some of these opportunities with
interested community groups in your area. If you are interested in providing housing but are unsure of
how to connect with a non-profit, BC Housing or the BC Non-Profit Housing Association can help you
identify housing non-profits that operate in your region.

While BC Housing will be promoting these opportunities, we are hoping that you will also reach out to
encourage key stakeholders in your community to apply. We have included a Building BC factsheet to
help you promote these opportunities.

Please have interested key stakeholders in your community contact their local Director of Regional
Development for more information:

Region Director of Regional Development Email
Interior Region Danna Locke dlocke@bchousing.org
Northern Region Amy Wong awong@bchousing.org
Vancouver Coastal & Naomi Brunemeyer nbrunemeyer@bchousing.org
Fraser Region James Forsyth fforsyth@bchousing.org
Vancouver Island Malcolm McNaughton mmcnaughton@bchousing.org
HousingHub Raymond Kwong rkwong@bchousing.org

Thank you in advance for your support in helping to bring more affordable housing to your community.

Sincerely,

Selina Robinson
Minister

Enclosure
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ﬁ BC HOUSING

Partnering with BC Housing
to Build Affordable Housing

BC Housing welcomes the opportunity to work with individuals and organizations to create affordable

housing solutions. We work in partnership with non-profit sectors and private sectors, community and

Indigenous groups, provincial health authorities, ministries and other levels of government. As a partner, we

build and facilitate community and business partnerships to find innovative solutions to housing.

Building BC Funds Affordable Rental &
Homeownership Program

(B BuildingBC

Homes for Today. Hope for Tomorrow.

HE&USING HUB

BUILDING PARTNERSHIPS. BUILDING HOMES.

| Addressing Housing withs
l Homeles‘snesg SupportServices

| =

phP» How toapply
Visit'us online toilearn more
about how: te partierwith
BC Housing.

BRITISH

M@gd COLUMBIA

Affordable Affordable
Rental Housing Homeownership

———

PP Funding Opportunities for Housing partners
Website: bchousing.org/partner-services/funding-opportunities-for-housing-providers

Provincial Director, HousingHub Interior Regional Director

Raymond Kwong: rkwong@bchousing.org Dannailocke: dlocke@bchousing.org
Vancouver Coastal & Frasern Regional Directors: Northern Regional Directors

Naomi Brunemeyer: nbrunemeyer@bchousing.org AmyWong: awong@bchousing.org
James Forsyth: jforsyth@bchousing.org Vancouyer Island Regional Director

Malcolm McNaughton:
mmecnaughton@bchousing.org

7
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Revelstoke and Area
Minutes of the Economic Development Commission
Wednesday, April 3, 2019 at 4:00 p.m.
in the Revelstoke Business Information Centre,
301 Victoria Road West

PRESENT: Members Roberta Bobicki, Brett Renaud, Nathan Weston, Ken Norrie, Craig

Tennock, Steve Cross, Mark Baron, Shaun Aquiline, David Brooks-Hill,

Tracey Buckley, Alex Cooper

Staff Ingrid Bron, Director, Community Economic Development

Jamie Mayes, Recording Secretary

ABSENT: Erin Kerwin, Lisa Longinotto

1. CALL TO ORDER
Meeting was called to order by chair, Roberta Bobicki at 4:00 pm.

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Moved by Brett Renaud

Seconded by Mark Baron

THAT agenda be adopted with the following additions under New Business:
e Maximizing value and term of lease arrangements with City property
e Request timeline on development permit status

e Species at Risk - Mountain Caribou
CARRIED

3. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES
Moved by Mark Baron
Seconded by Alex Cooper
THAT the minutes from March 6, 2019 be adopted with the following change:
e 9.4 Roundtable —amend wording to clarify message that major improvement (total
modernization of A&W) should not be impeded due to lighting issues.
CARRIED

4, BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES - None

5. ACTIVITY REPORT
5.1 March 2019 Activity Report
Report was reviewed by commission and the following was discussed:

e Telus data meeting with the analytics team helped to clarify methodology
and validate data further. Discussion on what information the Commission
would like to have:

- clarify how resident is defined
- what does this means for how & who pays for infrastructure
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Economic Development Commission Minutes, March 6, 2019

- comparing Census data collection date with TELUS data. Both collected in
May — shoulder season

- more info on seasonal lifestyles in our community

- positive and negative implications of data

- impact on transportation, parking and infrastructure

¢ A new Resort Development Strategy (RDS) is being developed with Tourism
stakeholders. Roberta requested that CED create a graphic “cheat sheet” for
the various entities, their role, projects, funding, and who manages them.
RDS, RMI etc. Define the acronyms. Ingrid advises this will be reflected in the
CED work plan.

e Tech 2.0 Rural Dividend funding has been approved from the provincial
government. Waiting for formal announcement to move forward with
project.

e Transportation Planning — Everything Revelstoke had new operator, Scott
Pass. Scott to be invited to present at June meeting and provide an overview
of transit in Revelstoke. Wayfinding RFP open to public, Tracy mentioned
considering how this integrates with mobile phones and wayfinding.

6. OLD BUSINESS
None.

7. NEW BUSINESS
7.1 Maximizing value and term of lease arrangements on City property

Discussion around City owned amenities with lease agreements and the length of
the leases. lIs it possible that longer term leases might be more attractive to
applicants and provide a business case for them to inject their own capital into
improvements? Ingrid will gather information on current guidelines and suggests
we invite Parks & Rec Director Laurie Donato to a future EDC meeting. Of particular
interest is Williamson’s Lake campground & the Revelstoke Golf Course.
Action: Ingrid to ask for detail on City leases.

7.2 Request timeline on development permit status
Discussion on current processing times from the City and improving communication
to contractors and public for planning their projects. Ingrid provided update that
Development Services Department is working through the backlog and hiring more
resources. It was mentioned that other communities use more current & efficient
software to help with communicating and processing permits. Updating to current
software should be a priority.
Action: Inquire on long term plan to fix processing times and if updated software is
included in the City budget.

7.3 Caribou Recovery
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Ingrid advised that the Federal government has agreed to the Province seeking local
engagement and consultation before a final decision is made. The Federal
government has full authority to approve the closures under the Species at Risk Act.
However they are requesting a herd management plan from the Province as part of
a Section 11 Agreement. The process will include substantive community
engagement throughout the province. This is on City Council’s agenda. Ingrid
encouraged Commission members to attend the Public Engagement meeting on
April 15th. Roberta commented that a significant closure of the back country would
have major economic impact on the community and the trickledown effect could be
devastating if logging, snowmobiling and heli-skiing were denied all access.

8. FOR INFORMATION
8.1 Stats
Reviewed visitor stats and hotel promotional funding

8.2 Up Coming Events
Chamber luncheon April 10
Caribou consultation open house April 15

8.3 Roundtable
Issues discussed:
e Bell media marketing through “geo fencing”.
A geo-fence is a virtual perimeter for a real-world geographic area
The use of a geo-fence is called geo-fencing, and one example of usage involves a
location-aware device of a location-based service (LBS) user entering or exiting a
geo-fence. This activity could trigger an alert to the device's user as well as
messaging to the geo-fence operator. This info, which could contain the location of
the device, could be sent to a mobile telephone or an email account.
e Revelstoke Adventure Park passed first reading at the CSRD meeting. The project
has doubled in size. |
e Columbia Basin Regional Advisory Committee on Columbia River Treaty
negotiations — EDC can send input with Ken Norrie who is participating.
e Concerns around outcome of Caribou consultation and if community has started
thinking about Plan B

ADJOURNMENT
Next regular meeting is May 1, 2019.
Tracey Buckley moved to adjourn meeting at 5:34 pm.

Roberta Bobicki, Chair
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Revelstoke and Area
Minutes of the Economic Development Commission
Wednesday, March 6, 2019 at 4:00 p.m.
in the Revelstoke Business Information Centre,
301 Victoria Road West

Members Roberta Bobicki, Brett Renaud, Nathan Weston, Erin Kerwin,
Ken Norrie, Shaun Aquiline, Lisa Longinotto, David Brooks-
Hill, Tracey Buckley, Alex Cooper (late)

Staff Ingrid Bron, Director, Community Economic Development
Brooke Burke, Recording Secretary
Marianne Wade, Director, Development Services
Craig Tennock, Steve Cross, Mark Baron

1 CALL TO ORDER
' Meeting was called to order by chair, Roberta Bobicki at 4:00 pm. Introductions
were made around the table.

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Moved by Brett Renaud
Seconded by Tracey Buckley

THAT agenda be adopted as presented.

CARRIED

3. PRESENTATION

3.1

City of Revelstoke, Development Services — Marianne Wade

Marianne gave a quick overview of her background experience in affordable
housing, nonprofit organizations, 2010 Olympic bid, council, public and
private sectors. Looking to streamline processes in the department, including
redoing application forms and creating a checklist for permitting. Moving
forward the permit process will be evaluated annually and be changed as
required. Beginning updates to OCP in specific areas. Touched on
commercial lands for future development and heritage areas and possibly
expanding the boundaries. BC Housing and the City will work together in
developing the Mt Begbie site, this will include community engagement. She
has a great relationship with BC Housing and will be the main contact point
moving forward. Will be looking at zoning areas with higher density
locations for future growth. Question was asked about development growth
vs. infrastructure capability, this will be addressed in the OCP. Discussion
around bankruptcy with resorts. Marianne responded that our resort has a
good leader with a vision and the knowledge of working in a resort
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environment. Her department will have information on processing times of
permits and has been working with business owners looking at building
employee housing. Marianne noted she is open to come back anytime to
address any questions or concerns the commission may have.

4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES

Moved by Brett Renaud
Seconded by Erin Kerwin
THAT the minutes from February 6, 2019 be adopted with the following corrections:
e Members attending — Ken Norrie was listed twice
e Presentation - Revelstoke Gold Course — spelling correction to Revelstoke Golf
Course
CARRIED
5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
Page 1, Item 3 — Presentation — Letter of support that was submitted to council has
been sent but no word back yet.

General discussion around revisiting the terms of reference and its initial intention.
Ingrid will clarify with the City and the CSRD on communication between the
organizations to the commission.

6. ACTIVITY REPORT
6.1  February 2019 Activity Report
Report was reviewed by commission and the following was discussed:

e Telus data is still being analyzed and Commission members received
a document on overall population data. This information is available
on the City’s website on the CED page. An upcoming meeting with
the analytics team will help to clarify methodology and validate data
before releasing any more to the public. Discussion on the impacts felt
with community infrastructure and emergency services. Ingrid
clarified that payment for this information was shared between City
departments, RAA and RMR.

e A new Resort Development Strategy (RDS) is being developed with
Tourism stakeholders. The Resort Municipality Initiative (RMI) now
provides approximately $600,000 per year for spending on tourism
infrastructure as well as events and festivals.

e The City does not have a current Tech Coordinator, as there has been
no word back from the province on additional Rural Dividend
Funding.

T BN
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Ingrid noted she has not brought forward a new workplan to the
commission as she would like to incorporate the new Council’s strategic
priorities and the completed RDS into a revised workplan for 2019-2022. She
would like to focus on:
e more engagement with the CSRD
e developing new community information resources, including:
o investment readiness information
o business profiles and success stories from the City and region
o anupdated CED website
o new printed material incorporating both City and tourism
branding

7. OLD BUSINESS
None.

8. NEW BUSINESS
None.

9. FOR INFORMATION
9.1 Building Permit History
Reviewed chart with commission.

9.2 Tech Dev Workshop
FYI to commission.

9.3 Collective Impact Training
Noted anyone wanting to attend to sign up.

9.4 Roundtable

Members discussed the need to formally include a roundtable discussion at
commission meetings. This will provide members the opportunity to share
information with each other and to raise issues for discussion and referral/action to
the municipal and regional governments. All were in agreement that a roundtable
discussion will be part of the commission agenda moving forward.

Issues discussed:
e Concerns about the lighting proposed at the A&W site when they do a major
improvement (total modernization of the building) should not be impeded
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due to the lighting issues; City should look at bylaw to make an exception as
the business is not in a residential area.

¢ Member has had a hard time finding the current draft budget and once it
was found had concern about the long term debt. Discussion on tax
comparison to other communities similar to ours and ours is a much higher
ratio. Referred to the projection on reserve funds and is very concerned as
our community does not have the households to support that figure.

¢ Communications position was discussed asking what the role is and is this a
role that is really needed. It was noted that the City recognizing an issue with
communication is a positive step in the right direction.

e March 20" is the Revelstoke Chamber’s AGM.

e If caribou closures happen there could be devastating negative effect on
businesses in town.

ADJOURNMENT
Next regular meeting is April 3, 2019.
Tracey Buckley moved to adjourn meeting at 6:00 pm.

o ——

Roberta Bobicki, Chair
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To:

COLUMBIA

River Treat
P T,

AKBLG =4 B

Regional Districts, Boards of Directors Date: April 15,2019
Valemount Town Council

From: Linda Worley, Chair

Columbia River Treaty Local Governments Committee

Subject: Update on Committee Activities

Over the last month the Committee has been very busy with decisions coming out of our March strategy
session, preparing for upcoming education activities and ensuring Committee continuity.

Current

Committee priorities — The Committee agreed on the following priorities for 2019-20: the ongoing
negotiations, Basin communications/education such as the Columbia Basin Regional Advisory Committee
(see below), and resolution of Basin domestic issues including the need for a water management process
for the Kootenay River system.

Negotiations — The last negotiating session was in Victoria on April 10 and 11. You are encouraged to read
the Minister’s Statement. The Committee will hear more about this session at an update during the
CBRAC meeting this week (see below)

Preparing for education activities — The Committee is preparing materials for several events including an
information booth at the AKBLG AGM at the end of April, a poster at the Regulated Rivers Il conference in
Nelson in early May and a presentation at the One River-Ethics Matters in Castlegar in late May.

Committee continuity - Vice Chair Stan Doehle and | have been working closely with our Executive
Director to complete the fiscal year end reporting; begin discussions with AKBLG on budgeting for
Committee member costs and banking services; and initiating budgeting for 2019-20 fiscal year based on
the priorities defined by the Committee.

Updating our recommendations — We continue to work on gathering information to update our
recommendations to government. We discussed possible changes with the Negotiating Team at our
strategy session in March. This task will be our priority during May-June.

Ongoing

Columbia Basin Regional Advisory Committee (CBRAC) — CBRAC is meeting on April 15 and 16 in
Invermere. This meeting includes a tour of a conservation property along Columbia Lake; an update from
the Negotiating; presentations from the Upper Columbia Basin Environmental Collaborative and BC
Hydro; and discussions about the results of the 2018 CRT community meetings, with presentations about
opportunities for community benefits from Kinbasket Reservoir and agriculture supports for the
Koocanusa area.

CBRAC terms of reference, membership and meeting summaries as well as presentations and reports
discussed at these meetings are available on the CBRAC webpage.

Committee Website Page 1
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River Treat

e Telecon with representatives from the Water Rights Comptroller’s office and BC Hydro to brief the
Committee on the Water Use Plan process and upcoming reviews to prepare the Committee to
consider recommendations to government regarding these plans. (April)

Upcoming

e 2019-20 funding agreements to be completed with CBT and the BC CRT Team. (May)

e Update the LGC recommendations, invite input from local governments and meet with Minister
Conroy. (May-June)

e  Follow-up with the province on actions requested by community members at the 2018 CRT community
meetings. (May-ongoing)

| encourage you to stay informed about CRT negotiations by visiting the CRT engagement website and signing
up for the CRT e-letter. This site will be the source of accurate, updated information as negotiations progress.

Committee Members

RDCK — Aimee Watson, Regional Director/RDCK Chair, Ramona Faust, Regional Director

RDKB - Linda Worley, Regional Director (LGC Chair) and Mayor Diane Langman, Village of Warfield

RDEK - Stan Doehle, Regional Director (LGC Vice Chair) and Jane Walter, Regional Director

CSRD — David Brooks-Hill, Regional Director and Mayor Ron Oszust, Town of Golden

Village of Valemount — Donnie MacLean, Councilor

AKBLG — Deb Kozak (outgoing LGC Chair); Ange Qualizza, Mayor of Fernie (Observer until post AKBLG AGM)

Committee Website Page 2
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Revelstoke and Area
Minutes of the Economic Development Commission
Wednesday, March 6, 2019 at 4:00 p.m.
in the Revelstoke Business Information Centre,
301 Victoria Road West

Members Roberta Bobicki, Brett Renaud, Nathan Weston, Erin Kerwin,
Ken Norrie, Shaun Aquiline, Lisa Longinotto, David Brooks-
Hill, Tracey Buckley, Alex Cooper (late)

Staff Ingrid Bron, Director, Community Economic Development
Brooke Burke, Recording Secretary
Marianne Wade, Director, Development Services
Craig Tennock, Steve Cross, Mark Baron

1 CALL TO ORDER
' Meeting was called to order by chair, Roberta Bobicki at 4:00 pm. Introductions
were made around the table.

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Moved by Brett Renaud
Seconded by Tracey Buckley

THAT agenda be adopted as presented.

CARRIED

3. PRESENTATION

3.1

City of Revelstoke, Development Services — Marianne Wade

Marianne gave a quick overview of her background experience in affordable
housing, nonprofit organizations, 2010 Olympic bid, council, public and
private sectors. Looking to streamline processes in the department, including
redoing application forms and creating a checklist for permitting. Moving
forward the permit process will be evaluated annually and be changed as
required. Beginning updates to OCP in specific areas. Touched on
commercial lands for future development and heritage areas and possibly
expanding the boundaries. BC Housing and the City will work together in
developing the Mt Begbie site, this will include community engagement. She
has a great relationship with BC Housing and will be the main contact point
moving forward. Will be looking at zoning areas with higher density
locations for future growth. Question was asked about development growth
vs. infrastructure capability, this will be addressed in the OCP. Discussion
around bankruptcy with resorts. Marianne responded that our resort has a
good leader with a vision and the knowledge of working in a resort
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environment. Her department will have information on processing times of
permits and has been working with business owners looking at building
employee housing. Marianne noted she is open to come back anytime to
address any questions or concerns the commission may have.

4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES

Moved by Brett Renaud
Seconded by Erin Kerwin
THAT the minutes from February 6, 2019 be adopted with the following corrections:
e Members attending — Ken Norrie was listed twice
e Presentation - Revelstoke Gold Course — spelling correction to Revelstoke Golf
Course
CARRIED
5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
Page 1, Item 3 — Presentation — Letter of support that was submitted to council has
been sent but no word back yet.

General discussion around revisiting the terms of reference and its initial intention.
Ingrid will clarify with the City and the CSRD on communication between the
organizations to the commission.

6. ACTIVITY REPORT
6.1  February 2019 Activity Report
Report was reviewed by commission and the following was discussed:

e Telus data is still being analyzed and Commission members received
a document on overall population data. This information is available
on the City’s website on the CED page. An upcoming meeting with
the analytics team will help to clarify methodology and validate data
before releasing any more to the public. Discussion on the impacts felt
with community infrastructure and emergency services. Ingrid
clarified that payment for this information was shared between City
departments, RAA and RMR.

e A new Resort Development Strategy (RDS) is being developed with
Tourism stakeholders. The Resort Municipality Initiative (RMI) now
provides approximately $600,000 per year for spending on tourism
infrastructure as well as events and festivals.

e The City does not have a current Tech Coordinator, as there has been
no word back from the province on additional Rural Dividend
Funding.
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Ingrid noted she has not brought forward a new workplan to the
commission as she would like to incorporate the new Council’s strategic
priorities and the completed RDS into a revised workplan for 2019-2022. She
would like to focus on:
e more engagement with the CSRD
e developing new community information resources, including:
o investment readiness information
o business profiles and success stories from the City and region
o anupdated CED website
o new printed material incorporating both City and tourism
branding

7. OLD BUSINESS
None.

8. NEW BUSINESS
None.

9. FOR INFORMATION
9.1 Building Permit History
Reviewed chart with commission.

9.2 Tech Dev Workshop
FYI to commission.

9.3 Collective Impact Training
Noted anyone wanting to attend to sign up.

9.4 Roundtable

Members discussed the need to formally include a roundtable discussion at
commission meetings. This will provide members the opportunity to share
information with each other and to raise issues for discussion and referral/action to
the municipal and regional governments. All were in agreement that a roundtable
discussion will be part of the commission agenda moving forward.

Issues discussed:
e Concerns about the lighting proposed at the A&W site when they do a major
improvement (total modernization of the building) should not be impeded
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due to the lighting issues; City should look at bylaw to make an exception as
the business is not in a residential area.

¢ Member has had a hard time finding the current draft budget and once it
was found had concern about the long term debt. Discussion on tax
comparison to other communities similar to ours and ours is a much higher
ratio. Referred to the projection on reserve funds and is very concerned as
our community does not have the households to support that figure.

¢ Communications position was discussed asking what the role is and is this a
role that is really needed. It was noted that the City recognizing an issue with
communication is a positive step in the right direction.

e March 20" is the Revelstoke Chamber’s AGM.

e If caribou closures happen there could be devastating negative effect on
businesses in town.

ADJOURNMENT
Next regular meeting is April 3, 2019.
Tracey Buckley moved to adjourn meeting at 6:00 pm.

o ——

Roberta Bobicki, Chair
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Revelstoke and Area
Minutes of the Economic Development Commission
Wednesday, April 3, 2019 at 4:00 p.m.
in the Revelstoke Business Information Centre,
301 Victoria Road West

PRESENT: Members Roberta Bobicki, Brett Renaud, Nathan Weston, Ken Norrie, Craig

Tennock, Steve Cross, Mark Baron, Shaun Aquiline, David Brooks-Hill,

Tracey Buckley, Alex Cooper

Staff Ingrid Bron, Director, Community Economic Development

Jamie Mayes, Recording Secretary

ABSENT: Erin Kerwin, Lisa Longinotto

1. CALL TO ORDER
Meeting was called to order by chair, Roberta Bobicki at 4:00 pm.

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Moved by Brett Renaud

Seconded by Mark Baron

THAT agenda be adopted with the following additions under New Business:
e Maximizing value and term of lease arrangements with City property
e Request timeline on development permit status

e Species at Risk - Mountain Caribou
CARRIED

3. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES
Moved by Mark Baron
Seconded by Alex Cooper
THAT the minutes from March 6, 2019 be adopted with the following change:
e 9.4 Roundtable —amend wording to clarify message that major improvement (total
modernization of A&W) should not be impeded due to lighting issues.
CARRIED

4, BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES - None

5. ACTIVITY REPORT
5.1 March 2019 Activity Report
Report was reviewed by commission and the following was discussed:

e Telus data meeting with the analytics team helped to clarify methodology
and validate data further. Discussion on what information the Commission
would like to have:

- clarify how resident is defined
- what does this means for how & who pays for infrastructure
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- comparing Census data collection date with TELUS data. Both collected in
May — shoulder season

- more info on seasonal lifestyles in our community

- positive and negative implications of data

- impact on transportation, parking and infrastructure

¢ A new Resort Development Strategy (RDS) is being developed with Tourism
stakeholders. Roberta requested that CED create a graphic “cheat sheet” for
the various entities, their role, projects, funding, and who manages them.
RDS, RMI etc. Define the acronyms. Ingrid advises this will be reflected in the
CED work plan.

e Tech 2.0 Rural Dividend funding has been approved from the provincial
government. Waiting for formal announcement to move forward with
project.

e Transportation Planning — Everything Revelstoke had new operator, Scott
Pass. Scott to be invited to present at June meeting and provide an overview
of transit in Revelstoke. Wayfinding RFP open to public, Tracy mentioned
considering how this integrates with mobile phones and wayfinding.

6. OLD BUSINESS
None.

7. NEW BUSINESS
7.1 Maximizing value and term of lease arrangements on City property

Discussion around City owned amenities with lease agreements and the length of
the leases. lIs it possible that longer term leases might be more attractive to
applicants and provide a business case for them to inject their own capital into
improvements? Ingrid will gather information on current guidelines and suggests
we invite Parks & Rec Director Laurie Donato to a future EDC meeting. Of particular
interest is Williamson’s Lake campground & the Revelstoke Golf Course.
Action: Ingrid to ask for detail on City leases.

7.2 Request timeline on development permit status
Discussion on current processing times from the City and improving communication
to contractors and public for planning their projects. Ingrid provided update that
Development Services Department is working through the backlog and hiring more
resources. It was mentioned that other communities use more current & efficient
software to help with communicating and processing permits. Updating to current
software should be a priority.
Action: Inquire on long term plan to fix processing times and if updated software is
included in the City budget.

7.3 Caribou Recovery
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Ingrid advised that the Federal government has agreed to the Province seeking local
engagement and consultation before a final decision is made. The Federal
government has full authority to approve the closures under the Species at Risk Act.
However they are requesting a herd management plan from the Province as part of
a Section 11 Agreement. The process will include substantive community
engagement throughout the province. This is on City Council’s agenda. Ingrid
encouraged Commission members to attend the Public Engagement meeting on
April 15th. Roberta commented that a significant closure of the back country would
have major economic impact on the community and the trickledown effect could be
devastating if logging, snowmobiling and heli-skiing were denied all access.

8. FOR INFORMATION
8.1 Stats
Reviewed visitor stats and hotel promotional funding

8.2 Up Coming Events
Chamber luncheon April 10
Caribou consultation open house April 15

8.3 Roundtable
Issues discussed:
e Bell media marketing through “geo fencing”.
A geo-fence is a virtual perimeter for a real-world geographic area
The use of a geo-fence is called geo-fencing, and one example of usage involves a
location-aware device of a location-based service (LBS) user entering or exiting a
geo-fence. This activity could trigger an alert to the device's user as well as
messaging to the geo-fence operator. This info, which could contain the location of
the device, could be sent to a mobile telephone or an email account.
e Revelstoke Adventure Park passed first reading at the CSRD meeting. The project
has doubled in size. |
e Columbia Basin Regional Advisory Committee on Columbia River Treaty
negotiations — EDC can send input with Ken Norrie who is participating.
e Concerns around outcome of Caribou consultation and if community has started
thinking about Plan B

ADJOURNMENT
Next regular meeting is May 1, 2019.
Tracey Buckley moved to adjourn meeting at 5:34 pm.

Roberta Bobicki, Chair
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BOARD REPORT

Chair and Directors File No: 5360 01

Solid Waste Contract Extension Request

Report from Ben Van Nostrand, Team Leader, Environmental Health
Services dated April 30, 2019. Solid Waste contract extension request.

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to extend the
term of five Solid Waste Scale and Site Attendant agreements for the
following time period and remuneration rates, plus applicable taxes:

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Golden Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: Frank Strain

Total Fee: $14,199.75

Forced Work: $25.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement:  Sicamous Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: Recycling Solutions

Total Fee: $9,875.00

Forced Work: $21.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement:  Skimikin Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: SCV Contractors Corp

Total Fee: $19,592.50

Forced Work: $28.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement:  Scotch Creek Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: Recycling Solutions

Total Fee: $15,525.00

Forced Work: $20.00/hr

August 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement:  Salmon Arm Scale and Site Attendant
Contractor: Cleansite Management

Total Fee: $20,174.37

Forced Work: $15.00/hr (Scale) $16.50/hr (Recycling)
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RECOMMENDATION 2:

RECOMMENDATION 3:

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to extend the
term of six Solid Waste Unscaled Site Attendant agreements for the
following time period and remuneration rates, plus applicable taxes:

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Falkland Site Attendant
Contractor: Lucky Dick

Total Fee: $7,500.00

Forced Work: $15.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Glenemma Site Attendant
Contractor: Recycling Solutions

Total Fee: $3,825.00

Forced Work: $17.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Malakwa Site Attendant
Contractor: Recycling Solutions
Total Fee: $4,250.00

Forced Work: $17.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Parson Site Attendant
Contractor: Muspel Light Industries
Total Fee: $3,300.00

Forced Work: $25.00/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Seymour Arm Attendant
Contractor: Monica Ruggeri

Total Fee: $2,141.00

Forced Work: $20.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Trout Lake Attendant
Contractor: Pat Ballantyne

Total Fee: $2,850.00

Forced Work: $16.50

THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to extend the
term of six Solid Waste Recycling Depot Attendant agreements for the
following time period and remuneration rates, plus applicable taxes:

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Golden Recycling Depot
Contractor: Golden Bottle Depot
Total Fee: $6,450.00
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Forced Work: $17.15/hr

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Malakwa Recycling Depot
Contractor: Luella Kuro

Total Fee: $3,255.00

Forced Work: $17.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Revelstoke Recycling Depot
Contractor: Revelstoke Bottle Depot
Total Fee: $10,800.00

Forced Work: $17.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Salmon Arm Recycling Depot
Contractor: Bill's Bottle Depot

Total Fee: $15,105.00

Forced Work: $12.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Sorrento Recycling Depot
Contractor: C Munk Management
Total Fee: $7,250.00

Forced Work: $20.00

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
Agreement:  Tappen Recycling Depot
Contractor: C Munk Management
Total Fee: $6,923.00

Forced Work: $20.00
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RECOMMENDATION 4: THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to extend the term

of four Solid Waste Landfill Compaction and Cover agreements for the
following time period and remuneration rates, plus applicable taxes. (Rate
A is the price for residual waste received equal to or greater than the
identified base metric tonnes per year, Rate B is the price for residual
waste received less than the identified base metric tonnes per year):

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement:  Golden Landfill Compaction/Cover
Contractor: Frank Strain

Rate A: $46.25

Rate B: $54.50

Maint. Fee: $6,500.00

Internal Haul: $70.00/Id

Labour Rate:  $28.00/hr

Annual Base Metric Tonne: 4,184.8

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement:  Revelstoke Landfill Compaction/Cover
Contractor: SCV Contractors Corp

Rate A: $30.39

Rate B: $34.95

Maint. Fee: $23,563.75

Internal Haul: $72.00/Id

Labour Rate:  $34.00/hr

Annual Base Metric Tonne: 4,184.8

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement:  Salmon Arm Landfill Compaction/Cover
Contractor: Murray Hillson Logging

Rate A: $15.00

Rate B: $18.75

Internal Haul: $49.00/Id

Labour Rate:  $30.00/hr

Maint. Fee: $3,000.00

Annual Base Metric Tonne: 12,872.0

July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019

Agreement:  Sicamous Landfill Compaction/Cover
Contractor: Gary Reading

Rate A: $45.00

Rate B: $55.00

Maint. Fee: $1,444.00

Labour Rate:  $33.00/hr

Annual Base Metric Tonne: 2,223.2

Internal Haul: n/a.
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SHORT SUMMARY:

The purpose of this report is to request the Board authorize an extension to the term for 21 Solid Waste
operational contracts. The extension will alleviate the challenge of beginning new contracts on the July
1%t statutory holiday and during the busy summer months.

Unweighted [] LGAPart14 [] Weighted X Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

The current operational agreements for 20 CSRD solid waste contracts expire on June 30, 2019 and
one expires on July 31, 2019. The contracts are for the landfill compaction and cover operations, scale
and site attendant operations and recycling depot operations. Staff recommends that the
commencement of new solid waste contracts during the busy summer months be avoided due to
challenges and additional expenses created by starting and training new contractors on a statutory
holiday and close to or on a long weekend. As such, CSRD staff worked with the current contractors to
negotiate contract extensions for the same remuneration rates currently in place until September 30,
2019. The Salmon Arm Scale and Site Attendant Contractor did propose a minor fee increase to its
rates for the two month extension period, which is reasonable considering wage increases over the past
five years.

The extensions will allow for CSRD staff to procure services for landfill contractors, scale and site
attendants and recycling depot attendants to begin on October 1, 2019 and completion on September
30 in the year of expiration of the new agreement. The procurement process will follow standard CSRD
policies for advertising and negotiating new contracts.

POLICY:

In accordance with CSRD Policy No. F-32 - Procurement of Goods & Services, Board authorization must
be obtained for all sole sourced contracts in excess of $10,000.

FINANCIAL:
Current contractors have agreed to the three month extension at no additional costs to the CSRD.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:

Beginning new contracts on statutory holidays poses challenges to both the new contractors and to
CSRD staff.

IMPLEMENTATION:
The CSRD will formalize contract extensions, upon Board approval, with existing solid waste contractors.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:

The Board endorse the recommendations to extend solid waste contractor agreements for the period
of no more than three months (July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019).
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BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation(s).
2. Deny the Recommendation(s).
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: Solid Waste Contract Extensions 2019.docx
Attachments:
Final Approval Date: May 6, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

5
) .

L/

Darcy Mooney - May 3, 2019 - 1:59 PM

No Signature - Task assigned to Jodi Pierce was completed by assistant Sheena
Haines

Jodi Pierce - May 3, 2019 - 2:12 PM

Lynda Shykora - May 6, 2019 - 2:35 PM

Uit

Charles Hamilton - May 6, 2019 - 2:42 PM
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BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: 1850 20 19
SUBJECT: Grant-in-Aids
DESCRIPTION: Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services, dated May 3,
2019.
RECOMMENDATION THAT: the Board approve the following allocations from the 2019
#1: electoral grant-in-aids:
Area A
$1,500 Field Recreation Advisory Association (summer concert series)
Area C
$500 Al Boucher Memorial Fund (playground netting)
$1,900 Eagle Bay Fire Department (Annual open house)
Area F
$1,800 North Shuswap School Parent Advisory Council (gaga ball pits)
$1,900 Seymour Arm First Responders (training new members)
VOTING: Unweighted [] LGA Part 14 [l Weighted X Stakgholder L]
Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)
POLICY:

These requests meet the requirements of Policy F-30, are approved by the respective Area Director,
and the required source documentation has been received. These requests are within the Electoral
Area’s grant-in-aid budget for 2019.

COMMUNICATIONS:

The respective Electoral Director will advise each organization of the Board’s decision. Successful
organizations will be sent a cheque accompanied by a congratulatory letter.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:

That the Board endorse the recommendation.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:

1. Endorse the Recommendation.

2. Deny the Recommendation.
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3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:
1. Grant in Aid applications
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board_FIN_Grant in Aids.docx
Attachments:
Final Approval Date: May 3, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

Lynda Shykora - May 3, 2019 - 11:01 AM

A

Charles Hamilton - May 3, 2019 - 1:48 PM
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

. , . . . 614050 29

TO: Chair and Directors File No: 1855 04

SUBJECT: Electoral Area D: Salmon River Parallel Trail Community Works Fund and
Contract Award

DESCRIPTION: Report from Ryan Nitchie, Team Leader, Community Services, dated

April 25, 2019. Salmon River Parallel Trail Community Works Funds and
Contract Award.

RECOMMENDATION THAT: in accordance with Policy No. F-3 "Electoral Area Community
#1: Works Funds — Expenditure of Monies" access to the Electoral Area
Community Works Fund be approved in the amount of $250,000 plus
applicable taxes from the Electoral Area D Community Works Fund
allocation for the construction of a parallel trail, this 16" day of May,

2019.
RECOMMENDATION THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to enter into an
#2: agreement with Mountain Side Earthworks Ltd. for the construction of

the Salmon River Parallel Trail adjacent to Salmon River Road in the
Silver Creek area of Electoral Area D for a total cost not to exceed
$848,000 plus applicable taxes, this 16" day of May, 2019.

SHORT SUMMARY:

In August 2018, the CSRD received a grant of $785,000 from BikeBC for the construction of a separated
parallel trail in the Silver Creek area along Salmon River Road. In 2018, staff completed the design,
engineering, geotechnical analysis, environmental management planning, and permitting for the
project. The CSRD has tendered and awarded the construction and installation of a pedestrian bridge
to be installed over the Salmon River.  On a recent tender for the trail construction portion of the
project Mountain Side Earthworks Ltd. was the lowest compliant bidder for the trail construction. As the
contract with Mountain Side Earthworks Ltd. exceeds the $500,000 threshold within Policy No. F-32
“Procurement of Goods and Services”, Board approval is required to enter into the contract with
Mountain Side Earthworks Ltd.

The costs of the project have exceeded the original opinion of probable costs and the 2019 Electoral
Area D Parks budget allocation, therefore, staff is requesting additional funds from the Electoral Area D
Community Works Fund to complete the project.

Unweighted [] LGAPart14 [] Weighted X Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

The Electoral Area D Parks Master Plan identified parallel trails as a priority. In 2014, staff commenced
preliminary survey and design for parallel trails in the Ranchero and Silver Creek areas of Electoral Area
D. Preliminary design plans for a separated parallel trail were presented to and supported by the
Electoral Area D Parks Advisory Committee in 2016. A grant application was submitted to BikeBC in
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2017 in the amount of $785,000. In 2018, the CSRD received natification from BikeBC that the grant
application was successful. Staff proceeded with final design for an asphalt capped separated parallel
trail. The proposed trail is approximately 3.65 km in length located within the road right-of-way between
Haines Road near the Silver Creek Elementary School and Silver Creek Community Park along the
easterly side of Salmon River Road. Once final design was completed, a construction permit application
was submitted to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTi) for approval. Approval of the
application was received in 2018 and subsequent permits for the construction of a pedestrian bridge
and a culvert extension were submitted to the Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations
and Rural Development (FLNRORD). Concurrently, staff engaged with environmental consultants and
geotechnical engineers, as well as structural engineers to support applications and complete final design
requirements. Staff tendered separately for the supply and installation of a pedestrian bridge and
awarded the contract to Landmark Solutions Ltd. Staff tendered the construction of the trail in the
spring of 2019 and Mountain Side Earthworks Ltd. submitted the lowest bid.

Since the initial planning stages and grant application in 2017, estimated costs for the project have
escalated. Increasing costs for asphalt, aggregate, earthworks, environmental monitoring and
professional fees have contributed to the cost increases. The request for additional funding will provide
needed funds to fulfill the contracts as well as provide for contingency funds.

POLICY:

In accordance with CSRD Policy No. F-32 “Procurement of Goods & Services”, Board authorization is
required for any tender or request for proposals to be awarded in excess of $500,000.

In accordance with CSRD Policy No. F-3 “Electoral Area Community Works Fund — Expenditure of
Monies”, Board authorization is required for the expenditure of monies from the Community Works
Fund.

FINANCIAL:

Sufficient funds are available from within the Electoral Area D Community Works Fund to support the
funding request, and the Electoral Area Director has provided verbal support to this initiative.

The balance of the Area D Community Works Fund (Gas Tax) as at April 30, 2019 is approximately
$439,000 after all previously approved commitments. The 2019 distribution is included in the above
amount. Expenditure of the funds will be in accordance with the 2014-2024 Agreement between the
UBCM and CSRD, dated July 7, 2014.

In March 2017, the Board approved $200,000 from the Electoral Area D Community Works Funds which
was leveraged with $150,000 from the Electoral Area D Parks budget reserve to satisfy the minimum
25% funding requirement for the project as a condition of the BikeBC grant. The additional $250,000
will satisfy the budget shortfall and provide for a modest contingency. Any surplus funding will be
returned to the Electoral Area D Community Works Fund.

COMMUNICATIONS:
The decision of the Board will be relayed to the preferred proponent.
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DESIRED OUTCOMES:
The Board endorse the staff recommendations.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:

1.
2.
3.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

Endorse the Recommendation(s).
Deny the Recommendation(s).
Defer.
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: Salmon River Parallel Trail CWF request and contract award
2019.docx

Attachments:

Final Approval Date: May 3, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

et
B |

Darcy Mooney - May 2, 2019 - 3:05 PM

No Signature - Task assigned to Jodi Pierce was completed by assistant Sheena
Haines

Jodi Pierce - May 2, 2019 - 3:47 PM

Lynda Shykora - May 3, 2019 - 11:32 AM

b

Charles Hamilton - May 3, 2019 - 1:43 PM
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BOARD REPORT

. . . . . 5600 3503

TO: Chair and Directors File No: 1855 04

SUBJECT: Electoral Area D Community Works Fund — Falkland Water System
Reservoir Preliminary Engineering

DESCRIPTION: Report from Terry Langlois, Team Leader Utilities, dated May 8, 2019.

Authorization to access the Community Works Fund monies from the
Electoral Area D allocation for the Falkland Water System Reservoir
Preliminary Engineering.

RECOMMENDATION: THAT: in accordance with Policy No. F-3 “Community Works Fund -
Expenditure of Monies” access to the Community Works Fund be
approved for up to $30,000 plus applicable taxes from the Electoral Area
D Community Works Fund allocation for preliminary engineering costs
for a new reservoir for the Falkland Water System.

SHORT SUMMARY:

The Falkland Water System requires additional reservoir capacity. The current reserve fund does not
have adequate funds to cover the full cost of such a project. In addition, the location and elevation of
the existing reservoir may not be ideal for a new reservoir. Engineering work is required to investigate
and determine the best location and elevation for a new reservoir. This preliminary engineering work
will be completed in 2019 to ensure the CSRD is in a position to apply for grant opportunities for this
project when funding becomes available.

Unweighted [] LGAPart14 [] Weighted X  Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

The Falkland Water System consists of approximately 250 connections and has recently had a number
of grant funded upgrades to the treatment component of the water system. The reservoir capacity as
well as the current location of the reservoir is an issue for the system as the community grows and
develops. This engineering work will help shape future long term planning for the water system.

POLICY:

Policy No. F-3 "Community Works Fund - Expenditure of Monies” states that the expenditure of monies
from the Community Works Fund will be approved by the Board.

FINANCIAL:

Funds will be allocated from the Electoral Area D Community Works Fund allocation. The Electoral Area
Director has provided support for this initiative.

Page 1 of 3



Page 86 of 635
Board Report Falkland Water System — CWF Request May 16, 2019

The balance of the Area D Community Works Fund (Gas Tax) at April 30, 2019 is approximately
$439,000 after all previously approved commitments. The 2019 distribution is included in the above
amount. Expenditure of the funds will be in accordance with the 2014-2024 Agreement between the
UBCM and CSRD, dated July 7, 2014.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:

As per Policy No. F-3 “Electoral Area Community Works Fund - Expenditure of Monies” authorization to
expend monies from the Community Works Fund must be approved by the Board.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:
The Board will endorse the recommendation to allow for the budget shortfall to be accounted for.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation.
2. Deny the Recommendation.
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: Falkland CWF May2019.docx
Attachments:
Final Approval Date: May 9, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

Lynda Shykora - May 9, 2019 - 9:50 AM

No Signature - Task assigned to Charles Hamilton was completed by assistant Lynda
Shykora

Charles Hamilton - May 9, 2019 - 10:51 AM
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: Bylaw No. 5796

SUBJECT: Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks Local Service Amendment Bylaw No.
5796, 2019

DESCRIPTION: Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services dated April 12,

2019. Proposed amendment to Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks Local
Service Bylaw No. 5112 to increase the maximum parcel tax

requisition.
RECOMMENDATION THAT: “Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks Local Service Amendment Bylaw
#1: No. 5796, 2019” be read a first, second and third time this 16" day of
May, 2019.

SHORT SUMMARY:

Through the budget process, it has been determined that the Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks capital
reserve account is seriously underfunded and even though the maximum parcel tax has been
requisitioned each year, the amount going into the capital reserves is not adequate for a water system
of this size and age. The current maximum parcel tax requisition limit is $30,313 which is the lowest
total maximum of all CSRD water systems. In order to maintain the ongoing sustainability of the water
system, the maximum parcel tax requisition needs to be increased to allow for additional contributions
to the capital reserve account.

Unweighted [] LGAPart14 [] Weighted X  Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

A parcel tax’s maximum requisition amount can only be increased once every five years to a maximum
of 25% without Inspector approval. Through discussion with staff from the Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing, the CSRD staff has learned the maximum requisition amount can be amended for an
amount in excess of 25% as long as we obtain Inspector approval.

The Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks Reserve Fund is underfunded considering the size of the water
system. Staff is recommending the maximum requisition limit be increased to $100,000 for the parcel
tax requisition in the Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks service area to allow for additional contributions to
the capital reserve. Implementation of the increase will happen over a number of years and the parcel
tax per property will be increased 5-10% in the first year, and 5% per year thereafter for the foreseeable
future. An increased maximum will allow for constant manageable increases for users of the water
system as determined through the budget process.

POLICY:

In accordance with the Local Government Regulation 113/2007 (Regional District Establishing Bylaw
Approval Exemption), the tax requisition for a service may be increased by 25% of the baseline every
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five years without requiring public assent, however, Inspector approval is required for increases beyond
25% or for those within the five year window.

FINANCIAL:

In 2019, Eagle Bay Estates property owners are paying a parcel tax in the amount of $329 per property
(including the provincial collection fee), resulting in total parcel taxes of $30,313. Staff is recommending
a 5-10% increase to the parcel tax in 2020 resulting in property owners paying a parcel tax of
approximately $358 depending on the 2020 budget. A further increase of 5% would take place in 2021
and in each year subsequent until such time that the capital reserve fund is adequately funded for
infrastructure replacement in accordance with asset management plans. The current balance of the
capital reserve fund for the Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks is approximately $143,000. Additionally,
past practice has been to implement a 25% increase every five years and apply that increase to
taxpayers all in one year. The recommended amendment would allow for gradual increases to the
parcel taxes over time so the taxpayers would not see such a significant increase at one time.

For 2019, the parcel tax and user fees for the Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks is less than the average
for all the CSRD owned water systems at a combined total of $583 annually. The average combined
parcel tax/user fee amount for all CSRD owned water systems is currently $694 annually.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:

Increases to parcel taxes and user fees are necessary to maintain the ongoing sustainability of the
water system.

IMPLEMENTATION:

Upon third reading, the Bylaw will be forwarded to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing for
Inspector approval. Upon receipt of Inspector approval, the Bylaw will be brought to a subsequent
Board meeting for adoption. Upon adoption, the 2020 budget will include a parcel tax increase of
approximately 5-10%.

COMMUNICATIONS:

The Electoral Area C Director has consented to the increase. The Eagle Bay Estates property owners
will be advised of the increase in the mailout that accompanies the annual utility bills which are
distributed in February.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:
That the Board approve the recommendation to amend the bylaw.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation.
2. Deny the Recommendation.
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.
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LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:
1. List reports
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board_FIN Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks
Amendment Bylaw.docx

Attachments: - BL5796 2019 Eagle Bay Estates Local Service Amendment
Bylaw.docx

Final Approval Date: May 3, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

Lynda Shykora - May 3, 2019 - 11:55 AM

Uit

Charles Hamilton - May 3, 2019 - 1:38 PM
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COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

BYLAW NO. 5796, 2019

A bylaw to amend Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks
Local Service Bylaw No. 5112

WHEREAS a service area has been established by the Columbia Shuswap Regional
District by Eagle Bay Estates Waterworks Local Service Bylaw No. 5112 for the purpose of
providing water to the Eagle Bay Estates area within Electoral Area C;

AND WHEREAS an amendment is required to allow for an increase to the requisition limit
for this service;

AND WHEREAS the Director for Electoral Area C has consented, in writing, to the
adoption of this bylaw;

NOW THEREFORE in open meeting assembled, the Board of Directors of the Columbia
Shuswap Regional District enacts as follows:

1. Section 3 of Bylaw No. 5112 is hereby deleted and replaced with the following:

“3. The maximum amount of money that may be requisitioned annually as a parcel tax
for the service provided under Section 1 shall be $100,000.

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Eagle Bay Waterworks Local Service Amendment Bylaw No.
5796, 2019".

READ a first time this day of , 2019.

READ a second time this day of , 2019.

READ a third time this day of , 2019.

APPROVED by the Inspector of Municipalities this __ day of , 2019.

ADOPTED this day of , 2019.

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

CERTIFIED a true copy of

Bylaw No. 5796, 2019 as read a third time.

Deputy Manager of Corporate
Administration Services

CHAIR

CERTIFIED a true copy of
Bylaw No. 5796, 2019 as adopted.

Deputy Manager of Corporate
Administration Services
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TO: Chair and Directors File No: Bylaw No. 5797
SUBJECT: Saratoga Waterworks Service Amendment Bylaw No. 5797, 2019
DESCRIPTION: Report from Jodi Pierce, Manager, Financial Services dated April 12,

2019. Proposed amendment to Saratoga Waterworks Service Bylaw
No. 5352 to establish a maximum parcel tax requisition.

RECOMMENDATION THAT: “Saratoga Waterworks Service Amendment Bylaw No. 5797,
#1: 2019” be read a first, second and third time this 16" day of May, 2019.

SHORT SUMMARY:

While reviewing parcel tax bylaws, staff have identified that the Saratoga Waterworks Service Bylaw
No. 5352 does not include a maximum parcel tax requisition. Pursuant to the Local Government Act
Section 339(1)(e), an establishing bylaw for a service must “set the maximum amount that may be
requisitioned for the service”. Although, the Inspector of Municipalities has signed off on the Bylaw as
submitted by the CSRD in 2002, staff deem it appropriate to ensure that the service bylaw conforms to
the Local Government Act and are therefore bringing forward the proposed amendment.

Unweighted [XI LGAPart14 [] Weighted [] Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

Staff are recommending the maximum requisition limit be set at $100,000 for the parcel tax requisition
in the Saratoga Waterworks service area. This amount is comparable to other CSRD systems and
provides for room to allow for regular consistent increases over a number of years. At this time, we do
not have a determination of any potential parcel tax increases as we are still awaiting information on a
potential grant and expansion of the system.

POLICY:

In accordance with the Local Government Regulation 113/2007 (Regional District Establishing Bylaw
Approval Exemption), the tax requisition for a service may be increased by 25% of the baseline every
five years without requiring public assent, however, Inspector approval is required for increases beyond
25% or those within the five year window. As there is currently no provision within the existing bylaw
for an increase, Inspector approval will be required.

FINANCIAL:
At this time, we do not have a determination of any potential parcel tax increases as we are still awaiting
information on a potential grant and expansion of the system.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:
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Parcel taxes and user fees are necessary to maintain the ongoing sustainability of the water system.

IMPLEMENTATION:

Upon third reading, the Bylaw will be forwarded to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing for
Inspector approval. Upon receipt of Inspector approval, the Bylaw will be brought to a subsequent
Board meeting for adoption.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:
That the Board approve the recommendation to amend the bylaw.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation.
2. Deny the Recommendation.
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:
1. List reports
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board_Fin Saratoga Waterworks Bylaw
Amendment.docx

Attachments: - BL5797 2019 Saratoga Waterworks Amendment Bylaw.docx

Final Approval Date: May 3, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

Lynda Shykora - May 3, 2019 - 12:00 PM

Uit

Charles Hamilton - May 3, 2019 - 1:36 PM
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COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

BYLAW NO. 5797, 2019

A bylaw to amend Saratoga Waterworks
Service Bylaw No. 5352

WHEREAS a service area has been established by the Columbia Shuswap Regional
District by Saratoga Waterworks Service Bylaw No. 5352 for the purpose of providing water to a
portion of the community of Scotch Creek within Electoral Area F;

AND WHEREAS an amendment is required to allow for an increase to the requisition limit

for this service;

AND WHEREAS the Director for Electoral Area F has consented, in writing, to the adoption

of this bylaw;

NOW THEREFORE in open meeting assembled, the Board of Directors of the Columbia

Shuswap Regional District enacts as follows:

1. Section 4 of Bylaw No. 5352 is hereby deleted and replaced with the following:

“4. The annual operating and debt servicing costs shall be recovered by one or more of
the following:
a) the requisition of money to be collected by a parcel tax in an amount not to
exceed $100,000 per year;
b) the imposition of fees and other charges that may be fixed by separate bylaw
for the purpose of recovering these costs;
C) revenues received by way of agreement, enterprise, gift, grant or otherwise.”
2. This Bylaw may be cited as the “Saratoga Waterworks Service Amendment Bylaw No.
5797, 2019".
READ a first time this day of , 2019.
READ a second time this day of , 2019.
READ a third time this day of , 2019.
APPROVED by the Inspector of Municipalities this day of , 2019.
ADOPTED this day of , 2019.
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER CHAIR

CERTIFIED a true copy of

Bylaw No. 5797, 2019 as read a third time.

Deputy Manager of Corporate
Administration Services

CERTIFIED a true copy of
Bylaw No. 5797, 2019 as adopted.

Deputy Manager of Corporate
Administration Services



Page 97 of 635

CSRD. BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: 1855 50 05
SUBJECT: UBCM Housing Needs Reports Grant Program
DESCRIPTION: Report from Gerald Christie, Manager Development Services, dated

May 16, 2019.
Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) Housing Needs
Reports grant application.

RECOMMENDATION THAT: the Board empower the authorized signatories to apply for a

#1: UBCM Housing Needs Reports Program grant up to $35,000 to complete
Housing Needs Reports for CSRD Electoral Areas C and E, this 16" day
of May, 2019.

SHORT SUMMARY:

The Province of BC has brought in legislation requiring local governments to complete Housing Needs
Reports in their jurisdictions over the coming years and include report data and recommendations in
local Official Community Plans (OCP). In support of this new requirement the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing (MMAH) has earmarked $5 million over the next three years to help in funding the
completion of these reports. UBCM will administer this funding and consider application requests. As
Development Services staff are currently working on the Electoral Area E OCP, and will be starting the
Electoral Area C Zoning Bylaw and amendments to the Electoral Area C OCP in 2019, the timing of this
grant opportunity would allow the information gleaned from these reports to be included in the OCPs
as now required by the Province.

Unweighted [] LGAPart14 [] Weighted X Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

Bill 18 Local Government Statutes (Housing Needs Reports) Amendment Act was adopted in May 2018,
requiring local governments to quantify housing needs in their jurisdictions and develop policies to help
deal with the identified housing issues when creating or amending OCPs. The Act will come into force
shortly once the Ministry of MMAH has developed and enacted regulations pertaining to the specific
details of the types of statistical information that is required to be collected and what housing needs
information is to be generated from the data. Being a new requirement of local governments throughout
the province, the MMAH has committed $5 million to aid local governments in preparing the first of
these reports. Available grant funding can be for 100% of eligible costs to a maximum amount
determined by population of the planning area, e.g. Electoral Area C - $20,000 max; Electoral Area E -
$15,000 max.

POLICY:

A requirement of the grant application is that the Board provide a resolution of support for the
application to be made.
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FINANCIAL:

There are no financial implications to the CSRD in applying for the Housing Needs Reports Grant and
no financial commitment is expected of the CSRD for the project; grant funds may be used to cover
100% of the eligible activities deemed necessary for the project, e.g. project management, data
collection, research, community engagement. Staff plan on applying for the full $35,000 grant amount
available for the Electoral C and E Housing Needs Reports as it is anticipated that this work will exceed
the maximum grant funding available. Additional budget is available in the EA C and E OCP project
budgets to help in communicating the results of these reports, formalizing OCP policy, and organizing
meetings to consult with the public on the draft OCP bylaws.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:

Undertaking Housing Needs Reports is now a mandatory requirement of local governments in BC if
creating or significantly amending OCPs. These reports are primarily a data gathering exercise of which
numerous inventory sources are used that relate to housing needs, building types, tenure types
(ownership/rental), incomes, population projections, demographics, community services, etc. to paint
a picture of the overall housing situation in a particular area. The intent is that once the data has been
collected that an analysis would be performed, significant trends or gaps identified, and
recommendations made that would enable staff to create proposed goals, objectives and policies that
would then be included in an OCP. Provincial legislation notes that Housing Needs Reports should be
re-examined every five years.

For clarity, Housing Needs Reports are primarily data focused and are not “Housing Strategies” which
typically include much more detail specific to the where, who, when and how the identified housing
issues will be dealt with, inclusive of such items as costing, management, partnerships and grants.

Although the legislation has been passed it has not yet been enacted, given that the province has yet
to approve and disseminate to local governments the regulations necessary which will detail provincial
expectations related to the minimum content and format required of these reports. CSRD staff have
had multiple conversations with Ministry staff and have a good idea as to what those expectations will
be and therefore feel that it is desirable to apply for this grant funding at the first intake (deadline May
31, 2019) instead of waiting for the regulations to be revealed. If the CSRD is successful with this grant
application these funds will be used this summer to create these reports and then have those findings
included as amendments in the respective Electoral Area C and E OCPs.

SUMMARY:

The Province has recently mandated that all local governments must now complete Housing Needs
Reports for their respective jurisdictions and have the results of those reports included in any new or
significantly amended OCPs. To this end, the MMAH has earmarked $5 million to be administered
through UBCM to help local governments fund the completion of these reports. As CSRD staff are
currently working on the EA E OCP, and will be considering amendments to the EA C OCP starting late
this year, this grant funding will be helpful in completing these Housing Needs Reports and to have the
report findings and recommendations included in the respective OCP.

IMPLEMENTATION:
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If the resolution of support is approved by the Board, CSRD staff will apply for the UBCM Housing Needs
Reports Program grant prior to the first intake deadline of May 31, 2019.

COMMUNICATIONS:

A copy of the Board resolution will be included in the UBCM Housing Needs Reports Program grant
application.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:

That the Board resolve to support a grant application be made to the UBCM Housing Needs Report
Program for funding to complete Housing Needs Reports for EA C and E.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation.
2. Deny the Recommendation.
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.
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Report Approval Details

Document Title:  2019-05-16_Board_DS 18555005 Housing_ Needs_ Grant.docx

Attachments: - UBCM_housing-needs-report-2019-program-guide. pdf

Final Approval May 6, 2019
Date:

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:
No Signature found

Gerald Christie - May 3, 2019 - 3:57 PM

No Signature found

Sheena Haines - May 6, 2019 - 8:08 AM

Lynda Shykora - May 6, 2019 - 2:50 PM

Hhth

Charles Hamilton - May 6, 2019 - 3:37 PM
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Housing Needs Reports Program
2019 Program & Application Guide

1. Introduction

Starting in April 2019, local governments are required to develop housing needs reports on a
regular basis. The reports will strengthen the ability of local governments to understand what
kinds of housing are most needed in their communities, and help inform local plans, policies,
and development decisions.

Housing Needs Reports Program

The Housing Needs Reports program supports local governments in undertaking housing needs
reports in order to meet the provincial requirements. The Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing
(MMAH) has confirmed $5 million over three years for this program.

The program is structured to reflect the planning areas for which local governments are required
to complete housing needs reports: municipalities, electoral areas and local trust areas (within
the Islands Trust). Funding is scaled based on the net population of the planning area.

Refer to Section 6 and Appendix 1 for eligible funding amounts.

2. Eligible Applicants

All local governments in BC (municipalities, regional districts, and the Islands Trust) are eligible
to apply. Local Trust Committees must apply through the Islands Trust.

Eligible applicants can submit one application per intake, including regional applications and
participation as a partnering applicant in a regional application. Funding permitting, applicants
are able to submit one application in each subsequent intake, however each planning area can
only be funded once over the full span of the program.

3. Eligible Projects

To qualify for funding, projects must:

e Be a new project or update to an existing, eligible housing needs report. Retroactive
funding is not available.

¢ Resultin a housing needs report for at least one entire planning area: municipality,
electoral area, or local trust area.

e Be capable of completion by the applicant within one year from the date of funding
approval.

—
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Regional Projects

Funding requests for a combination of planning areas (municipalities, electoral areas, and/or
local trust areas) may be submitted as a single application for eligible, collaborative projects. In
this case, the maximum funding available would be based on the number of eligible planning
areas included in the application and the funding maximums for each as identified in Appendix
1. It is expected that regional projects will demonstrate cost-efficiencies in the total grant
request.

The primary applicant submitting the application for a regional project is required to submit a
Council, Board, or Local Trust Committee resolution as outlined in Section 7 of this guide. If the
additional planning areas are outside of the primary applicant’s jurisdiction, each partnering
local government is required to submit a Council, Board, or Local Trust Committee resolution
that clearly states their approval for the primary applicant to apply for, receive, and manage the
funding on their behalf.

The total funding request for regional projects cannot exceed $150,000.

4. Requirements for Funding

To qualify for funding, housing needs reports must:

e Meet the requirements of the Local Government Act (or Vancouver Charter) in relation to
the development of a new or updated housing needs report;

e Result in a housing needs report for at least one entire planning area: municipality,
electoral area, or local trust area.

e Be received by the local government Council, Board, or Local Trust Committee in a
meeting open to the public. In the case of regional projects, the report must be received
by the Council, Board, or Local Trust Committee responsible for each planning area that
is included in the project;

e Be published online for free public access.

5. Eligible & Ineligible Costs & Activities

Eligible Costs & Activities

Eligible costs are direct costs that are approved by the Evaluation Committee, properly and
reasonably incurred, and paid by the applicant to carry out eligible activities. Eligible costs can
only be incurred from the date of application submission until the final report is submitted
(unless specified below).

Under the Housing Needs Reports program, eligible costs and activities must be cost-effective
and include:

e Development of new or updated housing needs reports (as required by the Local
Government Act and Vancouver Charter), including:

o Project management and coordination;

o Data collection (from public agencies and/or other data costs), compilation and
analysis, not including data made available via the Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing for the purpose of developing housing needs reports;
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o Research specific to the development of housing needs reports;

o Community engagement, such as collaboration with neighbouring local
governments and partner organizations, community surveys, and engagement
activities;

e Publication of housing needs reports including editing, proofing, graphic design, etc.
e Presentation of housing needs reports to Council, Board, or Local Trust Committee.

The following expenditures are also eligible, provided they relate directly to the eligible activities
identified above:

e Consultant costs;
¢ Incremental staff and administration costs;
e Public information costs;

e Training and capacity building for local government staff specific to developing housing
needs reports.

Ineligible Costs & Activities

Any activity that is not outlined above or is not directly connected to activities approved in the
application by the Evaluation Committee is not eligible for funding. This includes:

e Data made available via the Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing for the purpose of
housing needs reports;

¢ Routine or ongoing operating and/or planning costs (e.g. tracking and reporting of
development and building permits);

e Capital costs;
e Purchase of software, software licences, or service subscriptions;

e Preparation of maps and spatial data.

6. Grant Maximum

Funding maximums are based on the population of the planning area (using the 2016 Census
data).

The Program can contribute a maximum of 100% of the cost of eligible activities — to a
maximum of the amounts identified in Table 1. For certainty, Appendix 1 outlines the net
population and eligible funding for each planning area (municipality, electoral area and local
trust area) in BC.

Table 1: Funding Maximums

Population Funding Maximum
Under 5,000 $15,000
5,000 to 14,999 $20,000
15,000 to 49,999 $30,000
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50,000 to 99,999 $50,000
100,000 or greater $70,000

As noted in Section 3, the funding maximum for all regional projects is $150,000.

In order to ensure transparency and accountability in the expenditure of public funds, all other
contributions for eligible portions of the project must be declared and, depending on the total
value, may decrease the value of the funding.

7. Application Requirements & Process

Application Deadline

Applicants will be advised of the status of their application within 60 days of the following
application deadlines: May 31, 2019 and November 29, 2019.

Required Application Contents
e Completed Application Form;
e Detailed project budget;

e Council, Board, or Local Trust Committee resolution, indicating support for the current
proposed activities and willingness to provide overall grant management;

e For regional projects only: Each partnering local government must submit a Council,
Board, or Local Trust Committee resolution indicating support for the primary applicant to
apply for, receive, and manage the grant funding on their behalf;

Resolutions from partnering applicants must include the language above.

e Optional: Up to five letters of support as evidence of partnership or collaboration with
community organizations and/or other local stakeholders.
Submission of Applications

Applications should be submitted as Word or PDF files. If you choose to submit your
application by e-mail, hard copies do not need to follow.

All applications should be submitted to:
Local Government Program Services, Union of BC Municipalities
E-mail: lgps@ubcm.ca Mail: 525 Government Street, Victoria, BC, V8V 0A8

Review of Applications

UBCM will perform a preliminary review of applications to ensure the required application
contents have been submitted and to ensure that eligibility criteria have been met. Only
complete application packages will be reviewed.

Following this, all eligible applications will be reviewed and scored by the Evaluation Committee.
Higher application review scores will be given to projects that:

e Are for planning areas that are required under the Local Government Statutes (Housing
Needs Reports) Amendment Act to complete a housing needs report;
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e Are from communities that do not currently have a housing needs report, or have a report
that is more than 5 years old;

e Demonstrate community consultation and public engagement, including collaboration
with:

o Neighbouring local governments

o First Nations and local Indigenous organizations

o Non-profit service providers, health authorities, and/or post-secondary institutions
o Non-profit or for-profit development sector

o Vulnerable populations

¢ Include strategies for capacity building for local government staff to undertake housing
needs reports and updates;

e Are cost-effective;

¢ Include in-kind or cash contributions to the project from the eligible applicant, regional
partners, or other grant funding.

Point values and weighting have been established within each of these scoring criteria. Only

those applications that meet a minimum threshold point value will be considered for funding.

The Evaluation Committee will consider the population and provincial, regional, and urban/rural
distribution of proposed projects. Funding decisions will be made on a provincial priority basis.

8. Grant Management & Applicant Responsibilities

The applicant is responsible for completion of the project as approved and for meeting reporting
requirements.

Applicants are also responsible for proper fiscal management, including maintaining acceptable
accounting records for the project. UBCM reserves the right to audit these records.

Notice of Funding Decision

All applicants will receive written notice of funding decisions. Approved applicants will receive
an Approval Agreement, which will include the terms and conditions of any grant that is
awarded, and that is required to be signed and returned to UBCM.

Grants under the Housing Needs Report program will be awarded in two payments: 50% at the
approval of the project and when the signed Approval Agreement has been returned to UBCM
and 50% when the project is complete and the final reporting requirements have been met.

The initial payment will be made after the signed Approval Agreement is returned to UBCM.

Please note that in cases where revisions are required to an application, or an application has
been approved in principle only, the applicant has 30 days from the date of the written notice of
the status of the application to complete the application requirements. Applications that are not
completed within 30 days may be closed.
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Progress Payments

In exceptional circumstances, to request a progress payment, approved applicants are required
to submit:

e Written rationale for receiving a progress payment;
e Description of activities completed to date;
e Description of funds expended to date.

Changes to Approved Projects

Approved funds are specific to the project as identified in the application, and not transferable to
other projects. Approval from the Evaluation Committee will be required for any significant
variation from the approved project.

To propose changes to an approved project, approved applicants are required to submit:

e Revised application package, including updated, signed application form, revised budget,
and updated Council, Board, or Local Trust Committee resolution(s);

e Written rationale for proposed changes to activities and/or expenditures.
The revised application package will then be reviewed by the Evaluation Committee.
Applicants are responsible for any costs above the approved funds unless a revised application
is submitted and approved prior to work being undertaken.
Extensions to Project End Date

All approved activities are required to be completed within one year of approval and all
extensions beyond this date must be requested in writing and be approved by UBCM.
Extensions will not exceed one year.

9. Final Report Requirements & Process

Applicants are required to submit an electronic copy of the complete final report, including the
following:

e Completed Final Report Form;
e Financial summary;

e Completed Housing Needs Report(s).

Submission of Final Reports
All final reports should be submitted to:

Local Government Program Services, Union of BC Municipalities
E-mail: Igps@ubcm.ca Mail: 525 Government Street, Victoria, BC, V8V 0A8

All final reports will be shared with the Province of BC
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10. Additional Information

For enquiries about the application process or program, please contact:

Union of BC Municipalities
525 Government Street
Victoria, BC, V8V 0A8

Email: Igps@ubcm.ca
Phone: (250) 952-9177

For more on the Housing Needs Reports requirements, supporting data, and guidance, please
visit the Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing website.

Housing Needs Reports Program & Application Guide 7


mailto:lgps@ubcm.ca
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/housing-tenancy/local-governments-and-housing/policy-and-planning-tools-for-housing/housing-needs-reports

Page 108 of 635

Appendix 1: Funding Maximums by Planning Areas

As outlined in Section 6, funding maximums are based on net population of the planning area
(using the 2016 Census data).

The following tables outline the net population and eligible funding for each municipality,
electoral area, and Local Trust Area in BC, and is organized by Regional District and Islands
Trust.

Please note that, where applicable, the populations of Local Trust Areas have been removed
from the electoral area in which the island(s) are located. In these cases, funding maximums
for the electoral areas are based on net populations.

Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Alberni-Clayoquot A 243 $15,000
Alberni-Clayoquot B 443 $15,000
Alberni-Clayoquot C 677 $15,000
Alberni-Clayoquot D 1,616 $15,000
Alberni-Clayoquot E 2,754 $15,000
Alberni-Clayoquot F 1,935 $15,000
Port Alberni, City of 17,678 $30,000
Tofino, District of 1,932 $15,000
Ucluelet, District of 1,717 $15,000

Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Bulkley-Nechako A 5,256 $20,000
Bulkley-Nechako B 1,938 $15,000
Bulkley-Nechako C 1,415 $15,000
Bulkley-Nechako D 1,472 $15,000
Bulkley-Nechako E 1,593 $15,000
Bulkley-Nechako F 3,665 $15,000
Bulkley-Nechako G 903 $15,000
Burns Lake, Village of 1,779 $15,000
Fort St. James, District of 1,598 $15,000
Fraser Lake, Village of 988 $15,000
Granisle, Village of 303 $15,000
Houston, District of 2,993 $15,000
Smithers, Town of 5,401 $20,000
Telkwa, Village of 1,327 $15,000
Vanderhoof, District of 4,439 $15,000

Capital Regional District

Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Juan de Fuca EA

4,860

$15,000
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Salt Spring Island EA 0 $0

Southern Gulf Islands EA 0 $0

Central Saanich, District of 16,814 $30,000
Colwood, City of 16,859 $30,000
Esquimalt, Township of 17,655 $30,000
Highlands, District of 2,225 $15,000
Langford, City of 35,342 $30,000
Metchosin, District of 4,708 $15,000
North Saanich, District of 11,249 $20,000
Oak Bay, District of 18,094 $30,000
Saanich, District of 114,148 $70,000
Sidney, Town of 11,672 $20,000
Sooke, District of 13,001 $20,000
Victoria, City of 85,792 $50,000
View Royal, Town of 10,408 $20,000

Cariboo Regional District

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Cariboo A 6,265 $20,000
Cariboo B 3,842 $15,000
Cariboo C 1,225 $15,000
Cariboo D 2,929 $15,000
Cariboo E 4,064 $15,000
Cariboo F 4,554 $15,000
Cariboo G 5,156 $20,000
Cariboo H 1,784 $15,000
Cariboo | 1,440 $15,000
Cariboo J 642 $15,000
Cariboo K 398 $15,000
Cariboo L 4,204 $15,000
100 Mile House, District of 1,980 $15,000
Quesnel, City of 9,879 $20,000
Wells, District of 217 $15,000
Williams Lake, City of 10,753 $20,000

Central Coast Regional District

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Central Coast A 203 $15,000
Central Coast C 653 $15,000
Central Coast D 399 $15,000
Central Coast E 148 $15,000
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Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Central Kootenay A 1,930 $15,000
Central Kootenay B 4,657 $15,000
Central Kootenay C 1,482 $15,000
Central Kootenay D 1,343 $15,000
Central Kootenay E 3,772 $15,000
Central Kootenay F 3,963 $15,000
Central Kootenay G 1,623 $15,000
Central Kootenay H 4,667 $15,000
Central Kootenay | 2,534 $15,000
Central Kootenay J 3,137 $15,000
Central Kootenay K 1,681 $15,000
Castlegar, City of 8,039 $20,000
Creston, Town of 5,351 $20,000
Kaslo, Village of 968 $15,000
Nakusp, Village of 1,605 $15,000
Nelson, City of 10,572 $20,000
New Denver, Village of 473 $15,000
Salmo, Village of 1,141 $15,000
Silverton, Village 195 $15,000
Slocan, Village of 272 $15,000

Regional District of Central Okanagan

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Central Okanagan 3,824 $15,000
Central Okanagan J 1,981 $15,000
Kelowna, City of 127,380 $70,000
Lake Country, District of 12,922 $20,000
Peachland, District of 5,428 $20,000
West Kelowna, City of 32,655 $30,000

Columbia Shuswap Regional District

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Columbia-Shuswap A 3,148 $15,000
Columbia-Shuswap B 598 $15,000
Columbia-Shuswap C 7,921 $20,000
Columbia-Shuswap D 4,044 $15,000
Columbia-Shuswap E 1,185 $15,000
Columbia-Shuswap F 2,454 $15,000
Golden, Town of 3,708 $15,000
Revelstoke, City of 7,547 $20,000
Salmon Arm, City of 17,706 $30,000
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\ Sicamous, District of

2,429

$15,000 |

Comox Valley Regional District

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Comox Valley A 5,032 $20,000
Comox Valley B 7,095 $20,000
Comox Valley C 8,617 $20,000
Comox, Town of 14,028 $20,000
Courtenay, City of 25,599 $30,000
Cumberland, Village of 3,753 $15,000

Cowichan Valley Regional District

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Cowichan Valley A 4,733 $15,000
Cowichan Valley B 8,558 $20,000
Cowichan Valley C 5,019 $20,000
Cowichan Valley D 3,243 $15,000
Cowichan Valley E 4,121 $15,000
Cowichan Valley F 1,629 $15,000
Cowichan Valley G 1,936 $15,000
Cowichan Valley H 2,446 $15,000
Cowichan Valley | 1,206 $15,000
Duncan, City of 4,944 $15,000
Ladysmith, Town of 8,637 $20,000
Lake Cowichan, Town of 3,226 $15,000
North Cowichan, District of 29,676 $30,000

Regional District of East Kootenay

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
East Kootenay A 1,943 $15,000
East Kootenay B 1,976 $15,000
East Kootenay C 6,036 $20,000
East Kootenay E 1,753 $15,000
East Kootenay F 2,726 $15,000
East Kootenay G 1,462 $15,000
Canal Flats, Village of 668 $15,000
Cranbrook, City of 20,047 $30,000
Elkford, District 2,499 $15,000
Fernie, City of 5,249 $20,000
Invermere, District 3,391 $15,000
Jumbo Glacier Mtn Resort Municipality 0 $0
Kimberley, City of 7,425 $20,000
Radium Hot Springs, Village of 776 $15,000
Sparwood, District of 3,784 $15,000
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Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Fraser Valley A 405 $15,000
Fraser Valley B 915 $15,000
Fraser Valley C 1,023 $15,000
Fraser Valley D 1,529 $15,000
Fraser Valley E 1,540 $15,000
Fraser Valley F 1,293 $15,000
Fraser Valley G 1,776 $15,000
Fraser Valley H 1,847 $15,000
Abbotsford, City of 141,397 $70,000
Chilliwack, City of 83,788 $50,000
Harrison Hot Springs, Village of 1,468 $15,000
Hope, District of 6,181 $20,000
Kent, District of 6,067 $20,000
Mission, District of 38,883 $30,000

Regional District of Fraser-Fort George

Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Fraser-Fort George A 3,463 $15,000
Fraser-Fort George C 3,527 $15,000
Fraser-Fort George D 4,278 $15,000
Fraser-Fort George E 526 $15,000
Fraser-Fort George F 1,246 $15,000
Fraser-Fort George G 334 $15,000
Fraser-Fort George H 1,586 $15,000
Mackenzie, District of 3,714 $15,000
McBride, Village of 616 $15,000
Prince George, City of 74,003 $50,000
Valemount, Village of 1,021 $15,000

Greater Vancouver Regional District (Metro)

Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Greater Vancouver A 16,133 $30,000
Anmore, Village of 2,210 $15,000
Belcarra, Village of 643 $15,000
Bowen Island Municipality 3,680 $15,000
Burnaby, City of 232,755 $70,000
Coquitlam, City of 139,284 $70,000
Delta, City of 102,238 $70,000
Langley, City of 25,888 $30,000
Langley, Township of 117,285 $70,000
Lions Bay, Village of 1,334 $15,000
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Maple Ridge, City of 82,256 $50,000
New Westminster, City of 70,996 $50,000
North Vancouver, City of 52,898 $50,000
North Vancouver, District of 85,935 $50,000
Pitt Meadows, City of 18,573 $30,000
Port Coquitlam, City of 58,612 $50,000
Port Moody, City of 33,551 $30,000
Richmond, City of 198,309 $70,000
Surrey, City of 517,887 $70,000
Vancouver, City of 631,486 $70,000
West Vancouver, District of 42,473 $30,000
White Rock, City of 19,952 $30,000

Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine

Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Kitimat-Stikine A 20 $0

Kitimat-Stikine B 1,473 $15,000
Kitimat-Stikine C 2,839 $15,000
Kitimat-Stikine D 99 $0

Kitimat-Stikine E 3,993 $15,000
Kitimat-Stikine F 360 $15,000
Hazelton, Village of 313 $15,000
Kitimat, District of 8,131 $20,000
New Hazelton, District of 580 $15,000
Stewart, District of 401 $15,000
Terrace, City of 11,643 $20,000

Regional District of Kootenay Boundary

Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Kootenay Boundary A 1,891 $15,000
Kootenay Boundary B 1,442 $15,000
Kootenay Boundary C 1,337 $15,000
Kootenay Boundary D 3,225 $15,000
Kootenay Boundary E 2,155 $15,000
Fruitvale, Village of 1,920 $15,000
Grand Forks, City of 4,049 $15,000
Greenwood, City of 665 $15,000
Midway, Village of 649 $15,000
Montrose, Village of 996 $15,000
Rossland, City of 3,729 $15,000
Trail, City of 7,709 $20,000
Warfield, Village of 1,680 $15,000
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Regional District of Mount Waddington

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Mount Waddington A 885 $15,000
Mount Waddington B 60 $0

Mount Waddington C 750 $15,000
Mount Waddington D 228 $15,000

Alert Bay, Village of 489 $15,000

Port Alice, Village of 664 $15,000

Port Hardy, District of 4,132 $15,000

Port McNeill, Town of 2,337 $15,000

Regional District of Nanaimo

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Nanaimo A 7,058 $20,000
Nanaimo B 0 $0
Nanaimo C 2,808 $15,000
Nanaimo E 6,125 $20,000
Nanaimo F 7,724 $20,000
Nanaimo G 7,465 $20,000
Nanaimo H 3,884 $15,000
Nanaimo, City of 90,504 $50,000
Lantzville, District of 3,605 $15,000
Parksville, City of 12,514 $20,000
Qualicum Beach, Town of 8,943 $20,000

North Coast Regional District

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
North Coast A 41 $0

North Coast C 68 $0

North Coast D 539 $15,000
North Coast E 340 $15,000
Masset, Village of 793 $15,000

Port Clements, Village of 282 $15,000

Port Edward, District of 467 $15,000
Prince Rupert, City of 12,220 $20,000
Queen Charlotte, Village of 852 $15,000

Regional District of North Okanagan

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
North Okanagan B 3,203 $15,000
North Okanagan C 3,870 $15,000
North Okanagan D 2,672 $15,000
North Okanagan E 1,010 $15,000
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North Okanagan F 4,000 $15,000
Armstrong, City of 5,114 $20,000
Coldstream, District of 10,648 $20,000
Enderby, City of 2,964 $15,000
Lumby, Village of 1,833 $15,000
Spallumcheen, Township of 5,106 $20,000
Vernon, City of 40,116 $30,000

Northern Rockies Regional Municipality

Northern Rockies Regional Municipality 4,831 $15,000

Regional District of Okanagan-Similkameen

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Okanagan-Similkameen A 1,858 $15,000
Okanagan-Similkameen B 1,047 $15,000
Okanagan-Similkameen C 3,657 $15,000
Okanagan-Similkameen D 5,874 $20,000
Okanagan-Similkameen E 1,903 $15,000
Okanagan-Similkameen F 2,014 $15,000
Okanagan-Similkameen G 2,236 $15,000
Okanagan-Similkameen H 1,953 $15,000
Keremeos, Village of 1,502 $15,000
Oliver, Town of 4,928 $15,000
Osoyoos, Town of 5,085 $20,000
Penticton, City of 33,761 $30,000
Princeton, Town of 2,828 $15,000
Summerland, District of 11,615 $20,000

Peace River Regional District

Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
Peace River B 5,628 $20,000
Peace River C 6,772 $20,000
Peace River D 5,920 $20,000
Peace River E 2,949 $15,000
Chetwynd, District of 2,503 $15,000
Dawson Creek, City of 12,178 $20,000
Fort St. John, City of 20,155 $30,000
Hudson’s Hope, District of 1,015 $15,000
Pouce Coupe, Village of 792 $15,000
Taylor, District of 1,469 $15,000
Tumbler Ridge, District of 1,987 $15,000
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Planning Area Net Population Funding Maximum
qathet A 1,105 $15,000
qathet B 1,541 $15,000
qathet C 2,064 $15,000
qathet D 1,076 $15,000
qathet E 0 $0

Powell River, City of 13,157 $20,000

Squamish-Lillooet Regional District

Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Squamish-Lillooet A 187 $15,000
Squamish-Lillooet B 363 $15,000
Squamish-Lillooet C 1,663 $15,000
Squamish-Lillooet D 1,057 $15,000
Lillooet, District of 2,275 $15,000
Pemberton, Village of 2,574 $15,000
Squamish, District of 19,512 $30,000
Whistler, Resort Municipality of 11,854 $20,000

Strathcona Regional District

Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Strathcona A 764 $15,000
Strathcona B 1,035 $15,000
Strathcona C 2,431 $15,000
Strathcona D 4,396 $15,000
Campbell River, City of 32,588 $30,000
Gold River, Village of 1,212 $15,000
Sayward, Village of 311 $15,000
Tahsis, Village of 248 $15,000
Zeballos, Village of 107 $15,000

Sunshine Coast Regional District

Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Sunshine Coast A 2,624 $15,000
Sunshine Coast B 2,726 $15,000
Sunshine Coast D 3,421 $15,000
Sunshine Coast E 3,664 $15,000
Sunshine Coast F 1,796 $15,000
Gibsons, Town of 4,605 $15,000
Sechelt, District of 10,216 $20,000
Sechelt Indian Government District 692 $15,000

Housing Needs Reports Program & Application Guide
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Planning Area

Net Population

Funding Maximum

Thompson-Nicola A 1,493 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola B 233 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola E 1,094 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola | 1,262 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola J 1,580 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola L 2,955 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola M 1,598 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola N 762 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola O 1,323 $15,000
Thompson-Nicola P 3,672 $15,000
Ashcroft, Village of 1,558 $15,000
Barriere, District of 1,713 $15,000
Cache Creek, Village of 963 $15,000
Chase, Village of 2,286 $15,000
Clearwater, District of 2,324 $15,000
Clinton, Village of 641 $15,000
Kamloops, City of 90,280 $50,000
Logan Lake, District of 1,993 $15,000
Lytton, Village of 249 $15,000
Merritt, City of 7,139 $20,000
Sun .P.eak.s Mountain Resort 616 $15,000
Municipality
Islands Trust

Denman Island Local Trust Area 1,165 $15,000
Gabriola Island Local Trust Area 4,033 $15,000
Galiano Island Local Trust Area 1,044 $15,000
Gambier Island Local Trust Area 247 $15,000
Hornby Island Local Trust Area 1,016 $15,000
Lasqueti Island Local Trust Area 399 $15,000
Mayne Island Local Trust Area 949 $15,000
North Pender Island Local Trust Area 2,067 $15,000
Salt Spring Island Local Trust Area 10,640 $20,000
Saturna Island Local Trust Area 354 $15,000
South Pender Island Local Trust Area 235 $15,000
Thetis Island Local Trust Area 389 $15,000

Housing Needs Reports Program & Application Guide
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: BL 660-02

SUBJECT: Amendments to CSRD Building Bylaw No. 660 and a Farm Building
Exemption Policy.

DESCRIPTION: Report from Marty Herbert, Team Leader Building and Bylaw Services,

dated April 9, 2019.

Housekeeping Amendments - Farm Building exemption to Building
Bylaw No. 660 and Adoption of Policy P-23.

RECOMMENDATION THAT: "Columbia Shuswap Regional District Building Amendment Bylaw

#1: No. 660-02" be read a first, second and third time this 16" day of May,
2019.
RECOMMENDATION THAT: "Columbia Shuswap Regional District Building Amendment Bylaw
#2: No. 660-02" be adopted this 16" day of May, 2019.
RECOMMENDATION THAT: CSRD Policy P-23 - Farm Building Exemption be adopted this 16"
#3: day of May, 2019.
SHORT SUMMARY:

CSRD Building Bylaw No. 660 has applied to Electoral Areas B, E and F since March 5, 2018. Electoral
Area C was recently included in the Bylaw as a Building Inspection service area on March 4, 2019. Staff
have now had a full year to utilize the bylaw, and consider minor housekeeping changes. One major
change recommended is to have the bylaw exempt farm buildings from requiring a building permit,
other than for farm buildings used for cannabis production.

Further, and for clarity, a Farm Building Exemption Policy is proposed in conjunction with the adoption
of the bylaw amendments.

Unweighted [X] LGAPart14 [] Weighted [] Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

Since March 5, 2018, Building Bylaw No. 660 replaced Building Regulation Bylaw No. 630 to start a
building regulation service for Electoral Areas B and E in addition to the existing service in Electoral Area
F. The following year on March 4, 2019 building inspection service began in Electoral Area C. During
the one year period that the Bylaw has been in-force, staff have noted several minor text inconsistencies
within the Bylaw prompting these housekeeping amendments.

At this time, staff feel it is no longer warranted to require building permits for farm buildings given that
their primary purpose is for low occupancy uses such as housing animals and storing farm equipment
and supplies, and not for human habitation, office space, commercial or industrial operations. However,
now that cannabis use and production has been legalized by the federal government, staff are receiving
many enquiries and building permit applications for Cannabis Production Facilities. Given the use and
occupancy of these buildings, e.g. offices, laboratories, storage of hazardous materials, extensive
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heating and ventilation systems, fire suppression controls, shipping and receiving facilities, etc., staff
are of the opinion that such facilities must obtain a building permit for health, safety and environmental
reasons regardless if they are to be located on ALR, agricultural or other lands. For these reasons, this
bylaw amendment includes separate definitions distinguishing farm buildings from cannabis uses and
will exempt most farm buildings from requiring a building permit, but /arm buildings used for cannabis
production will still need a building permit.

POLICY:

In addition to the proposed bylaw amendments, staff also recommend that Farm Building Exemption
Policy P-23 be approved, to provide clarity and to define the role of staff in confirming that a proposed
farm building meets the Bylaw definition and BC Assessment published criteria; Farm Classification and
Qualifying Agriculture Use. The policy will be used by staff and landowners in helping to determine
whether or not a proposed farm building qualifies for an exemption to the Building Bylaw.

FINANCIAL:

There are no financial implications associated with these proposed amendments contained in the
Building Amendment Bylaw No. 660-02. Given that the proposed amendments are mostly housekeeping
in nature, and that farm buildings used for cannabis production will still be required to obtain a building
permit, it is anticipated that building permit revenue will not be impacted in a significant way due to the
proposed exemption of farm buildings from the bylaw.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:

1. A Building Permit will not be required for a farm building conforming to the Bylaw definition
and both the land and the use of the building meet BC Assessment definitions for Farm
Classification and Qualifying Agriculture Use.

2. A Farm Building Exemption Policy P-23 has been created to provide clarity with regard to
how to determine farm building exemptions.

3. Definitions added to the Bylaw to clearly distinguish between a farm building and cannabis
uses.

4. Defining streamlined Building Permit application requirements for a shared interest owner
that simplifies the required approval for development.

All of the proposed bylaw amendments and the policy have been reviewed by CSRD legal counsel.
SUMMARY:

Staff have now had a full year to utilize, review and consider changes to Building Bylaw No. 660. Aside
from minor housekeeping changes, the most significant change is to exempt a defined farm building
from requiring a building permit. However, facilities used for the production and distribution of cannabis
will still be required to obtain a building permit prior to construction.

IMPLEMENTATION:

If the Board adopts the bylaw and policy, staff will update the building inspection public information
bulletins, CSRD website and social media posts.

COMMUNICATIONS:
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Upon Bylaw adoption, staff will communicate news to constituents and general public via CSRD press
release, website and social media posts such as Instagram, Twitter and Facebook.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:
That the Board endorse staff recommendations.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendations.
2. Deny the Recommendations.
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:
1. BC Assessment Farm Classification Guide
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board DS BL660-01_CSRD_Amendment .docx

Attachments: - CSRD Building Bylaw Amendment No.660-02.docx

- CSRD Policy F-23 Farm Building Exemption.DOCX

- BC_ Assessment_Classifying_ Farm_Land_2019_04_09.pdf
Final Approval Date: May 8, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

Gerald Christie - May 3, 2019 - 4:15 PM

Lynda Shykora - May 7, 2019 - 4:27 PM

Uptth

Charles Hamilton - May 8, 2019 - 9:13 AM
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COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

BYLAW NO. 660-02

A bylaw to amend the Columbia Shuswap Regional District Building Bylaw No. 660

WHEREAS the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District wishes to amend the
Columbia Shuswap Regional District Building Bylaw No. 660 for clarification and to provide for
building permit exemptions for some farm buildings;

NOW THERERFORE the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District, in open meeting
assembled, HEREBY ENACTS as follows:

1. Part 3 of Building Bylaw No. 660 is amended as follows:
a. Section 3.3(d) is repealed and replaced with the following:

(d) a building or structure commonly known as “Canadian Standards
Association Z240 MH series” or “Z241 Park Model series”, except as
regulated by the building code, which, for clarity, includes site preparation
(such as anchorage and foundations) and any exterior additions (such as
decks, steps, roofs or stairs).

b. The following provisions are added after section 3.7:
Limited Application to Farm Buildings
3.8 A permit is not required for a farm building. An owner is solely
responsible for ensuring the design, construction, siting, and use of the
farm building comply with all applicable bylaws, enactments and

regulations, including the building code.

2. Section 6.5 is amended to add the words “or if the building official has any reason to
believe that an unsafe condition exists” at the end of the sentence.

3. Section 7.15 is amended to remove the reference to section 10.44 and replace it with a
reference to section 10.43.

4. Section 10.1 is amended to add “; and” at the end of the sentence in subsection (b) and
to add the following provisions after subsection (b):

(© if a parcel of land has multiple owners that own portions of the parcel, the
building permit applicant must provide:
@ A land title search, demonstrating that the applicant holds legal

title to an interest in the property;
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(i) A copy of the BC Assessment Role report which indicates which
site(s) on the parcel is owned by the applicant, being the site on which the
proposed building or structure is to be constructed; and

(iii) A copy of the site plan for the proposed development.

Section 10.2(k) is amended to remove the word “Davison” and replace it with the word
“Division”.

Section 10.4(k) is amended to add “, unless the building is constructed completely under
Part 9 of the building code” before the end of the provision and after the words “building

code”.

Section 10.15 is amended to remove the reference to section 10.46 and replace it with a
reference to section 10.45.

Section 10.18 is repealed and replaced with the following:

10.18 A building permit application expires 180 days from:

(a) the date an application is filed if the application is incomplete; or

(b) the date a complete application is received under this Part if the building permit is
not issued by the application expiration date, unless the permit is not issued only due to
delays caused by the Regional District.

Section 10.20 is amended by removing the heading “Compliance with the Homeowner
Protection Act” and adding the heading “Compliance with the Homeowner Protection

Act” between section 10.20 and section 10.21.

Section 10.24 is amended to remove the reference to section 10.46 and replace it with a
reference to section 10.45.

Section 10.28 is amended to remove the reference to section 10.28 and replace it with a
reference to section 10.27, and to add the following sentence to the end of the provision:

A building official who monitors a site is not assessing for compliance with the
building code, this bylaw or any other enactments, or approving any aspect of

construction.

Subsections 10.30(a)(iii) and (c)(iii) are amended to remove the reference to section
10.31(a) and replace them with a reference to section 10.30(b)(ii).

Section 10.31, 10.32, 10.33 are amended to remove references to section 10.31 and
replace them with references to section 10.30.
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Section 10.31 is amended to remove reference to section 10.32(a) and (b) and replace it
with references to section 10.31(a) and (b).

Section 10.37, 10.38, 10.39, and 10.40 are amended to remove references to section
10.36 and replace them with references to section 10.35.

Section 10.42 is amended to remove the reference to section 10.42 and replace it with a
reference to section 10.41.

Section 10.45 is amended to remove the reference to section 10.45 and replace it with a
reference to section 10.44.

Section 10.54(b) is amended to remove the reference to section 10.53 and replace it
with a reference to section 10.52.

Section 10.55(b) is amended to remove the reference to section 10.28 and replace it
with a reference to section 10.27, and to remove the reference to section 10.35 and

replace it with a reference to section 10.34.

Section 10.57(j) is amended to remove the reference to “Division C of the Building Code”
and replace it with “Division A of the building code”.

Section 15.1 is amended by repealing and replacing the definition of “board” as follows:
board means the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District;
Section 15.1 is amended by adding the following definitions in alphabetical order:

Assessment Act means the Assessment Act, RSBC 1996, c 20, and
regulations as amended or re-enacted from time to time;

building means any construction used or intended for supporting or
sheltering any use or occupancy and includes a mobile home;

cannabis means cannabis as defined in the Controlled Drugs and
Substance Act or Cannabis Act and includes any products containing
cannabis;

cannabis operation means the cultivating, growing, producing, packaging,

storing, distributing, dispensing, advertising, trading or selling of cannabis
or its derivatives;
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farm building means a building or part thereof that that does not contain a
residential occupancy and is:

(a) located on land classified as farm pursuant to the Assessment Act
and;

(b) used primarily for housing equipment or livestock, or the
production, storage or processing of agricultural and horticultural
produce or feed but does not include a building that is used in
whole or in part for a cannabis operation;

registered professional means:
(c) a person who is registered or licensed to practice as an architect
under the Architects Act, or
(d) a person who is registered or licensed to practice as a
professional engineer under the Engineers and Geoscientists Act;

23. Section 2.6 of Appendix A — Fees is amended to remove reference to CSA A277-M1990
and replace it with reference to CSA A277-16.

24. Appendix B — Value of Work is amended as follows:

a. The fee in subsection (a)v. is changed from $108.00 per sq. m. to $116.30 per
sg. m.

b. The fee in subsection (d)ii. is changed from $434.40 per sq. m. to $439.20 per
sg. m.

25. This Bylaw may be cited as “Columbia Shuswap Regional District Building Amendment
Bylaw No. 660-02".

READ A FIRST TIME this day of 16" day of May , 2019
READ A SECOND TIME this day of__16™ day of May , 2019
READ A THIRD TIME this day of 16" day of May , 2019
ADOPTED this 16t day of May , 2019
CORPORATE OFFICER CHAIR

Certified true copy of Bylaw No. 660-02
as adopted.

Corporate Officer
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POLICY P-23
FARM BUILDING EXEMPTION

PURPOSE AND INTENT;

The purpose of this Policy is to provide guidance for staff, elected officials and property owners
regarding the building permit exemption for farm buildings in Building Bylaw No. 660 (“Columbia
Shuswap Regional District Building Bylaw”).

DEFINITIONS
The Building Bylaw defines a farm building as:

farm building means a building or part thereof that that does not contain a residential
occupancy and is:

(@) located on land classified as farm pursuant to the Assessment Act; and

(b) used for equipment or livestock, or the production, storage or processing of
agricultural and horticultural produce or feed but does not include a building that is
used in whole or in part for a cannabis operation.

Building Bylaw defines “cannabis” as meaning “cannabis as defined in the Controlled Drugs and
Substance Act or Cannabis Act and includes any products containing cannabis” and a cannabis
operation as “the cultivating, growing, producing, packaging, storing, distributing, dispensing,
advertising, trading or selling of cannabis or its derivatives”.

Section 3.8 of the Building Bylaw states:
Limited Application to Farm Buildings

3.8 A permit is not required for a farm building. An owner is responsible for
ensuring the design, construction, siting, and use of the farm building comply
with all applicable bylaws, enactments and regulations, including the building
code.

Page 1



Page 127 of 635
P-23

PROCEDURE

1. To qualify for the exemption under s. 3.8 of the Building Bylaw, a farm building:
a. cannot contain a residential occupancy;
b. must be located on land classed as “farm” under the Assessment Act;
c. must be used for equipment or livestock, or the production, storage or
processing of agricultural and horticultural produce or feed; and
d. cannot be used (in whole or in part) for a cannabis operation or residential
occupancy.

2. Section 3.8 is a narrow exemption that only applies to permit requirements under the Building
Bylaw. A permit is not required for the construction or alteration of buildings that meet the
definition of a farm building in the Building Bylaw.

3. An owner who does not apply for a building permit for the construction or alteration of a farm
building is responsible for ensuring the design, construction, siting, and use of the farm
building comply with the Building Code and all applicable enactments, including CSRD
bylaws.

4. CSRD may take bylaw enforcement measures against any person who breaches the Building
Bylaw, CSRD’s zoning regulations, or any other CSRD bylaw.

5. Regardless of s. 3.8 of the Building Bylaw, an owner may choose to apply for a building permit
for a farm building. If an owner chooses to apply for a building permit by filing an application
for a building permit for a farm building, the owner waives their right to the exemption under
s. 3.8 and must comply with all applicable provisions of the Building Bylaw that would have
applied to the development but for s. 3.8.

6. An owner must obtain all applicable permits before changing the use or occupancy of a farm
building, regardless of whether the owner obtained a building permit for the farm building’s
initial construction (Building Bylaw s. 7.1(g)).

7. If an owner (or their agent) inquires with the CSRD regarding whether a development meets
the definition of a “farm building”, CSRD staff may request any of the following information:
a. description of the development;
b. description of the proposed use of the building;
c. acopy of atitle search for the property made within 30 days of the date of the
inquiry;
d. proof of the property’s “farm” classification under the Assessment Act.

8. If an owner (or their agent) inquires with the CSRD regarding whether a farm building complies
with CSRD’s zoning regulations, CSRD staff may request a site plan, drawn to scale, showing:

a. front yard setbacks (from proposed building to property line);

b. rear yard setbacks (from proposed building to property line);
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c. side (interior and exterior) yard setbacks (from proposed building to property
lines);

d. all buildings on the property and their distances to the proposed building; and

e. the dimensions of all buildings on the property, including the proposed building.

9. CSRD is not obligated to verify whether the information provided by an owner (or their agent)
is accurate or complete.

10.An owner who requests information from CSRD regarding whether a proposed structure
qualifies as a farm building or complies with CSRD’s zoning regulations remains responsible
for ensuring all buildings and structures are built in compliance with the Building Code. CSRD
will not review plans or other construction documents for compliance with the Building Code
unless the owner applies for a building permit.

11.By requesting information from CSRD, an owner is not relieved from their responsibility to
ensure buildings and structures are built in compliance with all applicable enactments,
including CSRD bylaws and the Building Code.

12.Any response to an inquiry regarding the farm building exemption or CSRD’s zoning
regulations provided by CSRD staff is for information only and does not amount to a warranty,

representation or assurance that an owner is in compliance with all applicable enactments,
including CSRD bylaws and the Building Code.

MAY 16, 2019
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Log in (https://www.bcassessment.ca/Home/Loginlnfo) IRegister (https://www.bcassessment.ca/Home/Registrationinfo)

Classifying Farm Land

What land is eligible for farm class?

The Classification of Land as a Farm Regulation, B.C. Reg. 411/95, made under
the Assessment Act, provides that, upon application, the following land may qualify

for farm class:

a) land used for a qualifying agricultural use;

b) land used for purposes that contribute to a qualifying agricultural use (e.g.,
irrigation, access to farm outbuildings, shelter belts);

c) land used for a farmer’'s dwelling;

d) land in an agricultural land reserve (ALR) that is used for a retired
farmer’s dwelling;

e) land used for the training and boarding of horses when operated in
conjunction with horse rearing; and

f) in some cases, vacant land associated with a farm.

Other requirements will also apply.

All farm structures used in connection with the farm operation, including the
farmer's dwelling, will be classified as Class 1 - residential.

How do | apply?

To have land classified as a farm the next taxation year, the owner must submit a
General Application for Farm Classification or a Retired Farmer's Dwelling Land
Application. These forms can be found on the Forms page (/forms) under "Farm
Forms". For assistance completing the Application form, use our “How to” guide
(/services-and-
products/Shared%20Documents/How%20t0%20Complete%20the %20General%20Ap
plication%20for%20Farm%20Classification.pdf)for step by step instructions.

The Farm forms are also available at your local BC Assessment area office. Please
submit your application form to the local office by October 31. This application is
not required every year, but BC Assessment may require information periodically to

support continued farm classification.

The Retired Farmer's Dwelling Land Application is available online here
(https://eforms.bcassessment.ca/Retired%20Farmers%20Dwelling%20Land%20Applic
ation.pdf) and at your local BC Assessment area office.

An application to have land used for a retired farmer's dwelling classified as a farm

(/services-and-products/Shared%20Doc

Guide: Farm Classification in British Col
products/Shared%20Documents/BCAL1¢

How to Complete the General Applicatic
products/Shared%20Documents/How%2

General Application for Farm Classificat
(https://eforms.bcassessment.ca/General

Name

Medical Marihuana and Property Clas
Classifying Farm Land (/services-and

Classifying Horse Operations for Farr
Purposes.aspx)

Classifying Land Leased to Farmers

Classifying Land Used for a Retired |
Retired Farmer's Dwelling.aspx)

Farm Classification in British Columb
Farm land assessment (/services-anc

Farm Property Inspections (/services-




must be made every year.

For 2014 and subsequent tax years, the deadline is October 31.

What if only a part of my property is
farmed?

Land that is used for a purpose other than farming will be classified according to
that use. Land that has no present use and located in the ALR may qualify for farm
class if part of the parcel is farmed. If the land is not in the ALR, unused land may
qualify for farm class if part of the property is farmed, the land is not zoned or held
for business, commercial or industrial purposes, and:

* it meets a prescribed highest and best use test;

- at least 50% of the land outside the ALR is in production or contributes to
production, provided the land is farmed by the owner; or

- at least 25% of the land outside the ALR is in production, and the farm
meets a higher income requirement, provided the land is farmed by the owner.

Why does BC Assessment need to know
about my farm income?

To receive and maintain farm class, the land must generate income from one or
more qualifying agricultural uses.

Income for the purposes of farm class will be calculated based on the farm gate
amount you receive for your qualifying agricultural products. This income must be
generated in one of two relevant reporting periods (i.e., once every two years).

For the 2014 and subsequent tax years, the relevant reporting periods will be:

a) the person’s income tax year ending in the calendar year that is
two years before the tax year (e.g., the‘income tax year ending in
2013 for the 2015 tax year); and

b) the person’s income tax year ending in the calendar year that is

three years before the tax year (e.g., the income tax year ending in

2012 for the 2015 tax year).

With respect to new farm applications and developing farms, income earned in the
taxation year the application is made or production commences (as applicable), may
qualify land for farm class the following tax year. There is a different reporting
period applicable in these situations because there is no history of farming.

You must sell qualifying agricultural products in each reporting period (i.e., every
year). Crops grown for home consumption will not be considered part of your farm
income. Minimum income requirements are calculated as follows:
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a) $10,000 on land less than .8 hectares (1.98 acres);

b) $2,500 on land between .8 hectares (1.98 acres) and 4 hectares
(10 acres);

c) on land larger than 4 hectares (10 acres), you must earn $2,500
plus five per cent of the actual value of any farm land in excess of 4
hectares;

d) $10,000, in order to qualify unused land where the area in
production by the owner makes up at least 25 per cent of the portion
of the parcel outside the ALR. Some sales of qualifying agricultural

products must occur every year.

What is “qualifying agricultural use”?

For the purposes of farm classification, qualifying agricultural use is:

* apiculture * horticulture
» aquaculture * intense cultivation of plantations of
 Christmas tree Populus species (Poplar trees) and Salix
culture (plantation species (Willow trees)
and cultured native * management of the Betula species (Birch
stand) trees) and the Acer species (Maple trees)
* dairying for the production of sap or syrup
» floriculture » raising insects for biological pest control
« forage production » livestock raising (includes dairying, horse
» forest seedling and rearing, poultry and egg production, wool,
seed production hide, feather or fur production, raising
« fruit and vegetable animals for food for human or animal
production consumption)
 grain and oilseed » medicinal plant culture
production » seed production

turf production .
raising crops for food for human or
animal consumption

* herb production

The following are not considered qualifying agricultural uses:

(a) the production of manufactured derivatives from agricultural raw materials;
(b) the production of qualifying agricultural products for domestic consumption
on the farm;

(c) the production of agricultural by-products other than breeding products;
(d) agricultural services other than horse stud services;

(e) the breeding and raising of pets other than horses;
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() the production of any substance set out in item 1 [opium poppy], or 2 [coca]
of the Schedule to the Narcotic Control Regulations under the Controlled Drugs and
Substances Act (Canada).

(9) the production of any of the following, other than the production of industrial
hemp in accordance with the Industrial Hemp Regulations under the Controlled
Drug and Substances Act (Canada):

(i) cannabis within the meaning of the Cannabis Control and Licensing Act
whether or not the cannabis is medical cannabis within the meaning of that Act;

(ii) a substance or product derived or produced from a cannabis plant within
the meaning of the Cannabis Control and Licensing Act.

What does “farm gate amount” mean?

Farm gate amount is the dollar value you receive from direct farm sales, the value
of qualifying agricultural products that are used for processing, or, in some cases,
crop or livestock insurance payments. In the case of livestock, farm gate amount
means the live weight sale price, less any purchase costs and less any slaughter,
cut and wrap costs. Sales of cut and wrapped meat will only qualify as income for
the purposes of farm class if the poultry or livestock is slaughtered in compliance
with the Meat Inspection Regulation under the Food Safety Act.

What happens if | cannot supply sales
receipts? |

In the absence of receipts, BC Assessment staff may rely on local market prices or
other local sources. You may be required to provide a sales log or other proof of
farm sales.

As a result of the changes to the reporting periods, we recommend that you keep
receipts, sales logs or other proof of farm income for at least a three-year period.

What happens if my farm does not meet
the income requirements, if | fail to
provide necessary information, or | stop
farming?

BC Assessment will remove the property from farm class.

Can | apply to have the farm class re-
instated in the future?

Yes. If you re-apply for farm classification and meet the prescribed qualifications,
your property can qualify for farm class.

How do | maintain farm class on my land?

Property already classified as farm land must continue to meet the requirements to
receive farm class for the following year. BC Assessment may ask you to provide
additional information in support of continued farm classification. Failure to provide
the required information about your farm operation will result in the removal of farm
classification from your property.
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What if | buy a property that is already
classified "farm"?

If you plan to continue to farm the property, you are required to submit a General
Application for Farm Classification
(https://eforms.bcassessment.ca/General%20Application%20for%20Farm%20Classific
ation%20-%20Fillable.pdf) to BC Assessment after you purchase the property. If you
are not planning to continue to farm the property, please contact BC Assessment
and notify the staff of your plans to cease agricultural activity.

Updated 10/2018
Disclaimer: Where information presented is different from legislation, legislation shall

prevail.
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: LC2564C
PL20190046
SUBJECT: Electoral Area C: Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) Application

Section 20(3) — Non-Farm Use in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
LC2564C (O'Brien)

DESCRIPTION: Report from Erica Hartling, Planner I, dated April 29, 2019.
2149, 2165, and 2181 Wuori Road, Carlin.

RECOMMENDATION: THAT: Application No. LC2564C, Section 20(3) Non-farm use in the ALR
for the North West V4, Section 4, Township 22, Range 10, West of the
6" Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale District, except the south east 10
acres and Plans H716, H9970 and KAP66486 be forwarded to the
Provincial Agricultural Land Commission recommending approval, on this
16™ day of May 2019.

SHORT SUMMARY:

The subject property is located at 2149, 2165, and 2181 Wuori Road in-between the Balmoral and Carlin
areas of Electoral Area C. The property owners are applying to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC)
for non-farm use in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) for a third residence to be used as their primary
dwelling. There are currently four single family dwellings on the property. Three of the dwellings predate
the ALC and are the original farmhouses built in the 1950s and 1960s. The fourth dwelling was
constructed in 2018 to replace the older primary dwelling. The property owners are currently in the
process of removing the older primary dwelling, creating a total of three dwellings on the subject
property.

Unweighted [XI LGAPart14 [] Weighted [] Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

REGISTERED OWNER(S):
Geoffrey and Heather O’Brien

APPLICANT:
Heather O’Brien

ELECTORAL AREA:
C

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
The North West "4, Section 4, Township 22, Range 10, West of the 6™ Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, except the south east 10 acres and Plans H716, H9970 and KAP66486.

PID:
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014-266-865

CIVIC ADDRESS:
e 2149 Wuori Road
e 2165 Wuori Road
e 2181 Wuori Road

SURROUNDING LAND USE PATTERN:

North = Agricultural

South = Trans-Canada HWY, Agricultural, Mossy Lake
East = Agricultural

West = Agricultural

CURRENT USE:

40-cow dairy operation;

85 acres used for corn and alfalfa crops;

53 acres used for pasture; and,

2 acres that contain farm buildings, equipment/feed/manure storage, and the 4 dwellings (3
predate 1960s and 1 built in 2018).

PROPOSED USE:
No change to the farm operation. The proposal is to allow the dwelling built in 2018 to remain on the
property to replace the existing principal residence.

PARCEL SIZE:
54.12 ha (133.73 acres)

DESIGNATION:
Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
AG — Agriculture

ZONE:
N/A — No Zoning Bylaw

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE:
100%

SOIL CAPABILITY:
See the Soils Map in the attached "Maps_Plans_Photos_LC2564C.pdf".

According to the Canada Land Inventory mapping, the property is split by varying class soils, ranging
from Class 2 — Class 5. The soils in the area where the non-farm use is proposed are 70% Class 5 soils
with topography as a limiting factor and 30% Class 4 with moisture and topography as limiting factors.
The soils are improvable to 60% Class 5 and 40% Class 3, with the same limiting factors previously
noted.

HISTORY:
See the ALR/History Map in the attached “Maps_Plans_Photos_LC2564C.pdf".

Page 2 of 6



Page 137 of 635
Board Report LC2564C May 16, 2019

There have been various ALC applications made in the general Balmoral and Carlin area and the
following applications are in close proximity or adjacent to the subject property:

e #1436 (1978) was approved by the ALC for a two lot subdivision into a 1 acre and a 32 acre
parcel. This application was for a property directly west and adjacent to the subject property.

e #1590-C, 1591-C, and 1592-C (1979) were all approved by the ALC for an exclusion from the
ALR. These applications were for three properties to the north of the subject property.

e #1625-C (1979) was approved by the ALC for an exclusion of 33 acres and an inclusion of a
tree pasture area along Hendrickson Road. #1625a-C (1980) was approved by the ALC for an
amendment to #1625-C to include additional land into the ALR (approx. 20 acres). These two
applications were for a property to the northwest of the subject property.

e #1660 (1980) was refused by the ALC for permission to subdivide a 0.4 ha lot from a 2.14 ha
property across the highway and southeast of the subject property.

SITE COMMENTS:
See the Site Plan and Photos in the attached “Maps_Plans_Photos_LC2564C.pdf”.

A site visit was not done for this application. Information provided in this report is based on orthophoto
interpretation and information and photos provided by the applicant. The property has access off of
Wuori Road from White Creek Frontage Road off of the Trans-Canada Highway. The property is split by
the highway and has Mossy Lake in the southwest corner of the lot. A creek runs through the
neighbouring property to the northeast and the majority of the neighbouring properties all have
agricultural uses and are within the ALR. The subject property is 100% in the ALR and currently has a
40-cow dairy operation, 85 acres of corn/alfalfa crops, 53 acres of pasture, sections of swampy or
sloped land, and 2 acres containing the farm buildings, equipment/feed/manure storage, and dwellings.

There are currently four single family dwellings on the property. Three of the dwellings predate the ALC
(built in the 1950s and 1960s) and are the original farmhouses. The fourth dwelling was constructed in
2018 to replace the older primary dwelling. The property owners have confirmed they are currently in
the process of removing the older primary dwelling and it will be removed no later than this spring
2019.

POLICY:

Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
See the following OCP Policies in the attached “BL725_Excerpts_LC2564C.pdf".

e Section 3. Growing Gradually and Wisely
e Section 3.10 Agriculture (AG)
e Section 12.1 Hazardous Lands Development Permit Area (Steep Slope)

Development Services staff became aware of the dwelling constructed in 2018 upon the owner’s request
for a new house number. Staff informed the owner that in addition to the ALC regulations, a Steep
Slope Development Permit is required due to slopes on the property in excess of 30%. Staff have
received an application for the Steep Slope Development Permit (Development Permit No. 725-180)
and approval of these technical development permits has been delegated to the Manager of
Development Services for review and issuance.

FINANCIAL:
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There are no financial implications to the CSRD as a result of this application.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:
See “Maps_Plans_Photos_LC2564C.pdf” attached.

The proposal is to allow the dwelling built in 2018 to remain on the property to replace the existing
principal residence, keeping with and continuing the historic density of three dwellings on the subject
property.

The original farmhouses were built in the 1950s and 1960s for the property owners and family members
living on the farm at the time. The farm has now been passed down to the current owners who are the
third generation of the family to farm the property. Two of the homes are no longer used by family
members but have been rented out and the applicant has noted that the size of the owners’ dairy farm
means that they will not ever likely need a full-time farm hand. The current renters have been living on
the farm for 9 years and 3+ years. The renters are seniors and the applicant feels that it would be very
challenging for them to find another rental space in this area within the same price range. The applicant
is requesting that the ALC allow them to keep the additional dwellings and allow the renters to stay
(total of three dwellings).

The property is not subject to a CSRD zoning bylaw and will not require a rezoning application to allow
for the third dwelling. The property is designated AG — Agriculture within the OCP, which does not
specify or restrict the density of dwellings on lands designated AG. The OCP policy 3.1.2.4, outlines that
outside the Village Centre and Secondary Settlement Areas, new residential development is generally
discouraged unless co-located with an agricultural use. The subject property is outside these designated
settlement areas but the dominant land use is agriculture and the 54.12 ha parcel currently has farm
status. The subject residential development is localized to an area with several existing farm buildings
and Class 5 soils (topography and moisture as limiting factors) and should not negatively impact the
property’s current agricultural production. Additionally, the proposed density of three dwellings has
been in place since the 1960s and does not appear to intrude or conflict with existing agricultural
operations and neighbouring properties.

SUMMARY:

Development Services staff is recommending approval of application LC2564C for Non-Farm Use in the
ALR for the following reasons:

e The residential development is co-located with an agricultural use (OCP policy 3.1.2.4);
Agriculture is the primary land use on the property and the proposal is localized to an area with
existing buildings and uses that will not negatively impact the current agricultural production;
and,

e The proposed single family dwelling density has been in place since the 1960s and does not
appear to intrude or conflict with existing agricultural operations and neighbouring properties.

IMPLEMENTATION:
If the ALC approves this application, the property owners will be able to maintain the use and density
of three dwellings and CSRD Development Services staff will process Development Permit No. 725-180.

COMMUNICATIONS:
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The recommendation of the Board will be forwarded to the ALC for consideration during its review of
this application.

Referrals have been sent to the following:
e Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission (APC).

The APC reviewed the application at their April 29, 2019 meeting and passed a resolution in support of
the application. The APC notes that the property has a small but working dairy farm and the older
homes pre date the ALC regulations. With the age of the operation and the ongoing efforts to conform,
the APC feels like this application should get all the support possible.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:

That the Board endorse the staff recommendation.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation.
2. Deny the Recommendation.
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:

1. South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
2. Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
3. Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission Minutes April 29, 2019
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board_DS LC2564C_O'Brien.docx

Attachments: - BL725_Excerpts_LC2564C.pdf
- Maps_Plans_Photos_LC2564C.pdf

Final Approval Date: May 6, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

C/Yf

Corey Paiement - May 3, 2019 - 11:22 AM

Gerald Christie - May 3, 2019 - 1:26 PM

Charles Hamilton - May 6, 2019 - 2:23 PM
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Relevant Excerpts from
Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725

(See Bylaw No. 725 for all policies and land use regulations)

Section 3. Growing Gradually and Wisely
Sustainable Principles

Large areas of rural landscape throughout the South Shuswap will be maintained while
encouraging gradual, sustainable, moderate and efficient development in the existing
settled areas.

A range of housing choices is supported, taking into account affordability for existing
residents, particularly for young families and seniors. Only ground-oriented housing is
appropriate near the Lakes; more dense forms of housing must be located away from the
Lakes.

Agriculture, tourism and forestry are supported as the foundations of the economy, while
economic diversification that has low impact on the area’s character and natural
environment is encouraged. The establishment of a business park that attracts clean
industries and complements existing businesses is also encouraged.

3.1.2 Policies

.4 Outside the Village Centre and Secondary Settlement Areas, new residential development
is generally discouraged unless co-located with an agricultural use. Strip commercial
development between these development areas is not acceptable.

3.10 Agriculture (AG)
3.10.1 Policies

.1 The lands designated as Agriculture (AG) are shown on Schedules B and C. In general,
these are lands with half or more of their area lying within the Provincially-designated
Agricultural Land Reserve at the time of writing of this Plan. Land lying within the
Agricultural Land Reserve is identified on Schedule E - ALR Map. Agriculture is the
primary and dominant land use, with a full range of crop and livestock production
activities permissible, as well as homes, buildings and structures associated with
agricultural operations.

.2 The minimum parcel size of land for subdivision within the Agriculture land use
designation is 60 hectares (148 acres).


https://www.csrd.bc.ca/inside-csrd/bylaws/electoral-area-c-south-shuswap-official-community-plan-bylaw-no-725
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.3 New subdivision is discouraged within the Agriculture designation, other than
subdivision along ALR boundaries or subdivision or parcel consolidations
demonstrated not to have an intrusive or conflicting impact on the surrounding
agricultural community.

4 The Agriculture land use designations encompass agricultural uses, and uses
accessory to agriculture. Subject to the guidelines of the Agricultural Land
Commission and the zoning bylaw the following uses are appropriate in lands
designated Agriculture: agritourism operations and agri-accommodation, and uses
which will not affect the long-term agricultural capability of the land.

12.1 Hazardous Lands Development Permit Areas (Steep Slope)

12.1.1 Purpose

The Hazardous Lands Development Permit Area is designated under the Local Government
Act for the purpose of protecting development from steep slope hazardous conditions.

12.1.2 Justification

Whereas steep slopes pose a potential landslide risk, a Hazardous Lands Development
Permit Area is justified so that DP guidelines and recommendations from qualified
engineering professionals are utilised prior to development in steep slope areas in order to
provide a high level of protection from ground instability and/or slope failure.

12.1.3 Area

All properties, any portion of which, contain slopes 30% or greater are designated as
Hazardous Lands Development Permit Area (Steep Slope). These are referred to as 'steep
slope' areas below. The CSRD requires a slope assessment of slope conditions as a condition
of development permit issuance. Provincial 1:20,000 TRIM mapping, using 20m (66ft)
contour information, may provide preliminary slope assessment; however, a more detailed
site assessment may be required.

12.1.4 Exemptions
A Hazardous Lands Development Permit is not required for the following:

.1 A single storey accessory building with a gross floor area less than 10 m? (107.4 ft?)
which are placed on slopes of less than 30%;

.2 Non-structural external repairs or alterations exempted by the BC Building Code; or

.3 Non-structural internal repairs or alterations exempted by the BC Building Code
which do not create sleeping accommodations or bedrooms.

12.1.5 Guidelines
.1 Whenever possible placement of buildings and structures should be considered first
in non-steeply sloped areas, i.e. less than 30% slope;
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.2 In order to protect against the loss of life and to minimize property damage
associated with ground instability and/or slope failure, development in steep slope
areas is discouraged;

.3 Occupant and public safety shall be the prime consideration of the qualified
geotechnical professional and the CSRD prior to approval of development in steeply
sloped areas; and,

4 Geotechnical reports from qualified geotechnical professionals must address best
engineering practices in the field of geotechnical engineering and provide detailed
recommendations. At the discretion of CSRD staff an independent third party review
of the submitted report(s) may be undertaken.

Where steep slope areas are required for development, development permits addressing
Steep Slopes shall be in accordance with the following:

For subdivision, either 12.1.5.5 or 12.1.5.6 applies:

.5 Submission of a geotechnical report by an Association of Professional Engineers and
Geoscientists of British Columbia (APEGBC) registered professional with experience
in geotechnical engineering.

a. The geotechnical report, which the Regional District will use to determine the
conditions and requirements of the development permit, must certify that the
land may be used safely for the use intended.

b. The geotechnical report must explicitly confirm all work was undertaken in
accordance with the APEGBC Legislated Landslide Assessment Guidelines.

C. The report should include the following types of analysis and information:

i. site map showing area of investigation, including existing and proposed:
buildings, structures, septic tank & field locations, drinking water sources
and natural features, including watercourses;

ii. strength and structure of rock material, bedding sequences, slope
gradient, landform shape, soil depth, soil strength and clay mineralogy;

iii.  surface & subsurface water flows & drainage;

iv.  vegetation: plant rooting, clear-cutting, vegetation conversion, etc.
v. recommended setbacks from the toe and top of the slope;

vi. recommended mitigation measures; and

vii.  recommended 'no-build' areas.

d. Development in steep slopes should avoid:
i.  cutting into a slope without providing adequate mechanical support;
i. adding water to a slope that would cause decreased stability;
iii. adding weight to the top of a slope, including fill or waste;
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iv.  removing vegetation from a slope;
v.  creating steeper slopes; and
vi.  siting Type 1, 2 and 3 septic systems and fields within steep slopes.

e. A Covenant may be registered on title identifying the hazard and remedial
requirements as specified in the geotechnical or engineering reports for the
benefit and safe use of future owners.

.6 Registration of a Covenant on title identifying hazards and restrictions regarding
construction, habitation or other structures or uses on slopes of 30% and greater.

For construction of, addition to or alteration of a building or other structure:

Compliance with and submission of the relevant geotechnical sections of Schedule B-1, B-2
and C-B of the BC Building Code by an Association of Professional Engineers and
Geoscientists of British Columbia (APEGBC) registered professional with experience in
geotechnical engineering. A Covenant may be registered on title identifying hazards and
restrictions regarding construction, habitation or other structures or uses on slopes of 30%
or greater.
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Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
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Proposed Site Plan - Three dwellings

House #3
(rental)

House #2

(former primary dwelling to be removed)

House #1
(new primary dwelling built in 2018)




ALR/History Map
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Farm Staus

[] Farm Use Designation




Soils

Page 150 of 635

135

Class 4

Class 2
Subject
Property

L a k e

T3T-3:.4MT
(6:3T-43MT)




Page 151 of 635
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Photos Submitted by Applicant

Ariel View of the existing buildings looking southwest
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Primary dwelling built in 2018 (House # 1 on ariel view image)
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Old Primary dwelling to be removed (House # 2 on ariel view image)
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

. , . . . LC2566D

TO: Chair and Directors File No: CV20190000062

SUBJECT: Electoral Area D: Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) Application
Section 20 (2) — Non-farm Use (Phoebus)

DESCRIPTION: Report from Jan Thingsted, Planner lll, dated April 30, 2019

4860 Hoath Road, Falkland
RECOMMENDATION THAT: Application LC2566D, DL 2250, Osoyoos Division, Yale District,

#1: Except Plans 15009, 35631, 38492 and KAP45742, be forwarded to the
Agricultural Land Commission recommending approval this 16" day of
May, 2019.

RECOMMENDATION THAT: Notwithstanding CSRD Cannabis Related Business Policy A-72 and

#2: its statement “Cannabis related businesses are not supported on Land

within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)”, the Board waive this
statement for application LC2566D since the proposed facility will likely
have little to no negative impact on the agricultural capability of the
subject parcel and surrounding farmland this 16" day of May, 2019.

SHORT SUMMARY:

The agent is applying to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for non-farm use permission to
establish a federally licensed standard-cultivation cannabis production facility (“facility”) at 4860 Hoath
Road, Falkland, Electoral Area D. The footprint of the proposed production building is 5739 m2 (61,776
sq. ft.) with a concrete-floor. The total area of land requested for non-farm use is 1.5 ha (15,000 m?2).

Unweighted [XI LGAPart14 [] Weighted [] Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:
REGISTERED OWNERS:
Laura Phoebus (Cleary)

APPLICANT:
Laura Phoebus (Cleary)

AGENT:

Emrys Phoebus (Greenview Acres Inc.)
ELECTORAL AREA:

D (Salmon Valley)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
DL 2250, Osoyoos Division, Yale District, Except Plans 15009, 35631, 38492 and KAP45742

PID:
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001-628-038

CIVIC ADDRESS:
4860 Hoath Road, Falkland

SURROUNDING LAND USE PATTERN:
North: Rural (ALR)

South: Rural Holdings (forested)
East: Rural Holdings (ALR)

West: Rural Holdings (forested)

CURRENT USE:
Residential (one single-family dwelling)

PROPOSED USE:
Standard cultivation licenced medical cannabis production facility
Residential use may continue

PARCEL SIZE:
16.17 HA

DESIGNATION/ZONE:
Salmon Valley Land Use Bylaw No. 2500
RH — Rural Holdings

PROPOSED DESIGNATION/ZONE:
No proposed change

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE:
100%

SOIL CAPABILITY:

The Canada Land Inventory agricultural ratings of the subject property are 7:5PT (70% Class 5 soils
with stoniness and adverse topography as limiting factors) and 3:4PM (30% Class 4 soils with stoniness
and moisture deficiency as limiting factors). According to the ALC’s agricultural capability classification
system, land in Class 5 is generally limited to the production of perennial crops or other specially adapted
crops while land in Class 4 has limitations which make it suitable for only a few crops. The soils on the
subject property are deemed not improvable.

The Agrologist’s Inspection Report (prepared by Wayne A. Blashill, PAg), dated April 2019, concludes
that for the footprint area of the proposed building that the unimproved rating for soil moisture
deficiency would be 5PA (in a very gravelly sand) and that there is no improved rating for 5A or a poor
5PM, hence the combined rating for the footprint area in its original condition is:

5PA

The report asserts that the facility will improve the agricultural capability of the footprint area from 5PA
to 1PA:

Page 2 of 11



Page 160 of 635
Board Report LC2566D May 16, 2019

"The farm building is climate controlled and will improve the climatic capability for agriculture at
the site. A wider range of crops can be grown. The building will have no limitations due to
stoniness or soil moisture deficiency,; since the soil will have 0% coarse fragments, will be
irrigated and have a loam texture. The farm building will improve the original footprint capability
rating to: 5PA (1PA).”

To view the Agrologist’s report see: "Agrologist_report_APR-2019_ LC2566D.pdf" attached.

ALR APPLICATION HISTORY:

1101 (1975) — ALC refused a proposed three-lot subdivision

1779 (1981) - ALC approved a subdivision creating one 0.4 ha lot

1736 (1982) - ALC approved subdivision creating seven 4 ha lots

1719 (1983) - ALC approved a block exclusion (1220 ha) and inclusion (16.5 ha) — application made
by the CSRD

1786 (1987) - ALC approved a two-lot subdivision (divided by the Salmon River)

ALC APPLICATION INFORMATION (completed by applicant/agent):
see: “Project_Description_LC2566D.pdf”

COVENANTS:
KG36982- Easement

To view applicable maps and plan see: "Maps_Plans_LC2566D.pdf" attached.

POLICY:
Salmon Valley Land Use Bylaw No. 2500

Relevant Objectives and Policies:

1.7 Rural and Agricultural Character
Objective
1.7.1 An objective of the Regional Board is to generally preserve the rural and agricultural
character of the area and ensure the continued viability of economic activities based on
agriculture and forestry resources.
Policy
1.7.2 The policies of the Regional Board are as follows:
.1 On Schedule A, the OCP Designation Maps, the rural and agricultural areas are designated
as R (Rural)

1.8 Land Resource Capability
Objective
1.8.1 An objective of the Regional Board is to generally encourage a pattern of land use that
respects the capability of the land-based resources to support various uses.
Policies
1.8.2 The policies of the Regional Board are as follows:
.1 Agricultural activities shall be encouraged on land with moderate to excellent agricultural
capability in the valley bottoms;
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.2 Agricultural activities shall also be encouraged to locate away from streams. If agricultural
activities were located adjacent to streams, a buffer should be provided between streams and
agricultural activities;

2.5 RH Rural Holdings
Permitted Uses
2.5.1 The following uses and no others are permitted in the area zoned as RH:
.1 agriculture;
.2 church;
.3 equestrian centre;
.4 fish farms;
.5 home occupation;
.6 kennel;
.7 single family awelling;
.8 accessory use.

"agriculture” means (a) the growing, rearing, producing or harvesting of agricultural crops, fur
bearing animals, poultry or other livestock; and includes (b) the storage sale and processing of
primary agricultural products harvested, reared or produced by the farming operation,; and (c)
the storage and repair of farm machinery, implements and supplies.

Refer to Salmon Valley Land Use Bylaw No. 2500 for all Objectives, Policies, and Zoning information.
Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71
Relevant excerpts from the Policy:

Part Two: Criteria for Reviewing Licence Applications
1. Location of Cannabis Related Businesses

b. Cannabis related businesses are not supported on.
» Residential properties
e Land within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)

¢. A minimum separation distance of 300 m is recommended between a cannabis related
business and the following locations (the minimum distance is calculated as a straight line
from the edge of each parcel):

e Day Cares

e Health Care Facilities

e Libraries

e Parks

e Playgrounds

e Schools

e Other cannabis related businesses

d. Minimum cannabis production facility (includes all buildings and structures) setbacks from
property lines:

e 60 m setback to exterior lot line

e 90 m setback to front lot line
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e 30 m to other lot lines
e. Minimum cannabis production facility (includes all buildings and structures) setbacks from
watercourses:
e30m
Refer to: “Cannabis_Related_Business_Policy_A-71.pdf” for the complete Policy.
Agricultural Land Commission Act

Relevant excerpts from ALC Act:

Section 20
Non-farm use of land within agricultural land reserve

(1) A person must not use agricultural land for a non-farm use unless permitted under section 25 or
45 or the regulations.

(2) A person may apply to the commission for permission under section 25 for a non-farm use of
agricultural land if the person

(a) is an owner of the agricultural land, or

(b) has a right of entry, granted under an enactment, to the agricultural land

Agricultural Land Reserve Regulation
Relevant excerpts from ALR Regulation:

Section 2(2.5)

Cannabis

8 (1) The use of agricultural land for producing cannabis lawfully may not be prohibited as described
in section 4 if the cannabis is produced

(a) outdoors in a field, or
(b) inside a structure that, subject to subsection (2), has a base consisting entirely of soil.
(2) The use of agricultural land for producing cannabis lawfully may not be prohibited as described in
section 4 if the cannabis is produced inside a structure that meets both of the following conditions:
(a) the structure was, before July 13, 2018,
(i) constructed for the purpose of growing crops inside it, including but not limited
to producing cannabis lawfully, or
(if) under construction for the purpose referred to in subparagraph (i), if that
construction
(A) was being conducted in accordance with all applicable authorizations
and enactments, and
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(B) continues without interruption from the date it began until the date the
structure is completed, other than work stoppages considered reasonable in
the building industry;
(b) the structure has not been altered since July 13, 2018 to increase the size of its base
or to change the material used as its base.

FINANCIAL:
There are no financial implications to the CSRD with regard to this application.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:

The applicant is requesting non-farm use permission from the ALC to operate a standard-licenced
medical cannabis production facility on ALR land in a proposed 61,776 sq. ft. (5739 m2) building, with
a concrete floor. The total area of land requested for non-farm use is 1.5 ha (15,000 m2), which will
include the building and a parking-lot.

The following timeline summarizes the history of the applicant's proposal and ALC application:

November 7, 2017 - Agent discusses the proposal with CSRD Planning staff. Staff inform the agent
of the ALC's January 2014 Information Bulletin on cannabis production which
stated that ".. if a land owner is lawfully sanctioned to produce marihuana for
medical purposes, the farming of said plant in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
Is allowed and would be interpreted by the Agricultural Land Commission as being
consistent with the definition of "farm use” under the ALC Act.” Staff also
provides the agent the name and contact information for the ALC’s Okanagan
planner.

March 26, 2018 - Agent discusses the proposal again with CSRD Planning staff. Staff verifies CSRD
land use regulations and the ALC's January 2014 Information Bulletin.

June 7, 2018 - Agent applies to Health Canada to become a Licensed Producer of medical
marihuana under the ACMPR. CSRD receives a copy of the notification letter.
The proposal complies with CSRD land use regulations and policies, and also ALR
regulations.

June 21, 2018 - CSRD Board adopts “Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71"” which does not
support cannabis production facilities on ALR land.

July 13, 2018 - ALR regulations are amended to specify that only cannabis grown outdoors in a
field, or inside a structure with a base consisting of entirely of soil is to be
considered farm-use. An exception is made for facilities that were “under
construction” before July 13, 2018. For a structure to have been “under
construction” before July 13, 2018, ground disturbance (such as excavation for
laying foundation) must have commenced before that date.
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November 6, 2018 — CSRD staff speak with agent about the change to ALR regulations and the
recently adopted Policy A-71. Agent informs staff that an application to the ALC
for non-farm use may be necessary. CSRD staff confirm with the agent that
building permits are not currently required in Electoral Area D.

December 18, 2018 - A letter from the ALC is sent to the agent stating: “ALC staff does not consider
the state of progress you have described to meet the test of being "under
construction” as referenced in the Regulation... ALC staff consider that a non-
farm use application must be submitted.”

February 22, 2019 - A follow-up letter from the ALC is sent to the agent stating: “ALC staff continue
to hold the view that the facility was not "under construction” and that, therefore,
it is not a designated farm use under s. 2(2.5) of the Regulation. As such, it is
also ALC staff’s view that proceeding with the facility without making a non-farm
use application and obtaining Commission approval for the use would contravene
the ALC Act.”

March 6, 2019 - Agent submits a non-farm use application.

The timeline above shows that when the agent first contacted the CSRD in November 2017 and
subsequently submitted his application to Health Canada on June 7, 2018, the proposal appeared to be
in compliance with both ALR regulations and CSRD land use regulations and policies. However, the
June 21, 2018 adoption of CSRD Policy A-71 and the July 13, 2018 change to ALR regulations caused
the proposed facility to no longer be in compliance with CSRD Policy and ALC Regulations.

It is the agent’s view that the Greenview Acres Inc. facility was under construction prior to July 13,
2018 and should therefore be allowed to continue building and development proceed. He argues with
the ALC that the test under section 2(2.5) of the ALR Regulation has been met and a non-farm use
application should not be required. Notwithstanding, the agent has decided to submit a non-farm use
application.

Salmon Valley Land Use Bylaw No. 2500

The subject parcel is zoned and designated Rural Holdings in Salmon Valley Land Use Bylaw No. 2500.
The Rural Holdings zone permits "Agriculture" on the subject property which allows the growing,
producing and harvesting of agricultural crops, plus the processing of primary agricultural products
harvested and produced by the farming operation. Cannabis production fits this definition since
cannabis it is an agricultural crop processed on site as part of a farming operation. Bylaw No. 2500
does not contain policies or regulations which specifically exclude cannabis production.

Objective 1.7.1 of Bylaw No. 2500 states that the: “Regional Board is to generally preserve the rural
and agricultural character of the area and ensure the continued viability of economic activities based
on agriculture and forestry resources.”

Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71

When reviewing applications for cannabis production facilities staff look to the Cannabis Policy. The
Cannabis Policy outlines the criteria for reviewing applications for cannabis license applications. This
includes the location of the proposed business in terms of the type of property it is proposed to be
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located on. Cannabis related businesses are not supported on residential properties or land in the ALR,
and where zoning exists cannabis production facilities may only be permitted in Industrial zones. The
distance of the proposed business from other uses considered to be incompatible with cannabis related
businesses including schools, playgrounds, day cares, health care facilities, libraries, parks, and any
other public space are outlined in the policy. Minimum setbacks from property lines and watercourses
for all buildings and structures associated with cannabis production facilities are also included.

The proposed facility meets all location criteria in Policy A-71 except that it is located on ALR land. It
should be noted that the adoption of Policy A-71 on June 21, 2018 came after the initial contact with
the agent and the subsequent licence application to Health Canada.

The table below shows the relevant Cannabis Related Business policies and whether or not the proposed

facility meets the Policy’s criteria.

Cannabis Policy

Land Use Regulations:

Is the property subject to zoning?
Property is zoned Industrial
Property is zoned Residential
Property is in the ALR

Is the proposed facility located
within 300 m of the following
land uses:

Parks

Schools

Health Care Facilities

Libraries

Day Cares

Playgrounds

Other Cannabis Related Business

Does the proposed facility
meet the minimum building
setbacks?

60 m to Exterior lot line

90 m to Front lot line

30 m to Other lot lines

30 m to Watercourses

Yes/No?

yes

n/a

n/a
yes*

no
no
no
no
no
no
no

yes
yes
yes
yes

Comments

Property is zoned Rural Holdings

no

no

100% in the ALR (*Policy does not support
cannabis related business in the ALR)

Nearest park in Falkland

Nearest school Falkland

Nearest facility in Falkland

Nearest library in Falkland

Nearest facility in Falkland

Nearest playground in Falkland

6 km from nearest business (5450 Hwy 97,
Falkland)

Actual Setbacks:
95 m

> 200 m

>60 m

n/a

Other considerations and information submitted by the agent
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The Agrologist’s report explains that the proposed facility will be located in a closed building (not a
greenhouse) and as such will have minimal light, smell and noise pollution. The facility is to also be
located on an elevated bench with a treed buffer to provide screening and noise dampening.
The majority of the waste from the facility will consist of an “organic nutrient rich Health Canada
approved fertilizer” that is reported to provide great opportunities to farmers within the ALR.

The water recycling and growing process is deemed to be very efficient and will be incorporated into
the building design. It should be noted that the water supply system that services the facility may be
subject to the approval and permitting requirements of the BC Drinking Water Protection Act and
Regulation.

The agent anticipates that the facility could employ approximately 65 full-time staff.

The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure issued a Highways Access permit for the facility on
Nov 29, 2018.

SUMMARY:

The agent is applying to the ALC to obtain non-farm use permission for a proposed cannabis production
facility on ALR land. The footprint of the proposed production building is 5739 m2 (61,776 sq. ft.) with
a concrete-floor. The total area of land requested for non-farm use is 1.5 ha (15,000 m2). Staff is
recommending approval of this non-farm use in the ALR for the following reasons:

e The subject property is designated “Rural Holdings” in Salmon Valley Land Use Bylaw No. 2500
which lists “Agriculture” as a permitted use;

e The proposed production building accounts for 3.5% of the total parcel area. The total non-
farm use request entails 9.3% of the total parcel area;

e The ACMPR application to Health Canada was submitted prior to the adoption of CSRD Policy A-
71 and ALC's regulatory change regarding cannabis production on ALR land, and and met both
ALC and CSRD regulations at that time;

e The Agrologist’s Inspection Report concludes that the footprint area of the proposed building
has an unimproved agricultural rating of 5PA and asserts that the facility will improve the
agricultural capability of the building footprint area from 5PA to 1PA; and

e The Report also anticipates that the operation will have a negligible impact on the rest of the
farm and surrounding farmland.

IMPLEMENTATION:
CSRD staff will forward the application, together with the resolution from the Board, and this staff report
to the ALC for consideration.

If the owners are successful in obtaining this permission, it is expected that they will apply to Health
Canada for a micro-cultivation licence. At that time it will be required that the CSRD, Fire Chief, and
RCMP be formally notified of the licence application. Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure PR-
32 outlines the process for reviewing cannabis retail and production facility notifications.

Refer to: "Cannabis_Related_Business_Referrals_Procedure_PR-32.pdf" for the complete Procedure.
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DESIRED OUTCOMES:
That the Board endorse staff recommendations.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:

1.
2
3.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:

1.
2.
3.

Endorse the Recommendation(s).
Deny the Recommendation(s).
Defer.

Salmon Valley Land Use Bylaw No. 2500
ALC Act and ALR Regulations
BC Drinking Water Protection Act and Regulation
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board _DS_LC2566D_ Phoebus.docx

Attachments: - Project_description_APR-2019_LC2566D.pdf

- Agrologist_Report_APR-2019_LC2566D.pdf

- Cannabis_Related_Business_Policy_A-71.pdf

- Cannabis_Related_Business_Referrals_Procedure_PR-32.pdf
- Maps_Plans_LC2566D.pdf

Final Approval May 6, 2019

Date:

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:
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Gerald Christie - May 6, 2019 - 12:56 PM
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Lynda Shykora - May 6, 2019 - 1:43 PM
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Charles Hamilton - May 6, 2019 - 2:15 PM
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Provincial Agricultural Land Commission -
Applicant Submission

Application I1D: 58732

Application Status: Under LG Review

Applicant: Laura Phoebus ( Cleary)

Agent: Greenview Acres

L ocal Government: Columbia Shuswap Regional District

L ocal Government Date of Receipt: 03/06/2019

AL C Date of Receipt: This application has not been submitted to ALC yet.

Proposal Type: Non-Farm Use

Proposal: The purpose of this Proposal is to show the Commission that Greenview Acres Inc wasin fact
Under Construction prior to July 13 2018 and therefore should be allowed to continue building and
development proceedings.

If the commission prefers approving Non-Farm Use based on the fact Greenview has and will continue to
work within District and ALC Compliance and Regulations this would be a viable option.

In our view, the test under section 2(2.5) of the Regulation has been met, a non-farm use application
should not be required and we would therefore ask that staff reconsider their comments sent to Greenview
( Refer to ALC File#51222).

Section 2(2.5)(b)(ii) of the Regulation refers to under construction only without any further requirements
or definitions. The Information Bulletin 04 Cannabis Production in the ALR (the Bulletin) only states
that under construction requires ground disturbance (such as excavation for laying foundation).

In addition, in considering whether a building was lawfully under construction when a change in
legislation has taken place prohibiting the use of the land, courts have long relied on the concept of
fairness astherationale for alibera interpretation of any statutory exemption in favour of the owner. The
deciding factor should be evidence of an unequivocal commitment to use the land for the specified
project.

In our submission, it would be unreasonabl e to require that such an Application be made, not to obtain
approval for anon-farm use, but to argue that the use at issue was afarm use. This has essentially forced
Greenview Acres Inc. to make an application for the purpose of arguing that the application should not be
required.

The purpose of this Proposal is to obtain approval for non-farm use or have the commission state that in
fact Greenview has and is complying with current ALC Regulations as well as District Zoning
requirements.

An Agrologist's Report Showing the building location is Primarily Glacia Till, Rock- Gravel-Sand mix,
suitable for building foundations and gravel pit's etc could be made available in afew weeks time at the
Commissions request.

Greenview Acres Inc. looks forward working with the District and ALC as we move forward with this
project.

Thank you for your time.

Applicant: Laura Phoebus ( Cleary)
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Agent Information

Agent: Greenview Acres

Mailing Address:

4860 HOATH ROAD
FALKLAND, BC

VOEIW1

Canada

Primary Phone: 2508993791

M obile Phone: 2508993791

Email: emrys@greenviewacres.com

Par cel Information
Par cel(s) Under Application

1. Ownership Type: Fee Simple
Parcel Identifier: 001-628-038
L egal Description: DL 2250 OSOY OOSDIVISION YALE DISTRICT EXC PLS 15009 35631
38492 & KAPA45742
Parcel Area: 16.1 ha
Civic Address: 4860 HOATH ROAD
Date of Purchase: 08/17/2016
Farm Classification: No
Owners
1. Name: Laura Phoebus ( Cleary)
Address:
4860 HOATH ROAD
FALKLAND, BC
VOE1IW1
Canada
Phone: 2508993791
Cell: (250) 307-3824
Email: emrys@greenviewacres.com

Current Use of ParcelsUnder Application

1. Quantify and describein detail all agriculturethat currently takes place on the par cel(s).
No Agriculture

2. Quantify and describein detail all agricultural improvements made to the par cel(s).
No Agricultural Improvements

Applicant: Laura Phoebus ( Cleary)
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3. Quantify and describe all non-agricultural usesthat currently take place on the parcel(s).
Sngle Family Dwelling, Old Dirt Floor Barn, Shed.

Adjacent Land Uses

North

Land Use Type: Residential
Specify Activity: Single Family Dwelling, Partialy Fenced with afew cows

East

Land Use Type: Residential
Specify Activity: Single Family Dwelling, Fenced with afew cows

South

Land Use Type: Residential
Specify Activity: Single Family Dwelling

West

Land Use Type: Residential
Specify Activity: Single Family Dwelling

Proposal

1. How many hectares are proposed for non-farm use?
15ha

2. What isthe purpose of the proposal?

The purpose of this Proposal is to show the Commission that Greenview Acres Inc wasin fact Under
Construction prior to July 13 2018 and therefore should be allowed to continue building and devel opment
proceedings.

If the commission prefers approving Non-Farm Use based on the fact Greenview has and will continue to
work within District and ALC Compliance and Regulations this would be a viable option.

In our view, the test under section 2(2.5) of the Regulation has been met, a non-farm use application
should not be required and we would therefore ask that staff reconsider their comments sent to Greenview
( Refer to ALC File#51222).

Section 2(2.5)(b)(ii) of the Regulation refersto under construction only without any further requirements
or definitions. The Information Bulletin 04 Cannabis Production in the ALR (the Bulletin) only states that
under construction requires ground disturbance (such as excavation for laying foundation).

In addition, in considering whether a building was lawfully under construction when a changein
legislation has taken place prohibiting the use of the land, courts have long relied on the concept of
fairness asthe rationale for a liberal interpretation of any statutory exemption in favour of the owner.
The deciding factor should be evidence of an unequivocal commitment to use the land for the specified
project.

In our submission, it would be unreasonable to require that such an Application be made, not to obtain

approval for a non-farmuse, but to argue that the use at issue was a farm use. This has essentially forced
Greenview Acres Inc. to make an application for the purpose of arguing that the application should not

Applicant: Laura Phoebus ( Cleary)
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The purpose of this Proposal is to obtain approval for non-farm use or have the commission state that in
fact Greenview has and is complying with current ALC Regulations as well as District Zoning
requirements.

An Agrologist's Report Showing the building location is Primarily Glacial Till, Rock- Gravel-Sand mix,
suitable for building foundations and gravel pit's etc could be made available in a few weeks time at the
Commissions request.

Greenview Acres Inc. looks forward working with the District and ALC as we move forward with this
project.

Thank you for your time.

3. Could this proposal be accommodated on lands outside of the ALR? Please justify why the
proposal cannot be carried out on landsoutsidethe ALR.
No, it could not.

This property was purchased and devel opment started on Aug 2016 for the purpose of building a
Cannabis production facility and working with Health Canada through the licensing process as it was a
fully supported Farm Use on this site prior to July 13 2018.

4. Does the proposal support agriculturein the short or long term? Please explain.
Yes,

The majority of the by-product ( waste ) from the facility will consist of an Organic Nutrient Rich Health
Canada Approved Fertilizer that will provide great opportunities to Farmers within the Agricultural Land
Reserve. The very efficient water recycling and growing process incor porated into the building design
will allow for outstanding low cost production far superior to any greenhouse operation. This system
could be used for a variety of other agricultural production usesin the long term.

5. Do you need to import any fill to construct or conduct the proposed Non-farm use?

Applicant: Laura Phoebus ( Cleary)
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No

Applicant Attachments

Agent Agreement - Greenview Acres
Site Photo - Google Site Photo
Proposal Sketch - 58732

Site Photo - Site Photo

Certificate of Title - 001-628-038

AL C Attachments

None.
Decisions

None.

Applicant: Laura Phoebus ( Cleary)
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Greenview Acres Inc

Vertical Farm Eco-Building Design Benefits

Earth friendly technologies are good for our clients and our communities. Several
technologies are deployed in our vertical grow designs making this project one of the most
efficient and sustainable in North America.

Air Quality and Odor Removal

This unique building design uses multiple air filtration and odor control devices to provide a
clean sterile growing environment enabling us to provide a pure all-natural medical grade
product. We will include in room activated carbon filters that scrub the air constantly and
are replaced annually. We will also deploy a second method of air quality control using
technology by Airsniper to remove 99.98% of biological components from the air as well as
reducing odor.

Waste Water and Content

Due to its high-efficiency all-natural growing design using the latest aeroponic systems each
habitat will not exceed water usage over 50 gallons per week and can be as little as 60
gallons in 2 weeks as we work to fine tune our reclamation procedures. This water will
never contain more then 2000 ppm or an EC of 4 consisting of a traditional hydroponic
recipe for mineral content. As far as the PH it will typically be around 6.3.
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Lighting

Light Emitting Diodes are an eco-friendly artificial light source for plants. These lights put
off very little heat compared to other light sources so they serve as an excellent solution in
stacked vertical grow designs allowing for maximum plant density per cubic space. Less
electricity is required to create the same amount of usable light for plant growth.
Furthermore, the lights need replacement far less then the traditional equipment, nearly 10
times the life span with LEDs. All this adds up to less pollution from disposal and less cost
for maintaining when choosing LEDs over traditional methods. The safer choice is obvious
and every year the fire department can verify this due to its low heat and power demands.

Aeroponics

The technique of Aeroponics for feeding plants with fertilizer is one of the most effective and
least polluting crop production methods. As there is no substrate in this technique, the roots
simply hang in a protected environment and are periodically misted. No substrate means
nothing for the roots to grab to and nothing to dispose of after a growth cycle is complete.
No precious topsoil is required for this growing technique allowing for even more ecological
sustainability.

Air Quality

As mentioned above we will introduce Airsniper technology for odor control in our habitats
and as for the open warehouse space we will use activated carbon filters to eliminate any

lingering odor. Activated carbon is so effective in removing odors and chemicals it is what
has been trusted in military gas mask technologies.

Water Reclamation

We have partnered with Surna HVAC systems to ensure quality control and reliability. With
this design we will be able to pull as much as 30% of the required feed stock water needs
right from the air. Every SproutAi grow habitat has its own HVAC system that reliably
monitors and controls the humidity. As the plants grow, they begin to transpire

water resulting in increased humidity beyond ideal levels. This is where the HVAC

system removes the moisture in the air and gathers it to be filtered and added to our
reserve tanks for storage until used. This combined with our Aeroponics technology will
allow us to grow more efficiently using less water, energy and resources per sq/ft then any
Outdoor Field or Greenhouse Operation.
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Production Waste

Our facility will use a Health Canada approved disposal method using a fermentation
process that will render all plant waste to a fully neutralised, nutrient rich matter with many
agricultural uses.

Safety and Security

As part of our Safety and Security Protocol, we will be using all of the latest security
technologies approved by Health Canada. This combined with our unique Plant DNA
Tracking system that will make all plant matter traceable and prevent any black market or
illegal tampering.

This will also allow us to track all product specifics and recall info right down to every leaf.

We have partnered with a renowned Security Firm to provide onsite Logistics. One of
Greenview Acres Directors and Head of Security is highly qualified with Military, RCMP and
Protection Services background.
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2019 District Lot 2250. Agrologist’s Inspection Report.
4860 Hoath Road. Falkland. BC. April 2019.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to complete an Agrologist’s Inspection Report at 4860 Hoath
Road (“subject property”). The property is designated as Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). The
report will determine the original agricultural capability of the 2.5-acre farm building footprint
that has been prepared as part of the building construction process. The report will assess the
impact of the farm building on the agricultural capability of the site and the land immediately
around it.

The farm building had been previously approved. This report will address recent changes to ALC
Regulations that modify the type and scope of operations for growing new specialty agricultural
crops in the area. The unique aspects of the proposed building will be discussed in the context of
yield and crop management.

METHODS

The site was inspected on April 3, 2019. The construction & operating plan was reviewed with
the landowner. A soil pit was dug by machine next to the NW corner of the footprint on
undisturbed ground. The soil horizon data was described and recorded on the BC Ministry of
Forests FS882 field form found in Appendix A. The data is used to calculate the agricultural
capability. Pictures were taken of the farm building site, topsoil pile, soil pit and are found in
Appendix A. A total of 1.5 hours was spent at the site.

RESULTS

Figure 1 depicts the subject property showing the construction footprint, topsoil stockpiles and
the soil test pit (TP1). Table 1 shows the soil description for TP1 and the main horizon attributes.
The complete FS882 form is in Appendix A. The soil is classified as an Orthic Eutric Brunisol
(CSSC, 1998) because of the presence of the Bm horizon. The Ckc horizon indicates the
presence of carbonates and a compact hard-pan layer of high bulk density at a depth of 91cm.

Table 1. Soil description for test pit TP1 an Orthic Eutric Brunisol. NW corner of the footprint.

HORIZON | DEPTH | COLOUR | TEXTURE | COARSE FRAGMENT CONTENT
(cm) Gravel Cobble Stone TOTAL

LFH 2-0 (%) (%) (%) (%)
Ah 0-4 10YR3/1 | sandy loam 15 10 10 35
Bm 4-23 10YR3/3 | sandy loam 35 20 10 65
BC1 23-70 10YR4/3 sand 45 20 10 75
BC2 70-91 10YR3/4 sand 45 20 10 75
Cke 91-100 2.5Y3/2 | sandy loam 20 15 10 45
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Figure 1. 4860 Hoath Road. Falkland. L?end '
Fam building footprint, soil test pit (TP), topsail stockpiles (TS). Footprint Boundary
r TP1.TS1.TS2.

Google Earth

triay V19043
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DISCUSSION
Agricultural Capability

The agricultural capability rating of the original soil in the footprint area can be calculated from
the site and soils data on the FS882 field form. The top 25cm of the mineral soil had 65% coarse
fragments. Subtracting the gravel that is less than 2.5cm in diameter, the unimproved rating for
stoniness would be 5P. The unimproved rating for soil moisture deficiency would be 5A (in a
very gravelly sand). There is no improved rating for 5A or a poor 5P. Hence the combined rating
for the footprint area in its original condition is:

5PA

The farm building is climate controlled and will improve the climatic capability for agriculture at
the site. A wider range of crops can be grown. The building will have no limitations due to
stoniness or soil moisture deficiency; since the soil will have 0% coarse fragments, will be
irrigated and have a loam texture. The farm building will improve the original footprint
capability rating to:

5°A (174)

The net effect of the operation will be to improve the agricultural capability of this small part of
the subject property. Additionally, it is anticipated that the operation will have negligible impact
on the rest of the farm. The operation is in a closed building (not a greenhouse) and as such will
have minimal light, smell and noise pollution.

It is expected to have minimal impact on surrounding farms for 2 reasons. The location is on an
elevated bench near the extreme southeast corner of the property. It is situated the maximum
distance it can be from Hoath Road. There is also a fringe of trees for visual and noise
dampening.

Crop Yield and Management

The landowner has proposed 4 vertically stacked layers of crop production inside the building.
This will significantly increase the crop yield per m? of ground area. The yield will be up to 4x
greater than that which can be grown on the original soil. The operation will employ over 40
workers and will be a major economic boost for the local economy. Agricultural output from the
subject property is currently nil. The increased output will allow the landowner to become a full-
time farmer.

There will be no toxic emissions or harmful waste products from this operation. The building’s
production waste will be used as a Health Canada approved Organic Fertilizer benefitting
neighbouring farm production. Farm management will follow Agriculture Canada & Health

Canada Best Farm Practises Guidelines.
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CONCLUSION

Tt is the Agrologist’s opinion that the farm building will improve the agricultural capability of the
footprint area from 5P4 to (1Fa). The farm building & operations will have negligible impact on
the agricultural capability of the rest of the subject property and surrounding farms due to its
building type, location and conifer tree buffer.

The location at the back edge of the property and the fringe of trees on the north side of the
clearing, obscures the building from Highway 97. There will be a few places where motorists
may get a “peeck-a-boo” view of the roof. Highway view factor was a topographic attribute the
landowner considered when locating the building. Especially, along this important tourist route
to the Okanagan. The setback and the trees will make this farm structure virtually invisible from
the valley floor.

REFERENCES

NRC. 1998. The Canadian System of Soil Classification. Agriculture Canada. Research
Branch. Ottawa.

Respectfully Yours, Seal:

{,’\\J&}g{\\b Rlesloll , W\j 2.019

Wayne A. Blashill, PAg
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APPENDIX A
Photo Diary
FS882 Field Form
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Photo#2. The topsoil pile (TP1) on the NW side of the footprint.



Page 184 of 635

Photo#4. Close-up of TP1 showing the brown Bm (4-23) horizn in the upper soil.
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POLICY A-71

CANNABIS RELATED BUSINESSES POLICY

PREAMBLE

With the legalization of recreational cannabis in Canada, the Columbia Shuswap Regional District (CSRD)
will be requested to respond to licence application referrals for cannabis related businesses. This policy
establishes a clear procedure and set of criteria for the CSRD to follow when responding to licence
application referrals for any cannabis related business proposed in the CSRD.

PURPOSE

The intent of Policy A-71 is to ensure that:

e cannabis related business are located in such a manner that they are sensitive to potential
impacts on the surrounding community and are located in appropriate locations;

e the CSRD is provided sufficient information in the cannabis licence application referral package;
and

e adequate public consultation is conducted when the Board provides a recommendation on a
cannabis related business application.

DEFINITIONS

CANNABIS means all parts of the genus cannabis whether growing or not, the seed or clone of such
plants, including derivatives and products containing cannabis.

CANNABIS PRODUCTION FACILITY means the use of land, buildings or structures for: research and
development; testing; cultivation; production; processing; storage; packaging; labeling; or distribution of
cannabis and related substances, as lawfully permitted and authorized under the Cannabis Act.

RETAIL CANNABIS SALES means a business that sells cannabis as lawfully permitted and authorized
under the Cannabis Control and Licensing Act.

POLICY

This Policy will remain in effect until it is repealed or replaced.

This Policy is in effect for the following geographic areas: all of the lands within the CSRD that lie outside
of municipal boundaries, Indian Reserves and National Parks.



Page 187 of 635
CANNABIS RELATED BUSINESS POLICY A-71

For the purpose of this policy, cannabis production facilities and retail cannabis sales are collectively
referred to as “cannabis related business.”

Part One: Licence Application Procedure

1. Preliminary Consultation

Proponents are encouraged to contact the CSRD in writing before making any final site selection
decisions in order to discuss their plans with staff.

Development Services staff will review all cannabis related business application referrals for compliance
with relevant land use regulations, and provide information to the applicable provincial or federal
agency in respect of such regulations.

2. Description of Proposed Cannabis Related Business

Referral packages provided to the CSRD for cannabis related businesses will be expected to provide the
following information:

A complete description of the proposed business (copy of the application received by Health
Canada or the Liquor Control and Licensing Branch.

The proposed layout with a site map and to-scale-drawings showing the location of the
proposed facilities, and accessory buildings.

Proposed site area and setbacks from parcel boundaries.

Distance from schools, parks and other public spaces that are located within 1 km of the
proposed business, calculated as a straight line from the edge of each parcel.

3. Public Consultation

Where the CSRD provides recommendations on a cannabis related business application, the
method of gathering public feedback will be in accordance with the applicable federal or
provincial legislation.

The CSRD will take the views of residents into account when making a recommendation on a
licence application.

Part Two: Criteria for Reviewing Licence Applications

Notwithstanding the following, the CSRD Board may modify these criteria on a site by site basis, in
consideration of local factors.

1. Location of Cannabis Related Businesses

a.

Where land use zoning exists, cannabis retail sales may only be permitted in commercial zones;
cannabis production facilities may only be permitted in industrial zones.
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b. Cannabis related businesses are not supported on:

e Residential properties
e Land within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
e Areas located within 300 m of schools, parks, and any other public space

c. A minimum separation distance of 300 m is recommended between a cannabis related business
and the following locations (the minimum distance is calculated as a straight line from the edge
of each parcel):

e Day Cares
e Health Care Facilities
e Libraries

e Parks
e Playgrounds
e Schools

e Other cannabis related businesses

d. Minimum cannabis production facility (includes all buildings and structures) setbacks from
property lines:
e 60 m setback to exterior lot line
e 90 m setback to front lot line
e 30 m to other lot lines

e. Minimum cannabis production facility (includes all buildings and structures) setbacks from

watercourses:
e 30m

June 2018
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PROCEDURE

CANNABIS RELATED BUSINESSES REFERRALS

PREAMBLE

The following procedure outlines the steps to be taken by Columbia Shuswap Regional District (CSRD)
Development Services Department staff upon receiving a notification that an application has been made
for either a cannabis retail licence, or a cannabis production licence in the CSRD. This Procedure
complements Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The process of issuing licences for cannabis retail and cannabis production is the sole jurisdiction of the
provincial and federal government. In the Province of BC, the Liquor and Cannabis Regulation Branch
(LCRB) is responsible for licensing and monitoring the private retail sale of non-medical cannabis under
the Cannabis Control and Licensing Act. Health Canada is the approval authority for all cannabis
cultivation and processing (production) licenses under the Access to Cannabis for Medical Purposes
Regulations (ACMPR) and Cannabis Act.

Local governments have been provided an opportunity to provide recommendations on all cannabis retail
sale license applications and must provide an opportunity for community feedback prior to making a
formal recommendation of support or non-support. Cannabis Retail licences will not be issued unless the
local government for the area in which the establishment is proposed to be located supports the issuance
of the licence.

In the case of cannabis production facility licences, Health Canada is responsible for providing the licensing
and oversight framework for legal production of cannabis. Through the licensing process, local
governments are provided with a letter of notification by a proponent who has applied to become a
licensed producer. Prior to issuing a licence, Health Canada does not require local government support
of a proposal, nor does it require that public consultation be conducted. The CSRD will, however, respond
to letters of notification in the same way that land use referrals are dealt with.

RESPONSIBILTY

The Manager and Team Leader, Development Services (staff), are responsible for assigning cannabis retail
and production referrals to Development Services Staff.

Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure
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PROCEDURE

Cannabis Retail Referrals:

1. Once the CSRD receives a Cannabis Retail Referral from the LCRB, staff will conduct a preliminary
review of the referral with the Electoral Director of the area in which the proposal is located to
determine which type of public consultation is required (public survey or public meeting).

2. The applicant will be contacted by staff and instructed to submit a Cannabis Retail Application form
to the CSRD.

3. An application must be made to the CSRD on a form as prescribed by the Manager of Development
Services and shall include:

a. Name, address, and signature of owner(s) or agent acting on the owner’s behalf;

b. Applicable fee, as set out in CSRD Development Services Application Fees Bylaw No. 4000, as
amended from time to time;

c. Current Certificate of Title dated within thirty (30) days of the date of application for all
affected properties;

d. The legal description and street address of the property(s);

e. Plans and details of the proposal, including a site plan, floor plan, signage details, number of
parking stalls, and hours of operation;

f. A community impact statement that outlines the retail cannabis store’s potential positive
impacts on the community, potential negative impacts on the community, and measures
taken to address the store’s potential negative impacts;

g. A map showing day cares, health care facilities, etc. (complete list from 1.c. in Policy A-71)
within 500 m of the subject property;

h. A copy of the completed LCRB application form and any supporting documents submitted
with the form; and,

i. Any other information requested by the Manager of Development Services or his or her
designate.

4. Application process:

a. Upon receipt of a completed retail cannabis sales application, staff will open a file and issue
a fee receipt to the applicant;

b. Staff will conduct an evaluation of the proposal for compliance with relevant CSRD bylaws;
If it is determined during staff’s review of the application that the proposal does not
conform to relevant CSRD bylaws, the applicant will be notified in writing. Staff will discuss
with the applicant if the non-conformity(s) can be considered through the application,
review, and approval of a land use amendment, issuance of a temporary use permit,
development variance, or development permit. In situations where the proposal does not
conform with Policy A-71, staff will advise the applicant to make a written request to the
Board to consider modifying the criteria of the Policy to support the proposal. The request
will need to provide the rational for why a variance of the Policy is justified;

Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure
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d. Areferral information package will be compiled by staff for review by the local Electoral Area
Director, CSRD Operations Department, local RCMP, adjacent property owners and tenants
(of all parcels within 100m of the proposed retail facility). The referral package will include a
copy of the application as outlined in Section 3 of this Procedure, and other relevant
information obtained in the application. The referral response period will be thirty (30) days;
e. The CSRD will gather the views of residents that may be impacted by the proposal as follows:

i Public Survey (primary method of gathering feedback): A survey will be made
available for any individual who believes their interests will be affected by the
proposed cannabis retail store. The survey will be accessible for thirty (30) days.

ii. Public Survey and Public Meeting (only to be conducted if staff are directed to do so
by the Electoral Director of the area in which the proposal is located): Staff will
arrange a meeting to present information about the proposed cannabis retail store
and to gather community feedback. Community feedback at the public meeting will
be in the form of verbal presentations or submission of written comments. The
applicant will be invited to the meeting and expected to attend to present relevant
information and to answer questions.

f. Following the referral and public consultation period, staff will prepare a report to be
considered by the Board. The report will include:

i a description of the proposal and how it corresponds with relevant CSRD bylaws and
policies;

ii. a copy of all input received on the application;

iii. a summary of key issues and concerns with a brief analysis of each; and,

iv. information about how the applicant has chosen to address (or not) the concerns.

g. Preference will be provided for proposals that:

i conform with relevant CSRD bylaws and policies; including Official Community Plan
zoning; Cannabis Related Businesses Policy A-71; and,

ii. demonstrate that community concerns have been adequately addressed.

5. Public Notification Requirements:

a. Staff will make all arrangements for public notification;

b. Notice of the public survey will be advertised at least once in the print edition of a local
newspaper not less than three (3) and not more than ten (10) days before the survey is
posted;

c. Notice of public meeting will be advertised at least once in the print edition of a local
newspaper not less than three (3) and not more than ten (10) days before the public meeting;
and,

d. Notice of both the public survey and public meeting will be made available on the CSRD’s
website and social media platforms.

6. The Board may decide to support the application, not support the application, or request that the
applicant provide additional information prior to determining its support or not support.

Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure
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7. Once the Board minutes have been prepared, the applicant and the appropriate approval authority
will be notified in writing of the outcome.

Cannabis Production Referrals:

1. The referral process starts once the CSRD receives a formal letter of notification from an applicant
who has applied to Health Canada to become a licensed producer of cannabis.

2. Staff will conduct a preliminary review of notification letter to ensure that the description of the
proposed facility includes the following information:

a. Name, address, and signature of owner(s) or agent acting on the owner’s behalf;

b. Current Certificate of Title dated within thirty (30) days of the date of the notification for all
affected properties;

c. The legal description and street address of the property(s);

d. Plans and details of the proposal, including a site plan, building setbacks from parcel
boundaries, floor plan, signage details, number of parking stalls, and hours of operation;

e. A community impact statement that outlines the cannabis production facility’s positive
impacts on the community, potential negative impacts on the community, and measures
taken to address the facility’s potential negative impacts;

f. A map showing day cares, health care facilities, etc. ( list from 1.c. in Policy A-71) within 500
m of the subject property;

g. Any other information requested by the Manager of Development Services or his or her
designate.

3. Ifitis determined that the proposal does not conform to relevant CSRD bylaws, staff will discuss with
the applicant if the non-conformity(s) can be considered through the approval of a land use
amendment, issuance of a temporary use permit, development variance, or development permit. In
situations where the proposal does not conform with Policy A-71, staff will advise the applicant to
make a written request to the Board to consider modifying the criteria of the Policy to support the
proposal. The request will need to provide the rational for why a variance of the Policy is justified.

4. Development Services staff will evaluate the information received for compliance with relevant CSRD
bylaws and policies; including Official Community Plan; Zoning; and Cannabis Related Businesses
Policy A-71,;

5. Areferral information package will be compiled by staff for review by the local Electoral Area Director,
CSRD Operations Department, local RCMP, Agricultural Land Commission (if applicable) and any other
relevant stakeholders. The referral package will include a site plan, description of the proposed
cannabis production facility, and other relevant information obtained from the applicant. The referral
response period will be thirty (30) days.

Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure



Page 193 of 635
PR-32

6. Following the referral period, staff will provide a written response to the applicant, Health Canada
and any other agencies or individuals included in the referral process. The letter will convey how the
proposal corresponds with relevant CSRD bylaws and policies and provide a summary of all input
received on the application.

December 2018

Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure
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Falkland

a7

Subject Property
(4860 Hoath Rd.)
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Salmon Valley Land Use Bylaw No. 2500 Zoning and Land Use Designations

RH

Sweetsbridge

Subject Property
(4860 Hoath Rd.)

“‘ \
= 500 -
Salmon]Valley

RH

& A

RH = Rural Holdings (subject property’s zoning /designation)
R = Rural

RR = Rural Residential

P = Public and Institutional

RC = Resort Commercial

LC = Local Commercial

IG = Industrial
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Site Plans of Proposed Cannabis Production Facility

3 PROPOSED BULDING
= 'S T58sg.m./61 d2sgfr T
o) i
I
T ——

fat. T T - '—X

NOTE:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE SHOWN IN METERS
2. PARKING STALLS AND DAIVE AISLES T CONFORM TO LOCAL AUTHORITY RECLUIREMENTS

(" SITE IMPROVEMENT-SURVEY—— )

Legol Descriptior 4 74

Cmic Address ARE0 - Hooin Rood, Folklong, 8o

Ditancos shewn ane in moben ghd decimals therec!

Scale 134000 Motic ~Hoath Road

00

SE.1/148EC.19

|
]
f \{‘ﬁ
/ = | e
 J— ll
| PLAN 41997
| B
| I
| 3
[
| &

| ™ \ s
I| PLANLI?II;Iﬁ?ﬂ 'I, \-\_ \ | §\>/
s, . - | . 4: 2
~ :

\\ DETAILS 1800

| Bret Christensen herelry declore that the di';}vion\s

shawn o his drawing ore eoousle and | roke his
this solantn declanion conscinntoudy balieving it ™

1o be true ard knawing that itis of the some force . _
and effect as it mada under oath s |~
This documant it not valid unless criginally tignad and walad — -
Tha pian & preponed [or mongage pupcses andfor buldng ~——__Brot M. Chiistensen ASCT,RSIS _—"
Inspeciions cnd i not fo be used o estabilish legal boundarier. T — e

\ AmvTre L Lin Bow 4 Ud Windwio Soum. wWirteid B0 VeV 1L . 20 el A [ /




Page 198 of 635
Proposed Cannabis Production Facility Building
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Photographs of ground preparation
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Photographs of ground preparation
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Soil test pit
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BC Assessment Farm Status/Designation (shown in brown)
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: LC2561E
PL20190015
SUBJECT: Electoral Area E: Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) Application
Section 21 (2) — Subdivision LC2561E (Canadian Pacific Railway)
DESCRIPTION: Report from Laura Gibson, Planner I, dated May 2, 2019.

2048 Solsqua Road, Cambie Solsqua

RECOMMENDATION THAT: Application LC2561E, Lot 1, Sections 16 and 17, Township 22,

#1: Range 7, West of the 6™ Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale District, Plan
NEP61793 Except Plan EPP81765, be forwarded to the Agricultural Land
Commission recommending approval this 16" day of May, 2019.

SHORT SUMMARY:

The subject property is located northeast of Sicamous in the Cambie Solsqua area and is owned by
Canadian Pacific Railway Co. (CPR). The subject property is bisected by the newly constructed Jessop
Road, which connects Solsqua Road and the Trans-Canada Highway. CPR, Ministry of Transportation
and Infrastructure (MOTI), and the adjacent landowners to the south (Christian and Melanie Dewitt)
have come to an agreement to: (1) Transfer the portion of the parcel north of the connector road (1.5
ha) to MOTI, who will subsequently transfer the land to the Ministry of Environment for protection of
the sensitive area, and (2) consolidate the portion of the parcel south of the connector road (2.1 ha)
with the Dewitt’s parcel.

Unweighted [X] LGAPart14 [] Weighted [] Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

REGISTERED OWNER:
Canadian Pacific Railway Company, Inc. No. 4339100

AGENT: Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure

ELECTORAL AREA:
E

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Lot 1, Sections 16 and 17, Township 22, Range 7, West of the 6TH Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Plan NEP61793 Except Plan EPP81765

PID:

024-167-258

CIVIC ADDRESS:
2048 Solsqua Road

Page 1 of 7
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SURROUNDING LAND USE PATTERN:

North = Oxbow lake/slough (crown land), Agriculture, ALR

South = Dairy farm/hay production, Agriculture, ALR

East = Trans-Canada Highway, Agriculture, ALR

West = Canadian Pacific Railway and Solsqua Road, Agriculture, ALR

CURRENT USE:
Vacant, no agricultural activities currently taking place on the parcel.

PROPOSED USE:

The section of the subject property north of Jessop Road is to be transferred to MOTI, who will
subsequently transfer the land to the Ministry of Environment to allow for protection of the sensitive
area next to the slough. The section of the subject property south of Jessop Road is to be consolidated
with the Dewitt family dairy farm and used for agricultural activities.

PARCEL SIZE:
3.6 ha

PROPOSED PARCEL SIZES:
1.5 ha (to be transferred to the province)
2.1 ha to be transferred to the Dewitt family)

DESIGNATION/ZONE:
A — Agriculture

PROPOSED DESIGNATION/ZONE:
A - Agriculture

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE:
100%

SOIL CAPABILITY:

According to the Canada Land Inventory mapping, the subject property contains 50% Class 3 soils,
40% Class 4 soils, and 10% Class 5 soils, all with excess water and inundation by streams or lakes as
limiting factors. None of these soils are indicated as improvable.

HISTORY:

ALC File No. 1127 (1976) — ALC approved an application for a 2 lot subdivision, to separate 0.4 ha (1
acre) with a house from remaining farmland. The CSRD Board recommended approval for this
application.

ALC File No. 56340 (2017) — ALC approved a transportation corridor through the subject property. This
application did not require local government (CSRD) review.

SITE COMMENTS:

The subject property is located between the adjacent Solsqua Road and the Canadian Pacific Railway
and the Trans-Canada Highway. A slough is located to the north, and the Eagle River is to the southwest.

Page 2 of 7
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The property is bisected by Jessop Road, which connects Solsqua Road to the Trans-Canada Highway.
There are no slopes on the property. The parcel is currently vacant with no agricultural activity taking
place.

ALC APPLICATION INFORMATION (completed by applicant/agent, indicated in /talics):
"1. Quantify and describe in detail all agriculture that currently takes place on the parcel(s).
The parcel is vacant and there are no agricultural activities currently taking place on the parcel.

2. Quantify and describe in detail all agricultural improvements made to the parcel(s).
The parcel is cleared and mostly leveled but no agricultural improvements or crops currently exist on
the parcel.

3. Quantify and describe all non-agricultural uses that currently take place on the parcel(s).
There are no non-agricultural activities on this property. The property is bisected by the new Solsqua
Road Connector, as shown on Plan EPP81765.

Adjacent Land Uses

North
Land Use Type: Other
Specify Activity: Slough (Crown land); north of the slough is a wood shingle mill

East
Land Use Type: Transportation/Ulilities
Specify Activity: Trans-Canada Highway #1

South
Land Use Type: Agricultural/Farm
Specify Activity: Dairy farm/hay production

West

Land Use Type. Transportation/Utilities

Specify Activity: Canadian Pacific Railway and Solsqua Road
Proposal

1. Enter the total number of lots proposed for your property.
1.5 ha

2.1 ha

2. What is the purpose of the proposal?

MOTI previously submitted an application (56340) to allow for the construction of a new connector road
from Solsqua Road to the Trans-Canada Highway through the subject parcel (ALC Decision Resolution
#390-2017). As a result, the subject parcel is now bisected by this new road. CPR, MOTI, and the
adjacent landowner (Christian & Melanie Dewitt) have come to an agreement to:

(1) Transfer the portion of the parcel to the north of the connector road (1.45 ha) to MOTI. The area
to be transferred to MOTI has been defined pursuant to Section 99(1)(h)(i) of the Land Title Act and is
shown on the attached plan EPP81766. This transfer will not require formal subdivision approval through
the Provincial Approving Officer.

Page 3 of 7
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(2) Consolidate the portion of the parcel south of the connector road (2.10 ha) and the closed road
known as McKreacher Road (0.254 ha) with the Dewitt's parcel. This consolidation is shown on the
attached plan EPP81768.

3. Why do you believe this parcel is suitable for subdivision?

The parcel is currently bisected by the Solsqua Road connector, and utility of the lands to the north is
limited due to its small size, irregular shape, and riparian regulations relating to the slough/oxbow.
Transferring these lands to MOTI (who will subsequently transfer these lands to the Ministry of
Environment) will allow for the protection of these sensitive lands. Consolidating the lands to the south
of the connector road with the adjacent parcel owned by the Dewitt's will improve the agricultural
capability and capacity of their dairy farm and hay production.

4. Does the proposal support agriculture in the short or long term? Please explain.

This proposal supports agriculture in both the short and long term. The northern lands, to be transferred
to the provincial government (MOTI and subsequently the Ministry of Environment) will ensure the long-
term protection of these sensitive lands which have very limited agricultural capability. The consolidation
of the southern lands with the adjacent Dewitt property will result in an additional 2.35 ha of property
for the Dewitt's which can be brought into agricultural production.

5. Are you applying for subdivision pursuant to the ALC Homesite Severance Policy? If yes, please
submit proof of property ownership prior to December 21, 1972 and proof of continued occupancy in
the "Upload Attachments" section.

Noll

POLICY:
Rural Sicamous Land Use Bylaw No. 2000 (Bylaw No. 2000)

Section 1.4.1

To designate the majority of the land in the Agricultural Land Reserve as Agriculture so that it may be
reserved for and developed primarily for agriculture and so that agriculture uses are protected against
incompatible uses. Lands not in the Agricultural Land Reserve may also be designated as Agriculture
where they have potential for agriculture, are used for agriculture or would buffer agriculture uses from
existing or potential incompatible uses.

Section 2.3.8
Minimum parcel size for subdivision exceptions:
(2) The minimum parcel size regulations for subdivisions stated in sections 2.5 to 2.21, do not apply if
all the requirements of this subsection are met:
(a) the parcel proposed to be subdivided existed June 19th, 1986;
(b) the subdivision occurs along a highway that is constructed to the Ministry of Transportation
and Highway's standards;
(c) the subdivision is limited to a parcel that is split by a highway;
(d) the minimum parcel size of each proposed parcel created by subdivision is 4,000 m2 (0.99
ac.); and
(e) each parcel created must consist of the entire area isolated by the highway. This exception
does not apply to a parcel shown on a reference, explanatory or subdivision plan deposited in
the Land Title Office after December 31, 1995.
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Section 2.6
A - Agriculture Zone
Permitted Uses: agriculture, bed and breakfast, farm and garden center, home business, kennel, open
air display gardens, single family dwelling, accessory use
Maximum number of single family dwellings:
e On aparcel less than 1 ha: 1
e On a parcel 1 ha or larger: 2
Minimum parcel size created by subdivision: 60 ha

FINANCIAL:
There are no financial implications to the CSRD as a result of this application.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:

MOTTI is applying on behalf of CPR to subdivide the subject parcel along Jessop Road. MOTI states in
the application that the north parcel adjacent to the slough has limited agricultural capability and will
be transferred to MOTI, who will then transfer the land to the Ministry of Environment, to ensure long
term protection of the sensitive riparian area. The south portion of the subject property is proposed to
be consolidated with the Dewitt family’s property to the south and used for agriculture in conjunction
with the existing dairy farm.

The subject property has soils ranging from Class 3 to Class 5, which are limited by excess water and
inundation by streams or lakes and which are not improvable. The 1.5 ha portion of the subject property
next to the slough, to be transferred to MOTI, may be the most water saturated and therefore least
capable of supporting agriculture. The remaining 2.1 ha of the subject property, as well as the
unconstructed McKreacher Road which runs through it, will be used for farming activities after the
subdivision.

SUMMARY:

MOTT is applying on behalf of CPR to subdivide the subject parcel along Jessop Road, creating a 1.5 ha
parcel which will be transferred to the province for protection of the sensitive lands and a 2.1 ha parcel
which will be consolidated with the Dewitt family’s dairy farm to the south.

Staff recommends approval of the application for the following reasons:

e The portion of land proposed to be transferred to the province is likely not capable of supporting
agriculture due to excess water in the soil;

e The proposal will increase agricultural activity on the portion of the property south of Jessop
Road, which currently has no agricultural activity but will be incorporated into the Dewitt family
dairy farm and hay production activities if the application is approved;

e Bylaw No. 2000 allows for subdivision of the property along Jessop Road, as proposed.

IMPLEMENTATION:

The applicant has indicated that if the ALC allows the subdivision, no formal subdivision approval
through a Provincial Approving Officer is required.
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COMMUNICATIONS:

The recommendation of the Board will be forwarded to the ALC for consideration during its review of
the application.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:
That the Board endorse staff recommendation.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation.
2. Deny the Recommendation.
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:

1. Rural Sicamous Land Use Bylaw No. 2000
2. ALC Act and Regulations
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board DS LC2561 CPR.docx
Attachments: - Maps_Plans_Photos_LC2561E.pdf
Final Approval Date: May 3, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

C/Yf

Corey Paiement - May 2, 2019 - 9:46 AM

Gerald Christie - May 2, 2019 - 2:44 PM

r/ J/ﬂ..{fﬂ..- (| ,ﬂf ,,.ff@?d

f

[
Lynda Shykora - May 3, 2019 - 1:29 PM

o

4
v

Charles Hamilton - May 3, 2019 - 1:33 PM
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: DVP701-86
PL2019018
SUBJECT: Electoral Area C: Development Variance Permit No. 701-86 (Case
Holdings Ltd — Poggemoeller)
DESCRIPTION: Report from Erica Hartling, Planner I, dated April 26, 2019.

25 - 6421 Eagle Bay Road, Wild Rose Bay

RECOMMENDATION: THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act
Development Variance Permit No. 701-86 for Strata Lot 25, Section 18,
Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6™ Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common
property in proportion to the unit entitlement of the strata lot as shown
on form 1, varying South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as follows:

e Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the side parcel lines from
2 m to 0 m only for the retaining walls located along the driveway
access;

be approved this 16" day of May, 2019 and issuance be withheld until
the proposed retaining walls receive issuance of a Steep Slope
Development Permit by the Manager of Development Services.

SHORT SUMMARY:

The subject property is located at 25 - 6421 Eagle Bay Road in Wild Rose Bay of Electoral Area C. The
lot is currently vacant and the owners are proposing to construct retaining walls along the steep slopes
of the property’s upper and lower panhandle to allow construction of a driveway access to the future
building site. Retaining walls that are 1.2 m or greater in height are required to meet the setback
regulation in the zoning bylaw. The proposed retaining walls range from 1.5 m to 4.5 m in height and
are located within the side parcel line setbacks and require a variance to the South Shuswap Zoning
Bylaw No. 701 from 2 m to 0 m for the side parcel boundaries, prior to other approvals and to
construction.

Unweighted [] LGAPart14 [X Weighted [] Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

REGISTERED OWNER(S):
Case Holdings Ltd. and David Poggemoeller

AGENT:
Darrell Axani c/o AC Eagle Enterprises

ELECTORAL AREA:
C
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Strata Lot 25, Section 18, Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6™ Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the
unit entitlement of the strata lot as shown on form 1

PID:
023-518-448

CIVIC ADDRESS:
25 - 6421 Eagle Bay Rd

SURROUNDING LAND USE PATTERN:

North = Wild Rose Bay Community Park and Shuswap Lake
South = Common Property and Residential Strata Lots

East = Common Property and Wild Rose Bay Community Park
West = Residential Strata Lots and Common Access

CURRENT USE:
Vacant lot

PROPOSED USE:
Construct retaining walls along the proposed driveway access

PARCEL SIZE:
0.14 ha (0.34 acres)

DESIGNATION:
Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
MD — Medium Density Residential

ZONE:
South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
LH — Large Holding

Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900
FM2 - Foreshore Multifamily 2, site specific (Wild Rose Bay Properties Ltd.)

SITE COMMENTS:
See “Maps_Plans_Photos_DVP701-86.pdf” attached.

The subject property is part of the Strata Plan KAS1797 and Wild Rose Bay Properties Ltd. The property
is currently vacant and is located south of the Wild Rose Bay Community Park and Shuswap Lake. The
property’s proposed access is from the Strata’s common road and runs along the subject property’s
steeply sloped (30-35% grade) panhandle, which is adjacent to the developed neighbouring property
to the north and is located south of a strip of common property and several developed strata lots. In
order to construct a safe access to the building site, the proposed driveway will require retaining walls
along the upper and lower sections of the panhandle. These proposed upper and lower retaining walls
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range from 1.5 m to 4.5 m in height. The property owners are also in the process of relocating the
existing utilities to be moved from Lot 24 into a new right of way on the subject property (Lot 25).

POLICY:
Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
See "BL725_BL701_Excerpts_BL701-86.pdf" attached.

12.1 Hazardous Lands Development Permit Areas (Steep Slope)
A Steep Slope Development Permit is required for the proposed retaining walls due to slopes on the
property in excess of 30%.

Staff have not received an application for the Steep Slope Development Permit. The agent has noted
that the owners are aware of the required development permit but would like to go through the variance
application process first before applying for the required Steep Slope Development Permit.

Approval of technical development permits such as the Steep Slope Development Permit has been
delegated to the Manager of Development Services for review and issuance.

South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
See "BL725_BL701_Excerpts_BL701-86.pdf" attached.

LH — Large Holding
15.2 Regulations

.5 Minimum setback of Principal and Accessory
Buildings from:
front parcel line 5m
exterior parcel line 4.5 m
interior parcel line 2m
rear parcel line 5m

Building Regulation Bylaw No. 660

As the proposed retaining walls are over 1.22 m in height, they require a Building Permit prior to
construction. The agent has noted that they will apply for a building permit if the variance permit
receives approval. The retaining walls will need to adhere to current BC Building Code and the Building
Official will require Geotechnical Letters of Assurance at the building permit stage. Further information
may be requested at the building permit application stage once more details regarding the build are
submitted.

FINANCIAL:
There are no financial implications for the CSRD as a result of this application.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:
See “Maps_Plans_Photos_DVP701-86.pdf" attached.

The agent has applied to vary South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701, as follows:
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e Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the side parcel line from 2 m to 0 m only for the retaining
walls located along the driveway access.

The location and height of the proposed retaining walls will require a Steep Slope Development Permit
and Building Permit in addition to the Development Variance Permit, prior to construction. A
Geotechnical Assessment will be required with the Steep Slope Development Permit application, which
must confirm that the property may be used safely for the use intended. The agent has noted that the
location and height of the retaining walls is required in order to safely access the future building site.
Staff have received drawings of the retaining walls engineered by EXP, see attached
“Maps_Plans_Photos_DVP701-86.pdf".

At this time the subject property owners have no plans to build a single family dwelling on the lot but
would like to construct a safe driveway access to the building site, which requires the construction of
the proposed retaining walls. When the subject property owners are ready to build a single family
dwelling, they will require a Building Permit and may also require a Lakes 100 m Development Permit,
Riparian Areas Regulation Development Permit, and an amended Steep Slope Development Permit
before building the dwelling and connecting to the utilities.

The agent has notified staff that the neighbouring property owners of Lot 23 and Lot 24 and Strata
Council are aware of the proposed work and were present at a site meeting last fall. These neighbouring
property owners and the Strata Council will receive a notice of the variance application in the mail and
will have the opportunity to provide comments regarding this application prior to the Board meeting.
The subject property owners may also need to make an application to their building committee and
Strata Council for the proposed location of the retaining walls, as there is currently a building scheme
registered over the property that is regulated by the Strata and not the CSRD

The upper proposed retaining wall along the panhandle driveway access ranges from 2.3 m —4.5 min
height and backs onto vacant common property and is downslope from neighbouring strata lots, as
such there should be no visual impacts to these lots. The lower wall ranges from 1.5 m to 3 m in height
and is adjacent to Lot 24, which has a single family dwelling and garage. The location of the lower wall
along the property line may directly impact Lot 24 and the subject property owners and the owners of
lot 24 should have an agreement in place if construction works will temporarily impact Lot 24.

Lot 24 has a single family dwelling that has a view to the north and looking out at Shuswap Lake, with
a landscaped yard between the dwelling and Shuswap Lake. The lot’s driveway access, parking area,
and garage are located in the southern section of the property next to the proposed location of the
retaining walls. The subject property’s proposed retaining walls will be constructed next to the southern
boundary of Lot 24 and the proposed 0 m setback will locate them approximately 4.5 m from the
side/corner of Lot 24’s garage and setback 2 m from the back of the garage. As such, the proposed
location of the retaining walls should not negatively impact the visual esthetics of Lot 24. As the
proposed retaining walls are to be constructed on steep slopes and adjacent to a developed lot, if the
requested variance is approved then issuance and registration of the variance permit is recommended
to be withheld until the property is issued a Steep Slope Development Permit deeming the land safe for
the use intended.

SUMMARY:
The application proposes to vary South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701, as follows:
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e Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the side parcel lines from 2 m to 0 m only for the retaining
walls located along the driveway access.

Development Services staff are recommending approval of the variance request for the following
reasons:
1. The location of the retaining walls is required to construct a safe driveway access to the
property;
2. The location and height of the retaining walls should have minimal visual impact on the
surrounding properties;
3. The proposed access and retaining walls must be deemed safe and issued a Steep Slope
Development Permit and Building Permit prior to construction.

Development Services staff are recommending that the Board approve Development Variance Permit
No. 701-86, on the condition that the variance permit not be issued by staff until the agent or owners
apply for and receive approval and issuance of the Steep Slope Development Permit.

IMPLEMENTATION:

If Development Variance Permit 701-86 (DVP701-86) is approved by the Board, staff will withhold
issuance and registration of the DVP701-86 until the property is issued a Steep Slope Development
Permit (DP) deeming the property can be used safely for the use intended. Once the DVP and DP
property is issued, the owners will apply for a Building Permit to construct the retaining walls.

COMMUNICATIONS:

Property owners and tenants in occupation within 100 m of the subject property will be given notification
a minimum of 10 days prior to the CSRD Board of Directors considering this application. All interested
parties will have the opportunity to provide written comments regarding this application prior to the
Board meeting. Copies of the written submissions are provided to the Board of Directors.

Referrals have been sent to the following:
e Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission (APC).

The APC reviewed the application at their April 29, 2019 meeting and passed a resolution to support
the application. The APC noted that the access to the building site is very limited and the proposal
maximizes the driveway width. The APC had the following concerns and comments:

e Wanted to know that a special effort would be made to contact the owners of lot 24;

o If the strata council was supportive of the specific plan; and,

e That engineering and related studies were all followed.
DESIRED OUTCOMES:

That the Board endorse the staff recommendation.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation.
2. Deny the Recommendation.
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3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:

1. South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
2. Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
3. Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission Minutes April 29, 2019
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board_DS_DVP701-86_Case Holdings_Ltd -
Poggemoeller.docx

Attachments: - DVP701-86.pdf
- BL725_BL701_Excerpts_DVP701-86.pdf
- Maps_Plans_Photos_DVP701-86.pdf
Final Approval Date: May 6, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

C/Yf

Corey Paiement - May 3, 2019 - 11:18 AM

Gerald Christie - May 3, 2019 - 12:17 PM

Charles Hamilton - May 6, 2019 - 10:33 AM
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COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT NO. 701-86

OWNERS: Case Holdings Ltd., Inc. No. BC0128860
3202 28 St
Vernon, BC
V1T 478
As to an undivided 50/100 interest

David Ernest Poggemoeller
6235 Silver Star Rd
Vernon, BC
V1B 3P3
As to an undivided 50/100 interest

This permit applies only to the land described below:

Strata Lot 25, Section 18, Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6th Meridian, Kamloops
Division Yale District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common
property in proportion to the unit entitlement of the strata lot as shown on form 1
(PID: 023-518-448), which property is more particularly shown outlined in bold on the
Location Map attached hereto as Schedule A.

The South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701, is hereby varied as follows:

e Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the side parcel lines from 2 mto 0 m
only for the retaining walls located along the driveway access.

as more particularly shown on the Site Plan attached hereto as Schedule B and
Engineered Drawings attached hereto as Schedule C.

This permit is NOT a building permit.
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DVP 701-86

AUTHORIZED AND ISSUED BY RESOLUTION of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District Board
on the day of , 2019.

CORPORATE OFFICER

NOTE: Subject to Section 504 of the Local Government Act, if the development of the subject

property is not substantially commenced within two years after the issuance of this permit,
the permit automatically lapses.
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DVP 701-86
Schedule A
Location Map
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DVP 701-86
Schedule B
Site Plan
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DVP SUBMISSION - DVP701-86

AutHor: [
ADDRESS: [ Gk sav rD

CONCERNS:
1. CONCERN OF ROCK BLASTING SO CLOSE TO[JJPROPERY
2. CONCERN OF STABILIZING HILL

3. CONCERN OF THE WALL BEING ON THE-PROPERTY LINE - THE LEGALITIES OF THE
LOWER WALL ON PROPERTY LINE, I.E WHEN THE WALL SETTLES, SLIDES.

4. CONCERN OF WHAT THIS WiLL MEAN FOR[JJlFuTURE DEVELOPMENT, IE PLANTING,
DIGGING NEXT TO WALL O PROPERTY. WHEN EXPAND-GARAGE WILL THIS
DEVELOPMENT CHANGE REQUIREMENTS XPANSION WILL BE CLOSER TO PROPERTY
LINE.

5. CONCERN OF WALL FAILURE.

6. CONCERNS OVER VEHICLES/ EQUIPMENT FALLING OVER THE WALL EVEN WITH GAURD RAILS.

7. concerns oF wren snow is pLowen ||| GGG

8. CONCERN OF WALL ON PROPERTY LINE, WILL THIS ALLOW -TO PLANT TREES/SHRUBS NEXT
TO WALL TO HIDE THE LOOK OF CONCRETE INDUSTRIAL WALL. THE FOOTING AREA WILL BE
IMPEDING INTO LOT 24. IF THE ROOTS OF OUR TREES UNDERMINE THE WALL WILL THE
ENGINEERING OF WALL BE AFFECTED. DOES THIS LIMIT . ASTO -FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

MAY 7/2019
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Relevant Excerpts from
Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701

(See Bylaw No. 725 and Bylaw No. 701 for all policies and land use regulations)

Bylaw No. 725

12.1 Hazardous Lands Development Permit Areas (Steep Slope)

12.1.1 Purpose

The Hazardous Lands Development Permit Area is designated under the Local Government
Act for the purpose of protecting development from steep slope hazardous conditions.

12.1.2 Justification

Whereas steep slopes pose a potential landslide risk, a Hazardous Lands Development
Permit Area is justified so that DP guidelines and recommendations from qualified
engineering professionals are utilised prior to development in steep slope areas in order to
provide a high level of protection from ground instability and/or slope failure.

12.1.3 Area

All properties, any portion of which, contain slopes 30% or greater are designated as
Hazardous Lands Development Permit Area (Steep Slope). These are referred to as 'steep
slope' areas below. The CSRD requires a slope assessment of slope conditions as a condition
of development permit issuance. Provincial 1:20,000 TRIM mapping, using 20m (66ft)
contour information, may provide preliminary slope assessment; however, a more detailed
site assessment may be required.

12.1.4 Exemptions
A Hazardous Lands Development Permit is not required for the following:

.1 A single storey accessory building with a gross floor area less than 10 m? (107.4 ft?)
which are placed on slopes of less than 30%;

.2 Non-structural external repairs or alterations exempted by the BC Building Code; or

.3 Non-structural internal repairs or alterations exempted by the BC Building Code
which do not create sleeping accommodations or bedrooms.

12.1.5 Guidelines
.1 Whenever possible placement of buildings and structures should be considered first
in non-steeply sloped areas, i.e. less than 30% slope;


https://www.csrd.bc.ca/inside-csrd/bylaws/electoral-area-c-south-shuswap-official-community-plan-bylaw-no-725
https://www.csrd.bc.ca/inside-csrd/bylaws/south-shuswap-zoning-bylaw-no-701
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.2 In order to protect against the loss of life and to minimize property damage
associated with ground instability and/or slope failure, development in steep slope
areas is discouraged;

.3 Occupant and public safety shall be the prime consideration of the qualified
geotechnical professional and the CSRD prior to approval of development in steeply
sloped areas; and,

4 Geotechnical reports from qualified geotechnical professionals must address best
engineering practices in the field of geotechnical engineering and provide detailed
recommendations. At the discretion of CSRD staff an independent third party review
of the submitted report(s) may be undertaken.

Where steep slope areas are required for development, development permits addressing
Steep Slopes shall be in accordance with the following:

For subdivision, either 12.1.5.5 or 12.1.5.6 applies:

.5 Submission of a geotechnical report by an Association of Professional Engineers and
Geoscientists of British Columbia (APEGBC) registered professional with experience
in geotechnical engineering.

a. The geotechnical report, which the Regional District will use to determine the
conditions and requirements of the development permit, must certify that the
land may be used safely for the use intended.

b. The geotechnical report must explicitly confirm all work was undertaken in
accordance with the APEGBC Legislated Landslide Assessment Guidelines.

C. The report should include the following types of analysis and information:

i. site map showing area of investigation, including existing and proposed:
buildings, structures, septic tank & field locations, drinking water sources
and natural features, including watercourses;

i. strength and structure of rock material, bedding sequences, slope
gradient, landform shape, soil depth, soil strength and clay mineralogy;

iii. surface & subsurface water flows & drainage;

iv.  vegetation: plant rooting, clear-cutting, vegetation conversion, etc.
v. recommended setbacks from the toe and top of the slope;

vi. recommended mitigation measures; and

vii. ~ recommended 'no-build" areas.

d. Development in steep slopes should avoid:
i.  cutting into a slope without providing adequate mechanical support;
i. adding water to a slope that would cause decreased stability;
iii. adding weight to the top of a slope, including fill or waste;
iv.  removing vegetation from a slope;

DVP701-86 2
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v.  creating steeper slopes; and
vi.  siting Type 1, 2 and 3 septic systems and fields within steep slopes.

e. A Covenant may be registered on title identifying the hazard and remedial
requirements as specified in the geotechnical or engineering reports for the
benefit and safe use of future owners.

.6 Registration of a Covenant on title identifying hazards and restrictions regarding
construction, habitation or other structures or uses on slopes of 30% and greater.

For construction of, addition to or alteration of a building or other structure:

Compliance with and submission of the relevant geotechnical sections of Schedule B-1, B-2
and C-B of the BC Building Code by an Association of Professional Engineers and
Geoscientists of British Columbia (APEGBC) registered professional with experience in
geotechnical engineering. A Covenant may be registered on title identifying hazards and
restrictions regarding construction, habitation or other structures or uses on slopes of 30%
or greater.

Bylaw No. 701

Section 1: Definitions

RETAINING STRUCTURE means a specific type of structure that is subject to lateral earth
pressure, is laterally unsupported at the top and retains more than 1.2 meters of soil
material at any point along its length, measured as the difference between the finished
ground elevation at the top and bottom of the structure, and specifically excludes Landscape
Retaining Structures and Retaining Structures which are part of and connected structurally
to a Building.

LANDSCAPE RETAINING STRUCTURE means a specific type of retaining structure, the use or
intended use of which is to hold back and resist, stabilize or support less than 1.2 meters of
retained material, such as an earthen bank.

FINISHED GROUND ELEVATION means either a natural or altered ground level but shall not
include areas artificially raised through the use of retaining structures unless the retaining
structure provides a level ground area that is @ minimum of 1.2 m wide measured from the
face of the building; or earth piled against the building with a slope of greater than 2:1
(horizontal to vertical).

HEIGHT is the vertical distance between the highest point of a building or structure and the
lowest point of a building or structure where the finished ground elevation and the building
meet, excluding localized depressions such as vehicle and pedestrian entrances to a
maximum width of 6 m (19.69 ft.).

DVP701-86 3
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PARCEL LINE, FRONT means the parcel line that is the shortest parcel boundary common to
the lot and an abutting highway or access route in a bare land strata plan, and where and in
the case of a panhandle lot means the line separating the panhandle driveway from the main
part of the lot.

PARCEL LINE, REAR means the boundary of a parcel which lies the most opposite to and is
not connected to the front parcel line, or, where the rear portion of the parcel is bounded by
intersecting side parcel lines, it shall be the point of such intersection.

PARCEL LINE, SIDE means a parcel line other than a front parcel line or a rear parcel line.

SETBACK means the required minimum distance between a structure, building or use and
each of the respective property lines.

Section 3: General Regulations

Setback Exceptions

3.5 No building or structure other than the following shall be located in the area of setback
required in this Bylaw:

.1 steps, provided they are not closer than 1m from any side parcel line;

.2 signs, provided they are not closer than 1m from any parcel lines;

.3 uncovered patios or terraces, provided they are not closer than 2 m from any parcel
line;

4 arbors, trellises, fishponds, ornaments, flag poles, or similar landscaping, provided
they are not closer than 1Tm from any side parcel line;

.5 hot tubs and uncovered swimming pools provided they are not located between the
principal building and the front parcel line or closer than 2 m from any other parcel
line;

.6 fences, in compliance with the regulations set out in Section 3, General
Regulations, subsection 3.7 Sight Triangles;

.7 landscape screens;

eaves and gutters, provided they are not closer than 1 m from any parcel line.

.9 landscape retaining structures, provided that such structures must be separated from
each other by a minimum 1.5 m distance measured horizontally from the face (or from
the toe of the upper wall to the top face of the lower wall, if the landscape retaining
structures are not vertical) of each landscape retaining structure and specifically excludes
landscape retaining structures proposed to be constructed adjacent to a Section 42 road,
as defined in the Transportation Act, or in the sight triangle. Landscape retaining
structures proposed to be located adjacent to a Highway must comply with Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure regulations and may require the approval of that
Ministry.

00

DVP701-86 4




Section 15: LH -Large Holding Zone
Permitted Uses

15.1 The following uses and no others are permitted in LH zone:
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.1 single family dwelling;

.2 agriculture;

.3 bed and breakfast;

4 cottage, permitted only if there is less than two (2) single family dwellings on the
property;

.5 home business;

.6 home industry, permitted only on parcels greater than 2 ha;

.7 portable sawmill, permitted only on parcels greater than 10 ha and subject to the
provisions of Section 3.14;

.8 public utility;

.9 building set apart for public worship;

.10 public recreation facility;

.11 public camping;

.12 storage;

.13 accessory use.

Regulations

COLUMN |
MATTER TO BE REGULATED

COLUMN II
REGULATIONS

.1 Maximum Number of Single Family

Dwellings

2

.2 Maximum Number of Cottages

1

.3 Maximum height for:

e Principal buildings and structures
e Accessory buildings

e 11.5m(37.73 ft.)
e 10m (32.81 ft.)

4 Minimum Parcel Size for New

Subdivisions 8 ha
.5 Minimum Setback from:

e front parcel line e 5m

e exterior side parcel line e 45m

e interior side parcel line e 2m

o rear parcel line e 5m
Minimum Setback of Home Industry

from All Parcel Lines 5m
Vi Minimum Setback of Portable

Sawmill from All Parcel Lines 75 m
8 Maximum Site Area of Portable

Sawmill 1 ha

DVP701-86




Location

Page 235 of 635

19

20

. 6357 b
e 4 units O
6345
Subject
Property
2
N

*_r
_W1d Rose Bay A
: « Park ~

£

rk

G487




——

6357
4 units

CR

pEO} LLODIG

Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725

Broom Road Park

Page 236 of 635

RR2




South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701

Page 237 of 635

e e e

PEDM WOODIG

33

73

57

P1

Wild Rose Bay
Park

6487

A

&
-
= |=>\® g
e
&5
H #;,
4_ &
(]
-
‘pl‘—(q -
g‘u‘-""""ﬁ %’.9
> i
B
LN
&,
6421 .9*9
(4
z,
%
Gy
xlele|x|e 0
2225|282/ &
5

Broom Road Park




L

<5%

Slopes - 20 m Contours

Page 238 of 635

7
Wild Rose Bay

Park

5457/
A




2018 Orthophoto

Driveway
Access

and

Proposed |

Retaining

Page 239 of 635

Subject




Page 240 of 635
Variance Proposal Site Plan
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: DVP701-91
PL20190088

SUBJECT: Electoral Area C: Development Variance Permit No. 701-91

DESCRIPTION: Report from Laura Gibson, Planner I, dated May 2, 2019.

56 - 6421 Eagle Bay Road (Wild Rose Bay)

RECOMMENDATION THAT: in accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act,

#1: Development Variance Permit No. 701-91 for Strata Lot 56, Section 18,
Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6th Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common
property in proportion to the unit entitlement of the strata lot as shown
on Form 1, varying South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as follows:

e Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the rear parcel line from
5.0 m to 1.0 m only for the proposed covered outdoor kitchen
and seating area;

be issued this 16" day of May, 2019.

SHORT SUMMARY:

The subject property is located at 56 - 6421 Eagle Bay Road in Wild Rose Bay of Electoral Area C. The
property owner is proposing to construct a covered outdoor kitchen and seating area, which will be
attached to the existing single family dwelling. The proposed addition requires a variance from 5.0 m
to 1.0 m for the rear parcel line setback in the South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701, prior to other
approvals and to construction.

Unweighted [] LGAPart14 [X Weighted [] Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:
REGISTERED OWNER/APPLICANT:
Sheldon Wiebe

ELECTORAL AREA:
C

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Strata Lot 56, Section 18, Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6th Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale
District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the
unit entitlement of the strata lot as shown on Form 1.

PID:
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Board Report DVP701-91 May 16, 2019

023-518-766

CIVIC ADDRESS:
56-6421 Eagle Bay Road

SURROUNDING LAND USE PATTERN:

North = Common Access and Residential Strata Lots

South = Common Property and Broom Road Park (CSRD park)
East = Residential Strata Lots

West = Residential Strata Lots

CURRENT USE:
Single family dwelling

PROPOSED USE:

Construct a covered outdoor seating area attached to the rear of the house, which will contain an
outdoor kitchen (with a sink, fridge, and BBQ), a fireplace, and a hot tub. The proposed addition is
approximately 5.8 m by 10 m, with a roof height of about 5.2 m and open walls. The addition will
remain grade level. The site plan currently shows the structure as 1.82 m from the rear lot line; however,
the applicant is proposing a 1 m setback to account for any potential building modifications during
construction.

PARCEL SIZE:
0.065 ha (7040 sq. ft.)

DESIGNATION:
Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
MD - Medium Density Residential

ZONE:
South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
LH — Large Holding

SITE COMMENTS:
The subject property is part of the Strata Plan KAS1797 and Wild Rose Bay Properties Ltd. The property
is relatively flat with no slopes over 30% grade. A single family dwelling is existing.

ACCESS:

Private strata road off of Eagle Bay Rd.

See “Maps_Plans_Photos_DVP701-91.pdf" attached.
POLICY:

South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701

See "BL701_Excerpts_BL701-91.pdf" attached.

LH — Large Holding

15.2 Regulations
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.5 Minimum setback of Principal and Accessory Buildings from:

front parcel line 5m
exterior parcel line 45m
interior parcel line 2m
rear parcel line 5m

FINANCIAL:
There are no financial implications for the CSRD as a result of this application.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:
See site plan in the attached “Maps_Plans_Photos_DVP701-91.pdf".
The property owner is proposing to vary South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as follows:

e Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the rear parcel line from 5.0 m to 1.0 m only for the
covered outdoor kitchen and seating area.

The proposed covered outdoor kitchen and seating area is 58 m? with a roof height of about 5.2 m and
open walls. The covered area will contain a sink, fridge, and barbeque, as well as a fireplace and hot
tub. The site plan currently shows the structure as 1.82 m from the rear lot line; however, the applicant
is proposing a 1 m setback to protect against any building modifications during construction. The
proposed addition will require a CSRD Building Permit, as per Building Regulation Bylaw No. 660. If any
retaining walls are required for the development, they must be under 1.2 m in height, otherwise they
may require a Development Variance Permit. Retaining walls greater than 1.2 m in height are required
to meet the setback requirements in Bylaw No. 701.

The proposed variance is for the rear parcel line only, which is adjacent to the vacant common property
belonging to Wild Rose Bay Properties and to the CSRD’s Broom Road Park. There are no existing
buildings or structures near the subject property’s rear parcel line on these adjacent properties. The
strata council has granted approval of the addition, pending CSRD approval of the DVP, and CSRD Parks
has no concerns with the proposed variance. As the proposed addition is not proposing to vary either
side parcel line, the proposed variance should have minimal impact on the adjacent residential
properties to the east and west.

Development Services staff note that if the proposed addition were to be an interior living space with
walls, a variance from 5.0 m to 1.0 m may not have been supported. However, as the addition is not
enclosed and backs onto common strata property and a park, the 4 m difference will have minimal
impact and does not raise any concerns.

SUMMARY:
The application proposes to vary the South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 as follows:

e Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the rear parcel line from 5.0 m to 1.0 m only for the
proposed covered outdoor kitchen and seating area

as shown on the site plan in the attached “Maps_Plans_Photos_DVP701-91.pdf".

Development Services staff are recommending that the Board consider issuance of Development
Variance Permit No. 701-91, as the variance should have minimum impact on surrounding properties.
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IMPLEMENTATION:

If Development Variance Permit No. 701-91 is approved, the notice of permit will be registered on the
subject property’s title. A Building Permit will be required prior to construction of the addition as per
CSRD Building Regulation Bylaw No. 660.

COMMUNICATIONS:

Property owners and tenants in occupation within 100 m of the subject property will be given notification
a minimum of 10 days prior to the CSRD Board of Directors considering this application. The Strata
Council will receive a copy of the notice because there is common property along the rear (south) parcel
line of the subject property. All interested parties will have the opportunity to provide comments
regarding this application prior to the Board meeting. Copies of the written submissions are provided to
the Board of Directors.

Referrals have been sent to the following:

e Area C APC
CSRD Parks
e CSRD Building Official.

The Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission reviewed the application at their April 29, 2019
meeting and passed a resolution in support of the application.

CSRD Parks staff have no concerns with the proposed variance.

The CSRD Building Department has no objections to the proposed variance. As the proposed structure
will be located within 2.4 metres of a parcel line, the Building Official has indicated that there will be
building material restrictions in order to meet fire resistant ratings; this will be addressed through the
Building Permit process. The Building Official confirms that the owner has already begun the building
permit application process, and has retained the services of a structural engineer for the proposed
addition. Additionally, the Building Official will confirm there are no slopes of 30% grade or more upon
the first site visit to the subject property. If slopes of 30% or more are on the subject property, a
Hazardous Lands (Steep Slopes) Development Permit will be required prior to issuance of the Building
Permit.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:
That the Board endorse the staff recommendation.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation.
2. Deny the Recommendation.
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:

Page 4 of 6



Page 253 of 635
Board Report DVP701-91 May 16, 2019

1. South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
2. Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
3. Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission Minutes April 29, 2019
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Report Approval Details

Document Title: 2019-05-16_Board_DS DVP701_91-Wiebe.docx

Attachments: - DVP701-91.pdf

- BL701_Excerpts_DVP701-91.pdf
- Maps_Plans_Photos_DVP701-91.pdf

Final Approval Date: May 3, 2019

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below:

C/Yf

Corey Paiement - May 2, 2019 - 9:47 AM

Gerald Christie - May 2, 2019 - 2:57 PM

7
v

Charles Hamilton - May 3, 2019 - 1:51 PM
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CSRD

COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT NO. 701-91

1. owners:
2. This permit applies only to the land described below:

Strata Lot 56, Section 18, Township 23, Range 8, West of the 6th Meridian, Kamloops
Division Yale District, Strata Plan KAS1797, together with an interest in the common
property in proportion to the unit entitlement of the strata lot as shown on Form 1,
(PID: 023-518-766), which property is more particularly shown outlined in bold on the
Location Map attached hereto as Schedule A.

3. The South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701, is hereby varied as follows:

e Section 15.2.5 minimum setback from the rear parcel line from 5.0 mto 1.0 m
only for the proposed covered outdoor kitchen and seating area

as more particularly shown on the site plan attached hereto as Schedule B.
4, This permit is NOT a building permit.

AUTHORIZED AND ISSUED BY RESOLUTION of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District Board
on the day of , 2019.

CORPORATE OFFICER
NOTE: Subject to Section 504 of the Local Government Act, if the development of the subject

property is not substantially commenced within two years after the issuance of this permit, the
permit automatically lapses.

COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT Page 1 0f 3
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Relevant Excerpts from South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
(See Bylaw No. 701 for all policies)

Section 15: LH -Large Holding Zone

Permitted Uses

15.1 The following uses and no others are permitted in LH zone:

single family dwelling;

agriculture;

bed and breakfast;

cottage, permitted only if there is less than two (2) single family dwellings on the

property;

home business;

home industry, permitted only on parcels greater than 2 ha;

.7 portable sawmill, permitted only on parcels greater than 10 ha and subject to the
provisions of Section 3.14;

.8 public utility;

.9 building set apart for public worship;

.10 public recreation facility;

.11 public camping;

.12 storage;

.13 accessory use.

Mwih =

o

Regulations
15.20n a parcel zoned LH, no building or structure shall be constructed, located or altered

and no plan of subdivision approved which contravenes the regulations established in
the table below in which Column | sets out the matter to be regulated and Column Il
sets out the regulations.

COLUMN I COLUMN I
MATTER TO BE REGULATED REGULATIONS
.1 Maximum Number of Single Family
Dwellings 2
.2 Maximum Number of Cottages 1

.3 Maximum height for:
e Principal buildings and structures

. e 11.5m(37.73 ft.)
e Accessory buildings

e 10m (32.81 ft.)

4 Minimum Parcel Size for New
Subdivisions 8 ha



https://www.csrd.bc.ca/inside-csrd/bylaws/south-shuswap-zoning-bylaw-no-701
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.5 Minimum Setback from:
e front parcel line e 5m
e exterior side parcel line
e interior side parcel line
e rear parcel line

Minimum Setback of Home Industry
from All Parcel Lines 5m

7 Minimum Setback of Portable
Sawmill from All Parcel Lines 75 m

8 Maximum Site Area of Portable
Sawmill 1 ha

Section 1: Definitions

PARCEL LINE, FRONT means the parcel line that is the shortest parcel boundary common to
the lot and an abutting highway or access route in a bare land strata plan, and where and in
the case of a panhandle lot means the line separating the panhandle driveway from the main
part of the lot.

PARCEL LINE, REAR means the boundary of a parcel which lies the most opposite to and is
not connected to the front parcel line, or, where the rear portion of the parcel is bounded by
intersecting side parcel lines, it shall be the point of such intersection.

PARCEL LINE, SIDE means a parcel line other than a front parcel line or a rear parcel line.

SETBACK means the required minimum distance between a structure, building or use and
each of the respective property lines.

Section 3: General Regulations
Setback Exceptions

3.5 No building or structure other than the following shall be located in the area of setback
required in this Bylaw:

.1 steps, provided they are not closer than 1m from any side parcel line;

.2 signs, provided they are not closer than 1m from any parcel lines;

.3 uncovered patios or terraces, provided they are not closer than 2 m from any parcel
line;

4 arbors, trellises, fishponds, ornaments, flag poles, or similar landscaping, provided
they are not closer than 1Tm from any side parcel line;

.5 hot tubs and uncovered swimming pools provided they are not located between the
principal building and the front parcel line or closer than 2 m from any other parcel
line;

.6 fences, in compliance with the regulations set out in Section 3, General
Regulations, subsection 3.7 Sight Triangles;

.7 landscape screens;

DVP701-91 2
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.8 eaves and gutters, provided they are not closer than 1 m from any parcel line.

.9 landscape retaining structures, provided that such structures must be separated from
each other by a minimum 1.5 m distance measured horizontally from the face (or from
the toe of the upper wall to the top face of the lower wall, if the landscape retaining
structures are not vertical) of each landscape retaining structure and specifically excludes
landscape retaining structures proposed to be constructed adjacent to a Section 42 road,
as defined in the Transportation Act, or in the sight triangle. Landscape retaining
structures proposed to be located adjacent to a Highway must comply with Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure regulations and may require the approval of that
Ministry.

DVP701-91 3
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Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
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South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
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Site Plan
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Drawings
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CSRD. BOARD REPORT

TO: Chair and Directors File No: BL 725-16, BL701-94
PL20190054
SUBJECT: Electoral Area C: Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Amendment

(Factory Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 725-16 and South Shuswap
Zoning Amendment (Factory Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 701-94

DESCRIPTION: Report from Christine LeFloch, Planner II, dated April 25, 2019.
1336 Taylor Road, Notch Hill

RECOMMENDATION THAT: "Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Amendment (Factory
#1: Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 725-16" be given first reading this 16" day
of May, 2019.

RECOMMENDATION THAT: "South Shuswap Zoning Amendment (Factory Direct Doors Ltd.)
#2: Bylaw No. 701-94" be given first reading this 16" day of May, 2019.

RECOMMENDATION THAT: the Board utilize the complex consultation process for "Electoral

#3: Area C Official Community Plan Amendment (Factory Direct Doors Ltd.)
Bylaw No. 725-16" and "South Shuswap Zoning Amendment (Factory
Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 701-94", and that the bylaws be referred
to the following agencies and First Nations:

Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission;

CSRD Operations Management;

CSRD Financial Services;

Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations and
Rural Development — Lands Branch;

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;

Interior Health;

Ministry of Environment;

All relevant First Nations;

AND THAT: the applicant be requested to hold a public information
meeting in the Notch Hill area, to be arranged and conducted by the
applicant in order for the applicant to explain the proposal and answer
questions prior to consideration of second reading of the proposed
bylaws.

SHORT SUMMARY:

The applicant would like to establish a cannabis production facility on the subject property. They have
applied to rezone a portion of the subject property from LH — Large Holdings to M2 — General Industrial
and to rezone an area of the property currently zoned M2 to LH. The subject property currently has a
special regulation restricting the uses on the M2 zoned portion of the property to manufacturing,
fabricating and processing industries (including forest and wood product industries) and log home
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manufacturing only. It is recommended that the special regulation be amended to allow "cannabis
production facility" as the only permitted use for the M2 zoned portion of the subject property. It is
further recommended that the portions of the property that will not be zoned M2 be redesignated LH
Large Holdings to align with the LH zoning of these areas of the property.

Unweighted [] LGAPart14 [X Weighted [] Stakeholder []

VOTING: Corporate (Unweighted) Corporate (Weighted)

BACKGROUND:

REGISTERED OWNERS:
Factory Direct Doors Ltd.

APPLICANT:
Tynan Schielke

ELECTORAL AREA:
C

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
The East V2 of the Southeast ¥ of Section 4 Township 22 Range 11 West of the 6 Meridian
Kamloops Division Yale District

PID:
003-951-871

CIVIC ADDRESS:
1336 Taylor Road, Notch Hill

SURROUNDING LAND USE PATTERN:

North: Notch Hill Estates (residential), agriculture, Crown land
South: Crown land

East: Crown land

West: Rural Holding

CURRENT USE:
There are several existing industrial buildings on the property. These buildings have been vacant for
the past 5+ years but were used for sawmilling and manufacturing in the past.

PROPOSED USE:

The applicant would like to utilize existing buildings on the subject property for a licensed production
facility for growing and processing cannabis with the possibility of expansion to include additional
buildings in the future.

PARCEL SIZE:
33.1 ha

Page 2 of 10
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DESIGNATION:
Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
ID - Industrial

ZONE:

South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701

M2 — General Industrial (see Schedule 1 of Bylaw No. 701-94.pdf)

LH — Large Holdings

Special regulation - restricting the uses on the M2 zoned portion of the property to manufacturing,
fabricating and processing industries (including forest and wood product industries) and log home
manufacturing only.

PROPOSED DESIGNATION:
ID — Industrial (portion of the property to be zoned M2 — See Schedule 1 of Bylaw No. 725-16.pdf)
LH — Large Holdings (portion of the property zoned LH)

PROPOSED ZONE:

M2 — General Industrial — Portion of the property to be used for the Cannabis Production Facility
Also proposing to add "cannabis production facility" as a new definition in the zoning bylaw, add
"cannabis production facility" as a permitted use in the M2 zone, and amend the existing special
regulation to restrict the uses on the M2 zoned portion of the property to cannabis production facility
only.

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE:
0%

SITE COMMENTS:

The subject property is located in Notch Hill. The property slopes up from the northeast to southwest
becoming very steep at the southern end of the property. There is a fairly level benched area in the
central portion of the property where the existing buildings are located. This area has been cleared
while the remainder of the parcel is currently forested providing a vegetated buffer between the existing
buildings and the surrounding properties. A tributary to Newsome Creek crosses the northwest corner
of the property. Access to the site is from the end of Taylor Road via a driveway that leads up a hill to
the buildings. There is also a logging road over the property which appears to access Crown lands to
the south.

POLICY:

Please see 701_BL725_Excerpts_BL701-94_BL725-16.pdf, attached, for OCP policies and zoning
regulations related to this proposal.

Please see PA-71_PR-32_Excerpts_BL701-94_BL725-16.pdf, attached, for the CSRD Cannabis Related
Business Policy and Procedure.

FINANCIAL:
There are no financial implications for the CSRD as a result of this application.

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS:

Page 3 of 10



Page 271 of 635
Board Report BL725-16 and BL 701-94 May 16, 2019

The applicant is proposing to rezone a portion of the 33.1 ha subject property from LH Large Holding
to M2 General Industrial as shown on Schedule 1 of Bylaw No. 701-94 and add "cannabis production
facility" to the list of permitted uses in the M2 zone. Also, a portion of the subject property that is
currently zoned M2 is proposed to be rezoned to LH, essentially resulting in a relocation and expansion
of the area of the property zoned for industrial use. An OCP amendment is also required to redesignate
the area of the property that will not be zoned M2 from ID Industrial to LH Large Holdings as shown on
Schedule 1 of Bylaw No. 725-16. The industrial buildings on the subject property have been vacant for
five years but were previously occupied by a sawmill and furniture manufacturing business.

The applicant would like to apply to Health Canada for a Standard Cannabis Cultivation and Processing
Facility license and intends to use the existing industrial buildings on the subject property for cultivation
operations and processing including packaging of cannabis for sale. It is noted that production facilities
do not include retail sales of cannabis, therefore no retail sales would occur at the site. To begin with
the applicant is proposing to use approximately 7500 ft? of building area for production and 2500 ft? for
processing. Future expansion of the cultivation area would utilize an additional 10-12,000 ft? of building
area. The buildings, yard and access road will require renovation in order to meet the Health Canada
requirements. Building permits will be required for these renovations. The application process to Health
Canada is in the early stages as rezoning of the property is required in order to proceed.

Official Community Plan

The entire subject property is designated ID Industrial in the Electoral Area C Official Community Plan
Bylaw No. 725. The Industrial designation supports a range of light industrial uses including
manufacturing, high tech industries, warehousing, storage and distribution, machine and automobile
repair, provided they are located away from watercourses, are not on waterfront parcels and are
compatible with adjacent uses. The proposed use is considered to be a light industrial use and would
therefore fit within this designation. As only a portion of the property is proposed to be used for
Industrial purposes and the rest of the property has steep slopes it is proposed that the area not
proposed to be used for the cannabis production facility be redesignated LH — Large Holdings to be
consistent with the zoning of the property.

New industrial development is subject to the Industrial Form and Character Development Permit Area
guidelines, therefore a Form and Character Development Permit will be required to be approved by the
Board prior to land alteration occurring or issuance of Building Permits. The form and character
guidelines for this Development Permit Area address parking, outside storage and garbage areas,
building materials, signage, screening and buffering, and general form and character. The Development
Permit will include the requirement that the existing treed buffer north and east of the operations area
be maintained.

The OCP also includes policies which aim to protect soil, groundwater and the water quality of Shuswap
Lake from contamination of all types, including from industrial uses. The applicant has provided further
information on water use and treatment, and disposal of waste products in a letter dated April 8, 2019.
This letter along with a second letter entitled "Application for Rezoning", are attached as
Applicant_Letters_BL701-94_BL725-16.pdf.

Finally, the OCP includes policies encouraging economic diversification within the South Shuswap. The
applicant has indicated that the proposed facility would create 10-12 full time jobs with possible part
time jobs becoming available as the business expands. Tax revenues generated from industry could
also be a benefit for the area.
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Zoning

The subject property is currently split zoned LH Large Holding and M2 General Industrial. The portion
of the property zoned M2 includes most of the land where existing buildings are located, and a portion
of the access driveway to the site. It appears that portions of the buildings may be located outside of
the current zoning boundary. The applicant would like to shift the existing M2 zoned area to the west
in order to encompass all of the existing buildings and allow room for additional future buildings. It is
noted that the maximum parcel coverage in the M2 zone is 50% for all buildings and structures. The
proposed area to be zoned M2 is 8 ha of the total 33 ha parcel, which is approximately 300 m x 266 m.
This includes 6.1 ha of area not currently zoned M2 combined with 1.9 ha that is already zoned M2.
The remaining 2.1 ha on the east side of the property that is currently zoned M2 would be rezoned to
LH Large Holdings.

Currently, there are no definitions in Bylaw No. 701 for "cannabis" or "cannabis production facility". It
is therefore proposed to add these as new definitions to Bylaw No. 701. The definitions would mirror
the definitions used in Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71.

"Cannabis production facility" is also proposed to be added to the list of permitted uses in the M2 Zone.
This would allow all properties zoned M2 to be used for cannabis production. Staff note that there are
currently no other properties zoned M2 in Electoral Area C, however there are additional lands
designated Industrial which could be rezoned to allow for cannabis production.

There is an existing special regulation which applied to the previous business on the subject property
restricting the uses on the M2 zoned portion of the property to manufacturing, fabricating and
processing industries (including forest and wood product industries) and log home manufacturing only.
It is proposed that this special regulation be amended to restrict the uses on the subject property to
cannabis production facility only. Staff feel that the special regulation approach is preferable with regard
to industrial uses because it allows the opportunity for review of each proposal on its own merits and
limits the ability to change the use of the property without making application to the CSRD and going
through a rezoning process. Some of the permitted uses in the M2 zone including forest and wood
product industries, wrecking yard, and sand and gravel processing can create noise and dust thereby
disturbing the peace and quiet of nearby neighbourhoods. Restricting the use of the property to
cannabis production facility only would help to mitigate potential traffic, noise and dust issues in the
area.

The subject property is located at the end of Taylor Road. To get from the Trans-Canada Highway to
the subject property traffic would go past rural neighbourhoods, including Notch Hill Estates. Some of
the permitted uses in the M2 zone could contribute to a significant increase in traffic due to larger
numbers of employees, and could include significant heavy vehicle traffic along the rural road system
in the area. Conversely, the applicant has indicated that they do not intend to use anything larger than
a pick-up truck or small transport van in association with the proposed business, and due to the small
number of employees working shifts the traffic generated by the business would be minimal. The
exception to this may be larger construction related vehicles during the renovation/construction process.
The applicant is aware that there is a residential neighbourhood which also uses Taylor Road and that
there are families with children living there. They have committed to installing signage to encourage
traffic to drive slowly and also to include education regarding this issue in their staff training.
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The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI) is responsible for roads, drainage and traffic
in areas outside of municipalities. They are also required to provide statutory approval for rezoning of
land within 800 m of a controlled access highway (TCH and numbered highways). The subject property
is not located within 800 m of the Trans-Canada Highway so statutory approval is not required.
However, commercial businesses require a Commercial Access Permit to be issued by MoTI. Further,
there may be other issues related to roads that should be reviewed by the Ministry. Sometimes MoTI
does not provide a response to non-statutory referrals, but staff will refer this application to MoTI to
notify them and seek any comments they may have.

Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71

When reviewing applications for cannabis production facilities staff look to the CSRD Cannabis Policy
and Procedure. The Cannabis Policy outlines the criteria for reviewing applications for cannabis license
applications. This includes the location of the proposed business in terms of the type of property it is
proposed to be located on. Cannabis related businesses are not supported on residential properties or
land in the ALR, and where zoning exists cannabis production facilities may only be supported in
Industrial zones. The distance of the proposed business from other uses considered to be incompatible
with cannabis related businesses including schools, playgrounds, day cares, health care facilities,
libraries, parks, and any other public space are outlined in the policy. Minimum setbacks from property
lines and watercourses for all buildings and structures associated with cannabis production facilities are
also included. Please see BL701_BL725_Excerpts_BL701-94_BL725-16.pdf and PA-71_PR-
32_Excerpts_BL701-94_BL725-16.pdf., attached.

The proposed cannabis production facility would be located in existing buildings on the subject property.
These buildings are located well away from property lines and meet the minimum setbacks outlined in
the policy. They are also not located within 300 m of any schools, playgrounds, or other public spaces
noted above. The subject property is surrounded by Crown land to the west and south and large rural
properties on the north and east sides. The closest residential neighbourhood is Notch Hill Estates to
the northeast. However, the building site is located at the end of a long driveway and is well buffered
by vegetation. Essentially, the proposed site meets all of the location criteria outlined in the policy.
Please see table below for details.

Cannabis Polic Yes/No? Comments

Land Use Regulations:

Is the property subject to Yes Currently zoned M2/LH with a
zoning? special regulation. This is

propose to be amended to
better align with the proposed
use of the property.

Property is zoned Industrial Yes Cannabis production facility not
a permitted use in M2 zone —
special regulation required

Property is zoned Residential No

Property is in the ALR No
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Is the proposed facility
located within 300 m of the
following land uses:

Parks No Property is 1700 m from Notch
Hill Community Park

Schools No Nearest facility in Sorrento

Health Care Facilities No Nearest facility in Sorrento

Libraries No Nearest facility in Sorrento

Day Cares No Nearest facility in Sorrento
(based on web search)

Playgrounds No Nearest facility in Sorrento

Other Cannabis Related No Nearest facility in Sorrento

Business (based on CSRD records)

Minimum building

setbacks:

60 m to Exterior lot line Yes

90 m to Front lot line Yes

30 m to Other lot lines Yes

30 m to Watercourses Yes

Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure PR-32

CSRD Procedure PR-32 outlines the process for reviewing cannabis retail and production facility
notifications. The referral process for cannabis production facilities starts once the CSRD receives a
formal letter of notification from an applicant who has applied to Health Canada to become a licensed
producer of cannabis. In some cases, such as with the application under consideration, the applicant
will contact the CSRD prior to providing a formal notification to Health Canada in order to discuss their
proposal. At that time if there are land use considerations such as zoning, ALR or development permit
requirements which need to be addressed the applicant is advised of the necessary applications. If
these applications are approved by the CSRD and/or ALC where necessary the applicant is then able to
make their application to Health Canada and provide the CSRD with the letter of notification.

Procedure PR-32 outlines the information that is to be included in the notification letter and the
applicable fee to be paid to the CSRD for review and processing of the notification. In addition to basic
information about the owner, agent and subject property, the applicant is asked to provide plans and
details of the proposal, along with a community impact statement that outlines the cannabis production
facility's positive impacts on the community, potential negative impacts on the community, and measure
taken to address any potential negative impacts. The applicant has provided a letter outlining details
on the proposed facility which is attached to this Board report as Applicant_Letters_BL701-94_BL725-
16.pdf.

SUMMARY:

Staff is recommending that the proposed bylaw amendments be given first reading and referred out to
agencies for comment; and that the complex consultation process be used in processing the application
for the following reasons:

e The subject property is designated Industrial in the Area C Official Community Plan, which
supports rezoning of the property for industrial use;

Page 7 of 10



Page 275 of 635
Board Report BL725-16 and BL 701-94 May 16, 2019

e The Cannabis Policy supports cannabis production facilities being established on lands zoned for
Industrial use;

e The buildings on the subject property to be used for the proposed facility meet the
recommended setbacks outlined in the Cannabis Policy and the proposed operations area is well
buffered by existing forest and distance from adjacent parcels;

e As this application proposes a new use for the area and will be a larger scale cannabis production
facility, the complex consultation process will allow the opportunity for the applicant to explain
the proposal to the community and answer questions prior to the Board considering second
reading of the proposed bylaw amendments.

Further, an Industrial Development Permit will be required to address the form and character of the
proposed development.

Section 477 of the Local Government Act requires that after first reading the local government must
consider the proposed OCP amendment in conjunction with their current financial and waste
management plans. The proposed OCP amendment will be referred to the Operations Management and
Financial Services departments as part of the referral process.

IMPLEMENTATION:

Pursuant to CSRD Policy No. P-18 regarding Consultation Processes-Bylaws, staff recommends the
complex consultation process be used for this application. Neighbouring property owners will first
become aware of the application for zoning amendment when a notice of development sign is posted
on the property.

Referral process:
The following list of referral agencies is recommended:

Electoral Area C Advisory Planning Commission;
CSRD Operations Management;
CSRD Financial Services;
Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development — Lands
Branch
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure;
Interior Health;
Ministry of Environment;
All relevant First Nations:

o Adams Lake Indian Band

o Little Shuswap Indian Band

o Neskonlith Indian Band.

COMMUNICATIONS:

If the bylaws are given first reading they will be forwarded to the referral agencies. Agency comments
will be provided with a future Board report. The applicant will be required to post a Notice of
Development sign on the subject property in accordance with Development Services Procedures Bylaw
No. 4001. Staff will not forward the Bylaws to the Board for second reading unless the owner has
provided the required information regarding posting of the sign as noted in Bylaw No. 4001.
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CSRD Policy P-18 — Consultation Processes — Bylaws suggests that the Complex Consultation process
be used in situations where an applicant requires both an OCP and a zoning change, or would result in
a large development project, or has significant potential to adversely affect surrounding properties.
Staff are recommending that this process be used because both an OCP amendment and rezoning are
required for this proposal and also because the applicant is proposing a use which is new to the
community and may be perceived as something which would cause adverse impacts. If approved by
the Board the applicant would be required to hold a public information meeting in the community to
explain the proposal and answer questions. Advertising for this meeting would be the responsibility of
the applicant. Staff note that there are no legal requirements for advertising for this type of meeting.
The applicant will be requested to provide a summary of meeting proceedings which will be included in
the next staff report to the Board.

DESIRED OUTCOMES:
That the Board endorse the staff recommendations.

BOARD’S OPTIONS:
1. Endorse the Recommendation(s).
2. Deny the Recommendation(s).
3. Defer.
4. Any other action deemed appropriate by the Board.

LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF:

1. Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725
2. South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701

3. Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71

4. Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure PR-32
5. Consultation Processes — Bylaws Policy P-18
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COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

SOUTH SHUSWAP ZONING AMENDMENT (FACTORY DIRECT DOORS LTD.)
BYLAW NO. 701-94

A bylaw to amend the “South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701”

WHEREAS the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District adopted Bylaw No. 701;
AND WHEREAS the Board deems it appropriate to amend Bylaw No. 701;

NOW THEREFORE the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District, in open meeting
assembled, hereby enacts as follows:

1. “South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701” is hereby amended as follows:

A. TEXT AMENDMENT

1. Section 1 DEFINITIONS is amended by adding the following new definitions
following CAMPGROUND:

CANNABIS means all parts of the genus cannabis whether growing or not, the seed
or clone of such plants, including derivatives and products containing cannabis;

CANNABIS PRODUCTION FACILITY means the use of land, buildings or structures
for: research and development; testing; cultivation; production; processing; storage;
packaging; labeling; or distribution, of cannabis and related substances, as lawfully
permitted and authorized under the Cannabis Act.

2. Section 30.1 Permitted Uses in the M2 GENERAL INDUSTRIAL ZONE is amended
by adding the following after 6. recycling depot:

7. cannabis production facility;

and renumbering this section accordingly.
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3. Section 30.3.1 Special Regulation is amended by deleting the text and associated
map and replacing them with the following:

30.3.1 Notwithstanding Section 28.1 the only use permitted on that portion of the E %2
of the SE % of Section 4, Township 22, Range 11, W6M, KDYD within the M2 Zone
as shown on the map below is cannabis production facility.

A E 1/2 of NE 1/4

4

Tp.22 Rge.11

TAYLOR ROAD 3

Tp.22 Rge.11

/ s J
Portion of Subject Property / — pun 2

B. MAP AMENDMENT

1. Schedule C, Zoning Maps, which forms part of the "South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw
No. 701" is hereby amended as follows:

i) rezoning a portion of The East ¥z of the SE ¥4 of Section 4, Township 22,
Range 11, West of the 6™ Meridian, Kamloops Division, Yale District, which is
more particularly shown outlined in bold red and hatched on Schedule 1

attached hereto and forming part of this bylaw, from LH LARGE HOLDING to
M2 GENERAL INDUSTRIAL; and

ii)  rezoning a portion of The East ¥2 of the SE %2 of Section 4, Township 22,
Range 11, West of the 6" Meridian, Kamloops Division, Yale District, which is
more particularly shown outlined in bold black and hatched on Schedule 1
attached hereto and forming part of this bylaw, from M2 GENERAL
INDUSTRIAL to LH LARGE HOLDING.
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2.  This bylaw may be cited as “South Shuswap Zoning Amendment (Factory Direct
Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 701-94.”

READ a first time this day of , 2019.
READ a second time this day of , 2019.
PUBLIC HEARING held this day of , 2019.
READ a third time this day of , 20109.
ADOPTED this day of , 2019.
CORPORATE OFFICER CHAIR

CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 701-94 CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 701-94
as read a third time. as adopted.

Corporate Officer Corporate Officer
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SCHEDULE 1

SOUTH SHUSWAP ZONING AMENDMENT
(FACTORY DIRECT DOORS LTD) BYLAW NO. 701-94

e )
84| 1 gi,:—r;‘ %

489 \a! 4 2\ \g0s22
4 WP 2| P 60557 TAYLOR R(

e

ITAYLOR ROAD

Tp.22 Rge. 11
N \l SW1/4
Subject Parcel: Rezoning a portion of the
B2l SEV/A East % of the SE  of Section 4, Township 22,
Range 11, West of the 6th Meridian, Kamloops
z 3 z 3 l/ Division, Yale District

Subject Parcel: Rezoning a portion of the From: M2 — General Industrial

East % of the SE % of Section 4, Township 22, To: LH - Large Holding

Range 11, West of the 6th Meridian, Kamloops |

Division, Yale District
From: LH - Large Holding
To: M2 — General Industrial
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COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

ELECTORAL AREA ‘C’ OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN

AMENDMENT (FACTORY DIRECT DOORS LTD.) BYLAW NO. 725-16

A bylaw to amend the "Electoral Area ‘C’ Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725"

WHEREAS the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District adopted Bylaw No. 725;
AND WHEREAS the Board deems it appropriate to amend Bylaw No. 725;

NOW THEREFORE the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District, in open meeting
assembled, HEREBY ENACTS as follows:

Bylaw No. 725 cited as "Electoral Area ‘C’ Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725" is hereby
amended as follows:

A. TEXT AMENDMENT

B. MAP AMENDMENT

1. Schedule B, (Land Use Designations — Overview), which forms part of the "Electoral
Area ‘C’ Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725" is hereby amended by:

i) redesignating a portion of the E ¥ of the SE % of Section 4, Township 22, Range
11, WeM, KDYD, which is shown hatched on Schedule 1 attached hereto and
forming part of this bylaw, from INDUSTRIAL (ID) to LARGE HOLDINGS (LH).

2. Schedule C, (Land Use Designations — Mapsheets), which forms part of the "Electoral
Area ‘C’ Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725" is hereby amended by:

i) redesignating a portion of the E ¥ of the SE % of Section 4, Township 22, Range
11, W6M, KDYD, which is shown hatched on Schedule 2 attached hereto and
forming part of this bylaw, from INDUSTRIAL (ID) to LARGE HOLDINGS (LH).
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2. This bylaw may be cited as "Electoral Area ‘C” Official Community Plan Amendment (Factory
Direct Doors Ltd.) Bylaw No. 725-16."

READ a first time this day of , 2019.
READ a second time this day of , 2019.
PUBLIC HEARING held this day of , 2019.
READ a third time this day of , 2019.
ADOPTED this day of , 2019.
CORPORATE OFFICER CHAIR

CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 725-16 CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 725-16

as read a third time. as adopted.

Corporate Officer Corporate Officer
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SCHEDULE 1

ELECTORAL AREA ‘C’ OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT
(FACTORY DIRECT DOORS LTD.) BYLAW NO. 725-16

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS - OVERVIEW

RH Rem NW 1/4 "
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SCHEDULE 2

ELECTORAL AREA ‘C’ OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT
(FACTORY DIRECT DOORS LTD.) BYLAW NO. 725-16

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS - MAPSHEETS
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Relevant Excerpts from
Cannabis Related Business Policy A-71, and
Cannabis Related Business Referrals Procedure PR-32

(See Policy A-71 and Procedure PR-32 for all applicable policies, procedures and regulations)

POLICY A-71
CANNABIS RELATED BUSINESSES POLICY

PREAMBLE

With the legalization of recreational cannabis in Canada, the Columbia Shuswap Regional
District (CSRD) will be requested to respond to licence application referrals for cannabis
related businesses. This policy establishes a clear procedure and set of criteria for the
CSRD to follow when responding to licence application referrals for any cannabis related
business proposed in the CSRD.

PURPOSE

The intent of Policy A-71 is to ensure that:

* cannabis related business are located in such a manner that they are
sensitive to potential impacts on the surrounding community and are located in
appropriate locations;

» the CSRD is provided sufficient information in the cannabis licence application
referral package; and

» adequate public consultation is conducted when the Board provides a
recommendation on a cannabis related business application.

DEFINITIONS

CANNABIS means all parts of the genus cannabis whether growing or not, the seed or
clone of such plants, including derivatives and products containing cannabis.

CANNABIS PRODUCTION FACILITY means the use of land, buildings or structures for:
research and development; testing; cultivation; production; processing; storage;
packaging; labeling; or distribution of cannabis and related substances, as lawfully
permitted and authorized under the Cannabis Act.

RETAIL CANNABIS SALES means a business that sells cannabis as lawfully permitted
and authorized under the Cannabis Control and Licensing Act.

POLICY
This Policy will remain in effect until it is repealed or replaced.

This Policy is in effect for the following geographic areas: all of the lands within the CSRD
that lie outside

10f5



Page 287 of 635

of municipal boundaries, Indian Reserves and National Parks.

For the purpose of this policy, cannabis production facilities and retail cannabis sales
are collectively referred to as “cannabis related business.”

Part One: Licence Application Procedure

1. Preliminary Consultation

Proponents are encouraged to contact the CSRD in writing before making any final
site selection decisions in order to discuss their plans with staff.

Development Services staff will review all cannabis related business application referrals
for compliance with relevant land use regulations, and provide information to the
applicable provincial or federal agency in respect of such regulations.

2. Description of Proposed Cannabis Related Business

Referral packages provided to the CSRD for cannabis related businesses will be expected
to provide the following information:

* A complete description of the proposed business (copy of the application received
by Health

Canada or the Liquor Control and Licensing

Branch.

 The proposed layout with a site map and to-scale-drawings showing the
location of the proposed facilities, and accessory buildings.

* Proposed site area and setbacks from parcel boundaries.

- Distance from schools, parks and other public spaces that are located within 1

km of the proposed business, calculated as a straight line from the edge of each

parcel.

3. Public Consultation

* Where the CSRD provides recommendations on a cannabis related business
application, the method of gathering public feedback will be in accordance with the
applicable federal or provincial legislation.

» The CSRD will take the views of residents into account when making a
recommendation on a licence application.

Part Two: Criteria for Reviewing Licence Applications

Notwithstanding the following, the CSRD Board may modify these criteria on a site by
site basis, in consideration of local factors.

1. Location of Cannabis Related Businesses
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a. Where land use zoning exists, cannabis retail sales may only be permitted in
commercial zones;
cannabis production facilities may only be permitted in industrial zones.

b. Cannabis related businesses are not supported on:

* Residential properties
* Land within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
* Areas located within 300 m of schools, parks, and any other public space

c. A minimum separation distance of 300 m is recommended between a cannabis
related business and the following locations (the minimum distance is calculated as a
straight line from the edge of each parcel):

» Day Cares
e Health Care Facilities

* Libraries

* Parks

» Playgrounds
* Schools

e Other cannabis related businesses

d. Minimum cannabis production facility (includes all buildings and structures)
setbacks from property lines:

* 60 m setback to exterior lot line

* 90 m setback to front lot line

* 30 m to other lot lines

e. Minimum cannabis production facility (includes all buildings and structures)
setbacks from watercourses:
* 30m

PROCEDURE PR-32

CANNABIS RELATED BUSINESS REFERRALS

PREAMBLE

The following procedure outlines the steps to be taken by Columbia Shuswap Regional
District (CSRD) Development Services Department staff upon receiving a notification that
an application has been made for either a cannabis retail licence, or a cannabis
production licence in the CSRD. This Procedure complements Cannabis Related
Business Policy A-71.
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LEGISLATIVE
AUTHORITY

The process of issuing licences for cannabis retail and cannabis production is the sole
jurisdiction of the provincial and federal government. In the Province of BC, the Liquor
and Cannabis Regulation Branch (LCRB) is responsible for licensing and monitoring the
private retail sale of non-medical cannabis under the Cannabis Control and Licensing
Act. Health Canada is the approval authority for all cannabis cultivation and
processing (production) licenses under the Access to Cannabis for Medical Purposes
Regulations (ACMPR) and Cannabis Act.

Local governments have been provided an opportunity to provide recommendations on all
cannabis retail sale license applications and must provide an opportunity for community
feedback prior to making a formal recommendation of support or non-support. Cannabis
retail licences will not be issued unless the local government for the area in which the
establishmentis proposed to be located supports the issuance of the licence.

In the case of cannabis production licences, Health Canada is responsible for providing
the licensing and oversight framework for legal production of cannabis. Through the
licensing process, local governments are provided with a letter of notification by a
proponent who has applied to become a licensed producer. Prior to issuing a licence,
Health Canada does not require local government support of a proposal, nor does it
require that public consultation be conducted. The CSRD will, however, respond to
letters of notification in the same way that land use referrals are dealt with.

RESPONSIBILTY

The Manager and Team Leader of Development Services, are responsible for assigning
cannabis retail and production referrals to Development Services Staff (staff).

PROCEDURE

Cannabis Production Referrals:

1. The referral process starts once the CSRD receives a formal letter of notification
from an applicant who has applied to Health Canada to become a licensed producer of
cannabis.

2. Staff will conduct a preliminary review of notification letter to ensure that the
description of the proposed production facility includes the following information:
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a. Name, address, and signature of owner(s) or agent acting on the owner’s behalf;

b. Applicable fee, as set out in CSRD Development Services Application Fees Bylaw No.
4000, as amended from time to time;

c. Current Certificate of Title dated within thirty (30) days of the date of
application for all affected properties;

d. The legal description and street address of the property(s);

e. Plans and details of the proposal, including a site plan, floor plan, signage
details, number of parking stalls, and hours of operation;

f. A community impact statement that outlines the cannabis production
facilities positive impacts on the community, potential negative impacts on
the community, and measures taken to address the store’s potential negative
impacts;

g. A map showing day cares, health care facilities, etc. (list from 1.c. in Policy A-71)
within 500 m of the subject property;

h. Any other information requested by the Manager of Development Services
or his or her designate.

3. Ifitis determined that the proposal does not conform to relevant CSRD bylaws,
staff will discuss with the applicant if the non-conformity(s) can be considered
through the approval of a land use amendment, issuance of a temporary use
permit, development variance, or development permit. In situations where the
proposal does not conform with Policy A-71, staff will advise the applicant to make a
written request to the Board to consider modifying the criteria of the Policy to allow
the proposal. The request will need to provide rationale for why a variance of the
Policy is necessary.

4. Development Services staff will evaluate the information received for compliance
with relevant CSRD bylaws and policies; including Official Community Plan; Zoning;
and Cannabis Related Businesses Policy A-71.

5. Areferralinformation package will be compiled by staff for review by the local
Electoral Area Director, CSRD Operations Department, local RCMP, Agricultural Land
Commission (if applicable)and any other relevant stakeholders. The referral package
will include a site plan, description of the proposed cannabis production facility, and
other relevant information obtained from the applicant. The referral response period
will be thirty (30) days.

6. Following the referral period, staff will provide a written response to the applicant,
Health Canada and any other agencies or individuals included in the referral process.
The letter will convey how the proposal corresponds with relevant CSRD bylaws and
policies and provide a summary of all input received on the application.
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Relevant Excerpts from Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No.

725, South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701
(See Bylaw Nos. 725 and 701 for all applicable policies, procedures and regulations)

Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725

1.4 Geographic Context and Existing Land Uses

o While the South Shuswap currently has a limited number of industrial enterprises,
there is significant potential for growth. The Trans-Canada Highway and Canadian
Pacific Rail both pass through the South Shuswap, providing transportation links to
major centres across the country.

2.1 Water Quality of Shuswap Lake

2.1.1 Objectives

.1 To protect the water quality of Shuswap Lake and its watershed.
.2 To maintain healthy aquatic and groundwater environments and protect people from
contaminated water.

2.1.2 Policies

.1 Regardless of the level or type of treatment, the discharge of liquid waste (human,
agricultural, industrial) into Shuswap Lake, White Lake and other natural waterbodies
is unacceptable. In the event that a sewer system is available, properties within the
service area will be required to connect to the system.

.2 Any new commercial, industrial, and institutional development must connect to a
community sewage system. Existing residential development must connect to a
community sewage system when capacity is available.

The Regional District will:

.8 Use the full range of planning tools and regulatory measures to protect the
watershed and water quality of Shuswap and White Lakes. These include zoning
bylaws, development permits, building regulation, and, potentially, statutory
covenants.

3.9 Industrial (ID)

3.9.1 Objective

.1 To recognize existing industrial uses in the South Shuswap and support future
opportunities for light industrial uses.

3.9.2 Policies
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.1 A range of light industrial land uses, including manufacturing, high technology
industries, warehousing, storage and distribution, machine and automobile repair, is
generally acceptable in AG, RR, RR2, SH, MH, RH, and RSC designations, provided they
are in compliance with Provincial ALC regulations, are located away from
watercourses, are not on waterfront parcels and are compatible with adjacent land
uses.

.2 Small scale light industrial uses whose operations are compatible with adjacent land
uses are permitted in the Village Centre.

.3 Allnew rezoning applications for industrial uses which would require additional sewer
or water capacity and which are located in proximity to a community sewer system
and a community water system must connect to that system.

4 New industrial development is subject to the Form & Character Development Permit
Area Guidelines.

5.3 Economic Diversity
5.3.1 Objective

.1 To encourage economic diversity in the South Shuswap.
5.3.2 Policies

The Regional District will:

.1 Work with the South Shuswap business community to develop a long-term economic
development strategy that focuses solely on the needs of the South Shuswap.
Economic diversification should be a major component of any economic
development strategy.

6.7 Groundwater and Soil Quality
6.7.1 Objective

.1 To protect groundwater and soil from contamination of all types, including from
residential, agricultural, industrial and commercial uses.

6.7.2 Policies

.1 In consultation with the appropriate Provincial government agencies, identify and aim
to protect aquifer recharge areas from potential sources of contamination and
depletion;
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.2 Require developers to minimize paving, use permeable surfaces wherever possible
and examine innovative recharge technologies. Details related to minimizing
impervious area coverage by buildings and parking lots will be provided in the zoning
bylaw;

.3 In co-ordination with the Interior Health Authority, work to have private septic
systems located appropriately and designed in a manner that protects groundwater
and soil from contamination; and

4 Encourage agricultural operators to conduct responsible farming practices in
accordance with the Best Management Practices materials that are issued by the
Resource Management Branch and the BC Ministry of Agriculture and Lands.

12.6 Industrial (ID) Development Permit Area

.1 Purpose

The Industrial (ID) Development Permit Area is designated under the Local
Government Act for the establishment of objectives for the form and character of
industrial development for areas designated as Industrial in the OCP.

.2 Justification

This DP is to promote a high level of site and building design for new or renovated
buildings or structures in industrial areas. It is important that consideration be given
to the integration of new industrial development with the surrounding built
environment considering the rural nature of the area and the visibility to the Trans-
Canada Highway.

.3 Area

This DPA applies to the areas designated as Industrial (ID) as set out in Schedule B
and C.

4 Exemptions

.1 A single storey accessory building with a gross floor area less than 10 m? (107.4
fe?);

.2 alteration, disruption or destruction of vegetation involving less than 1000 m?
(10,763.9 ft?) of vegetation coverage area;

.3 The complete demolition of a building and clean-up of demolition material. Partial
demolition or reconstruction of a building requires a DP under this section.

4 Non-structural external repairs or alterations exempted by the BC Building Code;
or

.5 Creation of impervious or semi-impervious surfaces less than 100 m? (1,076.4 ft?).
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.5 Guidelines

.1 Light industrial development should be integrated as much as possible into the built
fabric of the community, rather than forming isolated auto-oriented enclaves. Block
pattern, street design and building placement should be appropriate to a mixed use
area, although industrial use may be the primary land use;

.2 Buildings should face onto the street, and include entries and windows, providing
active edges and visual permeability. Where buildings face a parking lot, pedestrian
sidewalks should be provided. Buildings should be set back at a distance from the
street, to avoid the creation of wide barriers;

.3 Where possible, buildings should share common parking lots. Parking should be
provided at the rear of buildings, at the interior of blocks, or include a landscape
buffer between the parking area and the public street;

4 Outside storage, garbage and recycling areas should be screened with fencing or
landscaping or both;

.5 Use of non-combustible external building materials is encouraged;

.6 Signage should be integrated into the overall site and building, and be legible without
being intrusive into the visual landscape; and

.7 Green roofs and other sustainable practices are encouraged.

South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701

M2 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL ZONE SECTION 30

Purpose
The purpose of the M2 zone is to provide for a range of general industrial uses.
Permitted Uses

30.1 The following uses and no others are permitted in the M2 zone:

1. manufacturing, fabricating and processing industries (including forest and wood
product industries);

wrecking yard;

public utility;

sand and gravel processing;

storage and warehousing;

recycling depot;

log home manufacturing facility, permitted only on parcels greater than 1 ha;

NogaprwN
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8. single family dwelling or upper floor dwelling unit as an accessory use for
caretaker of property;

9. accessory use.

Regulations

30.2 On a parcel zoned M2, no building or structure shall be constructed, located or altered
and no plan of subdivision approved which contravenes the regulations established in the
table below in which Column | sets out the matter to be regulated and Column Il sets out
the regulations.

COLUMN I COLUMN I

MATTER TO BE REGULATED REGULATIONS
A Minimum Parcel Size for New

Subdivisions 1 ha
2 Maximum Number of Accessory

Dwelling Units Per Parcel 1

BL701-50 3 Maximum height for:

. Principal buildings and structures e 11.5m (37.73 ft.)

. Accessory buildings « 10 m (32.81 ft.)
A4 Maximum Site Area of Wrecking Yard 2.5 ha
5 Minimum Setback from all Parcel

Lines:

. adjacent to a parcel zoned M1

or M2 5m

. in all other cases 25m

.6 Maximum Coverage 50%
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30.3.1 Notwithstanding Section 28.1 the only use permitted on that portion of the E¥: of the
S.E. ¥ of Section 4, Township 22, Range 11, W6M, KDYD within the M2 zone is
manufacturing, fabricating and processing industries (including forest and wood product

industries) and log home manufacturing facility.

BL701-29

E V2 0f NE 14

+

4

Tp.22 Rge.11

Subject Property

[TAYLOR ROAD

Rem. NW 1/4

P22Rge.11

Screening

30.4.1 Where a parcel within the M2 zone abuts any property within the RR1, RR2, RR3, RR4,
R1, R2, CH1, CH2, SH, MHP, C1, C2, C3, C4, C5 or C6 zone, a landscape screen of not
less than 2 m in height shall be placed so as to fully enclose the industrial use from

neighbouring commercial or residential uses.

.2 Any parcel containing a wrecking yard shall have a landscape screen of not less than 2 m
in height placed so as to fully enclose the wrecking yard, and shall allow for vehicular

access
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Regarding: Application for re-zoning
1336 Taylor Road
Sorrento, B.C.

Thank you for considering the re-zoningof the above mentioned property, as we hope to add Cannabis
Cultivation as a permitted use for the 80 acre parcel.

The applicant wishes to obtain a Health Canada license for a Standard Cannabis Cultivation and
Processing Facility located on this property. This process is in the early stage, and obviously requires
compliance with CSRD permitted uses bylaws before proceeding. The licensing process is lengthy and
very stringent. We contend that the laws in place for the license will greatly mitigate any negative
community impact, as we will outline below.

Overview:

The property in question is currently zoned M2 with a special condition that specifies the permitted
uses. The applicant proposes to create a cannabis production facility on the 80 acre rural location
which was previously home to a sawmill and furniture manufacturer. The proposed operation would
be well outside the proximity of schools, parks, places of worship and any other licensed cannabis
facilities. As the crow flies, it is approximately 350 meters from the nearest residence.

The applicant wishes to utilize existing structures previously used by the sawmill business. An
extensive renovation will take place on the access road, the yard, and the buildings as they must
comply with Health Canada security and building standards. All construction would be permitted by the
CSRD. The various buildings would house cultivation operations as well as processing areas (packaging
of cannabis for sale). The facility would undergo several stages of inspection and ongoing compliance
inspections once business is underway.

The federal government compliance and inspections are important because the framework set by the
government greatly improves security and diminishes negative community impact. Historically, “grow
ops” have had detrimental effects on neighborhoods, but the new legislation in the Cannabis Act
ensures that license holders are held o a very high standard.

Security: This is the most obvious improvement over historical “grow ops". Standard Cultivation and
Processing facilities require very high levels of security that include locked perimeter fencing, full
surveillance systems, monitored intrusion detection systems, and very limited access to any room
containing cannabis.

Corporate shareholders, investors, management and full-time employees are vetted and must

pass a strict security clearance check. These background checks are very thorough, as the Federal
Government must ensure there are no ties to illicit cannabis markets or organized crime. Because of
this, license holders and their staff are truly members of the legitimate business community.

Notice is an important part of the application process. The more information that is shared, the more
compliance can be assured and the more governments and communities can be comfortable with a
new cannabis business. Currently, we live in an area well known for black market and “grey market"
medicinal grow operations. Zero notice is required for communities, neighbors, or governments for
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this activity. With the new legislation, the applicants for cannabis licenses must give notice to the district or
municipality, RCMP, local fire and ambulance services. With communities and authorities notified of licensed
activities, we are entering a positive new era of legal cannabis.

Traffic: The remote location of the facility is ideal as many of the perceived nuisances of the business

will be far from other residences and thus not noticable to the residents who might otherwise be affected
(below). One factor to consider, however, is the possible slight increase in traffic on the road leading to the
facility.

It is important to note that the pre-existing business (sawmill and furniture manufacturing) had a typical
payroll of 15-30 employees. In addition, and of extreme importance, is that deliveries of raw product

via logging trucks were commonplace for that operation. By contrast, the applicant projects a full-time
workforce of only 10-12 employees when operational. No deliveries in or out will be transported in anything
larger than a pickup truck or smal transport van.

For this specific location, the applicant understands that a residential area shares the road leading into

the proposed facility. In preliminary talks with some neighbors, the applicant also understands there are
families with small children in the area. To that end, the applicant wishes to contribute to community safety
by posting road signage (department of highways approved) upon successfully obtaining their license
(“Caution”, “Children at Play” etc). In addition, a specific part of the hiring and training program for all
employees will be dedicated to road safety and consideration for the surrounding community.

Odour: For any cannabis facility, odour is a consideration. Again, because of strict federal guidelines during
licensing, this is an area that must be addressed, unlike black or grey market operations the applicants

site design includes enclosed airtight grow rooms where exhaust airflow is only discharged after it has
been processed through a carbon filtration system in order to extract all odors. As part of the standard
operating procedures, all equipment is checked daily. Ongoing maintenance and filter replacements of the
odor controf systems will occur well within the manufacturers guidelines in order to maintain the highest
filtration efficiency possible.

As mentioned above, the location of this property ensures that sufficient distance between residents is
maintained (see attached). In the highly unlikely case of a temporary malfunction in the venting system, the
distance should prevent any unwanted odor reaching nearby community members.

Noise: Much like the possibility of odor, noise is something the applicant addresses in the site design of this
facility. The distance from other properties ensures that this facility will never impede the quiet enjoyment
neighbouring residents would expect from the area.

In reality, the only significant noise created by the facility itself will be the exhaust fans and the condensers
for the air conditioner units. These units will be installed in such a way as to divert sound from traveling
towards the residential area and the decibel readings for these items are fairly low (see attached),
especially when compared with an active sawmill.

Waste: New legislation improves the practice of waste management. Black and grey market Cannabis
Growers have been known to produce piles of waste bi-product on their respective properties. Unwanted
soil, leaf, and other waste are often left to rott. The standard operating procedure for licensees under the
Cannabis Act, however, dictates that all waste must me recorded, weighed, and disposed of correctly. It is an
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integral part of the application, as Health Canada does not want ANY cannabis product or bi-products to fall
into the hands of unlicensed individuals.

While this is more of a security and sanitary issue for Health Canada, it has the added positive effect of
maintaining clean and orderly facilities within the communities in which cannabis facilities exist.

Economic Spin-off: The preceding areas of consideration have been of a potential negative impact, but
there is also a positive impact of having a cannabis facility within the community. The applicant expects
to create 10-12 full-time jobs, with the possibility of part time employment opportunities as the business
expands. Nearby residents seeking employment may benefit from the proximity to a growing business
(pardon the pun). As Canada’s new legislation creates jobs and tax revenue with the fledgling cannabis
industry, the applicant could eventually become a significant employer in the area.

It is our contention, that the zoning for this property should be amended to allow for a “"Cannabis
Cultivation Facility.” As described above, many factors make cannabis production the highest and best

use for this property. Improvements of security, smell, noise, and road safety from the previous business
make a cannabis facility more desirable for the community than the sawmill for which the original zoning
was created. We hope the CSRD supports our upcoming re-zoning application due to improved community
impact while generating economic opportunities therein.
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Aerial View of subject property
1336 Taylor Road
Sorrento, B.C.
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Date: April 8, 2019

Columbia Shuswap Regional District

555 Harbourfront Drive NE
Salmon Arm, BC
V1E 3M1

Attention: Director Electoral Area F

Regarding:
1336 Tayler Rd, Sorrento
Pending Health Canada application for Cannabis Micro Cultivation Facility

Attn: Christine Lefloch, Corey Paiement (CSRD Development Dept)

To Whom It May Concern,

In regard to the pending re-zoning application for 1336 Taylor Rd, Sorrento BC, | would like to
add some specific information. As the intended use is commercial cannabis cultivation, there
may be concerns over the management of water, waste, and traffic.

Water:

In order to understand water’s role in the proposed cannabis cultivation facility, we have to
understand proposed scale. For this facility, we propose the following approximate volumes:

e 2000 plants in 3 gallon pots

e 1000 plants in 5”x5” small planter pots

e 700L of fresh water utilized per day for irrigation

e 7500lbs of soil growing medium (dry) in use at any time

e Bathroom facilities for employees - projected use of 100L per day fresh water (septic
system)

In terms of fresh water use, this facility projects a volume less than the average Canadian three-
person household would use. **

From a septic capacity perspective, the large sawmill and door manufacturing facility of the past
would have had many more employees and the increased frequency use of bathroom use and
thus demand on the septic system.

121 Shuswap ST NW | Salmon Arm, BC | 250.517.0504
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Most importantly, we must point out that AT NO POINT DOES IRRIGATION WATER ENTER THE
SEPTIC, OR FRESHWATER SYSTEM. All flooring in the facility is cement, and no floor drains are
present.

Irrigation water contains liquid fertilizers, which are mixed with fresh water in a reservoir to a
desired concentration. In this process, the Master Grower fills a plastic reservoir with fresh
water. Fill lines run directly into the reservoir, and even though freshwater spills are highly
unlikely, the reservoir still is positioned on a metal catch tray. Once full, the Master Grower
measures fertilizer mix and adds these concentrated liquids (please see MSDS attachment) until
a desired level is reached within the reservoir. The contents of the reservoir are constantly
measured with a digital meter. When the Master Grower determines that the concentration
has reached 1500 parts per million of fertilizer, he then adjusts the PH accordingly to attain a
target of 6.2. At this point the Master Grower has created “Irrigation Water” and he is ready to
have it enter the Irrigation System.

Irrigation water is now pumped at low pressures through irrigation lines that feed the liquid to
individual plants. The lines are run on top of the pots containing soil and are carefully oriented
to only discharge onto the soil grow medium. Freeboard differential (top of soil to top of pot)

creates a contained circumference that prevents any spillage as water is absorbed into the soil.

The entire irrigation process and structure is well designed to not only prevent any spillage but
to feed the plants in the most effective way possible to minimize costs. The process is
performed on a daily basis by the Master Grower and the irrigation lines are activated manually
under his super vision. This process is not automated and there is no risk of a leak occurring
without it being noticed and immediately rectified.

In the unlikely event of a leak, there are specific protocols in place. Part of the Health Canada
application contains Standard Operating Procedures for spills and cleanup. To summarize,
larger spills are managed with wet-vacs, mops etc. Small spills or moisture on the floor are
identified with safety (slip and fall) procedure and allowed to evaporate into the grow room
atmosphere.

The atmosphere in the cannabis cultivation rooms are highly controlled to create specific
temperature, humidity, air flow and C02 levels. These rooms are sealed, and only intake and
exhaust (filtered) air a few times per day. Specifically, evaporation and humidity control p