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SCRD STAFF REPORT

	
	


DATE:
September 1, 2006

TO:
Planning and Development Committee (September 14, 2006)

FROM:
David Rafael, Senior Planner

RE:
Temporary Industrial Use Permit TI-B-01 (Pan Pacific Aggregates Mason Road) and Bylaw 585 (Issuance of TI-B-01)
Recommendations:

THAT the Planning and Development Committee select one of the following:

1. Refuse Temporary Industrial Use Permit TI-B-01

2. Proceed with Temporary Industrial Use Permit TI-B-01, by giving the required readings to Bylaw 585 to issue the temporary permit and by scheduling a public hearing subject to assurances regarding local water and possible contamination from the core samples and a reclamation plan that is agreed with the SCRD; and applicant providing authorization from the Crown for this and the ALR application #9-B
Background

A Temporary Industrial Use Permit application was received for a site in Electoral Area B on Crown Land in the vicinity of DL 1716 (Attachment A).  The site is zoned RU3 (Rural Three) and is within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).  An application was received to allow temporary non-farm use on the ALR and a report regarding this application is elsewhere on the agenda.

The application is for the operation of the Pan Pacific Agregates (PPA) south yard to allow for two temporary offices (atco-style trailers), weigh scale, core storage area, core logging, and parking of vehicles and equipment for a two year period.  These uses and structures are currently on-site.
PPA has constructed the structures they require to store the core samples, despite the fact that processing of the permit is incomplete.  According to information provided by PPA and the SCRD Buliding Department these did not need building permits.
PPA is in the process of removing the existing weigh scale and does not intend on replacing it on this site.  Thus it is no longer required as part of the proposed uses.

The site is outside of the Halfmoon Bay OCP area.  Zoning Bylaw 310 applies.  The 4.5 hectare site is located at the north end of Mason Road near the intersection with Heritage Road.  

The Planning and Development Committee considered a draft permit on April 13, 2006 and the Board resolved that a public information meeting be arranged and that referrals be sent to relevant agencies (Board Resolution 355/06).  
Discussion

Temporary Commercial and Industrial Use Permits

Section 921 of the Local Government Act allows for temporary commercial and industrial permits.  A temporary permit can allow for any commercial or industrial use, including the processing of natural materials, that would not otherwise be permitted by the land use zoning.  The permit may allow the constuction and use of buildings and structures.  It can also specify the conditions under which the temporary use may be carried out.

The permit can place conditions requiring that, once the temporary period is over, buildings will be demolished and the site restored.  If any conditions are not complied with the Regional District may enter the site to carry them out.  In addition, security, such as a performance bond, can be required.

Once issued, the landowner will have the right to carry out the temporary use for a period of up to two years.  The permit may be renewed only once for another two year period.

As the site is outside of the OCP area and the zoning bylaw does not make allowances for temporary use permits, the LGA enables the issuance of a temporary permit by bylaw.  The bylaw requires a public hearing.  After the public hearing, should the Board resolve to proceed, the permit must have a third reading.  In addition, as the site is on Crown Land, the permit must receive approval from the Minister of Community Services.
Application and Site Details

The applicants contend that the application site is located on the site previously used by Tri-Sil Minerals as a storage yard during their mineral tenure dating from 1985 to 1999.  The site is currently being used for the purposes indicated in this application.  The applicant also wants to extend BC Hydro power lines into the site from existing power line on Heritage Road and has made an application to the Integrated Land Management Bureau for this purpose.  The application site is fenced and gated.

The intention is that core samples will be brought to the site.  The samples will then be cut lengthways, with half to be stored on site and the other half to be sent to labs for analysis.  The only material sent from this site should be the samples transported in half tonne to ¾ tonne trucks/vans.  The draft permit reflects this.
The site is accessed via a mining road from the end of Mason Road.  This access road is gated and can be blocked to prevent public vehicle access.

The property immediately surrounding the site is owned by the Crown.  However, residential properties within the District of Sechelt are located approximately 500m to the south.  

No natural watercourses are located on the site and drainage is via roadside ditches on the north side of Heritage Road and the west side of Mason Road.  On-site domestic sewage will be managed by use of temporary portable toilets; no septic field is to be provided.

The applicant does not expect that the proposed use will have any impact on local fish and wildlife.

The site will be used to support exploration activity.  When exploration is complete the site will be reclaimed by removing temporary structures.  Other reclamation action for the exploration area can include replacing natural vegetation and restoration of natural topography and drainage patterns.

The site is on Crown Land and the SCRD must receive notice from the Crown that they have authorized Pan Pacific Aggregates to make the Temporary Industrial Use Permit and ALR applications.  The applicants have also applied to the Integrated Land Management Bureau for temporary licence tenure.  The Board resolved that the ILMB should not issue this licence or any other licences pertaining to the temporary use until the ALR non-farm use application and Temporary Industrial Use Permit have been approved (SCRD Board April 27, 2006, Resolution 355/06).
The applicant has stated that material, generally small (up to 3 inch rocks), will be sold from a stockpile further north of this site.  The stockpile will not be added to and will relatively quickly be exhausted.  There is about 9000 tonnes of material remaining and has been purchased by Concordia to use for their development at the end of Gayle Road.  The amount taken out each day varies from none to 50 truck loads (about 650 tonnes).  Depending on the level of work this could increase.  This activity is no longer connected with the application site for the temporary industrial use permit.
CONSULTATION

The application was referred to a number of agencies, including the Area B APC, and a public information meeting was held on July 26, 2006.  In addition, the SCRD has received correspondence from several residents. 

Integrated Land Management Bureau

Interests are unaffected by the bylaw amendment.  The ILMB is currently considering a proposal from PPA for aggregates tenure and is in the early stages of proposal review.  Thus ILMB is not prepared to comment on the proposal at this time.  However, ILMB has no objection to the rezoning process proceeding through initial phases, pending completion of the ILMB’s application review.

NOTE: The ILMB have been contacted to find out if they have any additional comments.

Natural Resources Advisory Committee

a.
NRAC realizes that there is utility for PPA to be operating in this location, that it is for a limited time period and that reclamation could be undertaken after their use. Yet there are concerns about this being close to a residential area, and that it is on ALR land.

b.
Points of concern regarding use of this property:

· A sound mitigation plan must be developed prior to moving forward

· Settlement ponds for on-site water use  - e.g., cutting table for core samples

· No removal of pre-existing material (soils, etc.) from site; all materials must be stockpiled and replaced at time of permit expiration

· Reclamation bond sufficient to:

· Remove all equipment and structures

· Return topography to stable pre-existing state

· Replace topsoil

· Re-vegetate

· Remove the weigh scale

· All lighting meets “Dark Skies” specifications

· The Regional District should correct the draft to reflect when the reclamation should be done

· It is an opportunity for the SCRD to establish that ALR land is important to NRAC and to the community

· It is non-conforming use and should not be allowed, even on a temporary basis

MOTION: It was moved and seconded that NRAC support this temporary use permit as described in the memo/staff report.  CARRIED.

NRAC recommends that the SCRD allow the temporary industrial use of this site with the inclusion of following items within the permit

a) Sound mitigation plan

b) Site water mitigation plan

c) Light mitigation plan

d) Site reclamation plan

e) Non removal of materials clause

f) Removal of Weigh Scales

Sechelt Indian Band

The site is within traditional territory and the shíshálh Nation asserts aboriginal rights and title.  In the past the shíshálh Nation has and will continue to engage in traditional activities in the area.  The shíshálh Nation has a rich relationship with the land and waters associated with the area and require its preservation and protection.

The application is just part of a larger initiative involving PPA’s proposed mining operation.  “Because this is an extremely important issue for all our community members, having irreversible impact upon our land and resources, we will be taking internal community consultation process in the very near future, and consequently prefer to defer further comments regarding this application until our internal consultation process is complete.”

The SIB asked to be kept informed regarding any information, including other agencies comments and to be contacted prior to any decision being made.

NOTE: the SIB held a community referendum and additional comments will be provided to the SCRD in due course.  Planning staff have contacted the SIB to inform them of progress, provide copies of agency comments and a copy of this report will be sent when the P&DC agenda is published.

District of Sechelt

The District has no objection to the application.
Halfmoon Bay Advisory Planning Commission

Support the recommendations of staff, with the following comments:

· Request the draft appendix B, to add; reclaim area within the fenced yard.

· General conditions at first page of draft; do item B & D conflict?  Should read: 1 year with expiration of the permit or the extension, if granted.

· If permit extension is requested, would like application to come back to APC.

· If receives support, community should benefit in some significant way.  

· Every effort should be made to reduce noise, dust, and to respect the community.  

· Review in 2 years, reopen road to the community.
Public Information Meeting

Over 150 people attended the meeting.  Discussion often moved away from the temporary industrial use permit application and most of those who spoke were against the proposed mines.  The minutes are included as Attachment B.  With regard to the application site, the following issues were discussed:

Traffic: concern about movement of large vehicles, can size of vehicle be limited, potential increase in traffic, would trucks use the forestry road.  PPA noted that the permit site will not alter traffic pattern, only vehicles of less then 1-tonne will be used to move core samples, the ‘forestry’ roads are mining roads.  (Planning staff note that the issue of limiting vehicle carrying capacity is considered in the draft permit.)

Other activity on the site: weigh scales and crusher.  PPA noted that they stopped using the site to crush rock and sell, there is some available on the old mine site for local developers and landscapers they need to pick it up form the old mine site.  Also the weigh scales are being sold and will be removed. 

Concern about the link between this site and the wider project, why can’t an industrial site be used.  PPA stated that the exploration activity will go ahead regardless of location of the site and that the site is supporting exploration not the mine.  This site was chosen as it is a good location.

Loss of ALR.  PPA commented that the site will be returned to ALR purposes.  The issue of the level of bonding for reclamation is being discussed with the SCRD.

Industrial Activity not allowed in the area.  PPA explained that the site will not be used for heavy industry.  There has been a mine in the area since the 1980’s.

Concern about unauthorised structures/buildings.  PPA stated that no building permit was required as they met the requirements of the Mining Act; this was agreed by the SCRD’s Building Department.

What happens if the permit is denied, what will the company do?  PPA stated that they will rely on the Mine Act.
Petitions

A petition consisting of 80 form letters which includes 5 tick box questions and individual comments was received.  The form letter was written by “Friends of Sechelt Peninsula”, a community group established to protect the area from mining activity in response to PPA’s mining proposals.  The responses include people’s names, but not their addresses.  Attachment C summarizes the responses to the questions and sets out the individual comments.  
Seventy-nine of the respondents do not think that the ALR, the Mason Road site, should be changed to industrial use for PPA.  Seventy-eight are concerned about ground water flow being disrupted by the south mine site.  Seventy-seven do not want Mason Rd, Norwest Bay Road, Heritage Rd or Gale Ave North to be used to transport aggregates from the south mine site.  Seventy-seven think there is a risk of pollution from proposed PPA activities for local homes and the school. Sixty-eight want the District of Sechelt to be doing something more to protect their homes and health.

Many of the comments are directed toward the District of Sechelt, as one of the questions specifically asked what should the District do with regard to the proposals.  This was a deliberate decision taken when the letter was drafted as the main impacts are considered to be on local residents within the District of Sechelt.  

As with the information meeting the issues raised go beyond the application site.  However the responses reflect a strong community objection to the proposed temporary use permit and to the potential mines.  Specific concerns include: the loss of ALR or an opposition to its use for industrial purposes; impact of pollution; impact of traffic on Mason Road, although this relates to movement of large trucks which is not a component of the temporary permit application; the application site is a step towards developing the mine; and why does PPA not use a site already zoned for industrial use.  

The SCRD has also received many more comments regarding PPA’s proposed mines and potential terminal at Wood Bay.
Individual Comments

The SCRD received 26 pieces of correspondence regarding the application site and the mining proposals.  Copies of these letters are available for inspection and their contents have been summarized in Attachment D.  
As with the public information meeting and the form letter, comments are not restricted to the temporary industrial permit site.  Overall the correspondence objects to PPA’s proposals for the mine, Wood Bay and the temporary permit site.  Issues raised include: 

· traffic, specifically large trucks, near the school; 

· noise and dust from activity on the site in light of past experience, such as the crusher; 

· possible impact on a local residents water source, (although this may be linked to the potential mine sites rather than the temporary permit site;  

· potentially four years does not seem to be temporary;

· loss/degradation of ALR that is not supported by any reason provided by PPA;

· why can’t the industrial activity take place on a site already zoned for such uses;

· proximity to expanding residential development; and 

· the temporary permit site is one step towards the mines;

Specific Issues related to the Temporary Permit Application
A Stepping Stone to the Mines and Why Use this Site
Concern has been raised about separating consideration of the use of the Mason Road site from its contribution to PPA’s proposal to develop two mines.  Questions have also been raised as to why this site, which is not zoned for industrial activities, should be used when there are other sites elsewhere on the Coast that are zoned for industrial uses. 

PPA considers that this site is suitable given its location near the exploration areas.  This allows the storage and parking of equipment that they will need to take out to the sites as part of their exploration and makes it possible for the early stages of developing the mines.  If the mines are given approval then the temporary site will be ‘decommissioned’ and the uses will be relocated to the mine sites.

The site is also considered by PPA as suitable due to its relatively long period of disturbance in connection with mining activity in the area.

Planning staff agree that the PPA could relocate elsewhere to a site already zoned for the proposed uses.  However, that will not prevent the ‘stepping stone’ nature of the site.  It would only move it elsewhere.  Not all Industrial zones allow for the range of activities proposed by PPA.  By relocating the use to an appropriate existing industrial site there may be benefits as there would be less chance of causing noise and dust that disturbs residents as existing industrial sites tend to be relatively isolated from residential uses.  The Mason Road site is relatively near to an expanding residential area in the District of Sechelt.

By relocating to another site, PPA will not reduce the amount of traffic generated from the exploration sites as the core samples will still need to be transported by truck/van in at least the same number as would be the case if the use the Mason Road site.  It is likely that the number of trips will increase as PPA will be using public roads to transport entire cores, rather than cores split in half.  Either that or they could require larger vehicles to move the same number of cores, the total weight of which would be double.

Traffic

Many of the objections to the temporary industrial use permit relate to activities that took place on the site in 2005.  PPA was using the site to crush and sell aggregates taken from an exiting mine elsewhere.  This resulted in noise, and dust.  It also required heavy trucks to move the material off the site.  

Recent discussions with PPA have confirmed that this activity will not take place.  The weigh scale is in the process of being removed, it was recently sold, and the crusher is being offered for sale.  While PPA cannot promise no heavy trucks will use Mason Road, they state that none will be leaving the temporary permit site.  The proposed activity will only result in a few light truck/van movements a day as core samples are taken off Coast for analysis.  These vehicles would have a carryin capacity of less than 1-tonne.

The draft permit limits the carrying capacity of the vehicles used to move material from the application site.

The draft permit does not allow for weigh scales or crushers.  This should reduce the risk of heavier vehicle being regularly used to transport material from the temporary permit site.  However it would not prevent larger trucks using Mason Road, especially where their trip starts on different sites in the area; such as aggregates going from the existing mine site to construction sites in the area or elsewhere on the Coast.

Reclamation

The SCRD and PPA have held discussions about the amount of money required to adequately fund reclamation of the site.  In light of comments received from NRAC and others, one approach could be to require PPA to develop a reclamation plan that is fully costed, and agree it with the SCRD before a temporary industrial use permit is given.  A bond sufficient to carry and complete the reclamation would need to be posted with the Regional District, also prior to issuance of the permit.

NRAC raises the issue of a site water mitigation plan.  This should form part of a reclamation plan.

Loss of ALR

PPA have not applied to remove the site from the ALR, however they have applied to the Agricultural Land Commission for temporary non-farm use.  The SCRD has recommended that if issued it should be for temporary use only.

PPA have noted that the site has been disturbed for many years due to its use in connection with the existing mine elsewhere in the area.  It is not clear whether the site has been used for agricultural purposes.  The wider area does contain agricultural uses.

A suitable reclamation plan that is successfully implemented should return the site to productive agricultural use.  The ALC should be consulted as part of the SCRD’s review of a reclamation plan, should the Board require one from PPA.

Road Closures

Planning staff have discussed this issue with PPA and the Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources.  Planning staff understand that a mining company can close mining roads to public access especially where there could be a health and safety risk.  PPA has done this while they carry out their exploration.  Should the mines be approved then road access will continue to be restricted.  PPA has stated that the mine road is gated at the 12.5 km mark, above the turnoff to Carlson Point, and that access to Carlson Lake will be kept open.

Mine roads are not usually public rights of way and permission may be required for access from those not authorised by the province to operate them.

Hours of Operation

In the first draft permit considered by the Board on April 27, 2006, Planning staff have recommended that if the permit is issued that a condition be placed to restrict the hours of operation to normal working hours from Monday to Friday.  PPA has stated that the normal hours of operation will be from 7:30 am to 5 pm, seven days a week.  There may be occasions when they will need to work from 7am to 7 pm if there is a backlog in processing the samples.  

The SCRD Abatement and Control of Noise Bylaw No. 294 does not specifically set times of operation for industrial or commercial activity.  However for a range of activities the operations are limited to between 7am and 9pm or sunset, whichever is the latest.  Notwithstanding these hours of operation, Bylaw 294 may come into effect where a person, and hence a commercial activity, makes or causes noise which disturbs a neighbourhood or persons in the vicinity or which the Board believes are objectionable or liable to disturb individuals or the public.

More flexible hours of operation could be allowed then those set out in the draft permit considered by the Board.  Any noise complaints could be dealt with through enforcement of the Bylaw 294.   Planning staff consider that given the strong public concern about PPA, that if the permit is issued a condition restricting hours of operation should be maintained.  The hours could be increased once the activity has been in operation for a few months in light of practical experience of the activity as an amendment to the permit.  The SCRD Board would be able to consider a change in the hours of operation and resolve whether to extend them or not.

In light of discussions with PPA, Planning staff recommend that the hours be set at 7:30am to 5 pm, seven days a week, which reflects the normal working hours described by PPA.  Should they wish to extend these hours they will need to apply to the SCRD to revise the temporary permit.

Impact on Water Source for Local Residents

No research is available, or has been required to investigate this in relation to the temporary permit. It has been suggested to the Planning staff that local residents who are concerned about this should establish the ‘current status’ of their wells, especially the chemical makeup of the water.  This could be checked periodically if and when the mine(s) come into production. 

PPA should work with the local residents to establish the current status and to periodically check the status for the duration of the use of the temporary permit site.

PPA should confirm that there should be no impact on existing water sources in the area due to their use of the temporary permit site.  They should also make a commitment to address any reduction in the amount or quality of water to local residents that may relate to use of the site.

Possible Contamination from Core Samples

No research is available, or has been required to investigate this in relation to the temporary permit.  

PPA should confirm that there is no possibility of contamination either as a result of processing the cores or storing them on site.  Any reclamation plan should consider this issue.

Draft Permit

A draft permit and draft Bylaw 585 to issue the permit are attached, should the Board consider allowing the application.

The draft permit sets out the general conditions, including the structures allowed, the time period, amount of security (currently estimated at $25,000) and requirements once the Temporary Industrial Use Permit ends.  The draft permit has been revised to take account of comments received and discussions with PPA.  It now includes a condition that a reclamation plan be agreed with the SCRD and that the money needed to carry out the plan be secured as a bond.  

Draft Letter of Undertaking

Appendix B of the draft permit presents a letter of undertaking.  This has been amended since the previous report.  It now includes a commitment that PPA demolishes or removes all building and/or structures and equipment that are not permitted pursuant to the temporary industrial use permit.  This is to be done before the permit is issued. 

This should ensure that undesirable uses, such as the crushing of rock that took place last year, do not occur.

The previous draft stated that this needed to be done before the termination date of the permit. 

The draft letter has also been amended to state that PPA will confirm that the site will not be contaminated through the processing or storage of cores.  In addition, PPA is to confirm that their activities on the site will not impact upon drinking water sources for local residents.

Conclusion

The temporary industrial use permit application is for the operation of the Pan Pacific Agregates (PPA) south yard to allow for two temporary offices (atco-style trailers), weigh scales, core storage area, core logging, and parking of vehicles and equipment for a two year period.  These uses and structures are currently on-site.  An exisiting weigh scale has recently been sold and will soon be removed and as such this use has been removed from the draft permit.

The draft permit limits the range of uses to those stated by PPA.  Planning staff recommend that should the Board proceed with the permit, PPA be required to prepare a fully costed reclamation plan, agreed to by the SCRD and supply a bond sufficient to carry and complete the reclamation prior to issuance of the permit.  (Hours of operation need to be defined)
The application has attracted a range of objections from residents as expressed through the 150 who attended the public information meeting, the 80 form letters objecting to the proposal and 26 items of correspondence set out in Attachments C and D respectively.  Some of the comments from each source are from the same individuals.  The SCRD has also received many more comments regarding PPA’s proposed mines and potential terminal at Wood Bay.
There is no doubt that public input to date indicates that the community opposes PPA’s plans for two mines and all the associated proposals that may arise, such as this temporary industrial use permit.

Planning staff consider that there are two options.  

Option One

The first is to proceed with the permit.  This will require readings to Bylaw 585; that a public hearing be held; and should the permit be given third reading it will then require approval from the Minister of Community Services as the site is on Crown Land.  Before a public hearing is held, the applicant should: confirm that the Crown authorizes this application and the ALR application; provide assurances regarding local water and possible contamination from the core samples; and agree a reclamation plan with the SCRD.  If so decided by the Board, issuance of the permit should be made subject to the provision of a reclamation bond in light of the plan.  

Option Two

The second option is to refuse to give Bylaw 585 readings and to deny the permit in light of the strong community concern about the proposal and its links to the potential mines.  PPA has stated that if the SCRD refuses the permit then they will rely upon the Mine Act.

_________________________________

David Rafael, Senior Planner
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Synopsis of Questions & Comments From July 26, 2006 Open House on Pan Pacific Aggregates Ltd. Application for a Temporary Non-Farm Use Permit for the Operations Compound at Mason Road.

August 25, 2006

Only the first hour and 14 Minutes of the meeting were recorded and available for review. 

Only questions or comments related to the application are included.

· Will Industrial use permit (IUP) open the door to the Sechelt Carbonate Project? – IUP is in support of exploration not development;

· Don’t believe “Minimal Impact “ – impact will not change from current level;

· Why is PPA building without permits? – building inspector determined that permits were not required;

· Will cause traffic hazard from dump trucks – will not result in any changes to current traffic pattern or volume;

· What is site used for? – examination and storage of diamond drill core, maintenance of equipment;

· Will never be ALR again if granted – will be returned to ALR after de-activation;

· Will trucks be allowed to enter from forestry roads? – roads are mine roads not forestry roads, PPA has never objected to others using the roads when it is safe to do so;

· Explain use of weigh scale – weigh scale is surplus to operations and is being sold;

· To grant IUP will open up “can of worms” – makes no change to current activities;

· Will PPA reimburse SCRD for legal costs from 2005 action? – no;

· Residents bought into area without industrial zone – mine was established in mid 80’s;

· Will compound area be reclaimed if other operations don’t go ahead? – compound will be reclaimed regardless of what other activities may take place;

· It takes hundreds of thousands of years to make soil. Compound will be a raped area forever, unable to grow a weed. – nonsense, reclamation is little different than road de-activation treatment after timber harvest; (also note that on average it takes 500 years to produce 25 mm of mineral soil, 100,000 years would produce 5 meters, soil on site is approximately 500 mm consistent with time interval from last glaciation);

ATTACHMENT B
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· Is there no industrial zoned property on the S/C? Why can’t PPA go there? – we already use this area and it is suitable for our requirements;

· If zoning is denied what is Plan B? – we are fully permitted under the Mines Act;

· If land is not to be a mine why is the Mines Act relevant to the property? – PPA holds mineral tenure over the entire area;

· Against processing area (Compound area?) – will not be used for mineral processing;

· IUP Will lead to something that “we” don’t want – PPA’s exploration activities will continue regardless of where we base operations;

· Battles between ALR and industry are happening all over the province, elected representatives should take a leadership role and act proactively instead of reactively – an editorial not a question;

·  SCRD Director Donna Sugar stated that she is “behind” the audience – not a question;

· The mine was here first – not a question;

· Half-moon Bay OCP says no heavy industrial development in the area – PPA’s activites in the area in question do not constitute heavy industry;

Form Letter: Tabulation of Responses and Addditional Comments

80 responses

July 26, 2006

Dear Residents

This form has been provided to facilitate communication with you and the SCRD representative attending this meeting. We encourage you to write your own comments in the space provided for you at the bottom of this page.

Your written comments will represent your opinions when the SCRD planning committee reviews its notes from this meeting, and later when the SCRD Directors make their decision about PPA’s temporary permit.  

FOSP will inform you when that SCRD Directors’ meeting will be held so you can attend if you wish to do so. 

Please answer YES or NO to the questions below and add your comments.

It is essential that you print your name, write your signature, and date the sheet before handing it to the SCRD representative.

Sincerely,

Friends of the Sechelt Peninsula (FOSP)                                                                  Contact: www.fosp.ca
	
	  ISSUES              CONCERNS              COMPLAINTS
	YES
	NO

	1.
	Do you think that ALR (Agriculture Land Reserve) at the end of Mason Road should be changed to” industrial use” for Pan Pacific Aggregates? 
	1
	79

	2.


	Are you concerned about the flow of ground water being disrupted or polluted by a mine site located above you (PPA’s south site)? (if you get your drinking water from a well)
	68

6 no answer
	1

5 not applicable

	3.
	Mason Road, Norwest Bay Road, Heritage Road and Gale Ave N. are all residential accesses; do you think that they should be used to transport product (aggregates) from the south mine site?
	1

1 no answer
	78

	4.


	We have the right to clean air and water.  

The effects of diesel exhaust on adults are still unknown and studies on children have not been done yet.  Homes and the elementary school at the corner of Norwest Bay Rd and Mason Rd. are within 50 to 100m from the road where PPA traffic will pass through every day.    

Do you think there is risk of pollution from the proposed activities of PPA for the homes and school in this area?


	77

1 no answer
	2

	5.
	At the moment the District of Sechelt is interested in “compensation for additional costs for increased road use (Mason Rd) by PPA”; Should the DOS be doing something more to protect you, your homes and health?  What? (Please use space below).


	68

7 no answer
	4

1 not sure


Additional comments:

Print name___________________________________________ Date ________________________

Signature _______________________________________________

ATTACHMENT C
Additional comments:

	No
	Name
	Comment

	1
	Sue Leather
	No additional comments

	2
	L H Parhulak
	I respect PPA for trying to follow the SCRD’s process to obtain a temporary use permit for their “work sitefor exploration purposes”.  But the community feeling is so strong against a mine that you should save your money and spend it on a more remote site

	3
	Ted Leathley
	We don’t want or need PPA and what it represents.  We can get along fine without you

	4
	Carole Logtenberg
	I would like to see DoS put more pressure on PPA to produce and distribute a detailed plan with timelines and costs of reclamation for all areas disturbed and to be disturbed

	5
	Mark Lebright
	I moved to the Sunshine Coast 5 years ago from the States, not to the aggregates coast or the gravel coast, but the sunshine coast.  I bought property, I spend $10s of thousands on food, utilities taxes etc.  If the mine goes through I will move.  I bet a hundred of “eco-home owners” spend more, input more wealth than a mine

	6
	Nancy Leathley
	Represent the will of the community

	7
	Paul Suffs
	Inspect every movement of PPA.  Their past performance is poor in the Caren Range

	8
	Anne Clemence
	No additional comments

	9
	Doug Cameron
	No additional comments

	10
	Sandra Scott
	I am submitting a letter to SCRD with this form that outlines my opposition

	11
	Katherine Roberts
	Stop PPA – their negative track record does not support additional permits.  Give them this road and they will take the mountain, specifically the Caren Range

	12
	M K Smith
	No additional comments

	13
	Roy Smith
	No additional comments

	14
	Lesley Cameron
	Deny this permit and protect our area.  We live on the peninsular because of the natural beauty and clean air.  We should be investing in promoting the unique lifestyle we have and can interest people from around the world to enjoy, promote tourism

	15
	Muriel Elliot
	Stop PPA now.  This development is not wanted by residents of the Sunshine Coast

	16
	Blake Ford
	The initiative under discussion can only be viewed as the thin edge of the wedge.  It is evident from the (public information) meeting tonight that the community does not want this project and the possible/probable aftermath – a full mine site


	17
	Margaret L Shaw
	I don’t live near the proposed site but I empathize strongly with those who do.  I live in Selma Park and although a lot of trees are between my house and the existing Sechelt mine, the constant noise of the conveyor and resulting dust from the open conveyor have a detrimental effect on our lives.  I can see no benefits to our community in these propose mining activity

	18
	Brian Shaw
	The argument is always that this will create jobs.  But is this ever weighed against the loss of tourism in the future when the beauty of the Coast has been destroyed?  Live now, pay for it later?  I think not! 

	19
	Barbera Borguslawski
	Not rezone to industrial use for PPA Aggregates.  Respect the wishes of the taxpayers – preserve this beautiful area

	20
	Julia Frittaion
	Submitted a separate letter

	21
	Kate Monks
	No additional comments

	22
	Janel Frechette
	No additional comments

	23
	Bert Kirk Hanson
	This is one more wedge in destroying what Sechelt (SCRD) in my opinion should try and create as we grow and prosper.  Being a retired hotel manager 30 years I would like us to be a centre for residential and tourists.  Not mining and the destruction of water and beauty

	34
	B Gail Riddell
	The council has been notoriously silent on this issue.  I believe that they should stand up for the voters’ clear indication that any mine is inappropriate in a geographical area that is so close to community

	25
	Sharon Russell
	I urge the SCRD to oppose this permit

	26
	David C Cox
	Oppose the PPA plans.  We do not need or want this type of development on the Sunshine Coast

	27
	Eleanor Thielke
	DoS should not approve PPA’s permit, it is total insanity to even consider a mine site so close to homes

	28
	Kat Janzen
	Oppose PPA plans.  We do not need or want this style of development on the Sunshine Coast

	29
	Karen Carlyle
	The DoS should require PPA to pave the road, reduce truck traffic, come up with a site reclamation plan or refuse the application

	30
	Allan Crane
	The implications of future mining for the Sunshine Coast are too horrendous even to contemplate

	31
	Maureen Parrott
	My well is close to the north site.  Take very possible step to protect ecological integrity.  A business that Pays so little attention to local rules and concerns that they won’t listen to SCRD without a lawsuit: why, I don’t see that business being worth giving up the ALR.  Let them find a themselves a facility in someone’s industrial zoned land

	32
	Maggie Scott
	Slow down


	33
	George Pohl
	DoS should not give their blessing to PPA for a paved road on Mason or Heritage or anything else.  Application for rezoning should not be allowed, a hydro line into the property is a precursor fir future mining which is not in the best interests of the residents who will be impacted

	34
	Renate Pohl
	There should be no change in zoning to accommodate PPA.  It is just another step towards more devastation and noise, we don’t need it

	35
	Jill Halliwell
	Please do not approve application for variance in ALR.  Consider placing a moratorium on development/exploration applications until the process of a land use Vision is complete.  Do not give up ALR even temporarily until a comprehensive assessment of the whole SC is complete

	36
	Judie Myers
	No additional comments

	37
	Marcel van Offel
	No additional comments

	38
	Patricia Lindsay
	I am completely against PPA and any or all of their proposals for the Sunshine Coast

	39
	Michael Siddell
	In my view this project is inappropriate for our region.  I see this as phase one of the project and therefore should not be allowed

	40
	Fran Wilson
	No additional comments

	41
	Mark Wilson
	I am opposed to mining development in the Sunshine Coast given the adverse impacts including traffic possible disturbance to water resources from quarrying a low value resource

	42
	Nancy Flight
	I am concerned about the down stream noise pollution described by several people at the (public information) meeting.  Also 4 years does not seem very temporary

	43
	John S Brock
	Stop.  Stop this mine and protect us humans from noise and pollution.  Save our land

	44
	H Brock
	Stop the mine. Stand up for our land and community.  No benefit from this mine will ever make up for the horrendous losses that will occur.  One open pit is more than enough.

	45
	Robert D’Arcy
	DoS should at least join the advocacy to stop this project.  Put weight restrictions on roads but for temporary permits but for home construction.  Sue against noise/dust pollution etc.  PPA have told so many stories that now no one can believe anything they say.  No more.  Sandy Hook, where the noise and bad sights come

	46
	G Waddell
	(DoS) should be working with SCRD to ensure appropriate controls are built in and are enforced.  Get the feeling that the (DoS) council believes it is not their problem.

	47
	Richard Knotson
	Keep Sechelt for residents, not (unclear word),  If they need limestone let them dig it from their own backyards

	48
	Beverly Nelson
	I would like  answers from the SCRD and PPA to a list of questions having to do with scientific evaluation (the list of questions is noted elsewhere in this report).


	49
	Robert M Carl
	No compensation can protect the long term health of residents in this area.  Clean air, noise and water

	50
	Sylvia Louise Carl
	The whole public review re Mason Road ALR is a Red Herring.  We want a chance to speak about the real issue of aggregate removal in the Sechelt Inlet.  This proposal is just the first step in a plan for the destruction of our SC environment.  Why would we allow tanker traffic with its risk of pollution and marine catastrophe off our waters?  We ask the Regional District to stand firm and protect its residents from PPA’s proposal for Wood bay and Sechelt Inlet

	51
	Joop Burgerjon
	No additional comments

	52
	Paula Burgejion
	No additional comments

	53
	R B H Hoare
	I would like my grandchildren to enjoy the beauty of the BC Coast as I know it 

	54
	Beverley Sharrolk
	I am also very concerned about noise pollution.  I live high up on Piper Place and the sound reverberates across right through my windows, truck noise and other machinery noise do not enhance residential living.  The RD should be doing everything they can to prevent this activity from taking place. I realize that the south site is fully permitted but the permits were issued years ago and a new company takes over an existing inactive mine, the Ministry responsible should review the permits to see if mining activity is still appropriate.  It is not.  The RD should not approve this temporary industrial permit in an agricultural zone.  A 2 year temporary permit may become 4 years: that is half my remaining life expectancy.  Please ensure that any future meetings are held in larger venue with microphone

	55
	S L Birch
	Enough mining already, this is a small community

	56
	John Allegretti
	No additional comments

	57
	Dr Vivian Vilich
	The reclamation work planned is very poo, if not totally insufficient.  The ALR is based upon preserving land of minimum quality to grow plants for food, not just trees or shrubs.  PPA should come up with a detailed reclamation plan, plus the money needed, for all land affected by PPA

	58
	Irma Jamont
	Deny the permit, the ALR must be kept, rezoning even temporarily is short sighted and foolish

	59
	Frank Shore
	No additional comments

	60
	Suzy Naylor
	No major projects that permanently change the face of the SC should be undertaken until a Regional Growth Strategy is developed

	61
	Elaine Futterman
	The SCRD and DoS should be doing all they can do to protect our natural environment in the pursuit of tan economy which does not rely on natural resources.  We need a Regional Growth Strategy and a moratorium on industrial development and residential growth until the RGS is complete.


	62
	Marjorie Ross
	Should not talk about “compensation...for increased road use” as using the road to transport material with large trucks should not be an option

	63
	Bobby Cox
	The DoS should be protecting residents who live in the areas affected by these proposals from the effects of noise, traffic, pollution and the adverse impact on property values.  They should be carrying out their own independent research and not relying on information provided by PPA

	64
	Darlene Chenier
	No additional comments

	65
	T Chenier
	Potential jobs created by PPA compared to long term damage to Inlet: No rationale!

	66
	Laura Sigver
	A 25 year mining plan and limited numbers of jobs it will provide for the SC is very short-sighted.  The value of the resources that PPA proposes to degrade is nowhere near the long-term value of preserving the beauty that attracts tourists and resident and provides the possibility of even more secure jobs.  Therefore I’m against anything that makes it possible for PPA to move forward

	67
	Rupert Clark
	We already have the largest gravel pit in N America operated by Lehigh.  It is dusty, noisy, ugly, eyesore.  We don’t need another

	68
	Cynthia Lyman
	The DoS should primarily be concerned with protecting the quality of life and health of its citizens and their environment, not facilitating the interests and exploit of industry.  Think of the future.  Don’t let this destruction proceed. Don’t trust this company and its admittedly ill-conceived procedures and its track record.

	69
	Barbara Furst
	No land should be taken out of ALR.  Safety of children along the road is paramount.  How would this safety be guaranteed?  DoS must protect its citizens and their health: protection from noise, dust, pollution.  We cannot allow an aggressive company – PPA – dictate how we should use/zone our land

	70
	Corrinne Newman
	I feel that this company is an underhanded/behind your back company.  They acquired the mining rights for the whole Sunshine Coast, what is to stop them from drilling in my back yard.  Stop it

	71
	Kuna Sekaren
	I am a taxpayer, came here to live in this prestigious God’s Country.  A mine – PPA – is not what me, my family, the community envisioned to be a way of life.  If this was the case we might as well live in a 3rd World Country

	72
	Dale Jackson
	Agricultural land is very important and will be more so in the future.  We live on a peninsula, only accessible by ferry.  Therefore in the future growing food will be more important than mining in the ALR.  The notice in the paper did not contain maps and plans of the area concerned.  People need to know exactly, what and where as with other planning notices.  Thank you to the SCRD for taking legal action and bringing this to a head. Please seek full recovery of costs and compensation.


	73
	Pamela Runkle
	No additional comments

	74
	R C Riepe
	What about the logging land

	75
	Alda Grames
	The Halfmoon Bay OCP does not permit industrial zoning.  Please respect the current zoning of the ALR.  There is not currently enough ALR and FLR in our community.

	76
	Mary Westoby
	Under no circumstances should PPA be allowed to use residential streets for industrial use.

	77
	WM Birch
	This area is too close to residential developments and should not be allowed, including any transport of materials through residential areas.  Do not approve of the changes from ALR to industrial use

	78
	Fern Walker
	Four years is too long for a temporary permit.  No ALR should be changed to industrial use.  More money for destroying the environment is not acceptable no matter how much is offered.  This project is a travesty.  This whole project should not happen.  The (public information) meeting was a waste of time even for the area you are focussing on

	79
	Victoria Maxwell
	We need the DoS to respond appropriately for the residents of Sechelt, obvious opposition to PPA mines.  Our voice is not being heard.  I as a concerned resident want the DoS and SCRD and provincial gov’t to stop the PPA mines and other mines.  We already have the largest gravel mine in N America, beside a rapidly growing town.  It is irresponsible and unacceptable to allow another mine to be developed.  The citizens of the SC need to be heard and our opposition to the proposed mines needs to be responded to and represented by our elected officials.  Please help stop the mines.  Tourism, quality of life and environmental issues are at stake

	80
	D Schulze
	The District has responsibility to maintain health of community.  Water management plan and increasing population makes it even more difficult to maintain level.  DoS should decide for a long –term plan, land, water, sewage, air emission of pollution etc.  Money does not maintain our health, only clean environment.


Individual Comments Received by SCRD

Beverly Nelson presented a list of questions regarding the environmental impact of the mining proposals.  Many of the questions should be answered through the proposed mines environmental assessment.  Ms Nelson noted that three are of the questions are relevant to the temporary permit site: 
· What will be the effects of noise pollution on humans and animals; 

· Do sound waves (from rock crushing) intensify and reverberate across the mountainous canyons of Sechelt Inlet; and

· How long does it take for a forest once trees have been removed for strip mining and how do humans recreate a forest in irs original state, repopulated with displaced species?

In response to these questions Planning staff note that the draft permit includes hours of operation and the SCRD has a noise bylaw in place that may allow for the SCRD to require any operation to take actions to reduce noise where appropriate.  In addition, the temporary permit site is to be reclaimed as agricultural land, likely to be silviculture.  

Mr and Mrs Besslar, of 6216 Mason Road commented that they own the lot adjacent to the application site and have lived there for over 20 years.  They are gravely concerned about their water supply, a 420 foot deep onsite well.  In addition they have farm status and rely on that water source to support this.  Any blasting and removal of rocks may alter the underground stream/water source and affect their water supply.  Planning staff note that PPA does not propose any such activity on the temporary industrial site.  It is not known what the potential impact of the mine sites could be on drinking water sources, however this issue has been raised during discussions with PPA regarding the environmental impact assessment and the SCRD expects that it will form part of the study.

Beverly Sharrock wrote to the SCRD in April 2006 and included comments she presented to the District of Sechelt in July 2005.  Some of the issues raised are noted by Ms Sharrock in the form letter noted above.  Concern is raised about the crusher the re-activation of 20 year old mine permits for a site that was inactive or of low intensity use in recent years.  The proposed jobs are not needed due in part to the level of construction activity.  If the mines go ahead property values will drop and local B&Bs will suffer.  Ms Sharrock urges the SCRD to vote against these applications.  Planning staff note that PPA have stopped using the crusher and will remove it from the temporary permit site and that the draft permit does not allow for such activity. 

ATTACHMENT D
Jack Pope, Director of the Sunshine Coast Tourism Partnership and Vice President of the Sunshine Coast B&B and Cottage Owners Association, notes that the economy has shifted from traditional resource extraction to tourism.  The tourism industry is at risk from the mine proposals that would undermine an already established (tourism) economy which is making a far greater contribution to the local economy.

A form letter was sent to the SCRD in April/May 2006 by

Mr and Mrs Blakeman and Sue Leather of Gale Avenue North and Bruno Huber of Granthams Landing.  The letters raise concerns about activity on the temporary permit site raising the following concerns: impact on ALR on the site and on adjacent agricultural sites; the processing are is only 500 metre from residential areas and possibly even closer to the new sites on Gale Ave N; Mason Road route goes past an elementary school; will PPA block the public road on Crown Land that accesses Carlson Point residences; no longer enjoy peace and tranquility as the area could move towards “Kentucky-like strip mining”.  They conclude that they do not want to live in a “war zone with mining around us”.

Dagmar Schulze, Redrooffs Road Halfmoon Bay, copied the SCRD a letter sent to the Premier. Mr Schulze commented upon the Wood Bay proposal and included the same text set out in the letters sent by the Blakemans and others.  

Sheena Main, Carlson Point, commented on: the blocking of a road that they use to access their property at Carlson Point; increase in traffic – large vehicles - on Mason Road; impact on tourism; loss of ALR; whether the cores are toxic; and that PPA will use a temporary permit as a toe in the door for a permanent rezoning.  The letter concludes that “the time for vigilance is now, not two years down the road when PPA may have negatively impacted upon the community”.  Planning staff note that the issue of blocked roads is concerned elsewhere in this report.

Kate Main, Carlson Point, raises concern about heavy truck traffic on Mason Road; impact on future residential and recreation development; and impact on area as a haven for families and tourism.

Margot Long, Carlson Point, concern about the visual and environmental blight caused by logging and potentially by mining.  The site is not zoned for industrial activity and activities should match the current zoning.

Nancy Flight and Peter Cullis, Tuwanek, are alarmed that the site at Mason Road could be used for PPA’s industrial activity as this could create noise and other health/environmental problems.  They hope the application is refused.

Michael Title, Mercer Road Halfmoon Bay, noted that, as a retired professional driver, he has major concerns with the use of Mason Road for commercial traffic due to the over reliance of engine brakes which cut out at lower speeds.  The school zone is such a low speed area.  Due to safety and noise (from engine brakes) concerns the temporary permit should be refused.

Eva Tweedie, Sandy Hook Road Sechelt, raised a general objection to PPA’s plans related to impact on tourism.

David Moul, Grant Road Roberts Creek, objected that at the public meeting people where asked to keep on the topic of the application site although PPA had information for people to send in support for the project as a whole, including the mines.  Notes that PPA only has two values – benefits to business and employment – and that elected representatives should champion other values such as protection of environment that are of concern to the community.  PPA has not offered an explanation of why the proposed activities have to take place on the application site and not elsewhere on sites already zoned for them.

Joop, Jesse and Paula Burgerjon, Redrooffs Road Halfmoon Bay, confirmed their opposition to the proposed temporary permit that they set out in the form letter noted above.

Julia Frittaion, Fairway Ave Sechelt, opposes the temporary permit that would allow for operation of a crusher due to noise and dust.  Also due to increased traffic as trucks use Mason Road.  Residential development is expanding in the area.  There is a battle across BC to protect ALR, will the site be sold for residential development once the temporary use has ended.

Quinn Runkle

I am 15 and me and my friends do not want to work in a mine, I am opposed to working anywhere that my work is unethical and not environmentally sound, I would not work anywhere that my job does not support the community and the ecosystem

Barbera Borguslawski, Gale Ave North, confirmed opposition to the temporary permit, the loss of ALR and the wider project as set out in the form letter noted above.  The crusher was a source of noise.  What is the water requirement of the proposed uses, residents are on water restrictions.  Looks forward to a wise decision with respect to the temporary permit application.

Sandra Scott, Highmoor Place Sechelt, opposed to the proposed rezoning (temporary permit) as the area has a rural character and PPA’s use of the site has caused noise and dust, not just from crusher but also from warning signals as vehicles back up.  The claim that mining has gone on for a long time is misleading as no mining activity for around last ten years until PPA arrived. 

Cam and Kathy Turner, Tillicum Bay Road Sechelt, many at the public meeting expressed our views that ALR land is precious and under no circumstances be allowed for any industrial use.  The temporary permit is a stepping stone for the mines and ask that the SCRD stand firm and reject it.

Frank Henning, Grauman Road Roberts Creek, overriding the ALR designation should not be allowed unless there are compelling reasons to do so.  PPA has not provided such reasons.  Concerned that the public meeting tried to limit discussion to the temporary permit and not the wider implications of PPA’s mines.  This issue should not be isolated.  The Vision of the SCRD that “local control over resources and development” will help to realize the Vision.  Many are concerned about PPA’s activities and the comment that PPA will rely on the Mines Act if the permit is refused indicates PPA has little concern for resolving issues raised by the community.  Based upon the public meeting the conclusion os that the PPA is not worthy of community’s trust.  Urges the SCRD to reject the temporary permit 

Nancy Leathley, provided a copy of a letter sent to the Minister of State for Mining that objects to the industrial use of ALR land as it is criminal to destroy farm land forever.

Dale Jackson, Elliott Road Garden Bay, objects to the temporary permit.  If the proposed uses are so simple and inoffensive why not locate them on site that is already zoned for industrial use.  ALR is precious and is in harmony with community needs, mining is not. 

Victoria Maxwell, Surf Circle Sechelt, opposes the mine proposals in general due to impact on health and impact on tourism.

Jan Williams, Friends of Sechelt Peninsula, Gail Ave North, opposes the temporary permit.  The statement that mining has taken place in the area since the early 1980’s ignores the expansion of residential areas towards the site.  The use of the site for crushing created noise, dust.  The use of Mason Road for heavy trucks past a school is dangerous to children.  The site is 500 metres from residences and farm animals.
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