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TO: Chair and Directors File No: BL900-25 

PL20180000043 

SUBJECT: Electoral Areas C, E & F: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 

900-25 

DESCRIPTION: Report from Christine LeFloch, Planner II, dated June 24, 2019. 

Electoral Areas C, E & F 

RECOMMENDATION: THAT: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900 be read a 

third time, as amended, this 18th day of July 2019. 

 

SHORT SUMMARY: 

The CSRD was originally proposing to amend the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 (Bylaw No. 900) 

by: 

1. Increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in foreshore 

residential zones from 24 m2 to 30 m2; 

2. Increasing the width of a floating or fixed dock surface in all zones from 3 m to 3.05 m;  

3. Increasing the width of a permanent or removable walkway surface in all zones from 1.5 m 

to 1.52 m; and, 

4. Increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in the Foreshore 

Park Zone from 24 m2 to 40 m2. 

A public hearing was held on May 27, 2019 at the Sorrento Memorial Hall to hear representations 

from the public regarding the proposed amendments. Based on feedback received at the public 

hearing and additional research, staff are now proposing to amend the bylaw at third reading to 

increase the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in foreshore residential 

zones from 24 m2 to 32 m2 instead of the previously recommended increase from 24 m2 to 30 m2. 

 

If the Board is agreeable to this proposed increase, it is now appropriate for the Board to consider 

the bylaw for third reading, as amended. 
  

VOTING: 
Unweighted   

Corporate 

LGA Part 14  

 (Unweighted) 

Weighted   

Corporate 

Stakeholder  

(Weighted) 

 

BACKGROUND: 

See “2019-02-21_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf”, attached. 

See “2018-08-16_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf”, attached. 

See “2018-06-07_EAD_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf”, attached.  
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See “2017-11-02_EAD_Docks_Buoys.pdf”, attached. 

See “2017-04-04_EAD_DS_BL900_GEN.pdf”, attached. 

 

POLICY: 

See “2018-08-16_Board_DS_BL900-25.pdf”, attached. 

 

FINANCIAL: 

See “2018-08-16_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf”, attached.  

 

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS: 

See “2018-08-16_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf”, attached. 

See “2019-02-21_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf”, attached. 

 

A public hearing was held on May 27, 2019 at the Sorrento Memorial Hall to hear representations 

regarding the proposed amendments to Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900.  There were 17 members of 

the public in attendance based on head count, with 15 officially signed in. In addition, 3 staff 

members along with the Directors for Electoral Areas C, E and F attended the hearing which was 

chaired by Director Martin. Notes from the public hearing are attached (see 

“Public_hearing_notes_2019-05-27_BL900-25.pdf”), along with the 4 public submissions received 

(see “Public_submissions_BL900-25.pdf”). 

  

Presentations and submissions received at the public hearing were focussed primarily on two 

subjects.  One subject was safety issues and it was suggested that these issues could be addressed 

with longer and wider docks.  The second subject was the simplification of the application process 

by making the regulations the same as the province so that there would be no application process 

required. It was pointed out by some presenters that most existing docks may be larger than the 

proposed 30 m2 and that the actual size of existing docks may provide some guidance to 

determining the new larger dock size. A presentation made by Clyde Mitchell, President of the 

Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA) noted that if the CSRD is not willing to make the 

zoning regulations the same as the Provincial General Permission (maximum length of 42 m from 

the HWM with a maximum permitted width of 3 m – if utilized to the maximum extent would equal 

126 m2 in upward facing surface area) the Association recommends that the maximum upward 

facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock be increased to 37 m2. 

   

After the public hearing, in order to better understand existing dock sizes around Shuswap area 

lakes, staff conducted a random sample of docks from 9 areas around Shuswap, Mara and White 

Lakes. Mapping tools were then used to determine the upward facing surface area of each of the 

docks in the samples. Dock width was not taken as this is not proposed to be changed for reasons 

outlined in the staff report “2019-02-21_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf”. Samples were taken from 

neighbourhoods in Blind Bay, Eagle Bay, Magna Bay, Scotch Creek, Swansea Point, White Lake and 

Seymour Arm as well as from Crescent Bay and Wilson Creek which are both water access only 
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communities. An average for each of the sample areas was determined, along with the number of 

docks in each sample that are less than or equal to 30 m2 and the number that are greater than 

30 m2. This information is attached as “Dock_size_sample_summary_BL900-25.pdf”. 

   

Along with the average size for each of the sample areas, a combined average of all the areas was 

also taken. The highest average dock sizes out of the sample areas were for Crescent Bay at 39.19 

m2 and Wilson Creek at 45.79 m2.  The Wilson Creek sample included one extremely large dock 

that is currently subject to CSRD bylaw enforcement and provincial enforcement. If that dock is 

removed from the calculations the average drops to 33.37 m2 which is much closer to the overall 

average for the sample areas which is 32.44 m2.  A total of 87 docks were sampled. The number of 

docks with an upward facing surface area greater than 30 m2 was 33, with 54 of the docks sampled 

having upward facing surface areas less than 30 m2. 

  

While this additional research is based on random samples, it provides additional information to 

assist in determining a new maximum dock size.  This information supports the position that most 

docks in the area may be accommodated by increasing the maximum upward facing surface area 

to 30 m2. 

  

However, staff are recommending an increase to the maximum upward facing surface area for 

residential docks from the previously recommended 30 m2 to 32 m2 as this is supported by both 

the public comment form responses with regard to dock size preference and by the results of the 

dock size sampling. The summary of public comment form responses shows that out of the 256 

people who responded to the question regarding preferred dock size, 124 indicated a preferred 

dock size in the range of 30-35 m2. This included respondents who indicated that the proposed 30 

m2 dock size was “about right” and formed the majority of the responses received. The average 

dock size for the area based on the samples taken around Shuswap, Mara and White Lakes was 

32.44 m2. The proposed 32 m2 represents a 33.33% increase in size from the current 24 m2. 

  

See “Comment_form_results_summary_updated_BL900-25.pdf”.  

See “Dock_size_sample_summary_BL900-25.pdf”. 

  

The issues around dock size and safety were also noted in previous submissions received and were 

addressed in the staff report dated February 21, 2019.  Staff continue to recognize that there may 

be rationale for larger docks to be permitted in certain circumstances. However, it is also 

recognized that the proposed dock size of 32 m2 should be adequate and functional for most areas 

and conditions. In those cases where 32 m2 is not adequate the Development Variance Permit 

process offers the opportunity for waterfront property owners to apply to the Board for a dock 

that has greater width and/or area and considered on a case by case basis. 

  

Attendance at this public hearing was lower than expected considering that the proposed bylaw 

affects public land and may have an effect on the community as a whole including waterfront, 

semi-waterfront and upland residents. The public hearing was advertised in two issues of the 

Shuswap Market News, on the CSRD website and through social media. As such, property owners 



Board Report BL900-25 July 18, 2019 

Page 4 of 7 

interested in the bylaw would have had an opportunity to learn about the public hearing and share 

the information with others. It is noted that there was strong response to the preliminary public 

consultation that was done in the fall of 2018 through the online comment form. 311 comment 

forms were received through that forum with representation from waterfront, semi-waterfront 

and non-waterfront owners and residents. It is possible that many people felt that they had already 

expressed their opinion with respect to this bylaw and did not feel compelled to attend the public 

hearing. 

 

*It is noted that there were minor mathematical errors detected in the public comment form 

summary chart provided as an attachment to the February 21, 2018 Board report. These errors 

were not significant enough to alter the background information or the previous staff 

recommendation. These have been corrected in the current version which is attached to this 

report. 

  

If the Board wishes to consider a different maximum upward facing surface area than the 32 m2 

being recommended by staff at third reading as amended, the following information is provided 

for the Board’s consideration: 

 

Upward Facing  

Surface Area 

Width Length Increase from 

current 24 m2 size 
*30 m2        (328 ft2) 3.05 m      (10 ft) 9.8 m        (32.8 ft) 25.00% 
**32 m2      (344.5 ft2) 3.05 m      (10 ft) 10.5 m      (34.45 ft) 33.33% 

35 m2        (377 ft2) 3.05 m      (10 ft) 11.5 m      (38 ft) 46% 

37 m2        (398 ft2) 3.05 m      (10 ft) 12.1 m      (39.7 ft) 54% 

40 m2        (430.55 ft2) 3.05 m      (10 ft) 13.1 m      (43 ft) 66.67% 
***128.1 m2 (1378.86 ft2) 3.05 m      (10 ft) 42 m         (137.89 ft) 433.75% 

* Option recommended by staff at second reading as amended, prior to public hearing.  
**Option recommended by staff at third reading as amended, after public hearing. 
*** Maximum size permitted by the Province. 

 

SUMMARY: 

The CSRD is proposing to amend the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 (Bylaw No. 900) 

by: 

1. Increasing the width of a floating or fixed dock surface in all zones from 3 m to 3.05 m;  

2. Increasing the width of a permanent or removable walkway surface in all zones from 1.5 m to 

1.52 m; and 

3. Increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in the Foreshore 

Park Zone from 24 m2 to 40 m2. 

Based on feedback received at the public hearing and additional research, staff are proposing to 

further amend Bylaw No. 900-25 as follows: 

4. Increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in foreshore 
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residential zones from 24 m2 to 32 m2. 

 

Staff support the proposed bylaw amendments and are recommending that Lakes Zoning 

Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900 be considered for third reading as amended.  

 

IMPLEMENTATION: 

If the Board gives Bylaw No. 900-25 third reading, as amended, the bylaw will then be sent to the 

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure for statutory approval. Once the MoTI approval is 

received staff will bring the bylaw back to the Board for adoption. 

    

COMMUNICATIONS: 

If the bylaw is adopted staff will issue a press release through the local newspapers, the CSRD 

website and social media regarding the changes to the bylaw. Staff will also send letters to Front 

Counter BC and the dock builders in the area advising of the change.  

 

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. Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2019-07-18_Board_DS_BL900-25_third_amended_CSRD.docx 

Attachments: - BL900-25_third_amended.pdf 

- 2019-02-21_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf 

- BL900-25_second_amended.pdf 

- 2018-08-16_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf 

- BL900-25_first.pdf 

- 2018-06-07_EAD_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf 

- 2017-11-02_EAD_Docks_Buoys.pdf 

- Public_comment_form_BL900-25.pdf 

- Comment_form_results_summary_updated_BL900-25.pdf 

- Public_Comment_Form_Report_BL900-25.pdf 

- Comments_submitted_by_email_BL900-25.pdf 

- Public_hearing_notes_2019-05-27_BL900-25.docx.pdf 

- Public_submissions_BL900-25.docx.pdf 

- Dock_size_sample_summary_BL900-25.pdf 

- Dock_size_sample_maps_BL900-25.pdf 

- Agency_referral_responses_BL900-25.pdf 

Final Approval 

Date: 

Jul 9, 2019 

 

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

 
Corey Paiement - Jul 8, 2019 - 12:09 PM 

 
Gerald Christie - Jul 8, 2019 - 12:11 PM 
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Darcy Mooney - Jul 9, 2019 - 8:10 AM 

 
Lynda Shykora - Jul 9, 2019 - 12:32 PM 

 
Charles Hamilton - Jul 9, 2019 - 4:17 PM 



COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 

LAKES ZONING AMENDMENT (CSRD) BYLAW NO. 900-25 
 

A bylaw to amend the "Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900" 
 

WHEREAS the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District adopted Bylaw No.900;  
 
AND WHEREAS the Board deems it appropriate to amend Bylaw No. 900; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District, in open meeting 
assembled, HEREBY ENACTS as follows: 
 
1. Bylaw No. 900 cited as "Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900" is hereby amended as follows: 
 

A. TEXT AMENDMENT 
 

1. Schedule A, Zoning Bylaw Text, Part 4 Zones, is hereby amended as 
follows: 

i)  Deleting Foreshore Residential 1 Zone, Section 4.4.2(b), size of 
 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

 
ii) Deleting Foreshore Residential 2 Zone, Section 4.5.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 32 m2 (344.5 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
iii) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 1 Zone, Section 4.6.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 32 m2 (344.5 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 
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COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 32 m2 (344.5 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
iv) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 2 Zone, Section 4.7.2(c), size of 

 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size  

      of dock:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
v) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 3 Zone, Section 4.8.2(c), size of 

 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size  

of dock:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
vi) Deleting Foreshore General 1 Zone, Section 4.9.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 32 m2 (344.5 ft2) in total 

upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 

removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 
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o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 

m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
vii) Deleting Foreshore General 2 Zone, Section 4.10.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 32 m2 (344.5 ft2) in total 

upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 

removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 

m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
viii) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 1 Zone, Section 4.11.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock (including permanent or removable 

walkway(s)) must not exceed 125 m (410.11 ft) in length 

measured perpendicular to shoreline. 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
ix) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 2 Zone, Section 4.12.2(c), size of 

dock and walkway in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock (including permanent or removable 

walkway(s)) must not exceed 125 m (410.11 ft) in length 

measured perpendicular to shoreline. 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 
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x) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 3 Zone, Section 4.13.2(b), size of 
 dock and walkway, and Section 4.13.2(c), location and siting of 
 dock, private mooring buoys or boat lifts, in their entirety and 
 replacing them with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

(d)  Location and 
Siting 
of dock, private 
mooring buoys 
or 
boat lifts: 

 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, private mooring 
buoy or boat lift is as follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 
parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

o 6 m (19.69 ft) from a Foreshore Park (FP) zone or park side 
parcel boundaries projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for private mooring buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 
water.  

o 50 m (164.04 ft.) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 

 
xi) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 4 Zone, Section 4.14.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, and Section 4.14.2(c), location and siting of 
 dock, private mooring buoys or boat lifts, in their entirety and 
 replacing them with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

(d)  Location and 

Siting of dock, 

private mooring 

buoys or boat 

lifts: 

 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, private mooring 
buoy or boat lift is as follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 

parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

o 6 m (19.69 ft) from a Foreshore Park (FP) zone or park side 

parcel boundaries projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for private mooring buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 

water.  

o 50 m (164.04 ft.) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 
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xii) Deleting Foreshore Industrial Zone, Section 4.15.2(b), size of 
 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock:  o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
xiii) Deleting Foreshore Park Zone, Section 4.16.2(a), size of dock and   

walkway, and Section 4.16.2(c), location and siting of dock, buoys 
or boat lifts, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(a)  Size of dock and 
walkway: 

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 40 m2 (430.55 ft2) in total 

upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 

removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 
width for any portion of the dock. 

o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 
m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

(b) Location and 
Siting of dock, 
buoys or boat 
lifts: 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, buoy or boat lift is as 
follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 
parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 
water. 

o 50 m (164.04 ft) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 
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2. This bylaw may be cited as "Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900-25." 
 
 
READ a first time this  16th   day of  August  , 2018. 
 
 
READ a second time, as amended this        21st        day of   February , 2019. 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING held this  27th    day of   May  , 2019. 
 
 
READ a third time, as amended this    day of    , 2019. 
 
 
Approved pursuant to Section 52(3)(a) of the Transportation Act this ____ day of _______, 2019. 
 
 
ADOPTED this     day of     , 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              
CORPORATE OFFICER    CHAIR 
 
 
 
 
 
CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 900-25          CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 900-25 
as read a third time.               as adopted. 
 
 
 
              
Deputy Corporate Officer    Deputy Corporate Officer 
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TO: Chair and Directors File No: BL900-25 

PL20180000043 

SUBJECT: Electoral Areas C, E & F: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 

900-25 

DESCRIPTION: Report from Christine LeFloch, Development Services Assistant, 

dated February 8, 2019. 

Electoral Areas C, E & F  

RECOMMENDATION #1: THAT: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900 be read a 

second time, as amended, this 21st day of February 2019. 

RECOMMENDATION #2: THAT: a public hearing to hear representations on "Lakes Zoning 

Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900" 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 Rhona Martin, as Chair of the CSRD Board, or Director 

Paul Demenok if Director Martin is absent, and the Director as the 

case may be give a report of the public hearing to the Board.  

RECOMMENDATION #3: THAT: the Board direct staff to amend Electoral Area C Official 

Community Plan Bylaw No 725, Electoral Area F Official Community 

Plan Bylaw No. 830, and Electoral Area E Official Community Plan 

Bylaw No. 840 to include policies which support public access along 

the foreshore in the Foreshore and Water Development Permit Area 

guidelines. 

SHORT SUMMARY: 

Development Services staff is proposing to amend the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 (Bylaw No. 900) 

by:  

1. Increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in foreshore 

residential zones from 24 m2 to 30 m2,  

2. Increasing the width of a floating or fixed dock surface in all zones from 3 m to 3.05 m, and  

3. Increasing the width of a permanent or removable walkway surface in all zones from 1.5 m to 

1.52 m.  

Following first reading of Bylaw 900-25 referrals were sent to a number of agencies, First Nations, 

community groups, and dock construction/installation companies and a public comment form was 

made available on the CSRD website to allow members of the public to provide comments 

regarding the proposed amendments. Information received from these referral processes has 
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been compiled and included in this board report. As a result of this consultation, staff is proposing 

to further amend Bylaw No. 900 by: 

4. Increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in the Foreshore Park 

Zone from 24 m2 to 40 m2.  

It is now appropriate for the Board to consider Bylaw No. 900-25 for second reading, as amended 

and referral to a public hearing.  

VOTING: 
Unweighted   

Corporate 

LGA Part 14  

 (Unweighted) 

Weighted   

Corporate 

Stakeholder  

(Weighted) 

 

BACKGROUND: 

See Board report 2018-08-16_Board_SD_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf., attached. 

  

POLICY: 

See Board report 2018-08-16_Board_DS_BL900-25.pdf, attached.  

 

FINANCIAL: 

There may be minor financial implications to the CSRD with regard to this proposed amendment. 

With the increase in the total upward facing dock surface area, staff expect to see fewer 

applications requiring Board approval, which could result in a reduction in revenue from 

application fees. Generally, Board approval (permit) application fees are a minimum of $650, plus 

$150 Land Title Office (LTO) registration fee. A delegated approval permit application fee is $200, 

plus the LTO registration fee. This reduction in revenue would be offset by reduced application 

expenses, including allocation of staff time. In addition, DS staff expect to receive fewer bylaw 

enforcement complaints regarding oversized docks, which may allow bylaw enforcement 

resources to be reallocated to other bylaw enforcement issues. 

 

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS: 

Currently, Bylaw No. 900 allows residential docks with a maximum platform size of 24 m2. Staff are 

recommending that this be increased to 30 m2. Staff are also recommending minor amendments 

to the maximum width of dock platform and walkway to compensate for imperial to metric 

conversion.  

Following first reading of Bylaw No. 900-25 staff sent out referrals at the direction of the Board to 

numerous agencies, First Nations, community groups, and dock construction/installation 

companies.  Responses to this referral have been compiled and are attached to this Board report.  

A public comment form was also made available to allow members of the public to provide input 

on the proposed amendments. People were asked to provide information, including whether they 

live or own property in Electoral Area C, E, F or other; whether they are a waterfront owner, semi-

waterfront owner or other; whether they own a dock and/or boat, or other; and whether they 

agree that the proposed dock size is too small, about right, or too big. They were also given the 
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option to include a recommended size of dock and provide additional comments if they wished to 

do so.  

The comment form was accessible on the CSRD's website from September 12th to October 12th, 

2018.  The public was also advised that they could provide comments by email or mail. 134 

submissions were received from Area C residents, with 48 and 111 submissions received from 

Areas E and F respectively. In all, a total of 311 comment forms were received via the web including 

18 comment forms from people who do not reside in Area C, E or F. Staff also received 2 emails 

and one letter providing comment on this amendment. A summary of these comments is provided 

in the attachment Comment_form_results_summary_BL900-25.pdf. The full public comment 

report is also available in the attachment Public_Comment_Form_Report_BL900-25.pdf along with 

the letter and emails which are attached as Comments_submitted_by_email_BL900-25.pdf.  

Summaries of referral comments are included in the Communications section below.   

83 waterfront owners indicated that the proposed 30 m2 dock size is about right, while 113 

respondents, including 94 waterfront owners felt that the proposed dock size is too small, and 76 

respondents, including 19 waterfront owners indicated that the proposed dock size is too big. (See 

Comment_form_results_summary_PL900-25.pdf, attached.) It is noted that the Shuswap 

Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA) provided an opinion on the proposed amendments via 

their website which was echoed by a number of respondents in their comments provided to the 

CSRD through the online comment form.   

A number of issues and themes emerged from the referral process and public comments received 

and these are outlined in the sections below. 

Foreshore Park Zone 

Through the referral process CSRD Parks staff suggested that an exemption for CSRD Parks related 

docks be explored with regard to a maximum upward facing surface area for docks within the 

Foreshore Parks Zone. Upon further consultation Parks staff established that an increase to 40 m2 

would be large enough to accommodate future park use docks.   It was suggested that this increase 

would provide more flexibility where docks intended for the use of the general public are required 

at CSRD boat launches. There is an argument to be made that parks-related docks intended for 

use by non-waterfront residents and tourists should not have the same limits placed on them that 

would be required for docks associated with an individual residential waterfront property, e.g.  

Parks may wish to provide public docks that allow for multiple boats to load and unload at the 

same time, and therefore may require more than one berth.  A platform size of 40 m2 would 

provide enough room for up to 4 boats to load and unload passengers at the same time.  It is noted 

that there are exemptions within the Foreshore and Water Development Permit Areas for Areas C 

and F for parks uses which means CSRD Parks does not need to apply for a Development Permit 

when constructing docks and other foreshore structures. Bylaw No. 900-25 has been amended to 

include this proposed change to permit CSRD Park related docks to be a maximum of 40 m2. 

Public Access along the Foreshore 

The issue of public access and use of the Crown foreshore was raised by 18 of the respondents 

who submitted comment forms and has been raised in public hearing comments for dock rezoning 
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applications 3 times over the past few years.  Currently, the Provincial Private Moorage Policy 

requires that dock placement not "unduly obstruct public access along the foreshore or beach".  

In practice the Province allows this issue to be addressed by the owner providing a ramp or stairs 

to allow access over the dock.  While this may meet the provincial requirements, commenters 

noted that it is not sufficient to allow access for persons of all levels of mobility, and also blocks 

access for winter activities such as cross country skiing and snowshoeing.  It has been suggested 

by commenters that access on Crown land around the dock should be required since Provincial 

requirements are not adequately maintaining public access.  

At the request of the Electoral Area Directors Committee, staff have been exploring options on 

how to respond to this access issue and if there is role for the CSRD. Lakes in the Shuswap have 

irregular shorelines including both beaches and rocky breaks. Due to these shoreline 

characteristics, some creativity is needed in crafting and applying guidelines and/or regulations.  

Staff suggest the following options for the consideration of the Board in addressing this issue: 

1. Development Permit Guidelines: Include new Development Permit Guidelines for the 

Foreshore and Water Development Permit Area in the Electoral Area E Official Community 

Plan Bylaw No. 840 currently under preparation and amend the Foreshore and Water 

Development Permit Areas in the Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 830 

and Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725 to include language stating that 

docks shall not impede lateral pedestrian movement along the shoreline and that the shore 

end of a dock should be located a required distance from the high water mark leaving an 

area of open beach between the dock and the high water mark. 

Pros: Development Permit guidelines are entrenched in an Official Community Plan which 

is a policy document rather than a regulatory one. The guidelines are used in reviewing 

applications for dock development permits and should be adhered to by applicants if they 

wish to have their application approved. The requirement for lateral public access along the 

shoreline could be stipulated within development permits as they are issued. Development 

Permit guidelines would include minimum expected standards for ensuring public access 

along the foreshore. In situations where it may be physically impossible to meet the 

guidelines due to topographical considerations staff would still have the discretion to 

recommend approval of the permit to the Manager of Development Services or the Board 

as applicable. Enforcement would still be complaint driven, and staff would be able to 

compare the issued Development Permits to what has been constructed to determine 

whether a contravention has occurred. As older docks are replaced with new ones which 

are subject to issuance of a Development Permit there should be a reduction in the number 

of obstructive docks along the shoreline. 

Cons:  Official Community Plan bylaws are not subject to municipal ticketing, and therefore 

must be enforced through the courts. 

 

2. Zoning: Amend Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 to include regulations stipulating a required 

distance which the shore end of all new docks must be sited from the high water mark of a 

lake. This could include amending the definitions of "Fixed Dock" and "Floating Dock" to 
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include language stating that the dock shall not impede lateral pedestrian movement along 

the shoreline and could be modified to exempt areas where the topography is prohibitive.  

Pros:   Contraventions to Bylaw No. 900 may be subject to ticketing provisions of the CSRD 

Ticket Information Utilization Bylaw 5776, thereby giving Bylaw Enforcement staff the ability 

to issue tickets for violations.  

Cons:  Zoning regulations do not allow for flexibility. Thus, where an applicant cannot meet 

the bylaw requirements a Development Variance Permit would be required.  A 

Development Permit is already required for new and replacement docks. A Development 

Variance Permit requires a second application and fee from the property owner, additional 

staff time for processing and also requires a decision of the Board. Issuance takes longer 

than a simple dock development permit and would result in delays for the applicant 

because they happen to own a property with an irregular shoreline.  

  

3. Status quo:  Continue to rely on the Province to regulate maintenance of public access along 

the foreshore. Enforcement of this provision would continue to be done by the Province at 

its discretion.  

Pros: Complaints regarding public access issues related to obstructive docks would 

continue to be referred to the Province for enforcement follow up resulting in CSRD Bylaw 

Enforcement staff having more time to focus on other concerns.  

Cons: This would not address the access concerns raised in the public comments 

submitted.  These commenters are requesting more oversight than the Province currently 

provides. 

 

Staff support Option 1 as a means to consider addressing this issue. This is reflected in staff 

recommendation #2 which suggests that the Board direct staff to amend Electoral Area C Official 

Community Plan Bylaw No 725, Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 830, and 

Electoral Area E Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 840 to include policies which support public 

access along the foreshore in the Foreshore and Water Development Permit Area guidelines.  If 

the Board is agreeable to the staff recommendation, staff will need to undertake more research 

to confirm if effective development permit guidelines can be created to address this issue. 

 

Enforcement of Regulations 

18 respondents to the public comment form mentioned that the CSRD should be dealing with 

existing illegal docks before considering changes to the bylaw.  Issues related to enforcement of 

Bylaw No. 900 were discussed at the Electoral Area Directors Committee meeting held on 

November 2, 2017. At that time staff reported to the Board regarding the challenges faced with 

enforcement of Bylaw No. 900. It was pointed out that while the enforcement of illegal mooring 

buoys is exceptionally difficult, the bylaw is fairly effective at regulating docks. 

The changes proposed through Bylaw No. 900-25 are intended to improve the efficiency of the 

bylaw. There is no expectation that these changes would improve enforcement mechanisms.  
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Enforcement of Bylaw No. 900 is primarily complaint driven. This puts the onus on the public to 

report foreshore structures that they believe do not meet the bylaw requirements.  Staff are aware 

that there are a number of docks in the Shuswap lake system which were placed without obtaining 

provincial tenure or the requisite development permit, or do not meet the size or siting 

requirements of Bylaw No. 900. As these issues are made known to staff, enforcement follow up 

is done on a priority basis. Docks are considered a Class 2 violation as per Bylaw Enforcement 

Policy A-69.  Further, CSRD Ticket Information Utilization Bylaw No. 5776 was amended in July 2018 

to allow ticketing for contraventions of regulations under Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900. Limited 

Provincial enforcement of Provincial regulations continues to be an issue. 

 

Consistency with Provincial Regulations 

26 respondents to the public survey along with the SWOA remarked that the CSRD regulations 

should continue to be the same as the Provincial Private Moorage Guidelines. (Please see 

Agency_referral_responses_BL900-25.pdf or Communications section below.)  The respondents 

were primarily waterfront owners.  The argument includes the suggestion that having identical 

regulations would make the approval process simpler for dock owners.  The main difference 

between the Provincial and CSRD regulations are that rather than regulating a maximum allowable 

size, the province limits the width of a dock to 3.05 m (the same width that is being proposed in 

this Bylaw No. 900-25 amendment) and the distance that it can extend into the lake which could 

be up to 42 m from the point where the walkway begins.  

While it may be possible to streamline the approval processes by having the same regulations 

around dock size, staff are not convinced that other local residents concerns about dock size would 

be adequately addressed.  The Provincial General Permission document was written to address 

docks across the province.  Individual local governments have the ability to further regulate docks 

through zoning bylaws to address matters that the Provincial regulations do not.  

Bylaw No. 900 was adopted in 2012 in response to public pressure on the CSRD to control the 

proliferation of docks and buoys in the Shuswap lake system.  Docks have an effect on the 

environment, may impact public use of the foreshore, and can make navigation challenging when 

they are positioned close together. They also impact on the general aesthetics of an area.  The 

zoning regulations regarding size, setbacks and type of dock (floating or fixed) contained in Bylaw 

No. 900 are intended to control these effects.  Staff feel that if an owner requires or desires a dock 

that is larger than the maximum permitted size an application for Development Variance Permit 

or rezoning should be required. This allows review by staff and feedback from the local 

neighbourhood before a decision is made by the Board.  There likely are areas of the lake where 

the need for a larger dock may be demonstrated due to safety considerations or topography.  Staff 

feel that these should be looked at on a case by case basis through an application process.  

  

Maximum Width of Docks 

The Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA) provided a number of comments regarding 

the proposed amendments. (Please see Agency_referral_responses_BL900-25.pdf or 

Communications section below.)  Included in these comments, which was also echoed by 26 
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individual public comment forms, was the request that the allowable maximum width of docks be 

increased from 10 feet (3.05 m) to 12 feet (3.65 m).  The rationale behind this request is that the 

extra 2 feet results in a more stable dock.  This was confirmed by Triton Docks in their referral 

comments, though they did note that it would conflict with the Province's General Permission 

requirements and may result in confusion on the part of applicants who are wishing to adhere to 

the Provincial and CSRD dock requirements.  

The idea of including an amendment to BL900-25 to allow up to a 3.65 m wide dock for foreshore 

residential zones was referred to Provincial staff for comments. Referral comments from Jason 

Ladyman, Crown Land Section Head at the Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource 

Operations and Rural Development, noted that there is no ability for them to make changes to the 

General Permission standards on a regional basis. He also noted that when the new General 

Permission standards were drafted a few years ago dock size was part of the discussion. He further 

noted that from an ecosystem and habitat perspective, "increased dock width/size, especially in 

the near shore environment has implications from a shading perspective which (they consider) a 

real concern as it allows predatory fish to eat out-migrating fish, results in wave energy and 

shoreline dynamics, and influences aquatic vegetation communities". (Please see 

Agency_referral_responses_BL900-25.pdf.) 

The Province's General Permission is only applicable to docks that are no more than 3.05 m (10 ft) 

in width.  Therefore, even if the CSRD bylaw permitted a 3.65 m (12 foot) wide dock, owners would 

still need to make application to the Province for a Specific Permission.  Increasing the permitted 

width would give owners who don't mind going through a waiting period to receive a Specific 

Permission the option to have a wider dock without requiring a Development Variance Permit from 

the CSRD, however it would not guarantee an approval from the Province.  As a dock exceeding 

3.05 m in width may only be required in certain circumstances staff feel that the regulations 

regarding dock width should remain consistent with the Provincial standard. In cases where a 

wider dock is required, owners may make an application for a Development Variance Permit. 

Applications would likely be processed within the same time frame as the required Specific 

Permission.  

 

Safety Concerns 

The Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA) along with 28 members of the public noted 

that the proposed dock size is not large enough for safe mooring during stormy conditions or for 

accommodating the elderly or people with disabilities due to instability. There were also 4 

commenters noting that the 40 foot rescue boat used by Search and Rescue would not be able to 

moor at a 30 m2 dock.  This was also noted by SWOA via a notice posted September 16, 2018 on 

the SWOA website regarding the proposed CSRD dock size amendments.  

Many areas around the lake, including the more remote water access only areas are zoned 

Foreshore General (FG) which allows the option of a floating or fixed dock. Fixing a dock with pilings 

would help resolve issues related to wave action and instability.  Also, staff note that some boats, 

are able to pull up onto a beach if necessary; Shuswap Search and Rescue has confirmed that all 

of their rescue vessels are able to do this and that moorage or wharfs is not an issue for them. 
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They further indicated that in many cases it is preferable to pull up onto a beach to perform a 

patient transfer. (While Shuswap Search and Rescue was not included in the initial referral of the 

bylaw they were consulted at a later date regarding this issue. Their comments have been included 

with the agency referral responses. Please see Agency_referral_responses_BL900-25.pdf.) 

Areas of the lake that are higher density residential are zoned Foreshore Residential (FR) and most 

of the properties in these areas are accessible by road. The FR zones permit only floating docks. 

The rationale for this is that floating docks with a removable walkway can be pulled onto the beach 

during the off-season and do not have fixed walkways which may impede lateral pedestrian 

movement along the shoreline.  Floating docks, which are anchored to the shoreline and lakebed 

with cables, may not be as stable as fixed docks, however stability concerns may be mitigated by 

utilizing a wider platform (≥12 ft) as noted above under the 'Maximum Width of Docks' section.  If 

people have concerns about dock stability in their particular area, they may apply for a 

Development Variance Permit from the CSRD and a Specific Permission from the Province to allow 

for a wider dock.  

 

SUMMARY: 

Through the referral and public comment process staff heard a variety of comments regarding the 

proposed changes to Bylaw No. 900 as well as additional comments on a range of related issues 

which have been explored in this report.  To summarize,  two thirds of those who submitted 

comment forms either agree with the proposed 30 m2 dock size or feel that the proposed dock 

size is too large. Triton docks also agreed with the proposed size for residential docks. Only one 

third of those who submitted comment forms, and SWOA feel that the proposed dock size is too 

small.  Staff also heard from CSRD Parks that they would like to see an increase in the permitted 

dock size in the Foreshore Park zone so that docks with multiple berths may be constructed for 

the use of non-waterfront residents and tourists without the need for a variance.   

Based on this feedback staff are recommending that Bylaw No. 900-25 be amended at second 

reading to include the change to the Foreshore Park zone. If this proposed change is supported by 

the Board, the amendments which would go forward to a public hearing would include: 

1. Increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in foreshore 

residential zones from 24 m2 to 30 m2;  

2. Increasing the width of a floating or fixed dock surface in all zones from 3 m to 3.05 m;  

3. Increasing the width of a permanent or removable walkway surface in all zones from 1.5 m 

to 1.52 m; and 

4. Increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock in the Foreshore 

Park zone from 24 m2 to 40 m2. 

Staff recommend that the Board consider Bylaw No. 900-23 as amended for 2nd reading and 

delegate a public hearing to Director Rhona Martin as Chair of the CSRD Board, or Director Paul 

Demenok if Director Martin is absent, and the Director as the case may be give a report of the 

public hearing to the Board.  
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Staff are also recommending that the Board direct staff to amend Proposed Electoral Area E Official 

Community Plan Bylaw No. 840, Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725, and 

Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 830 to include provisions to support lateral 

public access along the shoreline in the Foreshore and Water Development Permit Area guidelines. 

If this recommendation is approved the Board will not see anything further regarding this 

recommendation within the context of this bylaw amendment. Staff would work on amendments 

to the OCPs as separate projects or as part of larger OCP amendment processes.  

 

IMPLEMENTATION: 

If the Board gives Bylaw No. 900-25 second reading as amended and delegates a public hearing, 

staff will make arrangements for the public hearing and prepare notifications in accordance with 

the Local Government Act.   

If the Board directs staff to make amendments to the Areas C, E and F Official Community Plans 

staff will initiate the necessary steps to make these changes.  

 

COMMUNICATIONS: 

If a public hearing is delegated, staff will set a date for the public hearing, and proceed with 

publication of notices as required by the Local Government Act. Section 466(7) of the Local 

Government Act specifies that individual notices are not required to be sent to individual property 

owners if 10 or more properties owned by 10 or more persons are affected by the bylaw 

amendment.  In accordance with this section individual property owners will not receive notices in 

the mail regarding this public hearing. Advertising of the public hearing will be published in 2 

consecutive newspapers in general circulation in the Shuswap area. The CSRD will also post a 

notice on social media about the public hearing which may result in further coverage in local 

publications.  

Bylaw 900-25 was referred to the following agencies, community groups, dock 

construction/installation companies, and First Nations. Responses are attached to this Board 

report as Agency_referral_responses_BL900-25.pdf. 

Area C Advisory Planning Commission The Commission appreciates the complexity 

of the issues and the wide range of positions 

held by everyone involved in the discussions. 

We did note that smoothing out the conflicts 

in sizes between metric and imperial 

calculations and construction of docks is an 

improvement. The Commission was 

supportive of the changes outlined and moved 

to support the application as submitted.  

Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource 

Operations and Rural Development  

– Lands Branch 

Maximum dock and walkway widths – the 

proposed bylaw changes are very small. I have 

confirmed that Provincial guidance is only to 1 
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decimal place so adding 0.02 and 0.05 is not in 

contradiction to our policies. 

Surface area increase to 30 m2 – the increase 

from 24 to 30 m2 for upward facing surface is 

not so easy. That measurement for upward 

facing surface has been removed from Policy 

when changes were made for General 

Permission. However, the issue is that 

guidance within Shoreline Management 

Guidelines for Shuswap, Mara and Mabel 

references 24 m2 in the flow charts. As 

government we utilize those guidelines that 

were jointly developed thru the SLIPP 

committee and were endorsed by DFO, 

Ecosystems, local government and other 

parties. I recognize that since that time, 

mandates have changed including your zoning 

bylaw 900 and the proposed CSRD 

modification from 24 m2 to 30 m2 is more 

restrictive than current Provincial Policy.  

Region has no ability to change the General 

Permission standards for dock width from 3 to 

3.65 m. During the shift to enhanced General 

Permission requirements a few years ago dock 

size area was part of the discussion.  

It is understood from ecosystems and habitat 

over the years that increased width/size 

especially in the near shore environment has 

implications from a shading perspective which 

is a real concern from predatory fish eating 

out-migrating fish, results in changes in wave 

energy and shoreline dynamics, and 

influences on aquatic vegetation 

communities. As a Section 11 Water 

Sustainability Act notification or approval is 

required for works in and about riparian 

areas, those environmental concerns are 

going to remain valid especially on known 

spawning sites for sockeye, char and high 

habitat sensitivity zones.  It is recognized that 

people desire to have a greater platform and 

are utilizing safety perspective to promote 

increased size. Go back to Policy and the intent 
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of a dock is to access a boat. Many people 

want the increased width to have ancillary 

type activities (ie: chairs, mini bar, umbrellas). 

If individuals apply for a Specific Permission, 

they can expect questions on demonstrated 

need for enhanced dock width and 

information such as environmental 

assessment completed by a qualified 

professional etc.   

Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural 

Resource Operations  

No response. 

Ministry of Environment No response. 

CSRD Operations Management Following discussion with DS staff it is 

recommended that we explore exemptions 

for Parks use for public facilities. 

Opportunities may arise for a larger public 

dock or wharf than what is permitted under 

the proposed changes. After further 

discussion and consideration it is 

recommended that the permitted size of 

docks in Foreshore Parks zones be increased 

to 40 m2.   

Front Counter BC No response. 

Department of Fisheries and Oceans No response. 

Transport Canada No response. 

City of Salmon Arm No response. 

District of Sicamous No objections. 

Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association 

(SWOA) 

Recommends that the CSRD bylaw should 

adopt the Provincial regulations on dock size.  

Adopting these would eliminate the confusion 

of local property owners sorting out which set 

of rules to follow when installing a dock. 

Adopting these would honour the work done 

by the Ministry of FLNRORD staff and assist 

relationships between local government and 

the Province. The 2017 Provincial regulations 

are restrictive without being prescriptive: 

1. Dock size is not defined as length and width. 

2. The dock and ramp must be floating except 

where it attaches to the shore. 

3. At high water the total length of dock with 

ramp must not be more than 42 m. 
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4. At low water the dock and ramp cannot 

extend into the lake beyond 60 m.   

This regulation does not restrict dock size and 

is much easier to regulate because from the 

water it is easy to measure how far out into the 

lake the dock extends. If the CSRD Directors 

still feel the bylaw must have a specified dock 

size then we suggest using the Provincial 

regulations for marine docks which does have 

a maximum dock size of 14m x 3.7 m (51.8 m2) 

and walkway width is 1.8 m.  

Swansea Point Community Association No response. 

South Shuswap Chamber of Commerce No response. 

North Shuswap Chamber of Commerce No response. 

Adams Lake Indian Band No response. 

Little Shuswap Indian Band No response. 

Lower Similkameen Band No response. 

Neskonlith Indian Band No response. 

Okanagan Indian Band No response. 

Okanagan Nation Alliance No response. 

Penticton Indian Band No response. 

Shuswap Indian Band No response. 

Splat’sin First Nation No response. 

Simpcw First Nation No response.  

Triton Docks Fully supports the increase of the dock surface 

to 30 m2. This increase would allow many dock 

owners to be able to meet the desired depth 

requirements needed to utilize the platform. 

Understands that there is a desire to increase 

the width to 12 feet as a maximum, and 

although additional width does increase 

stability, it would be prudent to recognize that 

the increase falls outside of the Provincial 

regulations and may cause confusion. Huge 

supporter of creating a simplified system 

which can expedite the process for the 

customer to encourage compliance and 

ultimately protect the ecosystem of our lake.  

Sunbum Docks No response.  

Riverside Docks No response. 

Mara Docks No response.  

Okanagan Pile Driving No response.  
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Copper Island Docks No response.  

Sun N Fun Cedar Docks No response.  

Paradise Dock and Lift No response.  

Burton Martine Pile Driving No response.  

Shoreline Pile Driving & Boat Lifts No response. 

Queensboro Marine Equipment No response.  

Boppre Diving No response.  

 

The public was also given an opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to the bylaw via a 

comment form which was available on the CSRD's website from September 12th to October 12th, 

2018.  A total of 311 comment forms were received and a summary of the comments is provided 

in the attachment Public_Comment_Forms_Summary_BL900-25.pdf. The comment form is 

discussed in detail in the Key Issues/Concepts section above.  

 

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. Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 

2. Provincial Private Moorage Policy 
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COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 

LAKES ZONING AMENDMENT (CSRD) BYLAW NO. 900-25 
 

A bylaw to amend the "Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900" 
 

WHEREAS the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District adopted Bylaw No.900;  
 
AND WHEREAS the Board deems it appropriate to amend Bylaw No. 900; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District, in open meeting 
assembled, HEREBY ENACTS as follows: 
 
1. Bylaw No. 900 cited as "Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900" is hereby amended as follows: 
 

A. TEXT AMENDMENT 
 

1. Schedule A, Zoning Bylaw Text, Part 4 Zones, is hereby amended as 
follows: 

i)  Deleting Foreshore Residential 1 Zone, Section 4.4.2(b), size of 
 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

 
ii) Deleting Foreshore Residential 2 Zone, Section 4.5.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
iii) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 1 Zone, Section 4.6.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 
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COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
iv) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 2 Zone, Section 4.7.2(c), size of 

 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size  

      of dock:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
v) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 3 Zone, Section 4.8.2(c), size of 

 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size  

of dock:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
vi) Deleting Foreshore General 1 Zone, Section 4.9.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total 

upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 

removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 
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o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 

m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
vii) Deleting Foreshore General 2 Zone, Section 4.10.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total 

upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 

removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 

m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
viii) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 1 Zone, Section 4.11.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock (including permanent or removable 

walkway(s)) must not exceed 125 m (410.11 ft) in length 

measured perpendicular to shoreline. 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
ix) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 2 Zone, Section 4.12.2(c), size of 

dock and walkway in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock (including permanent or removable 

walkway(s)) must not exceed 125 m (410.11 ft) in length 

measured perpendicular to shoreline. 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 
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x) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 3 Zone, Section 4.13.2(b), size of 
 dock and walkway, and Section 4.13.2(c), location and siting of 
 dock, private mooring buoys or boat lifts, in their entirety and 
 replacing them with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

(d)  Location and 
Siting 
of dock, private 
mooring buoys 
or 
boat lifts: 

 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, private mooring 
buoy or boat lift is as follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 
parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

o 6 m (19.69 ft) from a Foreshore Park (FP) zone or park side 
parcel boundaries projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for private mooring buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 
water.  

o 50 m (164.04 ft.) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 

 
xi) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 4 Zone, Section 4.14.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, and Section 4.14.2(c), location and siting of 
 dock, private mooring buoys or boat lifts, in their entirety and 
 replacing them with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

(d)  Location and 

Siting of dock, 

private mooring 

buoys or boat 

lifts: 

 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, private mooring 
buoy or boat lift is as follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 

parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

o 6 m (19.69 ft) from a Foreshore Park (FP) zone or park side 

parcel boundaries projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for private mooring buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 

water.  

o 50 m (164.04 ft.) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 
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xii) Deleting Foreshore Industrial Zone, Section 4.15.2(b), size of 
 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock:  o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
xiii) Deleting Foreshore Park Zone, Section 4.16.2(a), size of dock and   

walkway, and Section 4.16.2(c), location and siting of dock, buoys 
or boat lifts, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(a)  Size of dock and 
walkway: 

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 40 m2 (430.55 ft2) in total 

upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 

removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 
width for any portion of the dock. 

o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 
m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

(b) Location and 
Siting of dock, 
buoys or boat 
lifts: 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, buoy or boat lift is as 
follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 
parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 
water. 

o 50 m (164.04 ft) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 
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2. This bylaw may be cited as "Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900-25." 
 
 
READ a first time this  16th   day of  August  , 2018. 
 
 
READ a second time, as amended 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. 900-25          CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 900-25 
as read a third time.               as adopted. 
 
 
 
              
Corporate Officer     Corporate Officer 
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TO: Chair and Directors File No: BL900-25 
PL20180098 

SUBJECT: Electoral Areas C, E & F: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 
900-25 

DESCRIPTION: Report from Jennifer Sham, Planner, dated July 17, 2018. 
Electoral Areas C, E & F 

RECOMMENDATION: THAT: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900 be read a first 
time this 16th day of August, 2018; 

AND THAT: the Board utilize the simple consultation process for Bylaw 
No. 900-25 and it be referred to the following agencies, First Nations, 
and stakeholders: 

 Advisory Planning Commission C; 
 Ministry of Environment; 
 Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and 

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

 Rural Development – Lands  Branch;  

 FrontCounterBC; 
 Department of Fisheries and Oceans; 
 Transport Canada; 
 City of Salmon Arm; 
 District of Sicamous; 
 CSRD Operations Management; 

 All relevant First Nation Bands and Councils; 
 Dock builders and installers working in the Shuswap;  
 Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA); 
 Swansea Point Community Association; 
 South Shuswap Chamber of Commerce; and, 
 North Shuswap Chamber of Commerce. 

 
SHORT SUMMARY: 

Development Services staff is proposing to amend the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 (Bylaw No. 900) by 
increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock, increasing the width of a 
floating or fixed dock surface, and increasing the width of a permanent or removable walkway surface. 
 
 

VOTING: 
Unweighted   
Corporate 

LGA Part 14  
 (Unweighted) 

Weighted   
Corporate 

Stakeholder  
(Weighted) 

 

BACKGROUND: 
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Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 (Bylaw No. 900) was adopted on August 16, 2012 in response to concerns 
about the proliferation of docks and buoys on Shuswap and Mara Lakes. Bylaw No. 900 regulates the 
use, size and siting of docks, buoys, and swimming platforms in Electoral Areas C (South Shuswap), E 
(Rural Sicamous), and F (North Shuswap).   
 
The Provincial Private Moorage Program was amended on January 17, 2017 to streamline Provincial 
approval processes for private docks. A summary of these changes was presented at an EAD meeting 
on April 4, 2017. Prior to the January 2017 amendment, the Province permitted a total maximum upward 
facing surface area of a dock of 24 m2, which was reflected in Bylaw No. 900. The Province has retained 
a maximum dock width of 3 m, but slightly larger dock widths are often approved to account for the 
imperial to metric measurement conversion rounding issue. The primary Provincial change made to the 
Private Moorage Policy in 2017 was that there is no longer a total maximum upward facing surface area 
of a dock of 24 m2 to qualify for a General Permission; when applying the maximum distance that a 
dock may extend off a walkway, the maximum permitted area could be 128.1 m2 (42 m x 3.05 m). See 
"2017-04-04_EAD_DS_BL900_GEN.pdf" and "2017-04-04_EAD_Minutes.pdf" attached.  
 
At the November 2, 2017 EAD meeting, DS staff presented a verbal report and powerpoint regarding 
Bylaw No. 900 (bylaw administration update and next steps) including considerations for future Lakes 
Zoning priorities. At that time, the EAD agreed that Bylaw No. 900 should continue to regulate private 
mooring buoys and that the maximum dock surface area  of  24 m2 should be reviewed and options for 
a larger area be provided for the Committee's consideration. See "2017-11-02_EAD_Docks_Buoys.pdf" 
and Agenda Item 4.2 of "2017-11-02_EAD_Minutes.pdf" attached. 
 
Since the adoption of Bylaw No. 900, staff have presented a number of bylaw amendments and 
development permits with variances for larger docks or walkways to the Board. These variances range 
from minor variance requests at 27.87 m2 sized docks (16.13% increase from 24 m2) to over 40 m2 
sized docks (+66.67% increase from 24 m2). The Manager of Development Services has the ability to 
issue technical development permits, but only if the variance requested does not exceed the bylaw by 
more than 10% and if there is a hardship. In almost every application to the Board for a dock size 
(increase of over 10%, 10% with no hardship, or a fixed dock instead of a floating dock), a variance 
due to conversion from Imperial to Metric units was required for the dock width. Since the summer of 
2017, the Manager of Development Services has been issuing Development Permits with a minor 
variance, with the hardship being the conversion between Imperial and Metric units in using 
standardized building materials (i.e. dock width from 3 m to 3.05 m) in order to expedite the dock 
permitting process. 
 
Further to the direction DS staff received at the November 2, 2017 EAD meeting, staff presented a 
report and powerpoint regarding maximum total upward facing surface area of a dock size options, and 
proposed maximum dock and walkway width increases at the June 7, 2018 EAD meeting. See "2018-
06-07_EAD_DS_BL900-25.pdf" and "2018-06-07_EAD_presentation_BL900-25.pdf" attached.    
 
At the June 2018 EAD meeting, DS staff were directed by the EADs to bring forward a report and 
amendment to the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 to: 

1. Increase the total upward facing surface area of a dock to 30 m2; 
2. Increase the maximum width of any portion of a floating or fixed dock surface to 3.05 m; and, 
3. Increase the maximum width of any portion of a permanent or removable walkway surface to 

1.52 m. 
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Staff were also directed to add two special interest groups (Swansea Point Community Association and 
South Shuswap Chamber of Commerce) as part of the referral process after first reading; given the 
addition of the South Shuswap Chamber of Commerce to the referral list, staff are also recommending 
that the proposed bylaw be referred to the North Shuswap Chamber of Commerce as well. Further, 
staff were directed to examine the issue of public access along the foreshore and make a 
recommendation to the Board. See "2018-06-07_EAD_Minutes.pdf" attached. 

 
POLICY (Excerpts): 

Provincial General Permission for the Use of Crown Land for Private Moorage (Version: January 17, 
2017)  
“Foreshore” means that land lying between the highest water mark and the lowest water mark that is 
alternatively covered by water are and exposed with the normal rise and fall of the level of the body of 
water. 
 
“Mobile dock” means a dock with movable walkway and float used in lakes with seasonally fluctuating 
water levels, that can be readily moved away from the natural boundary as lake levels decrease, such 
that the required depth of water for boat moorage is achieved. 
 
“Natural boundary” means the visible high water mark of any lake, river, stream or other body of water 
where the presence and action of the water is so common and usual, and so long continued in all 
ordinary years as to mark on the soil of the bed of the body of water a character distinct from that of 
its the banks in vegetation, as well as in the nature of the soil itself. 
 
3.8. A Dock in a freshwater environment must not: 

a. extend beyond a distance of 42 m from the point where the walkway begins, measured 
perpendicular from the general trend of the shoreline; 

b.  have more than a 3 m wide moorage platform or float; or 
c.  have more than a 1.5 m wide walkway connecting the platform or float to the shore; and 
d.  for mobile docks located in waterbodies that have seasonally fluctuating water levels, the 

outermost extent of the dock must not be more than a distance of 60 m from the present 
natural boundary.  

 
6.3 The Dock must not unduly obstruct public access along the foreshore or beach.  
Delegation Bylaw No. 5582, 2010  
Delegation of Authority to Issue Development Permits 
4. The power to issue technical development permits is delegated to the Manager of Development 
Services. 
 
Development Services Procedures Bylaw No. 4001  
9.1.1 The Board approves: 

 Technical Development Permits for which the applicant is also seeking to vary the provisions of 
a bylaw under [Part 14] of the Local Government Act, when such a variance would exceed what 
is allowed under the bylaw by more than 10%; 

 Development Variance Permits;  
 

9.2.1 The CSRD Board hereby delegates to the Manager the power to issue or grant the following: 

 Technical Development Permits; 
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 Technical Development Permits for which the applicant is also seeking to vary the provisions of 
a bylaw under [Part 14] of the Local Government Act, when such a variance application can 
illustrate hardship and would not exceed what is allowed under the bylaw by more than 10%; 
 

Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725  
12.2 Foreshore and Water Development Permit Area 

Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 830  
13.2 Foreshore and Water Development Permit Area 

A Foreshore and Water Development Permit is required in Electoral Area C & F for new and replacement 
docks or swimming platforms, new private mooring buoys, and other land alterations. 
 
Proposed Electoral Area E Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 840 
18.2 Foreshore and Aquatic Development Permit Area 

A Foreshore and Water Development Permit may be required in Electoral Area E for structures including 
docks, private mooring buoys, and community moorage facilities on all lakes in Electoral Area E including 
Shuswap Lake and Mara Lake. 
 
 
 
 
 
Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 
2.2 Application 
.1 This bylaw applies to the areas below the natural boundary of Adams Lake, Humamilt Lake, Hunakwa 
Lake, Little White Lake, Mara Lake, Shuswap Lake and White Lake, as shown in Schedule B of the Lakes 
Zoning Bylaw No. 900. 
 
Foreshore Residential 1 (FR1), Foreshore Residential 2 (FR2), Foreshore Multi-Family 1 (FM1), 
Foreshore General 1 (FG1), Foreshore General 2 (FG2), Foreshore Park (FP) all contain a maximum 
upward facing surface area and maximum dock and walkway surface widths. 
Foreshore Multi-Family 2 (FM2), Foreshore Multi-Family 3 (FM3), Foreshore Commercial 1 (FC1), 
Foreshore Commercial 2 (FC2), Foreshore Commercial 3 (FC3), Foreshore Commercial 4 (FC4), 
Foreshore Industrial (FI) contain maximum dock surface width. 
 

FINANCIAL: 

There may be minor financial implications to the CSRD with regard to this proposed amendment. With 
the increase in the total upward facing dock surface area, staff expect to see fewer applications requiring 
Board approval, which could result in a reduction of income from application fees. Generally, Board 
approval (permit) application fees are a minimum of $650, plus $150 Land Title Office (LTO) registration 
fee. A delegated approval permit application fee is $200, plus the LTO registration fee. This reduction 
in income would be offset by reduced application expenses, including allocation of staff time. In addition, 
DS staff expect to receive fewer bylaw enforcement complaints regarding oversized docks, which may 
allow bylaw enforcement resources to be reallocated to other bylaw enforcement issues. 

 
KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS: 
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Dock Size 
The current upward facing surface area of a fixed or floating dock is 24 m2 in the FR1, FR2, FM1, FG1, 
FG2, and FP zones. Based on general dock inquiries received, the applications received, in consultation 
with a local dock builder/installer, and Board direction given at the June 2018 EAD meeting, staff is 
recommending that the maximum dock size be increased to 30 m2 (322.92 ft2). This is an increase of 
25% from the current maximum dock size and is recommended partly based on staff researching 
common lengths of pre-owned boats for sale in the Shuswap area, with the majority being under 9.17 
m (30.08 ft) long.   

Staff note that if an applicant can illustrate hardship, the Manager of Development Services may issue 
a delegated Foreshore and Water DP for a 33 m2 (355.21 ft2) dock with the proposed maximum dock 
size increase; however, it is expected that this scenario would be rare. Staff also note that currently, 
and in the future, an applicant has the option to apply for a bylaw amendment for an oversized dock, 
if the increased maximum dock size in the bylaw does not meet their needs. The Board then has the 
option to approve oversized docks on a case-by-case basis, the same as they do now.  
 
Conversion 
It is commonly known that the construction industry continues to use the Imperial system of measuring 
units, whereas most of the measurements listed in Canadian bylaws or regulations are in Metric units. 
Due to converting between these two units of measurements, discrepancies have occurred causing non-
compliance with maximum sizes and widths, or additional dock materials being purchased and modified 
to meet the metric units. Staff are proposing to change the dock and walkway width measurements in 
Bylaw No. 900 to reflect two decimal places to account for the conversion from Imperial to Metric.  
 

Widths Current Proposed 

Maximum floating or fixed dock surface width 3 m (9.84 ft) 3.05 m (10 ft) 

Maximum Permanent or Removable walkway width 1.5 m (4.92 ft) 1.52 m (5 ft) 

 
Pedestrian Access 
According to the Provincial website1 regarding Land Use – Private Moorage, "the Province owns nearly 
all freshwater and saltwater foreshore. Land adjacent to foreshore may be privately owned, but in 
common law the public retains the privilege or 'bare licence' to access the foreshore." The website 
further states that all private mooring facilities must not obstruct public access along the foreshore. 
There is no additional information regarding what constitutes an obstruction on the foreshore and there 
are no details regarding who the public is or what level of mobility they have.  Staff are not 
recommending addressing this issue of pedestrian access along the foreshore in this amendment. The 
foreshore is Crown Land and any enforcement of public access rights should be directed to the Province.  
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/natural-resource-use/land-use/crown-land/crown-land-
uses/residential-uses/private-moorage  
 
Staff is also amending the Foreshore Commercial 3, Foreshore Commercial 4, and Foreshore Park Zones 
by renumbering the regulation section in each zone to correct a duplication or omission in subsections.  

 
SUMMARY: 

DS staff is recommending first reading of Bylaw No. 900-25 for the following reasons:  

                                           
1  

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/natural-resource-use/land-use/crown-land/crown-land-uses/residential-uses/private-moorage
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/natural-resource-use/land-use/crown-land/crown-land-uses/residential-uses/private-moorage
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 To provide larger dock options for waterfront property owners;   
 The proposed larger dock size could encourage increased compliance with Bylaw No. 900, especially 

in areas with Development Permits, and there could be a reduction in time and the cost to issue a 
development permit for a dock;  

 This bylaw amendment could potentially reduce the number of Board approved variances required 
to place a dock in Shuswap and Mara Lakes; and, 

 This bylaw amendment could help reduce the number of bylaw enforcement complaints regarding 
oversized docks.  

IMPLEMENTATION: 

Consultation Process 
CSRD Policy No. P-18 regarding Consultation Processes-Bylaws, indicates that a simple consultation 
process can be followed. No notice of Development signs will be posted because this is a CSRD initiated 
bylaw amendment affecting the entire Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 area.   
 

COMMUNICATIONS: 

Referrals 
If the Board gives BL900-25 first reading, the bylaw will be sent out to the following referral agencies, 
stakeholders, and special interest groups for comments:  
 Advisory Planning Commission C; 
 Ministry of Environment; 

 Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and Rural Development; 
 Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and Rural Development – Lands Branch;  
 FrontCounterBC; 
 Department of Fisheries and Oceans; 
 Transport Canada; 
 City of Salmon Arm; 
 District of Sicamous; 
 CSRD Operations Management; 
 Adams Lake Indian Band; 
 Little Shuswap Indian Band; 
 Lower Similkameen Indian Band 

 Neskonlith Indian Band; 
 Okanagan Indian Band; 
 Okanagan Nation Alliance; 
 Penticton Indian Band; 
 Shuswap Indian Band; 
 Simpcw First Nation; 
 Splats'in First Nation; 
 Dock builders and installers working in the Shuswap;  
 Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA); 
 Swansea Point Community Association; 

 South Shuswap Chamber of Commerce; and, 
 North Shuswap Chamber of Commerce. 

In addition to referrals, staff will advertise in local newspapers and publications including the Shuswap 
Market News, the North Shuswap Kicker and the South Shuswap Scoop, and CSRD social media 
regarding the online comment form on the CSRD website about the proposed amendments. 
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After the June 2018 EAD meeting agenda was published, staff received two pieces of correspondence 
regarding the proposed amendments. These comments will be provided to the Board at second reading 
along with the online comment form results and any other public submissions received.  
 

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. Delegation Bylaw No. 5582, 2010 
2. Development Services Procedures Bylaw No. 4001 
3. Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725 
4. Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 830 
5. Proposed Electoral Area E Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 840 
6. Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 
7. Provincial General Permission for the Use of Crown Land for Private Moorage Version: January 

17, 2017 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2018-08-16_Board_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.docx 

Attachments: - BL900-25_first.pdf 
- 2018-06-07_EAD_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.pdf 
- 2018-06-07_EAD_Minutes_.pdf 
- 2017-11-02_EAD_Docks_Buoys.pdf 
- 2017-11-02_EAD_Minutes.pdf 
- 2017-04-04_EAD_DS_BL900_GEN.pdf 
- 2017-04-04_EAD_Minutes.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Aug 3, 2018 

 

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

No Signature - Task assigned to Corey Paiement was completed by workflow 

administrator Tommy Test 

Corey Paiement - Jul 26, 2018 - 4:24 PM 

 
Gerald Christie - Jul 26, 2018 - 4:37 PM 

 
Jodi Pierce - Aug 2, 2018 - 12:49 PM 

 
Lynda Shykora - Aug 3, 2018 - 2:08 PM 

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

Shykora 
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Charles Hamilton - Aug 3, 2018 - 2:13 PM 



COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 

LAKES ZONING AMENDMENT (CSRD) BYLAW NO. 900-25 
 

A bylaw to amend the "Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900" 
 

WHEREAS the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District adopted Bylaw No.900;  
 
AND WHEREAS the Board deems it appropriate to amend Bylaw No. 900; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Board of the Columbia Shuswap Regional District, in open meeting 
assembled, HEREBY ENACTS as follows: 
 
1. Bylaw No. 900 cited as "Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900" is hereby amended as follows: 
 

A. TEXT AMENDMENT 
 

1. Schedule A, Zoning Bylaw Text, Part 4 Zones, is hereby amended as 
follows: 

i)  Deleting Foreshore Residential 1 Zone, Section 4.4.2(b), size of 
 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

 
ii) Deleting Foreshore Residential 2 Zone, Section 4.5.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
iii) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 1 Zone, Section 4.6.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 
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COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway: 

  

o Floating dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total upward 

facing surface area (not including removable walkway). 

o Floating dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in width for 

any portion of the dock. 

o Removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 m (5 ft) in 

width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
iv) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 2 Zone, Section 4.7.2(c), size of 

 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size  

      of dock:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
v) Deleting Foreshore Multi-Family 3 Zone, Section 4.8.2(c), size of 

 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size  

of dock:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
vi) Deleting Foreshore General 1 Zone, Section 4.9.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total 

upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 

removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 
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o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 

m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
vii) Deleting Foreshore General 2 Zone, Section 4.10.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total 

upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 

removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 

m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

 
viii) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 1 Zone, Section 4.11.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock (including permanent or removable 

walkway(s)) must not exceed 125 m (410.11 ft) in length 

measured perpendicular to shoreline. 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
ix) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 2 Zone, Section 4.12.2(c), size of 

dock and walkway in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock (including permanent or removable 

walkway(s)) must not exceed 125 m (410.11 ft) in length 

measured perpendicular to shoreline. 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 
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x) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 3 Zone, Section 4.13.2(b), size of 
 dock and walkway, and Section 4.13.2(c), location and siting of 
 dock, private mooring buoys or boat lifts, in their entirety and 
 replacing them with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

(d)  Location and 
Siting 
of dock, private 
mooring buoys 
or 
boat lifts: 

 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, private mooring 
buoy or boat lift is as follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 
parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

o 6 m (19.69 ft) from a Foreshore Park (FP) zone or park side 
parcel boundaries projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for private mooring buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 
water.  

o 50 m (164.04 ft.) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 

 
xi) Deleting Foreshore Commercial 4 Zone, Section 4.14.2(b), size of 

 dock and walkway, and Section 4.14.2(c), location and siting of 
 dock, private mooring buoys or boat lifts, in their entirety and 
 replacing them with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(c)  Size of dock and 

walkway:  

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

(d)  Location and 

Siting of dock, 

private mooring 

buoys or boat 

lifts: 

 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, private mooring 
buoy or boat lift is as follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 

parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

o 6 m (19.69 ft) from a Foreshore Park (FP) zone or park side 

parcel boundaries projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for private mooring buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 

water.  

o 50 m (164.04 ft.) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 
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xii) Deleting Foreshore Industrial Zone, Section 4.15.2(b), size of 
 dock, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(b)  Size of dock:  o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 

width for any portion of the dock. 

 
xiii) Deleting Foreshore Park Zone, Section 4.16.2(a), size of dock and   

walkway, and Section 4.16.2(c), location and siting of dock, buoys 
or boat lifts, in its entirety and replacing it with:  

COLUMN 1 

MATTER 
REGULATED 

COLUMN 2 

REGULATION 

(a)  Size of dock and 
walkway: 

o Floating or fixed dock must not exceed 30 m2 (322.92 ft2) in total 
upward facing surface area (not including permanent or 
removable walkway). 

o Floating or fixed dock surface must not exceed 3.05 m (10 ft) in 
width for any portion of the dock. 

o Permanent or removable walkway surface must not exceed 1.52 
m (5 ft) in width for any other portion of the walkway. 

(b) Location and 
Siting of dock, 
buoys or boat 
lifts: 

The minimum setback of a floating or fixed dock, buoy or boat lift is as 
follows: 

o 5 m (16.4 ft) from the side parcel boundaries of that waterfront 
parcel, projected onto the foreshore and water. 

Additional setbacks for buoys: 

o 20 m (65.62 ft) from any existing structures on the foreshore or 
water. 

o 50 m (164.04 ft) from any boat launch ramp or marina. 
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2. This bylaw may be cited as "Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900-25." 
 
 
READ a first time this    day of    , 2018. 
 
 
READ a second time this    day of    , 2018. 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING held this    day of     , 2018. 
 
 
READ a third time this    day of    , 2018. 
 
 
ADOPTED this     day of     , 2018. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              
CORPORATE OFFICER    CHAIR 
 
 
 
 
 
CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 900-25          CERTIFIED a true copy of Bylaw No. 900-25 
as read a third time.               as adopted. 
 
 
 
              
Corporate Officer     Corporate Officer 
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15. Planning Bylaws 

15.1 Electoral Areas C, E & F: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw 

No. 900-25 

Report from Jennifer Sham, Planner, dated July 17, 2018. 

Electoral Areas C, E & F 

*Presentation attached to the Late Agenda. 

The Planner reviewed the amendments proposed on the Lakes Zoning 

bylaw included within the report, to increase dock size, dock width and 

walkway width.  The Planner demonstrated examples of the dock sizes 

depicting the current 24 m2 size, the proposed 30 m2 size, and the 40 m2 

size, the last of which is not recommended.  

 

2018-0824 

Moved By Director Demenok 

Seconded By Director Parker 

THAT: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900-25 be read a 

first time this 16th day of August, 2018; 

AND THAT: the Board utilize the simple consultation process for Bylaw 

No. 900-25 and it be referred to the following agencies, First Nations, and 

stakeholders: 

• Advisory Planning Commission C; 

• Ministry of Environment; 

• Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and Rural 

Development; 

• Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and Rural 

Development – Lands Branch; 

• FrontCounter BC; 

• Department of Fisheries and Oceans; 

• Transport Canada; 

• City of Salmon Arm; 

• District of Sicamous; 

• CSRD Operations Management; 

• All relevant First Nation Bands and Councils; 

• Dock builders and installers working in the Shuswap; 
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• Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA); 

• Swansea Point Community Association; 

• South Shuswap Chamber of Commerce; and, 

• North Shuswap Chamber of Commerce. 

 

Discussion on motion: 

• Area C Director supports the recommendation but is disappointed 

about the lack of public/pedestrian access because the foreshore 

belongs to the public.  Elevated docks that restrict access should not 

be approved.  Occasionally it is not possible to access the foreshore 

due to steep or rocky terrain.  Area C Director believes that the bylaw 

needs to permit access to the lake and prevent blockage of that 

access. He asked staff to look into an amendment regarding access 

to the foreshore; 

• Development Services (DS) Team Leader advised that staff have 

researched this topic given the foreshore is a responsibility of the 

Crown and how this bylaw might include opportunities to protect or 

preserve access along the foreshore.  Staff deemed they were not 

able to derive a solution that would work to include such a bylaw 

amendment; however, if the Board directs staff to do further 

research, they would do so; 

• Area F Alternate Director commented on a special interest group that 

believe they have access over private land; the high water mark 

extends right up to private land and the special interest group feels 

then they can cross private land; 

• Chair remarked the main issue with access is due to fixed docks and 

asked if the cables etc. are taken into account.  DS Team Leader 

clarified that the bylaw does not speak to the mechanics of the dock 

such as the anchor and cabling anchored to the shoreline depending 

on the water level and slope of the beach. 

• Chair noted that the public is able to express concerns through the 

public process; DS Team Leader said staff expect to receive 

comments through the public consultation process.  

CARRIED 
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TO: Chair and Directors File No: 
BL900-25 

PL20180043 

SUBJECT: Electoral Areas C, E & F: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 

900-25 

DESCRIPTION: Report from Jennifer Sham, Planner, dated May 9, 2018. 

Electoral Areas C, E & F 

RECOMMENDATION: THAT: the Electoral Area Directors direct Development Services staff 

to bring forward, to a regular Board meeting, a report and 

amendment to the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 to: 

1. Increase the total upward facing surface area of a dock to 30 

m2; 

2. Increase the maximum width of any portion of a floating or 

fixed dock surface to 3.05 m; and, 

3. Increase the maximum width of any portion of a permanent 

or removable walkway surface to 1.52 m.  

 

SHORT SUMMARY: 

Development Services staff is proposing to amend the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 (Bylaw No. 900) 

by increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock, increasing the width 

of a floating or fixed dock surface, and increasing the width of a permanent or removable walkway 

surface. Staff is also seeking direction from the Board regarding recommended referral agencies, 

stakeholders, and special interest groups.   

 

The purpose of this proposed bylaw amendment is to: 

 potentially reduce the number of Board approved variances required to place a dock 

in Shuswap and Mara Lakes;  

 to reduce the time and the cost to issue a development permit for a dock; and, 

 to reduce the number of bylaw enforcement complaints regarding oversized docks.  

 

BACKGROUND: 

Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 (Bylaw No. 900) was adopted on August 16, 2012 in response to 

concerns about the proliferation of docks and buoys on Shuswap and Mara Lakes. Bylaw No. 900 

regulates the use, size and siting of docks, buoys, and swimming platforms in Electoral Areas C 

(South Shuswap), E (Rural Sicamous), and F (North Shuswap).   

 

Over the course of the past 6 years, Bylaw No. 900 has been amended twice by Development 

Services staff for CSRD-initiated amendments including mapping corrections, a new zone, and new 

definitions.  
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The Provincial Private Moorage Program was amended on January 17, 2017 to streamline 

Provincial approval processes for private docks. A summary of these changes was presented at an 

EAD meeting on April 4, 2017. Prior to the January 2017 amendment, the Province permitted a 

total maximum upward facing surface area of a dock of 24 m2, which was reflected in Bylaw No. 

900. The Province retained a maximum dock width of 3 m, but slightly larger dock widths are often 

approved to account for the imperial to metric measurement conversion issue. The primary 

Provincial change made to the Private Moorage Policy in 2017 was that there is no longer a total 

maximum upward facing surface area of a dock of 24 m2 to qualify for a General Permission; when 

applying the maximum distance that a dock may extend off a walkway, the maximum permitted 

area could be 128.1 m2 (42 m x 3.05 m).   See "2017-04-04_EAD_DS_BL900_GEN.pdf" attached.  

 

At the November 2, 2017 EAD meeting, DS staff presented a verbal report regarding Bylaw No. 

900 (bylaw administration update and next steps) including considerations for future Lakes 

Zoning priorities. At that time, the EAD agreed that Bylaw No. 900 should continue to regulate 

private mooring buoys and that the maximum dock surface area  of  24 m2 should be reviewed 

and options for a larger area be provided for the Committee's consideration. See "2017-11-

02_EAD_Docks_Buoys.pdf" and Agenda Item 4.2 of "2017-11-02_EAD_Minutes.pdf" attached. 

 

Staff have presented a number of bylaw amendments and development permits with variances 

for larger docks or walkways to the Board. These variances range from minor variance requests 

at 27.87 m2 sized docks (16.13% increase from 24 m2) to over 40 m2 sized docks (+66.67% increase 

from 24 m2). The Manager of Development Services has the ability to issue technical development 

permits, but only if the variance requested does not exceed the bylaw by more than 10% and if 

there is a hardship.  

 

In almost every application to the Board for a dock size (increase of over 10%, 10% with no 

hardship, or a fixed dock instead of a floating dock), a variance due to conversion from Imperial 

to Metric units was required for the dock width. See "Applications_BL900-25.pdf" attached. Since 

the summer of 2017, the Manager of Development Services has been issuing Development 

Permits with a minor variance, with the hardship being the conversion between Imperial and 

Metric units in using standardized building materials (i.e. dock width from 3 m to 3.05 m) in order 

to expedite the dock permitting process. 

 

POLICY: 

Delegation Bylaw No. 5582, 2010 

Delegation of Authority to Issue Development Permits 

4. The power to issue technical development permits is delegated to the Manager of Development 

Services. 

Development Services Procedures Bylaw No. 4001 

9.1.1 The Board approves: 
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 Technical Development Permits for which the applicant is also seeking to vary the 

provisions of a bylaw under [Part 14] of the Local Government Act, when such a variance 

would exceed what is allowed under the bylaw by more than 10%; 

 Development Variance Permits;  

9.2.1 The CSRD Board hereby delegates to the Manager the power to issue or grant the following: 

 Technical Development Permits; 

 Technical Development Permits for which the applicant is also seeking to vary the 

provisions of a bylaw under [Part 14] of the Local Government Act, when such a variance 

application can illustrate hardship and would not exceed what is allowed under the bylaw 

by more than 10%; 

 

Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725 

12.2 Foreshore and Water Development Permit Area 

Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 830 

13.2 Foreshore and Water Development Permit Area 

A Foreshore and Water Development Permit is required in Electoral Area C & F for new and 

replacement docks or swimming platforms, new private mooring buoys, and other land 

alterations. 

 

Proposed Electoral Area E Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 840 

18.2 Foreshore and Aquatic Development Permit Area 

A Foreshore and Water Development Permit may be required in Electoral Area E for structures 

including docks, private mooring buoys, and community moorage facilities on all lakes in Electoral 

Area E including Shuswap Lake and Mara Lake. 

 

Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 

Foreshore Residential 1 (FR1), Foreshore Residential 2 (FR2), Foreshore Multi-Family 1 (FM1), 

Foreshore General 1 (FG1), Foreshore General 2 (FG2), Foreshore Park (FP) all contain a maximum 

upward facing surface area and maximum dock and walkway surface widths. 

 

Foreshore Multi-Family 2 (FM2), Foreshore Multi-Family 3 (FM3), Foreshore Commercial 1 (FC1), 

Foreshore Commercial 2 (FC2), Foreshore Commercial 3 (FC3), Foreshore Commercial 4 (FC4), 

Foreshore Industrial (FI) contain maximum dock surface width. 

 

 

 

 

Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 Current Regulation 
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Maximum Upward 

Facing Surface 

Area of 24 m2 for a 

floating or fixed 

dock 

Maximum 

floating or fixed 

dock surface 

width of 3 m 

Maximum 

Permanent or 

Removable walkway 

width of 1.5 m Zone 

Foreshore Residential 1    

Foreshore Residential 2    

Foreshore Multi-Family 1    

Foreshore General 1    

Foreshore General 2    

Foreshore Park    

Foreshore Multi-Family 2    

Foreshore Multi-Family 3    

Foreshore Commercial 1    

Foreshore Commercial 2    

Foreshore Commercial 3    

Foreshore Commercial 4    

Foreshore Industrial    

Foreshore Water    

 

FINANCIAL: 

There may be minor financial implications to the CSRD with regard to this proposed amendment. 

With the increase in the total upward facing dock surface area, staff expect to see fewer 

applications requiring Board approval, which could result in a reduction of income from 

application fees. Generally, Board approval (permit) application fees are a minimum of $650, plus 

$150 Land Title Office (LTO) registration fee. A delegated approval permit application fee is $200, 

plus the LTO registration fee. This reduction in income would be offset by reduced application 

expenses, including allocation of staff time. In addition, DS staff expect to receive fewer bylaw 

enforcement complaints regarding oversized docks, which may allow bylaw enforcement 

resources to be reallocated to other bylaw enforcement issues.  

 

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS: 

Dock Size 

The current upward facing surface area of a fixed or floating dock is 24 m2 in the FR1, FR2, FM1, 

FG1, FG2, and FP zones. Based on general dock inquiries received, the applications received, and 

in consultation with a local dock builder/installer, staff is recommending that the maximum dock 

size be increased to 30 m2 or 322.92 ft2. This is an increase of 25% from the current maximum dock 

size. Staff note that if an applicant can illustrate hardship, the Manager of Development Services 

may issue a delegated Foreshore and Water DP for a 33 m2 (355.21 ft2) dock with the proposed 

maximum dock size increase; however, it is expected that this scenario would be rare.  
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Dock Size Increase Options 

Dock Size Imperial Size Dock width x 

length  

(Feet) 

Metric Size Dock width x 

length 

(Metres) 

Increase from 

current size 

Current 258.33 ft2 9.84 x 26.45 24 m2 3 x 8 - 

Option 1 301.39 ft2 10 x 30 28 m2 3.05 x 9.18 16.67% 

Option 2 322.92 ft2 10 x 32 30 m2 3.05 x 9.84 25.00% 

Option 3 344.35 ft2 10 x 34  32 m2 3.05 x 10.49 33.33% 

Option 4 409.03 ft2 10 x 40 38 m2 3.05 x 12.46 58.33% 

Option 5 430.56 ft2 10 x 43 40 m2 3.05 x 13.11 66.67% 

Maximum size 

permitted by 

the Province* 

1378.86 ft2 10 x 137.89 128.1 m2 3.05 x 42 433.75% 

*Crown Land Use – General Permission for Private Moorage 

 

Conversion 

It is commonly known that the construction industry continues to use the Imperial system of 

measuring units, whereas most of the measurements listed in Canadian bylaws or regulations are 

in Metric units. Due to converting between these two units of measurements, discrepancies have 

occurred causing non-compliance with maximum sizes and widths, or additional dock materials 

being purchased and modified to meet the metric units. Staff are proposing to change the dock 

and walkway width measurements in Bylaw No. 900 to reflect two decimal places to account for 

the conversion from Imperial to Metric.  

 

Widths Current Proposed 

Maximum floating or fixed dock surface width 3 m (9.84 ft) 3.05 m (10 ft) 

Maximum Permanent or Removable walkway width 1.5 m (4.92 ft) 1.52 m (5 ft) 

 

Referrals 

After first reading at a future Board meeting, staff will be recommending sending this bylaw 

amendment to the following referral agencies, stakeholders, and special interest groups for 

comments:  

 Advisory Planning Commission C; 

 Ministry of Environment; 

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

 Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and Rural Development – Lands 

Branch;  

 FrontCounterBC; 

 Department of Fisheries and Oceans; 

 Transport Canada; 

 City of Salmon Arm; 
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 District of Sicamous; 

 CSRD Operations Management; 

 All relevant First Nation Bands and Councils; 

 Dock builders and installers working in the Shuswap; and, 

 Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA). 

 

SUMMARY: 

Staff are seeking input from the EAD regarding: 

 the proposed maximum dock size of 30 m2; 

 the proposed conversions for maximum floating or fixed dock surface width from 3 m to 

3.05 m and maximum permanent or removable walkway width from 1.5 m to 1.52 m; and, 

 the recommended agencies/stakeholders/special interest groups for referrals after first 

reading. 

 

IMPLEMENTATION: 

Should the EAD require further amendments to the proposed draft amendments, staff will make 

the changes prior to Board consideration of first reading. 

 

COMMUNICATIONS: 

The referral agencies, stakeholders, and special interest groups will be confirmed through 

discussion at the EAD meeting.  If the proposed bylaw amendment receives first reading at a future 

Board meeting, referrals will be sent to these agencies, stakeholders, and special interest groups. 

 

In addition to referrals, staff will advertise in local newspapers and publications including the 

Shuswap Market News, the Kicker and the Scoop, and CSRD Social media regarding the online 

comment form on the CSRD website about the proposed amendments. 

 

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. 
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 LIST NAME OF REPORT(S) / DOCUMENT(S) AVAILABLE FROM STAFF: 

1. Delegation Bylaw No. 5582, 2010 

2. Development Services Procedures Bylaw No. 4001 

3. Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725 

4. Electoral Area F Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 830 

5. Proposed Electoral Area E Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 840 

6. Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 

7. Provincial General Permission for the Use of Crown Land for Private Moorage Version: 

January 17, 2017 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2018-06-07_EAD_DS_BL900-25_CSRD.docx 

Attachments: - 2017-11-02_EAD_Docks_Buoys.pdf 

- 2017-11-02_EAD_Minutes.pdf 

- 2017-04-04_EAD_DS_BL900_GEN.pdf 

- Applications_BL900-25.pdf 

Final Approval Date: May 30, 2018 

 

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

 
Corey Paiement - May 10, 2018 - 12:17 PM 

 
Gerald Christie - May 23, 2018 - 11:58 AM 

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

Haines 

Jodi Pierce - May 25, 2018 - 7:59 AM 

 
Lynda Shykora - May 29, 2018 - 11:50 AM 
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Charles Hamilton - May 30, 2018 - 8:18 AM 
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ELECTORAL AREA DIRECTORS' COMMITTEE MEETING 

MINUTES 

Note: The following minutes are subject to correction when endorsed by the Board at the 

next regular Board meeting. 

 

Date: 

Time: 

Location: 

June 7, 2018 

9:30 AM 

CSRD Boardroom 

555 Harbourfront Drive NE, Salmon Arm 

 

Directors Present: P. Demenok (Chair) Electoral Area C 

 K. Cathcart Electoral Area A (Via teleconference) 

L. Parker Electoral Area B 

R. Talbot Electoral Area D 

R. Misseghers Alternate Director, Electoral Area F 

R. Martin Electoral Area E 

   

Absent: L. Morgan Electoral Area F 

   

Staff Present G. Christie Manager, Development Services 

 C. Paiement Team Leader, Development Services 

 B. Payne Manager, Information Systems 

 L. Shykora Manager of Corporate Administration 

 J. Thingsted Planner 

 J. Sham Planner 

 C. LeFloch Development Services Assistant 

 L. Schumi Administrative Clerk (Recording Secretary) 

 

1. Call to Order 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:31 AM 

2. Adoption of Agenda 

Moved By Director Talbot 

Seconded By Alt. Director Misseghers 
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THAT: the agenda of June 7, 2018 Electoral Area Directors’ Committee meeting be 

approved.  

 

3. Meeting Minutes 

3.1 Adoption of Minutes 

Moved By Director Parker 

Seconded By Director Talbot 

THAT: the minutes of the February 27, 2018 Electoral Area Directors’ Committee 

meeting be adopted. 

 

CARRIED 

 

6. Reports by Electoral Area Directors 

6.1 CSRD Board Meetings - Scheduling of Electoral Area Directors Land Use 

Matters 

• Requested by Director Demenok 

 

Comment from Corporate Administration: 

• Administration is not supportive of the proposed recommendation at this time 

because the topic is one that warrants consideration from the entire Board; is 

most relevant to the upcoming new Board if there is interest in considering 

and discussing such a change to the Board Procedures Bylaw. 

 

 

• Pre-consideration by Board - Suggest opportunity for senior managers to 

discuss this matter and for any further consideration to be accompanied by a 

Board Report that investigates the practicalities, impacts on staffing, travel 

costs, etc.  Such a report is best suited to timing of the transition to the new 

Board. 

  

 

Discussion: 

Chair addressed some of Corporate Administration’s comments above. 

Explained that the intent was to bring it to the entire Board all along and no exact 

timeframe in place given a new Board of Directors potentially coming in. 
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Discussion around wait times for applicants on land use matters; if the 

planning/land use matters are heard the day before it may be easier for both the 

applicants and the Directors. Directors who travel farther to attend Board 

meetings usually come the day before anyway. With the election in the fall, it 

would make sense to implement this new process with the new Board, would 

ease the transition as some new Directors may not have much experience with 

local government. 

Suggestion made to get input from other regional districts who have this process 

and see how it works for them. Comment made regarding why everything has to 

be put on hold just because there is an election coming up. 

Moved By Director Talbot 

Seconded By Alt. Director Misseghers 

THAT: this agenda item be deferred to the September 25, 2018 Electoral 

Directors’ Committee Meeting. 

  CARRIED 

 

4. Delegations 

4.1 10:00AM: Royal Canadian Mounted Police 

RCMP invited to meeting - Share activities report for 2017 for electoral areas. 

• S/Sgt. Scott West, NCO i/c Salmon Arm Detachment 

• Murray McNeil, Sicamous RCMP Detachment Commander 

 

S/Sgt. Kurt Grabinsky, Revelstoke Detachment, sends his regrets as he is unable 

to attend. He has provided the Committee with the 2017 Community Policing 

Report for the Revelstoke area for information. 

 

Salmon Arm Detachment report attached for information. 

 

CSRD invitation letter to RCMP also attached for reference. 

  Discussion: 

The Chair introduced Sgt. Murray McNeil (Sicamous Detachment), S/Sgt. Scott 

West (Salmon Arm Detachment), Sgt. Barry Kennedy (Chase Detachment) and 

Sgt. Glen Casin (North Okanagan Detachment – Falkland). The Area Directors 

introduced themselves to the officers. 

  Each officer spoke to the areas they police. 

 Rural Sicamous: 
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Sgt. McNeil explained the issues the detachment is facing and the workload of 

the six officers working out of the Sicamous detachment, which is approximately 

700 active files, citing most of the calls they receive are traffic related. Main focus 

for the summer months is ensuring safety on the water and crime deduction, with 

emphasis on education. Presented the Committee with a graph of the active files.  

Sicamous is having to deal with a lack of manpower and they do not have 

reserve of ready to go officers, although they would be able to get extra help for 

special events and long weekends. Have received special training from the West 

Coast Marine Section to better improve their presence on the lake and promote 

water safety. 

Salmon Arm:  
 
Sgt. West provided the Committee with some statistics from the presentation pre-
circulated and included with the Agenda. Due to new school board policy all 
employees must get a criminal records check, which has significantly increased 
staff time and administrative work. 

Large amount of calls come from Blind Bay, Eagle Bay and the Tappen areas 

mostly due to the denser population, especially in the summer months. Violent 

acts up slightly in the Blind Bay area, more focus on that patrols in that area. 

Sgt. West informed that traffic safety is a big priority for his detachment. Higher 

traffic congestion in tourist season, main focus will be on distracted driving and 

excessive speeding. The extra time and investment on distracted driving 

education and policing has seem to have paid off, injuries and fatal collisions are 

down. 

With regard to manpower, Sgt. West has applied for two additional officers from 

the Province however the request was denied stating the Province is not 

prepared to spend any more money, so when necessary Salmon Arm officers will 

frequently go out to rural areas to assist with calls. The Board has also 

repeatedly asked for more policing money from the Province for years. 

In response to a question from the Chair, Sgt. West confirmed that fentanyl has 

made it to the local area. Dial a Dope operations is quite prevalent in Salmon 

Arm and surrounding areas. It is difficult because you really don't know what 

you’re buying on the street, drug dealers are becoming a one stop shop, selling 

all different drugs. Director question regarding roadside test to detect cannabis 

while driving, Sgt. West said there is no legal limit set yet, enforcement is on the 

Province. 

Falkland/Silver Creek:  

Sgt. Glen Casin spoke to statistics in the Falkland and Silver Creek areas. 

Director commented that there is a big improvement in policing in the last five 

years, especially in regards to excessive speeders in rural areas.  
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Chase: 

Sgt. Barry Kennedy presented a PowerPoint presentation circulated previously 

with the Agenda. Explained about 1/3 of Chase RCMP time is spent in the 

CSRD, mostly property offences. Top priorities is youth education (such as the 

D.A.R.E program for grade five students), road safety and crime reduction. Aside 

from routine policing budget, they also have a budget of $8000 for major events. 

The Chair thanked the officers for coming. 

Moved By Director Martin 

Seconded by Alt. Director Misseghers 

The Electoral Area Directors’ Committee send a letter to RCMP officers who 

attended the meeting to thank them for coming. 

 

CARRIED 

 

 

 

5. Reports by Staff 

5.1 Electoral Areas C, E & F: Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900-

25 

Report from Jennifer Sham, Planner, dated May 9, 2018. 

Electoral Areas C, E & F 

Jennifer Sham, Planner, presented her report to the Committee on the proposed 

amendments to the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900. 

Ms. Sham explained staff are recommending an increase in dock size and width, 

and walkway width for residential docks. Ms. Sham presented a PowerPoint 

presentation and provided a visual of the current 24 m2 dock size, the 30 m2 

proposed dock size, and a 40 m2 size by using coloured tape on the floor of the 

Boardroom to outline these dock sizes .  

A list was provided to show the numerous referral agencies to send referrals on 

bylaw amendment to after first reading.  Ms. Sham asked if there were any 

additional stakeholders who should receive a referral.  The Electoral Area E 

Director suggested to add the Swansea Point Community Association to referral 

list, and the Electoral Area C Director suggested the South Shuswap Chamber of 

Commerce.  
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Ms. Sham answered questions from the Area Directors, clarifying that these 

amendments only pertain to residential docks and that public comments will be 

welcome after first reading and before the close of the public hearing. Staff will 

post notices on social media requesting comments and a comment form will be 

available on the CSRD website after first reading. 

Chair Demenok questioned pedestrian access on the foreshore and suggested 

that if amendments are being made to the Lakes Zoning Bylaw that something 

could be added to include a space between the high water and waterfront 

properties for pedestrian access. 

Corey Paiement, Team Leader, Development Services, addressed questions 

pertaining to the siting of private docks blocking access along the foreshore on 

Crown land and public property, and comments made regarding Bylaw No. 900 

not being consistent with Provincial regulations. Mr. Paiement responded that 

Provincial regulation supersedes Bylaw No. 900 and it is the responsibility of the 

province to enforce its regulations.   

 

Gerald Christie, Manager, Development Services, stated the need to be cautious 

when it comes to amending our bylaws. Amending the bylaw to maintain 

consistency with Provincial regulations could hold us accountable to enforce, 

which is a tremendous undertaking for staff. 

Moved By Director Demenok 

Seconded By Director Talbot 

THAT: the Electoral Area Directors direct Development Services staff to bring 

forward, to a regular Board meeting, a report and amendment to the Lakes 

Zoning Bylaw No. 900 to: 

1. Increase the total upward facing surface area of a dock to 30 m2; 

2. Increase the maximum width of any portion of a floating or fixed dock surface 

to 3.05 m; and, 

3. Increase the maximum width of any portion of a permanent or removable 

walkway surface to 1.52 m.  

 

CARRIED 
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Amendment:  

 

Moved By Director Demenok 

Seconded By Alt. Director Misseghers 

THAT: in addition to the above, Development Services staff also examine the 

issue of public access of the foreshore and formulate a recommendation to the 

Board. 

 CARRIED 

 

5.2 Cannabis Production, Distribution and Retail Policy 

Proposed CSRD Policy to address Cannabis Legalization in CSRD Electoral 

Areas 

Report from Jan Thingsted, dated May 25th, 2018. 

Mr. Thingsted presented his report and gave an update on the estimated 

timeline for when the proposed Cannabis Act could become legal. He then 

provided a summary of public comments received and presented the draft policy. 

It was explained that staff will expect to receive a referral package from the 

Province on most applications for cannabis retail sales - providing an opportunity 

to provide comments and also solicit public feedback.  Regarding cannabis 

production facilities, he explained that proponents will be required to submit a 

notification letter to the CSRD indicating the location and details of any such 

facility.  Mr. Thingsted noted that some details on Local Government consultation 

process for cannabis related businesses still haven’t been finalized so there 

could be changes required to the policy in the future. 

Following the presentation, Mr. Thingsted responded to multiple questions from 

the Committee, including a question on how the CSRD would respond to 

referrals and conduct public consultation.  Mr. Thingsted explained that when the 

CSRD provides a recommendation on a licence application that, at the minimum, 

public views would be collected via an on-line comment form.  Any additional 

consultation would be upon request of the Board. 

Mr. Thingsted also reiterated that the CSRD is simply a referral agency, and 

would not be issuing any licences. In responding to a question regarding time 

limits on response to applications, Mr. Thingsted stated that he predicts at least a 

30 day turnaround but nothing definite has been stated by the Province. As with 

the CSRD liquor policy, we would provide comments regarding land use 

regulations.  
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There was then some further discussion regarding cannabis production on ALR 

land, setbacks for retail sales, and proximity to schools, daycares, etc. Mr. 

Thingsted also addressed concerns about consumption in public spaces such as 

parks.                         

All the Electoral Area Director’s agreed with the draft policy and recommended 

that it be considered for adoption at the June 21, 2018 regular Board meeting. 

 

Moved By Director Martin 

Seconded By Director Talbot 

THAT: the Electoral Area Directors review the proposed Cannabis Production, 

Distribution and Retail Policy (A-71) and advise staff of any required changes. 

 

CARRIED 

 

Moved By Director Martin 

Seconded By Director Talbot 

THAT: the Electoral Area Directors direct staff to bring forward a report and final 

version of the Policy to be considered for adoption at the June 21, 2018 regular 

Board meeting.  

 

CARRIED 

7. Adjournment 

Moved By Director Talbot 

Seconded By: Alt. Director Misseghers 

THAT: the June 7, 2018 Electoral Area Directors' Committee meeting be adjourned. 

 

CARRIED 

 

 

________________________________ ________________________________ 

CHAIR CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

  



Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900

Bylaw Administration Update
and Next Steps

Development Services



• Adopted in 2012 in response to concerns about the proliferation of docks 

and buoys on Shuswap and Mara Lakes

• Regulates the use, size and siting of docks, buoys and swimming 

platforms in Electoral Areas C (South Shuswap), E (Rural Sicamous) and F 

(North Shuswap)

• It applies to new installation and the replacement of all or part of these 

types of structures

• Similar zoning regulations and development permit requirements in 

Electoral Area B (Rural Revelstoke) – Bylaw Nos. 850 and 851

Overview of Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900



Role of Provincial and Federal Governments

• Docks are also regulated by the Provincial Government – Ministry of

Forest, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development

• Recent Provincial changes to the Provincial Private Moorage Program

– General Permissions

• Buoys are also regulated by the Federal Government – Transport Canada

• Prevent navigation hazards

• Regulate type of buoy float



Docks and Buoys Situation – A Snapshot

• Buoys in the North Shuswap (2013)

• Bylaw Enforcement Files for Docks and Buoys (2013 - 2017)

• Foreshore and Water Development Permits Issued (2013 - 2017)



Buoys in the North Shuswap (2013)

• A map inventory and analysis of buoys (2013) in the foreshore of the five 

North Shuswap communities

• 965 waterfront and semi-waterfront properties

• 1,495 buoys

• Likely many more buoys installed since 2013

• A similar analysis could be undertaken for docks 

• Handout buoy maps for the five North Shuswap communities



Celista Map - Buoy Inventory and Analysis (2013)



Celista - Meadow Creek



Lee Creek Map - Buoy Inventory and Analysis (2013)



Lee Creek - Gateway and Cottonwoods



197 Bylaw Enforcement Files Created – Docks and Buoys

Note: A file may have been created for each buoy in an area where 

multiple buoys were subject to a complaint

Year
Electoral 

Area C

Electoral 

Area E

Electoral 

Area F
Yearly Total

2013 10 4 11 25

2014 13 5 28 46

2015 53 6 22 81

2016 13 7 10 30

2017 6 2 7 15

EA 

TOTAL
95 24 78



Foreshore and Water Development Permits Issued

• Electoral Areas C and F

• 40 Dock/Buoy Permits have been issued over 5 years (2013-2017)

• Average 8 per year:

Year Electoral Area C Electoral Area F Yearly Total

2013 0 5 5

2014 5 0 5

2015 10 4 14

2016 6 3 9

2017 3 4 7

EA TOTAL 24 16



Explanation of the Challenges of Administering and 
Enforcing Bylaw No. 900

• CSRD Bylaw Enforcement Policy A-69

• Docks/buoys are Class 2 violations

• 2 written complaints required and low priority for investigation and 

enforcement

• Receiving enough written information in a complaint to identify the 

location and determine ownership

• Researching the location of the complaint (review air photos, etc.)

• Completing a site visit to identify the dock/buoy in the field

• Determining if the dock/buoy is compliant or not

• Confirming if the dock/buoy is lawfully nonconforming or not

• Determining ownership of the dock/buoy



Explanation of the Challenges of Administering and 
Enforcing Bylaw No. 900 continued

• Contact the owner of the dock/buoy; may be initially by phone but one or 

more follow-up letters from Bylaw Enforcement Officer may be required

• Demand letter from the CSRD’s solicitor may be required

• Property owner has opportunity to seek approval (rezoning and/or 

development variance permit) for a non-compliant dock/buoy

• Deadlines for property owner to contact staff, make a complete 

application to seek approval, or remove non-compliant dock/buoy 

• Deadlines are rarely adhered to and often require follow-up by Bylaw 

Enforcement staff

• Complete application(s) may or may not be submitted in a timely manner



Explanation of the Challenges of Administering and 
Enforcing Bylaw No. 900 continued

• Staff review and processing of application(s) and Board consideration of 

approval

• Staff follow-up to ensure any conditions of approval adhered to or continue 

bylaw enforcement if approval not given by Board

• MTI Ticketing for an offence related to Bylaw No. 900 is an option for 

Bylaw Enforcement Officers, however tickets need to be issued to owner 

in person

• Final enforcement tool is a statutory injunction applied for by the CSRD’s 

solicitor 



Buoys are Difficult to Administer and Enforce

• It is very difficult to identify a buoy in the field that is subject to a 

complaint

• Often there is too many and there is no way to accurately pinpoint its 

location relative to a waterfront or semi-waterfront property

• Buoys may move over time and seasonally

• It is very difficult to identify the ownership of a buoy

• Buoys may be placed by people who are not waterfront or semi-

waterfront property owners

• There are many lawfully non-conforming buoys

• Costs to follow-up enforcement through to a statutory injunction are large

• Transport Canada may get involved if a buoy is considered a navigation 

hazard - this is very rare.



Docks are Easier to Administer and Enforce

• A dock can usually be identified in the field because there are fewer of 

them 

• Docks are usually related to a waterfront property

• Due to the expense of a dock, a dock owner can usually be determined or 

the dock owner may come forward as part of an investigation

• The Province may get involved if a dock is installed without the necessary 

permit(s) or is contrary to the General Permissions – this does occur



Considerations for Future Lake Zoning Priorities

• Buoys – Consider not regulating buoys

• Non-compliant buoys are difficult to locate and determine ownership

• Many buoys are considered lawfully non-confoming

• Enforcement is not effective and costs exceed benefit

• Time and costs of buoy enforcement could be shifted to other 

enforcement priorities, including docks



Considerations for Future Lake Zoning Priorities

• Docks – Continue to Regulate 

• consider increasing the maximum dock area permitted

• Provincial changes to the Provincial Private Moorage Program –

General Permissions do not establish a maximum dock length or 

area

• The 24m2 maximum permitted dock surface area was established 

based on the Provincial and Federal maximum surface area 

requirements

• CSRD could consider increasing the maximum surface area of a 

dock permitted from 24 m2 to a larger area.

• It is recommended that there be a maximum dock surface area 
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ELECTORAL AREA DIRECTORS' COMMITTEE MEETING 

MINUTES 

Note: The following minutes are subject to correction when endorsed by the Electoral 

Area Directors at the next Electoral Area Directors’ Committee meeting. 

 

Date: 

Time: 

Location: 

November 2, 2017 

9:30 AM 

CSRD Boardroom 

555 Harbourfront Drive NE, Salmon Arm 

 

Directors Present K. Cathcart Electoral Area A (Via Teleconference) 

L. Parker Electoral Area B (Via Teleconference) 

P. Demenok Electoral Area C 

R. Talbot Electoral Area D 

R. Martin Electoral Area E 

L. Morgan Electoral Area F 

Staff Present C. Hamilton* Chief Administrative Officer 

G. Christie Manager, Development Services 

C. Paiement Team Leader, Development Services 

B. Payne* Manager, Information Systems 

D. Passmore* Senior Planner 

J. Thingsted* Planner 

C. LeFloch* Development Services Assistant 

D. Wilson* Bylaw Enforcement Officer 

L. Schumi Administrative Clerk (Recorder) 

J. Graham Executive Asst./Asst. Deputy Corporate 

Officer 

 

* Attended part of the meeting only 

1. Call to Order 

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

 



Electoral Area Directors’ Committee  
Meeting Minutes                  November 2, 2017

 

 2 

2. Adoption of Agenda 

Moved By Director Talbot 

Seconded By Director Morgan 

THAT: the agenda of the November 2, 2017 Electoral Area Directors’ Committee 

meeting be approved.  

CARRIED 

3. Meeting Minutes 

3.1 Adoption of Minutes 

Moved By Director Morgan 

Seconded By Director Talbot 

THAT: the minutes the minutes of the June 27, 2017 Electoral Area 

Directors’ Committee meeting be adopted. 

CARRIED 

3.2 Business Arising 

3.2.1 Terms of Reference 

The Terms of Reference for the Electoral Area Directors' 

Committee was adopted by resolution at the July 20, 2017 Regular 

Board meeting.  

Chair Demenok thanked staff for completing the Terms of Reference 

for the Electoral Area Directors' Committee. 

 

4. Reports by Staff 

4.1 Soil Removal and Deposit Bylaw No. 646 update 

Report from Gerald Christie, Manager Development Services, dated 

November 2, 2017.  

 

Staff recommends that the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee not pursue 

further consideration of a Soil Removal and Deposit Bylaw at this time. 

Mr. Christie presented his report as an update to the Soil Removal and 

Deposit Bylaw No. 646 originally given first reading at the regular Board 

meeting in August 2011. 
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Mr. Christie provided examples of other local governments who staff have 

consulted with who have or have had a Soil Removal and Deposit bylaw. 

The District of Peachland had a bylaw which was challenged and was 

determined by the courts to be too prohibitive. Local Governments do not 

hold the power to significantly limit soil removal or deposit and cannot 

infringe on the rights of the Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum 

Resources (MEMPR) to grant mining permits. Fraser Valley Regional 

District had been waiting seven years to make amendments to its 

application process and fees structure as the ministry must approve of such 

bylaw changes. When consulting with the Regional District of North 

Okanagan (RDNO); despite staff working very closely with the Province, the 

Inspector of Mines ended up rejecting the RDNO proposed Soil Removal 

and Deposit anyway. The RDNO eventually had the bylaw approved for two 

electoral areas. 

Mr. Christie explained that permits reviewed by the MEMPR can have 

significantly different requirements regarding regulations and standards 

than that of Local Governments thus proving difficult for operators and 

landowners to obtain the necessary permits and resulting in the delay of 

mining activities. This regulatory duplication with the MEMPR has led some 

operators to push back aggressively at the local level and through the 

courts, which is costly to local government. Enforcement of local 

government Soil Removal and Deposit Permits can be difficult and costly.  

In response to a question, Mr. Christie explained the referral process for the 

Columbia Shuswap Regional District (CSRD), approximately receiving 8 to 

10 referrals from the MEMPR per year and at times over 20 per year. Mr. 

Christie noted that in terms of workload, processing a Soil Removal and 

Deposit Permit application is the equivalent to that of processing a 

significant re-zoning application. The review and processing of an 

application is very complex and highly technical and must be reviewed 

carefully. Anecdotal evidence from some other regional districts suggest 

that staff find these applications very time consuming and have requested 

from their Boards additional staffing just to process these applications. 

Mr. Christie explained that the MEMPR is not looking to download this to a 

local level at this time and agrees that control should continue to rest with 

the Province considering the Minister and Inspector of Mines have a lot of 

power to step-in when necessary and that the permitting process is already 

heavily regulated. 
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There was a question regarding any possible changes to the process given 

the change in provincial government and Mr. Christie responded that he did 

not get the sense that any major changes are imminent per se but that there 

could be some changes regarding public consultation requirements for 

permits.  

Mr. Christie concluded that staff are not in support of implementing this 

bylaw but rather suggested an alternative for the Committee’s consideration 

to adopt a policy to deal with these MEMPR referrals. This would streamline 

the process and help make it clear to the MEMPR as to the CSRD, Director 

and staff expectations when considering new mines permit applications.  

Moved By Director Martin 

Seconded By Director Morgan 

THAT: the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee receive this report and not 

pursue further readings of Bylaw No. 646 at this time; 

AND FURTHER: that the Electoral Area Directors Committee recommend 

to the Board that the First Reading given to Bylaw No. 646 on August 18, 

2012, be rescinded. 

 

CARRIED 

Discussion on the Motion: 

Mr. Christie confirmed that operators and landowners are still required to 

obtain a mining permit from the Province. 

Comments made regarding rock and soil issues being dealt with at the 

ministerial level, Mr. Christie responded that this would be a standalone 

policy and would encourage the Province to consult with the CSRD, 

however it is not mandatory. In response to a question on how long permits 

are granted for by MEMPR, Mr. Christie said it depends on the size and 

complexity of the project, but usually permits are good for five years or 

more. He also confirmed that the public are welcome to provide comments 

at any time to the ministry. Director commented that people are not made 

aware that they can provide feedback to the ministry and the ministry needs 

to do a better job of informing the public. 

Brief discussion regarding gravel pits and that some gravel pits are owned 

by the Ministry of Transportation so even if the CSRD had a bylaw in place 

our regulations would not apply to these operations.  
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Moved By Director Martin 

Seconded By Director Morgan 

THAT: the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee direct staff to prepare a 

draft policy to aid staff and Directors in providing comment to the Ministry 

of Energy and Mines (MEM) in regards to mines related referrals received 

from the Ministry. 

CARRIED 

Discussion on the Motion: 

Continued discussion around public consultation. Mr. Christie confirmed 

that it would be included in the CSRD’s referral policy that the CSRD would 

expect the ministry to consult in a meaningful way with the public and invite 

comments prior to granting a new permit or renewal. Discussion around 

better advertising so the public are aware they can provide input. 

 

4.1 Forest Industry Plan Referrals – Review of referral and response 

process 

Verbal report from C. Paiement, Team Leader, Development 

Services regarding the following: 

• Overview of forest industry plan and review process 

• Explanation of CSRD referral review and response process 

• Considerations for future referrals and responses 

 

Mr. Paiement presented a PowerPoint presentation for information, 

discussion, and direction. The new Development Services Assistant, Erica 

Hartling, is now coordinating the processing of these referrals.  Mr. Jan 

Thingsted, Planner, is providing assistance as required. Unfortunately, Ms. 

Hartling could not be in attendance at this meeting. 

Director comment that the maps provided by the forest companies are very 

hard to read. Mr. Paiement confirmed the staff have the ability to create 

location maps which should make it easier for Directors to understand 

where the referral area is located. 

Questions regarding First Nations involvement and whether they have the 

same consultation process. Mr. Paiement responded that First Nation’s and 

crown tenure holders must receive a referral from a forest company.  It is 

2017-11-2_EAD_FSP_Referrals.pptx
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optional that other stakeholders, including local government, receive a 

referral.   

Director comments regarding the need for better public engagement by 

forest companies and the Province about proposed logging plans   

Some comments were made regarding the weight of local government input 

and where does the CSRD stand in terms of the decision making process.  

Mr. Paiement responded that this answer is best answered by the Province 

and forest companies. Director discussion continued around having a better 

opportunity now to engage the public regarding these issues with the recent 

change in provincial government and how local government can open up a 

greater dialogue with the Province but better community consultation 

The Chair brought forward the notion of needing a person with knowledge 

of the forestry industry to assist Directors and the public with understanding 

proposed logging plans. This person could provide technical information to 

the community and be a facilitator with the Ministry and forestry company.  

Mr. Jan Thingsted, Planner, confirmed that staff are not looking for or 

expecting technical comments from the Directors, really only looking for 

community concerns and local knowledge that can be very general in 

nature. There is no need to dwell on the technical jargon, but focus on 

providing information about community concerns such as noise, dust and 

environmental impacts. 

In responding to a question, Mr. Paiement stated that the Ministry does 

recognize the need for more communication with local government and 

public. The Ministry is working on a ‘strategic communications plan’, but it 

will likely be at least a few months before this is finished.  It was suggested 

that the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee request a meeting with Ministry 

staff for the Directors to discuss their concerns and for the Ministry to 

explain it’s new ‘strategic communications plan.’  

There was consensus among the Committee’s Directors that Development 

Services staff invite staff from the Ministry of Forest, Lands and Natural 

Resource Operations that represent all areas of the CSRD to a future 

Electoral Area Directors meeting to explain the Provincial Forest 

Stewardship Planning process and discuss the Ministry’s new ‘strategic 

communications plan’ for consulting with local governments and public. 
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4.2 Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 – Bylaw administration update and next 

steps 

Verbal report from C. Paiement, Team Leader, Development 

Services regarding the following: 

• Overview of Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 

• Explanation of the challenges of administering and enforcing the bylaw 

• Considerations for future Lakes Zoning priorities 

 

Mr. Paiement presented a PowerPoint presentation for information, 

discussion, and direction. 

Questions arose around federal enforcement of private moorage buoys. 

Bylaw Enforcement staff have been requesting more enforcement of non-

compliant private moorage buoys by Transport Canada. A Director 

suggested that a representative from Transport Canada be invited to speak 

at a regular Board meeting.  There should be a discussion to determine if 

some of the illegal buoys could be removed.  

The Chair called on a member of the public in attendance. Mr. Bo Wilson, 

representing the Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA), 

requested that the association, dock owners and dock companies be 

consulted about any changes being considered to Bylaw No. 900. 

 

There was consensus among the Committee’s Directors that: 

(a) Bylaw No. 900 should continue to regulate private moorage buoys;  

(b) The maximum dock surface area of 24m2 in Bylaw No. 900 should be reviewed 

and options for a larger area be provided for the Committee’s consideration; and 

(c) A representative of Transport Canada be invited to attend a future regular Board 

meeting to explain the federal legislation related to private moorage buoys and 

enforcement by the Department. 

  

file:///C:/Users/LSchumi/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/ETL4CDQL/2017-11-2_EAD_Docks_and_Buoys.pptx
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5. Reports by Electoral Area Directors 

A Director asked about the opportunities for communication from the RCMP 

about policing activities.   

It was noted by other Directors that a monthly report from the RCMP about 

policing activities can be requested by Directors.  The reports are very general in 

nature but a good source of information. 

6. Adjournment 

Adjourned at 12:27 pm. 

Moved By Director Morgan 

Seconded By Director Talbot 

THAT: the Electoral Area Directors' Committee meeting of November 2, 2017 be 

adjourned. 

 

CARRIED 

Enclosures: PowerPoint presentations. 

 

 

 

________________________________ ________________________________ 

CHAIR CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
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TO: Chair and Electoral Area Directors File No: 
BL900 GEN 

SUBJECT: Changes to Provincial Private Moorage Program 

DESCRIPTION: Report from Christine LeFloch, Development Services Assistant, 

dated March 27, 2017. Overview of recent changes to Provincial 

private moorage regulations and associated impacts to CSRD. 

RECOMMENDATION #1: THAT: The Board receive the staff report for information. 

RECOMMENDATION #2: THAT: A letter be sent to Premier Christy Clark and to Steve 

Thompson, Minister of Forests Lands and Natural Resource 

Operations, and MLA Greg Kyllo, outlining CSRD concerns with the 

changes to the Private Moorage Program, lack of consultation with 

local government about the changes, and requesting that Shuswap 

and Mara lakes be designated as an application-only area for private 

moorage.  

RECOMMENDATION #3: THAT: A letter be sent to UBCM outlining CSRD concerns regarding 

the changes to the Provincial Private Moorage Program, and that the 

letter be copied to SILGA and the District of Coldstream.  

RECOMMENDATION #4: THAT: CSRD staff be directed to prepare communications regarding 

Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 and Foreshore Development Permit 

Areas to remind the public of the CSRD bylaw requirements for 

docks, buoys and other foreshore structures.   

 

 

APPROVED for EAD Consideration:  

Meeting Date: April 4, 2017 Charles Hamilton, CAO 

 

SHORT SUMMARY: 

Effective January 17, 2017 the Provincial Private Moorage Program was amended to streamline 

Provincial approval processes for private docks. Specifically, the General Permission was expanded 

to include a larger number of individual private docks and the maximum size requirement was 

replaced by a set of prerequisites which must be met in order to qualify for a General Permission. 

General Permissions are not granted in areas designated as "application-only areas", ecological 

reserves, parks, or where there are recorded archaeological sites.  Due to the ecological and 

archaeological significance of Shuswap and Mara Lakes, as well as the recreational and residential 

growth around these lakes, it is recommended that the Board request that it be designated as an 

"application-only area".   
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It is also recommended that the Board support the District of Coldstream in their request that the 

General Permission be amended to explicitly require that General Permission for private moorage 

requires compliance with any local government regulation pertaining to the construction, 

placement and use of private moorage; and that Front Counter BC reinstate its practice of referring 

applications for private moorage to local governments.  

 

BACKGROUND: 

The CSRD was advised by copy of a letter from Greg Kockx, Manager Land Tenures Branch, Ministry 

of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations, to Gary MacIsaac, Executive Director, UBCM, 

dated January 17, 2017 that the Provincial Private Moorage Program had been amended to expand 

the General Permissions for residential docks.  At their meeting held on February 7, 2017, the 

Electoral Area Directors Committee passed a motion that Development Services staff be directed 

to review the amendments to the Provincial Private Moorage Program and its impacts to Lakes 

Zoning Bylaw No. 900, foreshore tenures and parcel taxes.  This report provides an overview of 

the recent amendments to the Private Moorage Policy, discusses impacts related to Bylaw No. 900, 

and provides a summary of the impacts on parcel taxes for dock owners.  

 

Related to this issue, the Board passed a resolution at their meeting on February 16, 2017 to be 

brought forward to the Southern Interior Local Government Association (SILGA) encouraging the 

Province to work with UBCM to better address the multijurisdictional dock and buoy issue, by 

consulting with local governments to align areas of overlapping regulation and to increase 

provincial resources to deal with illegal docks on lakes and to lobby the Government of Canada to 

increase Transport Canada's resources to more effectively regulate and remove buoys on lakes 

that have been illegally placed, are unsafe or undocumented, or of unknown ownership.  A copy 

of the SILGA resolution is attached to this report.  

 

POLICY: 

Crown Land Use Operational Policy – Private Moorage  

This policy is administered by the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resources Operations 

(FLNRO) and has been in effect since May 26, 2011.  Since that time it has been amended four 

times, two of which have been amendments to the parameters surrounding General Permissions. 

 

Under the original policy docks having up to 20 m2 of surface area were authorized under a General 

Permission. In August of 2013 this size was increased to 24 m2 to match up with DFO regulations.  

Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900, adopted in August 2012 was written to include a maximum upward 

facing surface area of 24 m2 for docks in residential zones as it was understood that the Provincial 

regulations were in the process of being amended to 24 m2 and this would create consistency 

between all applicable agencies. 

 

In the summer of 2016 FLNRO conducted a review of the Private Moorage Policy, and in January of 

2017 made further amendments to the policy based on the results of that review without 
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consultation with local government. Under the updated policy General Permissions are allowed as 

follows: 

 

Section 6.1.1 General Permission 

"The General Permission is available for ocean, lake and river docks located on Crown land, and is 

granted without the need for an application. As long as a person constructs and uses their dock in 

accordance with the terms and conditions contained in the General Permission document they will be 

deemed authorized. If, however, the proposed dock or existing dock does not meet the conditions and 

requirements stated in the General Permission, an application for a Specific Permission will be required.  

 

A General Permission does not apply to docks that are in areas designated as: 

 application-only areas (refer to Section 11.2 for more details); 

 Land Act section 15 reserves, or section 16 or 17 withdrawals; or 

 Protected Areas, such as ecological areas, parks, conservancies or wildlife management areas.  

A General Permission is only granted to owners of waterfront property with riparian rights to the 

adjacent Crown foreshore where the dock is located; and only if no other private moorage facilities are 

fronting the upland property. 

 

If it is unclear whether a client's dock qualifies for a General Permission, the client may be asked to 

provide additional information to help Authorizing Agency staff determine whether a General Permission 

is valid (e.g. a draft site plan showing design, location or orientation, title for upland property). In 

addition to meeting the criteria of the General Permission, clients may also be required to satisfy 

authorization requirements of other agencies and/or under other legislation (e.g. a notification of works 

in and about a stream in accordance with Section 11, Water Sustainability Act)."   

 

Section 11.2 Designated Application Only Areas 

"In certain designated areas General Permissions will not apply. In these areas, docks will require an 

application for a Specific Permission. The application process will allow for site specific evaluation and 

consideration to address local circumstances and conditions before authorization is granted. 

 

Application-only areas will cover areas that will generally have a higher risk of impacts or user conflicts 

related to the construction and use of any size dock. 

 

Regional operations of the Authorizing Agency may work with provincial and federal resource agencies 

First nations and communities to identify appropriate application-only areas. Once designated, 

information on these specific areas will be available from the Authorizing Agency.   

 

Refer to Appendix 5 for a detailed description of the process and criteria for designating application-only 

areas. (Appendix 5 is provided as an attachment to this report.) 

 

The General Permission document which contains the full set of conditions and requirements is 

attached to this report.  A summary of the key changes is provided here: 
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General Permission (2013) General Permission (2017) 

'Province', Dock', and 'Upland Property' were 

the only terms defined. 

List of definitions expanded to include 12 

additional terms, including 'mobile dock' which is 

equivalent to the term 'floating dock' as used in 

Bylaw No. 900 

Size requirements:  

 24 m2 excluding the walkway portion 

of the dock,  

 maximum of 3 m in width for the float,  

 maximum of 1.5 m in width for the 

walkway 

Size requirements for freshwater docks amended 

to:  

A freshwater dock must not: 

a. extend beyond a distance of 42 m from the 

point where the walkway begins, 

measured perpendicular from the general 

trend of the shoreline; 

b. have more than a 3 m wide moorage 

platform and float; or 

c. have more than a 1.5 m walkway 

connecting the platform or float to the 

shore; and 

d. for mobile docks located in waterbodies 

that have seasonally fluctuating water 

levels, the outermost extent of the dock 

must not be more than a distance of 60 m 

from the present natural boundary. 

*based on these parameters the maximum size 

of a dock which could qualify under the General 

Permission if all other requirements are met 

would be 120 m2. 

Location requirements: The Dock including 

boat lift must be at least: 

a. 5 m from the projected side property 

line; or 

b. 6 m from the projected side property 

line if adjacent to a dedicated public 

beach access or park, and  

c. 10 m from any existing dock or other 

foreshore structure 

Location requirements are unchanged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*These are the same property line setback 

requirements used in Bylaw No. 900.  

Use requirement:  

 Dock to be used for private, non-

commercial moorage purposes only 

and owner not to make dock available 

to others for a fee.  

Use requirements:  

 statement regarding non-commercial use 

of dock only is now included as a 

prerequisite. 

 Condition regarding keeping the dock in 

and the Crown land beneath it in a safe, 



EAD Report Changes to Provincial Private Moorage Program March 27, 2017 

Page 5 of 9 

clean and sanitary condition has been 

moved to the Use section  

 Additional condition included to state that  

the owner shall not cause a nuisance to 

adjacent owners 

Other requirements: 

 Dock will be subject to any other 

restrictions, requirements or 

specifications which the Minister may 

impose from time to time; 

 Dock owner must observe, abide by 

and comply with all other bylaws and 

regulations of any governmental 

authority having jurisdiction 

 Dock must not obstruct public access 

along the foreshore or beach. 

Other requirements: 

 The original requirements still apply; 

 New requirement included to allow 

different siting and size parameters for 

docks in the Thompson Okanagan and 

Kootenay Boundary regions depending 

on the date of construction of older docks 

– owner to provide proof of date of 

construction if requested. If proof not 

provided current conditions apply.  

 

 

FINANCIAL: 

Parcel Tax implications:  

Starting in 2015 provincially registered dock owners were issued a second folio by BC Assessment. 

As not all docks are registered with the Province, BC Assessment is now using information from 

multiple sources to generate folios for unregistered docks. They hope to have accounted for all 

docks by next year.  Since licences issued by the Province are not the only source of information 

being used to generate folios for docks the Private Moorage Policy changes do not impact on the 

ability of BC Assessment to generate new folios for foreshore structures.   

 

Communications: 

If the Board directs staff to prepare communication materials as recommended there would be 

associated costs related to advertising in local newspapers.   

 

KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS: 

Review of Private Moorage Program 

In the summer of 2016 the Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations (FLNRO) 

conducted a review of the Private Moorage Policy in order to identify and address operational 

issues. Conversations with FLNRO staff along with publications on the FLNRO website indicate that 

the objective of the review was to ensure that the program is effective and efficient with respect 

to authorizing activities and maintaining stewardship. They also indicate that former regulation 

was found to be onerous and required significant staff time to process applications and deal with 

unauthorized construction, and that this was true even when the proposed or existing docks under 

application had a low risk of impact. FLNRO media publications state that the changes that have 

been introduced are intended to reduce workload associated with lower risk docks. CSRD staff are 
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not aware of any consultation with local government regarding these changes. FLNRO staff were 

also not aware of any consultation with local government.  

 

Changes to General Permission 

The main changes that were made to the Private Moorage Policy were to the requirements 

regarding which docks qualify for General Permission and which ones require an application for a 

Specific Permission.  Previously, only freshwater docks less than 24 m2 in surface area were subject 

to the General Permission. Under the amended policy General Permissions have been expanded 

and will now apply to larger freshwater docks, as well as marine docks, subject to satisfying a set 

of conditions and requirements. The "surface area" limit has been replaced with limits on 

dimensions of private moorage structures (width, length, distance from shore etc.) resulting in an 

overall increase in maximum dock size from 24 m2 to 120 m2. Many of the other previous 

requirements remain unchanged. The document has also been restructured to improve 

readability.  

 

General Permissions are not granted for docks proposed to be located in Application-only Areas 

or Areas of Special Interest.  Areas of special interest include known archaeological sites, ecological 

reserves, parks, and protected areas.  Ministry staff have confirmed that there are no Application-

only Areas, ecological reserves, parks, or protected areas in the residential foreshore areas of 

Shuswap or Mara Lakes.  However, CSRD staff are aware that there are known archaeological sites 

on Shuswap and Mara Lakes, that these lakes have ecological significance due to the Adams River 

Sockeye salmon population, and are known to be important lakes for First Nations.  These lakes 

are also heavily used recreationally, have a number of public beaches and parks, and are 

experiencing residential growth along the shorelines resulting in significant pressure for new 

residential moorage. The CSRD also has local government regulations related to foreshore 

development including Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900, Foreshore Development Permit Areas (DPA) 

in Electoral Areas C and F, and a proposed Foreshore DPA for Electoral Area E.   

 

Under the Private Moorage Policy, Application-only Areas may be designated by the Ministry of 

Forests Lands and Natural Resource Management due to known concerns or issues within these 

areas.  Appendix 5 of the Private Moorage Policy indicates that the Ministry will work with provincial 

and federal resource agencies, local government and First Nations, as needed to identify potential 

application-only areas based on certain criteria. These criteria include but are not limited to: 

 narrow water bodies where riparian rights are at risk of being infringed, or navigation and 

safety compromised (e.g. small coves, channels and sections of rivers); 

 areas important for public access and use (e.g. beaches, areas adjacent to waterfront parks) 

 areas subject to local requirements associated with  foreshore development 

 environmentally sensitive areas (e.g. fish spawning, critical habitat areas mapped by 

Ministry of Environment); 

 areas where First Nations have expressed a strong interest, or have specifically requested 

consultation on all private moorage proposals;  
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 areas which contain Land Act dispositions or other government authorizations that are at 

risk of being in conflict with dock placement and use; and 

 areas that are experiencing significant growth and concerns associated with waterfront 

development.  

 

As many of these criteria would be applicable to Shuswap and Mara Lakes, staff are recommending 

that the Board send a letter to the Minister of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations 

requesting that Shuswap and Mara Lakes be designated as an application-only area.  If designated, 

all new docks on Shuswap and Mara lakes would require an application for Specific Permission 

from FLNRO.  

 

Effect on Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 

While the width requirements for docks and walkways remain the same, the changes to the 

General Permission have virtually eliminated the maximum area requirement for docks at the 

Provincial level. This means that any efforts to regulate overall dock size are now at the discretion 

of the applicable local government. Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 currently limits the upward facing 

surface area for single family residential docks at 24 m2 which is consistent with the former 

Provincial standard.   Without this local level regulation individual residential docks could become 

as large as 120 m2. Staff feel that the new provincial maximum size permitted is excessive and that 

the size limits should remain in Bylaw No. 900 in order to prevent residential docks from becoming 

overly large. Variances to this standard would continue to be addressed on a case by case basis.   

 

While the changes to the General Permission document do not directly affect Bylaw No. 900, this 

may not be well understood by the general public. To mitigate any misunderstandings staff suggest 

that notices be posted on the CSRD website, social media and in local papers reminding the public 

that despite changes to provincial dock regulations, local government regulations are still in effect 

and remain status quo.  This would also be a good time to remind the public of the Lakes Zoning 

Bylaw No. 900 and applicable Development Permit requirements.  

 

Local Government Response 

In response to the recent changes to the Private Moorage Policy the District of Coldstream has 

adopted a resolution which has been sent to Premier Clark and will be forwarded to the Southern 

Interior Local Government Association (SILGA) to seek support with the intention of presenting the 

resolution at the 2017 UBCM Convention.  The resolution requests that FLNRO amend the General 

Permission to explicitly require that a General Permission for private moorage requires compliance 

with any local government regulation pertaining to the construction, placement and use of private 

moorage; that Front Counter BC reinstate its practice of referring Private Moorage applications to 

local governments, and further that if the Ministry does not amend the General Permission, that 

the Thompson Okanagan area be designated an "application-only area".   The Village of Harrison 

Hot Springs has provided a letter of support to the District of Coldstream regarding their requests.  

It is suggested that the CSRD write a letter to Premier Clark, the Minister of Forests Lands and 
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Resource Operations and MLA Greg Kyllo requesting that Shuswap and Mara lakes be designated 

as an Application-only Area and to the District of Coldstream endorsing their resolution to SILGA.  

 

IMPLEMENTATION: 

If the Board endorses the staff recommendation, two letters will be prepared for signature by the 

Chair. One to be sent to Premier Christy Clark, FLNRO Minister Steve Thompson, and MLA Greg 

Kyllo requesting that Shuswap and Mara Lakes be designated as an Application-only Area. The 

second letter would be sent to UBCM, with copies sent to SILGA and the District of Coldstream, 

endorsing their resolution to the Southern Interior Local Government Association. This letter 

would be circulated to other UBCM member municipalities and regional districts.  

 

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 Electoral Area Directors Committee. 

 

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

1. Provincial General Permission for the Use of 

Crown Land for Private Moorage, dated January 

17, 2017 

Attached to 

Board Report:  

Available from 

Staff:  

 

2. Letter from Greg Kockx, Manager Land Tenures 

Branch, MFLNRO, to Gary MacIsaac, Executive 

Director, UBCM, dated January 17, 2017 

Attached to 

Board Report:  

Available from 

Staff:  

 

3. Letter from District of Coldstream to Premier 

Clark, dated February 22, 2017 

Attached to 

Board Report:  

Available from 

Staff:  

 

4. 2017 CSRD Board Resolution to SILGA re: 

Enforcement of Provincial and Federal Dock and 

Buoy Regulations  

Attached to 

Board Report:  

Available from 

Staff:  

 

5. Private Moorage Crown Operational Policy 

Appendix 5 – Process and Criteria for Designating 

Application Only Areas 

Attached to 

Board Report:  

Available from 

Staff:  
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REVIEWED BY: 
Date Signed Off 

(MO/DD/YR) 
Approval Signature of Reviewing Manager or Deputy 

Manager 

Team Leader, Development Services   

Manager, Development Services  N/A 

Manager, Financial Services    

 



COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 

Minutes of the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee meeting held April 4, 2017 
in the Board Room of the Regional District Office, Salmon Arm, BC 

 
Note: The following minutes are subject to correction 

when endorsed by the Committee at the next EAD Committee meeting. 
 

PRESENT 
 

  

Chair: P. Demenok (Electoral Area 'C') 
Directors: K. Cathcart (Electoral Area 'A') (Via Teleconference) 
 L. Parker (Electoral Area 'B') 
 R. Talbot (Electoral Area 'D') 
 R. Martin (Electoral Area 'E') 
 L. Morgan (Electoral Area 'F')  
   

Staff: C. Hamilton Chief Administrative Officer 
 L. Schumi Administrative Clerk 
 E. Johnson Executive Assistant, Confidential Secretary 
 J. Pierce* Manager, Financial Services 
 C. Kraft* Deputy Treasurer 
 G. Christie* Manager, Development Services  
 C. Paiement*  Team Leader, Development Services 
 J. Thingsted*  Planner 
 C. LeFloch* Development Services Assistant  
   
   
Other Greg Kyllo* MLA, Shuswap 
 Joe Wrobel* President and General Manager of JPW Road and 

Bridge Inc. 
 Mike MacKay* Official Trustee – School District No. 83 
 Nicole Bittante* Secretary-Treasurer – School District No. 83 
   
* attended part of meeting only 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. 
 

 
ADOPTION OF 
AGENDA 

M/S Directors Morgan/Martin THAT: 
the agenda be adopted as distributed. 
 

CARRIED 
 

 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES/MATTERS ARISING 
 

MINUTES ELECTORAL 
AREA DIRECTORS’ 
COMMITTEE MEETING 
FEBRUARY 7, 2017 

M/S Directors Morgan/Talbot THAT:  
the minutes of the February 7, 2017 Electoral Area Directors’ Committee Meeting 
be adopted as circulated. 
 

CARRIED 
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REPORTS BY STAFF 
 

AMENDMENTS TO 
TOLKO FOREST 
STEWARDSHIP PLAN 
TO ADD NEW 
CUTBLOCKS AND 
ROADS 
 

The CSRD has received a referral from Tolko Industries Ltd. (Lumby) regarding new 
cutblocks and roads it is adding to the Okanagan Woodlands Forest Stewardship 
Plan (FSP).  An FSP defines the areas in which timber harvesting and road 
construction activities may occur during the term of the FSP. 
 
Many of these cutblocks and roads are located within the "Community Crown 
Interface Area" of the Okanagan Shuswap Land and Resource Management Plan 
(LRMP). 
   
Several cutblocks and roads are also located in known hazard areas of the CSRD, 
most notably the Mara Creek/Hummingbird Creek basin directly above the 
community of Swansea Pt.  
 
In 1997, a large debris flow descended Hummingbird Creek and caused 
considerable property and infrastructure damage in Swansea Pt.  It started as a 
debris avalanche below a culvert which received water diverted by a spur road and 
cutblock logged three years previously.  Subsequent flooding, channel avulsions, 
and a debris flow in 2012 caused further damage to properties, homes, and Highway 
97A. 
 
The CSRD has received numerous emails and phone calls from Swansea Pt. and 
Salmon Valley residents who are concerned about the potential impact from the 
FSP amendments.  Concerns have been raised about the risk of damaging 
landslides and debris flows but also the possible disturbance to domestic water 
sources and viewscapes. 
 
Climate change models indicate that BC’s climate appears to be changing in a 
manner which has the potential to increase the future frequency of landslide and 
flood events. At the same time, however, there is ongoing pressure for additional 
development to be approved in areas vulnerable to landslide hazards. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Mr. Jan Thingsted, Planner, Development Services, provided the Committee with 
background on a referral the Columbia Shuswap Regional District (CSRD) received 
from Tolko Industries Ltd. (Lumby).  
 
These amendments to their Forest Stewardship Plan primarily affecting Electoral 
Areas E and D. Mr. Thingsted showed maps of the locations for the proposed 
logging, noting the hazard areas, such as Hummingbird Creek and Swansea Point.
Also noting the public response on this proposed amendment, main concerns are 
water quality, landslides and debris flow, along with potential loss of life and 
infrastructure damage.  
 
Tolko Industries Ltd. (Lumby) has stated publicly that they are just in the preliminary 
stages of planning and will consult with the public for feedback on the plan. 
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A comment was made expressing concerns that Tolko did not take the time to speak 
to the community despite being aware of the sensitivity to the area and the traumatic 
events the residents experienced in 1997 and 2012. Concerns over logging plans 
in Malakwa and severely impacted a resident’s water and it wasn’t until the owner 
engaged the Forest Practices Board that is was rectified. Concerns expressed over 
the manner in which Tolko operates in, citing lack of public consultation. It was 
acknowledged that some residents of Swansea Point were present at today’s 
meeting. 
 
Director comment stating it would be a recipe for disaster, especially after what 
happened in Swansea Point. Many properties on Chase-Falkland Road are deeply 
concerned over the logging on such steep roads. It was also noted that Silver Creek 
residents have expressed concerns over the impact on the Salmon River Road and 
the quality of their water. Would like to see Silver Creek involved in the public 
engagement meetings. 
 
A lot of dismay expressed over logging activities. Local Governments need to put 
more pressure on the Province to ensure the logging companies consult with the 
public on the work they are going to be doing, and perhaps even go as far as to hire 
an independent hydrogeologist to assess the land and potential impact. This would 
ensure clear, meaningful community input. 
 
Further discussion around lack of public consultation when it comes to logging 
practices. General conception that they don’t take citizens’ concerns seriously, 
becoming an issue in the entire region. Information released by Tolko does not 
provide clear information, just an obscure map that you can barely read. Logging 
companies only doing what they’re legally required to do, their mandate is to meet 
their cut control and make a profit.  
 
Tolko’s Forest Stewardship Plan was originally approved in 2006 and had an expiry 
date at the end of 2011, and was granted an extension to December 2017. 
 
Mr. Thingsted noted that Tolko will still be required to obtain cutting permits from the 
Province and in certain high risk areas, such as Swansea Point,  terrain stability 
assessments will be required. Whether they do that in house or hire a third party is 
unknown. 
 
Chair Demenok invited Mr. Greg Kyllo, MLA, to speak to the Committee on Tolko’s 
Forest Stewardship Plan. Mr. Kyllo noted his concerns over this logging due to the 
traumatic events of the past. 
 
Discussion ensued around a full stop moratorium. Mr. Kyllo agreed that proper third 
party assessments, along with habitat and environmental impact assessments need 
to be completed, let science dictate the future logging practices. 
 
When asked if the taxpayers would possibly be asked to pay for these third party 
assessments, Mr. Kyllo stated that he cannot speak to that as the Ministry of 
Finance would make that decision but he would certainly advocate for the provincial 
government to fund. 
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Recommendation to the Board 
 
M/S Directors Martin/Talbot THAT: 
the Board recommend to Tolko Industries Ltd. (Lumby) and the Minister of Forest 
Lands and Natural Resource Operations that a moratorium be placed on future 
logging activity in the Hummingbird Creek and Mara Creek basin due to the history 
of large debris flows in this area; 
 
AND THAT: the Board request Tolko Industries Ltd. (Lumby) to hold public 
engagement meetings in Sicamous and Falkland to provide information and answer 
questions regarding the Forest Stewardship Plan amendments. 
 

AMENDMENT TO 
MOTION 

M/S Martin/Talbot THAT: 
the above recommendation be amended to include Silver Creek in the public 
engagement meetings to provide information and answer questions regarding the 
Forest Stewardship Plan amendments. 
 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT – CARRIED 
VOTE ON MOTION AS AMENDED - CARRIED 

 
 

REPORTS BY STAFF  
 

CHANGES TO 
PROVINCIAL PRIVATE 
MOORAGE PROGRAM 

Requested by the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee at its February 7, 2017 
meeting. 
 
Report from Christine LeFloch, Development Services Assistant, dated March 27, 
2017. 
 
Overview of recent changes to Provincial private moorage regulations and 
associated impacts to CSRD. 
 
Letter attached from the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource 
Operations, addressed to the District of Coldstream, regarding the Provincial Private 
Moorage Program. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Ms. LeFloch provided the Committee with an overview of her report including some 
history on the Provincial Private Moorage Program and the impacts the changes 
have on the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900. 
 
Discussion around discontent over lack of consultation from Forests Lands and 
Natural Resource Operations (FLNRO). Columbia Shuswap Regional District 
(CSRD) was not notified of these amendments until January 2017. Dock companies 
were informed directly of these amendments and encouraged to consult with the 
local government on CSRD bylaws. These new amendments could see a legal dock 
as large as 120 m2. 
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Comments made about public frustration increasing with local government even 
though it is provincial regulation, but the onus is on the CSRD to enforce. In 
responding to a question, Ms. LeFloch explained that these amendments are mainly 
intended to reduce staff workload. 
 
Director commented that we need a more workable approach and suggested one 
of the recommendations is an overreaction and does not believe the Province will 
agree. Do not have the resources to adequately enforce regulations. 
 
Gerald Christie, Manager of Development Services, acknowledged the Directors 
comments and specified the process would involve allowing local government more 
ability when it comes to making decisions on docks. Comment made on what 
exactly is trying to be achieved here, maintaining Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 is 
important and concerns increasing over the Province bypassing local governments. 
Public needs to know CSRD bylaws still apply. 
 
Ms. LeFloch explained to the Committee that there are a lot of archeological sites 
along Shuswap and Mara Lakes and if these lakes were application only areas it 
would give us the tools we need to protect these sites, since they are not public 
record. In responding to a question, Ms. LeFloch stated that Development Services 
staff are attempting to meet with dock builders and make them aware of the 
regulations and may continue doing so with a more aggressive approach. 
 
Recommendation to the Board 
 
M/S Directors Talbot/Morgan THAT: 
the Board receive the staff report for information. 
 

CARRIED 
 
Recommendation to the Board 
 
M/S Directors Talbot/Martin THAT: 
a letter be sent to Premier Christy Clark and to Steve Thompson, Minister of Forests 
Lands and Natural Resource Operations, and MLA Greg Kyllo, outlining CSRD 
concerns with the changes to the Private Moorage Program, lack of consultation 
with local government about the changes, and requesting that Shuswap and Mara 
lakes be designated as an application-only area for private moorage. 
 

CARRIED 
DIRECTOR MORGAN OPPOSED 

 
 
Recommendation to the Board 

 
M/S Directors Martin/Parker THAT: 
a letter be sent to UBCM outlining CSRD concerns regarding the changes to the 
Provincial Private Moorage Program, and that the letter be copied to SILGA and the 
District of Coldstream. 

CARRIED 
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Recommendation to the Board 
 

M/S Directors Martin/Talbot THAT: 
CSRD staff be directed to prepare communications regarding Lakes Zoning Bylaw 
No. 900 to remind the public of the CSRD bylaw requirements for docks, buoys 
and other foreshore structures.   
 

CARRIED 
 

  
 

REPORTS BY ELECTORAL AREA DIRECTORS  
 

ROAD MAINTENANCE  Requested by Chair Demenok. 
 
Potential to help Directors consideration of priorities. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Mr. Joe Wrobel, President and General Manager of JPW Road & Bridge Inc. (JPW), 
in attendance to speak to the Committee regarding road maintenance. They seek 
input from stakeholders once every year to acquire feedback and prioritize 
maintenance which is usually held in September. However, due to the severe winter 
weather it was moved up to February. It is worth noting that JPW takes direction 
from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure and does not make decisions 
on road maintenance but can provide input based on the Ministry’s priorities and 
plans. 
 
Discussions between Mr. Wrobel and the Committee surrounding road 
improvements needed in each area of the CSRD especially filling potholes and road 
paving. Agreed that an annual meeting between the Committee and JPW is a good 
idea. The general consensus is that the Committee is satisfied with the winter 
maintenance done, acknowledging the fact that it can be a challenge to operate on 
a budget of approximately $90 million when there is a lot of work to be done. 
 
Chair Demenok asked Mr. Wrobel to provide a list of roads requiring rehabilitation 
in 2017. Mr. Wrobel advised he can provide a list within two weeks. 
 
Director comments around Ministry of Transportation prioritizing only improvements 
to highways, mainly the Trans-Canada Highway. Secondary and side roads should 
also be a priority. Would like to see the MLA (Greg Kyllo) put pressure on the 
Ministry of Finance to put more money into rural roads. Mr. Kyllo did state he is 
lobbying for more money for rural roads as they are costing the most. 
 
There was also some discussion around the reduction of speed limits in some areas.
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PRIORITIES FOR 
MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION 
AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE  

Brought forward from March 23, 2017 Board meeting. 
 
Instruction from Board meeting to write a letter noting that the CSRD’s priority is the 
Trans-Canada Highway. 
 
Discussion at the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee meeting to determine further 
priorities. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Chair Demenok asked the Electoral Area Directors to draft a list of priority roads for 
their respective areas and defer to the next Electoral Area Directors meeting on 
June 27, 2017 for discussion. 
 

IN CAMERA 
 
 
 
 

M/S Talbot/Parker THAT:  
pursuant to Section 90(1)(e): the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of land or 
improvements, if the committee considers that disclosure could reasonably be 
expected to harm the interests of the regional district; of the Community Charter, the 
Committee move In Camera. 
 

CARRIED 
 

The Electoral Area Directors’ Committee meeting reconvened. 
 
 
MIKE MACKAY – 
SCHOOL DISTRICT #83 
STRATEGIC PLANNING 
 

Mike MacKay, Official Trustee for School District No. 83 and Nicole Bittante, 
Secretary Treasurer, School District No. 83 in attendance to discuss strategic plan 
with the Committee. 
 
Main discussion regarding transparency and lack of communication between the 
school district and the public and elected municipalities, MLA’s and local 
government. Mr. MacKay explained the school district’s main objectives such as 
putting together a focus group and engaging in table top exercises. Some 
discussion regarding the challenges the school district faces such as overcrowding 
and space issues and utilizing the resources given. Mr. MacKay agreed he will 
ensure the lines of communication are opened up between the school district and 
the regional district. 
 

ELECTORAL AREA 
MANAGER 

Requested by Chair Demenok. 
 
CSRD reviewed the need for an Electoral Area Services Coordinator in 2009. 
 
Staff to report on history. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Charles Hamilton, Chief Administrative Officer, provided some history on the 
Electoral Area Service Coordinator within the CSRD. Sharen Berger was originally 
in this position and upon review of the Development Services department, found 
that her job was mostly Planning related so dissolved the Electoral Area Services 
Coordinator position and created the Team Leader, Development Services. 
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Chair Demenok stated he would be interested in learning more about this, 
suggesting it would create better communication and streamlining of information. 
After a brief discussion the general consensus throughout the Committee is that 
they get sufficient support from staff and feel that there is really no need for extra 
support. 
 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
FUNDING OF 
COMMUNITY HALLS 

Requested by Chair Demenok. 
 
Cariboo Regional District has a model where it funds Community Halls. 
 
Utilizing this model, what are the effects on grants or other funding requests? 
 
What are the pros and cons of this approach? 
 
Discussion: 
 
Charles Hamilton, Chief Administrative Officer, spoke on the tax implications. 
Cariboo Regional District does not provide Grant in Aid funds so they had more 
money to fund these halls. As the CSRD’s Grant in Aid budgets are fairly modest, 
wondering if there is public interest to use taxpayer’s money to do this. 
 
Directors comments that most halls can apply for Grant in Aid funds and there are 
some bylaws in place to fund community halls on an annual basis. Taxes would go 
up substantially if local government funded them, although some halls are in need 
of repair and significant upgrades. 
 
Chair Demenok stated that a large part of Grant in Aid funds goes to the community 
halls and maybe a new approach to the management of tax dollars is needed, not 
necessarily spending more money. Would like to hold another Grant in Aid 
workshop in Area C.  
 

SOUTH OKANAGAN 
SIMILKAMEEN 
CONSERVATION 
PROGRAM 

Requested by Chair Demenok. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Chair Demenok deferred this item to the next Electoral Area Directors meeting on 
June 27, 2017 so that all Committee members can have an opportunity to review 
the website. 
 

FUTURE ELECTORAL 
AREA DIRECTORS’ 
AGENDA TOPICS 
 
 
 

Emily Johnson, Executive Assistant/Confidential Secretary, explained the process 
for preparing the Electoral Area Directors’ meeting agenda. Staff suggested it would 
be helpful to have more background information on items suggested for the agenda. 
A form will be drafted for future agenda item requests. 
 
Chair Demenok advised that he would like to see a Terms of Reference for the 
Committee. Currently there is no tracking mechanism for topics and 
recommendations coming out of Committee meetings. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
2:39 p.m. 
  

 
M/S Directors Morgan/Talbot THAT:  
the April 4, 2017 Electoral Area Directors’ Committee meeting be adjourned.  
 

CARRIED 
 

 
CERTIFIED CORRECT 
 
 
 
 

  

CHAIR  CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
 



COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT

Telephone:  1-250-832-8194         Fax:  1-250-832-1083
August 31, 2018

PL20180000098

Christine

no concerns

No concerns

No concerns.

No Concerns

Following discussion with DS staff it is recommended that we explore exemptions
for Parks use for public facilities. Opportunities may arise for a larger public dock
or wharf that what is permitted under the proposed changes. DS staff advised
they would investigate and possibly make recommended changes.

no additional concerns











 

 

 

Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association 

Box 24123, Scotch Creek, BC V0E 3L0 

info@swoa.ca   www.swoa.ca 

Columbia Shuswap Regional District      July 3, 2018 
555 Harbourfront Drive NE 

Salmon Arm, BC 

V1E 4P1 

Attention Mr. Gerald Christie, Manager Development Services 

 

Re: Proposed Revisions to Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 

 

Dear Sir: 
 

Thank you for meeting with the Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA) at your offices on 
June 25, 2018.  Hopefully the dialogue that was initiated at that meeting will help you and your staff 
in drafting the proposed revisions to Bylaw 900. We understand that this is the start of some revisions 
to lake bylaws and we encourage the CSRD to continue the relationship with SWOA as a 
knowledgeable resource on waterfront issues. 
 

During the meeting, you asked the SWOA attendees what their preferred position would be in the 
redrafting of the bylaw.  We replied that our preference would be to have the bylaw reflect the 
wording contained in the Province’s General Permission for the Use of Crown Land for Private 
Moorage (dated January 17, 2017). While we think this is a good working document, we can 
appreciate that the CSRD is reluctant to adopt it due to the lack of Provincial consultation prior to its 
implementation. However, if Bylaw 900 were to incorporate the Provincial General Permission 
Guidelines it would alleviate the confusion resulting from the two regulatory documents and 
streamline any approvals under the two statutes. We believe waterfront owners would be more likely 
to follow these reasonable rules and that there would be both cost and time savings for waterfront 
owners and the CSRD.  

 

You asked SWOA to consider alternate wording to the existing Bylaw that might be acceptable to 
waterfront owners with respect to the size of docks suitable for our lake. As we stated at the meeting, 
we believe that staff’s suggestion of a 30 sq. m. limit would be too restrictive. Considering safety 
issues for docking and loading/unloading of boats in rough weather, we stated that a dock length of 
10 feet (3.05 metres) more than the length of the boat would be required. In spite of your specific 
questions, we did not provide you with an upper limit value for the length of docks at the meeting but 
stated that we would discuss this with our full Board and get back to you. 
 

In considering this point, our Board, at our June 25th meeting, discussed a broad range of options but 
reached consensus on an upper limit for the length of docks for private use of 50 feet (15.24 metres). 
We believe this is a workable compromise especially since boat sizes are steadily increasing on 
Shuswap Lake and many are now in the 40 ft. (12.19 m.) range. 
 
Finally, in consulting with our members, we received feedback that consideration should be given to 
increasing the allowable width of docks under the Bylaw to 12 feet (3.66 m.), especially for docks in 
exposed areas of the lake. We recognize that docks of this width would require a specific permission 
under the Provincial guidelines. 
 



 

 

Thank you for initiating discussion with Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association. We look forward to 
consulting on the Bylaw revisions once they are introduced to the CSRD Board and receive first 
reading. 
 

Regards, 
 

 
 
Clyde Mitchell, President 
president@swoa.ca 

604-817-0905 

 

ecc. -  C. Paiement; J. Sham 
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REGIONAL DISTRICT 

 
 

Columbia Shuswap Regional District 
Electoral Area ‘C’ Advisory Planning Commission Minutes 

 
Date:  22-October-2018 
Time:  7 pm 
Location: Cedar Centre 
 
Members Present: 
 

Steve Wills  Chair   Simon Brown  Vice-Chair 
Cal Cosh  Secretary  Alan Cook  Member 
Ted Vlooswyk Member  Glenn Johanson Member 
Millie Barron  Member  Brian Morris  Member 
Reg Walters  Member 
 
Director:    Paul Demenok  
 
Staff:   None 
 
Guests:  Jayme Franklin, agent for the Landev Properties Corporation 
   Rob & Colleen Vandekerkhove, applicants – DP-725-156 
 
7:02 pm – Call to order Brown / Cook 
 
The meeting was called to order and the agenda accepted as circulated – with the order adjusted to 
reflect the visitors in attendance and the anticipated time required for each item. 
 
3. Development Permit 725-156  
 
Owners:   Robert and Colleen Vandekerkhove  
Civic Address:    3974 Sunnybrae-Canoe Pt Road  
Legal Description and PID:  
 
Lot A, Section 12, Township 21, Range 10, West of the 6th Meridian, Kamloops Division Yale District, 
Plan 4927, except part lying east of the line drawn parallel to and perpendicularly distant 60 feet west 
from the easterly boundary of said lot.  PID: 010-422-170  
 
 
  

javascript:ClickThumbnail(35)


Short Summary:  
The subject property is located at Sunnybrae in Electoral Area C and is waterfront to Shuswap Lake. 
The upland has a single family dwelling and the property owner has an existing dock and two private 
mooring buoys located in the bay adjacent to the subject property. This past summer, one of the 
existing buoys was moved outside of the subject property’s Foreshore Residential 1 (FR1) zone into 
the Foreshore Water (FW) zone. The owner has proposed to relocate the buoy back within the FR1 
zone adjacent to their waterfront property. Due to siting constraints from other existing foreshore 
structures and the shape of the bay, the proposed locations of the two private mooring buoys do not 
meet the FR1 zone 5 m side setback from the side parcel boundaries of the subject property projected 
onto the foreshore and water. As such, the owner has applied for a Foreshore and Water Development 
Permit (DP) with a siting variance for the two private mooring buoys from a 5 m to 0 m setback and to 
be sited in front of another waterfront property’s foreshore. The Foreshore and Water DP with a 
variance is to be reviewed by the Regional District Board 
 
Comments and Discussion: 
As indicated on the provided maps and aerial images, it is the applicant's intention to move the deep 
water buoy. The Commission Members are familiar with this Bay as there have been other items in 
the immediate area.  The applicants outlined what they have done in researching and preparing a 
solution for the crowding around the deep water buoy.  Their solution is to move it 20m North East of 
its present location. 
 
Commission Members noted the applicant's proactive approach, their early approach to staff and 
complemented the applicants for their preparation. 
 
Moved  Morris  / Vlooswyk   carried unanimously 
 
That the Commission support the application 725-156 as presented in the supporting materials. 
 
4. South Shuswap Zoning Amendment (Landev Properties Corp) Bylaw No. 701-88 and 

Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Amendment (Landev Properties Corp) Bylaw No. 
725-14  

 
Civic Addresses:   
1) 1302 Trans-Canada Highway  2) N/A  3) N/A   4) 1295 Notch Hill Road  
 
Legal Descriptions and PIDs:   
1) Lot 21 Section 16 Township 22 Range 11 W6M KDYD Plan 690 Except the West 45 feet thereof 

and Plans H698 and KAP57595; PID: 002-043-807 
2) Lot A Section 16 Township 22 Range 11 W6M KDYD Plan 32996; PID:  003-271-684 
3) Lot B Section 16 Township 22 Range 11 W6M KDYD Plan 32996; PID:  003-271-714 
4)  Lot 9 Section 16 Township 22 Range 11 W6M KDYD Plan 1364 Except Plans 18232 and 32996 

PID:  008-592-761  
  
Owner/Agent: John Collett and Jason Collett / Franklin Engineering Ltd. (Agent)    
 
Short Summary:  
The proposal is to amend the Electoral Area 'C' Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 725 (BL725) and 
the South Shuswap Zoning Bylaw No. 701 (BL701) to allow increased density for a future development 
of small residential lots and commercial lots. The owners of the four subject properties propose to 
create a bare land strata development with a medium density residential use in Development Area 1 
and a commercial development in Development Area 2. 



 
Comments and discussion: 
Mr. Franklin outlined the development plans and used the prepared handout to highlight the project 
details.  A copy of the handout was included in the materials distributed.   
 
Commission members asked a wide range of questions about the development plans and discussed 
some of the details – that the development is not a mobile home park – but it is a small lot development 
with a strata ownership plan, a community waste water system that will need MOE approval. 
 
Access will be from Notch Hill Road.  Commission members were interested in the traffic issues, 
access via the Trans Canada Highway, and the commercial site requiring an on site septic system.   
 
This development is unusual for Sorrento in the recent past and the Commission felt the application 
should move forward to public meeting and discussion and the community should have a chance to 
get involved in this discussion. 
 
Moved   Brown /Walters   carried unanimously 
 
To support the applications for BL725-14 and BL701-88 as presented in the materials. 
 
 
5. Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900-25  
 
Owners:  This is a CSRD generated bylaw.  
 
Short Summary:  
Development Services staff is proposing to amend the Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900 (Bylaw No. 900) 
by increasing the total upward facing surface area of a floating or fixed dock, increasing the width of a 
floating or fixed dock surface, and increasing the width of a permanent or removable walkway surface 
 
Comments and discussion: 
The Commission appreciates the complexity of the issues and the wide range of positions held by 
everyone involved in the discussions.  We did note that smoothing out the conflicts in sizes between 
metric and imperial calculations and construction of docks is an improvement. 
 
The Commission was supportive of the changes outlined and moved to support the application as 
submitted. 
 
Moved:  Morris / Barron  carried unanimously 
 
Adjourned 









Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 900-25 - Public Comment Form  
Summary of Results 

Page 1 of 1 
 

Electoral 
Area 

EA 
C 

EA 
E 

EA  
F 

# of 
Respondents  

134 48 111 

  

# of respondents who 
think proposed 30 m2 
dock size is: 

Water 
front 

Semi- 
Water 
front 

Other Total  

About right 83 12 13 122 

Too small 94 13 5 113 

Too big 19 23 34 76 

Total 196 48 52 311 

  

 

 

Other Issue # times 
indicated 

Public access  18 

Too many 
buoys/congestion 

18 

Lack of enforcement 18 

Dock sharing 10 

Private dock slip rental 1 

10 ' too narrow 12 ' width 
preferred 

26 

CSRD should follow 
Provincial regs 

26 

Safety concerns 28 

Increase unfair to those 
who placed docks under 
current regs 

1 

 

Preferred dock size # of times 
indicated  

<24m2 (258 ft2) 10 

Current size 24 m2 (258 ft2) 36 

25-29 m2 (265-312 ft2) 3 

30-35 m2 (322-377 ft2) 122* 

36-40 m2 (387-430 ft2) 29 

41-50 m2 (441-538 ft2) 31 

50-75 m2 (538-807 ft2) 18 

>75 (>807 ft2) 1 

No size limit  6 

*includes everyone who indicated that the 
proposed dock size is "about right" and did not 
indicate a different recommended size. 
**size has been rounded off. 
***Many respondents did not indicate a 
preferred dock size. 







Glenn Johanson & 
Margaret Gibson 

4505 Rea Road 
Eagle Bay, B.C. 

V0E 1T0 

 Home: 250-675-3125 
 

 
October 12, 2018 

Columbia Shuswap Regional District 
555 Harbourfront  Drive NE 
Salmon Arm, B.C. 
V1E 4P1 
 

Dear CSRD: 

Subject: Dock Recommendations 

This letter is in response to the CSRD’s request for comments regarding dock sizes. Our 
comments are applicable to the larger Shuswap Lake system (Shuswap, Seymour, 
Anstey and Salmon Arms); perhaps the smaller lakes within CSRD require different 
bylaws. 

We have been dock owners on Shuswap Lake since 1981, having owned 3 docks over 
almost 40 years. Our comments are based on observations over this time period. 

1. On a lake of the size of Shuswap Lake, the CSRD should be concerned with 
three factors: the safety of the dock for users and the general public; the long-
term environmental effect of the dock; and foreshore access. 

2. From a safety perspective, a larger dock size is actually safer for users and for 
today’s boats than the currently-legislated size. This is because the larger size is 
more stable on both calm and stormy situations, particularly given the increased 
boat sizes and proliferation of pontoon boats over the past decade.  

3. From an environmental perspective, our experience is that a larger dock size 
does not present an environmental risk. In fact, a larger dock size, up to 55 
square meters, may be environmentally healthier in that it: 

- Provides a greater surface area to accumulate minnow and small fish food 
such as algae, protozoa, plant matter, insects and insect larvae, and 
microscopic aquatic animals and plants. We regularly observe minnows 
feeding beside or beneath our dock. 

- Provides a safe haven for aquatic animals such as otters, birds, reptiles, and 
insects. 

4. Most important, plastics in the lake resulting from dock deterioration are the most 
serious environmental threat to all lake ecologies. Therefore the most 
important environmental requirement for docks is not size, but 
construction materials. Due to the negative environmental consequences of 
Styrofoam or similar prill-based synthetic material, this material should not be 
allowed as a floatation method for docks on any lake. There are currently 
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considerable plastics and Styrofoam beads along the shoreline from buoys and 
docks breaking down. Waterfowl and fish may ingest this material. 

5. The commonly held belief that dock area directly affects lake floor shade that 
may support predatory fish is likely not supported by control group experimental 
research. 

6. Regarding foreshore access, docks should not impede the public’s ability to use 
the public foreshore. Further, additional boat launches are necessary to address 
the demand. 

7. An added advantage of a larger dock size (together with other aquatic industries 
such as boat sales), is helping to support the economy of the CSRD. Because 
the large Shuswap Lake system is ideal for technically advanced docks, local 
dock manufacturers provide a competitive advantage to the CSRD economy. 
This aspect of the economy should not be hampered by unfounded dock size 
limitations. Also, the dock manufacturing industry itself provides a natural 
limitation on dock size. This limitation is not the dock area, but rather the cost. At 
$100 per square foot, most people would be unwilling to have large docks. 

In summary, dock size amendments to Bylaw 900 provide an opportunity to address 
additional issues that have more important consequences to safety and environment. 
Flotation material and technology is much more important than dock size in supporting a 
healthier lake environment; docks up to 55 square meters are safer and environmentally 
friendly; foreshore access and boat launches are not meeting current demand; and 
CSRD, through its economic development initiatives, should support a local dock and 
aquatic industry. 

 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Glenn Johanson, P.Eng. and Margaret Gibson, M.Sc. 
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General Area: Blind Bay Crescent Bay Eagle Bay Estates Magna Bay Wilson Creek Scotch Creek Seymour Arm Swansea Point White Lake Total

*Numbers in columns are upward facing 53.17 39.93 23.93 33.11 25.87 13.77 30.78 25.35 31.25

surface areas for docks shown on the 36.89 75.48 34.76 27.74 30.8 15.67 21.86 21.29 12.33

Dock_size_sample_maps_BL900-25.pdf 40.09 58.31 19.66 23.07 57.85 80.5 23.62 21.74 24.31

25.2 19.2 23.31 40.91 39.98 47.09 17.73 36.77 43.01

14.92 37.04 32.55 26.45 25.69 15.47 35.83 13.25 21.36

25.11 19.82 23.02 28.65 24.53 79.41 19.38 30.94 15.58

31.65 46.23 25.34 24.04 132.68 41.91 27.09 17.27

22.68 29.37 16.68 27.11 28.9 25.9 22.94 19.52

34.87 27.33 26.35 18.99 29.26 14.12

36.35 21.67 32.68 40.1 29.57

32.36 40.75

62.97 29.56

27.62 18.1

Average Dock Size 32.09 39.19 24.73 31.21 45.79 36.73 24.87 24.92 22.83 32.44

Total

> 30 m2 6 5 2 5 4 6 2 1 2 33

</= 30 m2 4 4 8 8 4 7 4 7 8 54

# of docks in sample area 10 9 10 13 8 13 6 8 10 87

Notes: 

Areas sampled for dock size are zoned FR1 and FG1 

All measurements are in m2

Only waterfront properties were sampled - no semi-waterfront or multi-family docks were included

Measurements are a very rough estimate done by using a measurement tool in ArcMap to get the area of the dock platforms as viewed on  2018 CSRD orthophotos

*If this dock is removed from the calculations the average dock size drops to 33.37 m2. This dock is subject of CSRD Bylaw Enforcement and Provincial Enforcement. 

Sample Areas:
Blind Bay - Reedman Road to Tamarack Terrace

Crescent Bay - Tassie Road to Douglas Road (Water Access Only)

Eagle Bay Estates - Dolan Road to Donna Road

Magna Bay - Edgeware Road to Miller Road

Wilson Creek - Water Access Only 

Scotch Creek - Carl Road to Wharf Road

Seymour Arm - Bradley Road

Swansea Point - Oxford Road to Windsor Road

White Lake - Darcy Road to Hugh Road

*In areas where docks are more spread out fewer docks were able to be sampled. 
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From:
To: Planning Public Email address
Date: May 27, 2019 4:54:13 AM

Public Hearing Submission – Bylaw No. 900-25 

I support the proposal to increase the maximum size for residential docks to 30 m2 and
increasing the maximum size for docks related to public park use to 40 m2. 
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D.S.Cunliffe, P.Eng. 
Consulting Services        Consulting Engineering 
 
8 – 5260 SQUILAX ANGLEMONT ROAD, CELISTA, B.C.  V0E 1M6                               CELL (250) 851-6852   FAX (800) 831-5791 
                EMAIL: DaveCunliffe@AirspeedWireless.ca  

 
May 27, 2019 
 
 
Christine LeFloch, Planner 
Columbia Shuswap Regional District 
555 Harbourfront Drive NE  
PO Box 978 
Salmon Arm, BC  V1E 4P1 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
Subject: Lakes Zoning Amendment - Bylaw No. 900-25 
 
 
I am writing to express my concern about the proposed amendments to Bylaw 900. 
 

1. Dock Size 
 
I believe the CSRD should adopt the provincial guidelines for dock size.  The focus 
needs to be on boater’s needs and safety, not some arbitrary number that has no 
basis in fish science or aesthetics.  The province has expertise in both matters and 
I believe the CSRD should recognize this and not try to create another source of 
conflict on the lake.  Furthermore, having Bylaw 900 consistent with provincial 
rules will make the next change a seamless process.  The province has already 
changed their approach on dock size twice during the life of Bylaw 900 and will 
undoubtably do it again.    
 
The proposed increase from 24 m2 to 30 m2 is a waste of time and shows a lack of 
boating experience on the part of whoever proposed this change.  This minor 
change would allow a 10’ wide dock to increase in length from 25.8’ to 32.3’.  A 
six-foot change in length will not begin to address the safety concerns of docking 
larger vessels in rough weather. 
 

2. Dock Width 
 
The change from 3.0 m to 3.05 m while correcting to a 10’ width may sound good, 
doesn’t address the physical reality of construction materials.   
 



 

2 
 

The minimum dock width using standard materials for an aluminum dock with flow 
through decking is 5-2’ deck panels, 2” per side for the aluminum frame, and 
another 2” per side for plastic edging for a total width of 10’-8” or 3.25 m.   
 
The minimum dock width using standard materials for a wood decked dock is 10’ 
long boards, 1 5/8” per side for fender planks, and 2” per side for plastic dock edge 
for a total width of 10’-7 1/4” or 3.23 m. 
 
The proposed change to 3.05 m seems to address the fact that dock materials come 
in Imperial measure but does not reflect real conditions. 
   
The same problem will affect the proposed change in walkway width from 1.5 m 
to 1.52 m.  There seems to be no understanding of the materials used in 
construction. 
 

3. Unobstructed Foreshore 
 
In principle, I support the right of the public to be able to walk unimpeded by docks 
on the foreshore.  I believe however that this topic can’t be addressed by changes 
to the OCP’s that might lead to new DP rules or Bylaw provisions.  The problem is 
that any dock that blocks public access is already prohibited by the province and by 
Riparian Common Law.  Older docks will be grandfathered as existing non-
conforming in new CSRD Bylaws and unless the province is willing to enforce 
their rules, the obstructions will still remain. 
 
I think the CSRD’s efforts would be better spent working with the province to 
remove obstructions rather than create new rules that will have no material effect. 

 
In summary, I feel the proposed bylaw amendments do nothing to address boating safety 
or the needs of waterfront owners.  I strongly encourage the Board to reject Bylaw 900-25 
and go back to the drawing board, but this time with a bit more common sense.   
 
Please call if you have any questions. 
  
 
Yours truly, 

 
D.S.Cunliffe, P.Eng. 
 
 Cc  Director Simpson, Area F 
  Director Demenok, Area C 
 



From: info@csrd.bc.ca on behalf of Columbia Shuswap Regional District
To: Planning Public Email address
Subject: Form submission from: Comment Form - Lakes Zoning Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900-25
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2019 9:14:41 AM

Submitted on Saturday, May 18, 2019 - 09:14
Submitted by anonymous user: 
Submitted values are:

1. I live or own property in: Electoral Area F (North Shuswap including
Scotch Creek, Lee Creek, Magna Bay, Anglemont, Celista)
*Other (please explain): :
2. I am a: Waterfront owner
*Other (please explain): Own waterfront and semi water front.
3. I currently: Own a dock and a boat
*Other (please explain):
This proposed dock size is: Too small
What size would you recommend? 12’x36’
5. Other comments you would like to share?
The Shuswap is the largest natural free flow body
Of water in BC. Where and what is the logic behind the current size and
proposed size and  Why the size restriction on this huge lake?
6. If staff have questions regarding your comments, may we contact you? : Yes
Email address: : 



Notes of the Public Hearing held on Monday, May 27, 2019 at 6:30 PM at the Sorrento 
Memorial Hall, 1150 Passchendaele Road, Sorrento, BC regarding Lakes Zoning 
Amendment (CSRD) Bylaw No. 900-25. 

PRESENT: Chair, Rhona Martin –Director, Electoral Area E 
  Christine LeFloch – Planner II, CSRD 
  Corey Paiement – Team Leader Planning Services, CSRD 
  Evan Chorlton – Development Services Summer Student, CSRD 
  Paul Demenok – Director, Electoral Area C 
  Jay Simpson – Director, Electoral Area F 
  17 members of the public (15 officially signed in) 

The Chair called the Public Hearing to order at 6:32 PM and introduced the staff members and 
directors present. Following introductions, the Chair advised that all persons who believe that their 
interest in property may be affected shall be given the opportunity to be heard or to present written 
submissions pertaining to the proposed amending Bylaw No. 900-25. 

The Planner explained the legal requirements for notifications regarding the proposed bylaw 
amendment noting that ads had been placed in the May 10th and 17th, 2019 issues of the Shuswap 
Market News, and notices were posted on the CSRD website and social media. She further noted 
that notices were not mailed to all owners of property affected by the bylaw amendment because 
the Local Government Act does not require that notices be mailed to individual property owners 
if a bylaw amendment affects more than 10 properties owned by 10 different owners, and also 
due to the cost to do so. It was stated that the public hearing notes would be presented to the 
Board at the June Board meeting.  

The Planner then gave a presentation on the proposed amendments to Bylaw No. 900. The 
presentation included details on the background and history of Bylaw No. 900, noting that it was 
created in response to public pressure on the CSRD to regulate buoys and docks on Shuswap 
Lake and was adopted in 2012. She outlined the proposed amendments to the bylaw which 
include increasing the allowable platform size for residential docks from 24 m2 to 30 m2, increasing 
the maximum allowable width for residential docks from 3 m to 3.05 m and the maximum allowable 
width of walkways from 1.5 m to 1.52 m. It was clarified that there is no regulated length for 
walkways and they are not included in the calculation of total platform size. The presentation 
included an overview of the bylaw amendment process with detailed information on the referral 
process, comments received from referral agencies and how they were addressed. It was noted 
that a further amendment was proposed to the bylaw at second reading based on comments 
received from the CSRD Operations Management Department who requested that the maximum 
platform size for docks in Foreshore Park zones be increased from 24 m2 to 40 m2, and that the 
rationale for this is that docks used in public parks are often in association with public boat 
launches used by non-waterfront residents and tourists and can get very busy so require a greater 
number of berths for loading and unloading of passengers.  An overview of the public consultation 
process which included a public comment form available on the CSRD website from Sept 12 to 
Oct 12, 2018 was provided including a summary of the comments received. The Planner then 
indicated that following the public hearing the next steps would include preparing a report to the 
Board regarding the public hearing results, and that the bylaw may be amended and then given 
third reading or may be given third reading with no further changes, and the last step would be 
adoption of the bylaw. She noted that once adopted the bylaw would be in effect.  

The Chair then opened the floor for comments. 

 Wilson Creek, Anstey Arm (water access only), stated that he is the 
President of the Shuswap Waterfront Owners Association (SWOA) and read out a written 
statement on behalf of SWOA which was submitted for the record. The two main concerns were 
regarding the safety of docks during all weather conditions and simplification of the application 
process for docks, minimizing costs for both the property owner and the CSRD.  noted 
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that information was provided by SWOA at a meeting in June of 2018 which he believes was not 
provided to the Board so it was provided again with his comments. This information is regarding 
the technical issues around siting of docks and safety considerations for docking, unloading and 
loading of boats. He noted that SWOA also provided information as part of the referral process. 
SWOA feels that the CSRD should have regulations that are consistent with the Provincial 
General Permission, but also stated that if the CSRD chooses to regulate dock size further then 
37 m2 should be the maximum size. They believe that the use of pre-owned boats to determine 
dock size is erroneous because when people sell a boat it is often because they intend to buy a 
larger one. They feel that docks need to be at least 10 feet longer than the length of the boat that 
will be moored at it. They also noted that most of the docks built on Shuswap Lake are larger than 
the proposed bylaw allows and have been built to be practical and safe. (Full comments are 
available as part of the public submissions document).  

Galligan Road, had questions about grandfathering of docks and asked how 
this works. He also noted that some areas of the lake require a longer dock due to shallow water 
conditions. 

The Planner explained that docks that have been in place since prior to adoption of Bylaw No. 
900 that do not meet the regulations are considered lawfully non-conforming or grandfathered 
and further that if they do not meet the size proposed in the current amendments they would 
continue to be grandfathered. She noted that they would lose this lawfully non-conforming status 
only if they were to be destroyed or removed. At that point the owner would need to install a new 
dock that complies with the regulations or could apply to vary the bylaw if they wanted a larger 
one. She also noted that the length of walkways is not regulated because it is recognized that in 
many areas of the lake a long walkway is needed to push the dock out into deeper water.  

 Parker Road, asked how many buoys are permitted per property. 

The Planner explained that most properties are permitted one buoy, while properties with more 
than 30 m of lake frontage are permitted to have two buoys. She further explained that owners in 
Areas C and F are required to apply for a Development Permit prior to buoy installation and that 
currently owners in Area E are not required to do this because there is no Official Community 
Plan in place, but that we expect this to change within the next few years once the OCP bylaw is 
adopted. She also noted that in addition to the Development Permit requirement owners must 
also adhere to the zoning regulations contained in Bylaw No. 900 along with federal regulations 
which require that private mooring buoys be white with an orange stripe and must have the 
owner’s name, contact info and the letters PRIV on them. 

Wilson Creek (boat access only), said that he had taken note of the size of 
docks as he boated in from his property for the meeting, and while he did not take measurements 
he feels that a lot of docks are larger than the proposed 30 m2.  He thinks that local waterfront 
owners know best due to experience so why not use common sense and look at what they have 
built and formulate a bylaw that accommodates those docks. He noted that people get confused 
with regulations so there should be just one set of rules and suggested that the provincial 
regulations be used.  

 Express Point Crescent, said that boarding and unboarding of vessels can 
be very dangerous and that docks need to be appropriate to boat length for safety reasons. Also 
noted a preference for 12 feet wide vs 10 feet wide docks and that wider walkways are necessary 
for accommodating older and disabled people. He feels that shoreline and topography will dictate 
what dock design is appropriate.  

Director Demenok asked the Planner to explain the differences between Lakes Zoning Bylaw No. 
900 and the Provincial General Permission. 

The Planner explained that the Provincial General Permission requires that docks be a maximum 
of 3 m wide with a walkway no more than 1.5 m wide and may extend no further than 42 m into 
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the lake from the point where the dock begins. She noted that provided an owner meets these 
regulations they do not need to make application to the Province. It is only if they do not meet 
these regulations that an application for a Specific Permission is required.  She also explained 
that the CSRD zoning regulations regulate whether a dock can be floating or fixed and this 
generally depends on the residential density of the area. Higher density residential areas such as 
Scotch Creek allow floating docks only, and this is to ensure that public access for beach walking 
is maintained. She noted that in lower density areas including water access only areas, fixed and 
floating docks are permitted so owners have the option of using a fixed dock if safety is a concern. 
The bylaw generally regulates size and setbacks as well. If an owner wishes to construct a dock 
that doesn’t meet the requirements they may apply for a variance or in some cases a rezoning 
may be required.  

Galligan Road, stated that BC Assessment is valuing docks as improvements. 
Discussion ensued around that issue. It was suggested that questions about assessments should 
be directed to BC Assessment.  

 Eagle Bay Road, asked for clarification about maximum dock length in Bylaw 
No. 900.  

The Planner explained that length of a dock is not specifically regulated, but the maximum 
platform size being proposed is 30 m2 and the maximum allowable width is 3.05 m which would 
translate to roughly 10 m of length.  

 Squilax-Anglemont Road thinks that docks need to be able to 
accommodate more than one boat.  

 St. Ives Road, stated that the number of people present at the public 
hearing is not representative of the concerns about the bylaw. She felt that holding the public 
hearing on a Monday night was not a good idea and thinks that it should have been held on a 
weekend so that owners who reside out of town during the week are able to attend. She also feels 
that the bylaw may not address all of the safety concerns.  

 Branch Road asked why the CSRD decided to implement Bylaw No. 
900. 

The Chair explained that there was strong public interest in regulations over the lake due to the 
proliferation of docks and buoys, along with safety issues. She noted that there was a mixture of 
both lakefront residents and other residents, along with Provincial and Federal agencies who were 
interested in this and requested that the CSRD do something. She emphasized that there were 
many meetings and discussion that occurred prior to the bylaw being implemented.  

stated that he was on the Advisory Planning Commission when Bylaw No. 900 
was being created. He noted that at that time everyone visiting the lake seemed to be dropping 
buoys and it was getting out of control.  

Director Demenok explained that Transport Canada is currently doing enforcement of their 
regulations and that the CSRD is not involved in this project. He explained that the legal 
requirements for the CSRD to remove buoys makes it very challenging and costly. A discussion 
ensued around the federal requirements for private mooring buoys until the Chair redirected the 
discussion to matters related to the proposed amendments. 

The Chair called once for further comments or discussion. 

St. Ives Road stated that he has extensive experience on lakes and the 
ocean and has been a First Responder. He feels that larger docks are safer.  

The Chair called a second and third time for further submissions or questions regarding amending 
Bylaw No. 900-25. Hearing none, she thanked everyone for coming and declared the public 
hearing closed at 7:28 PM.  
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CERTIFIED as being a fair and accurate report of the public hearing. 
 
 
  
Director Rhona Martin 
Public Hearing Chair 
 
 
 
  
Christine LeFloch 
Planner II, CSRD 
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