Committee of the Whole Meeting – Oct. 12, 2011

Gibsons Council met as Committee of the Whole for 3-3/4 hours yesterday afternoon to try to put the final touches to the Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan (GRNP).  As you probably know, talk about development in the Gospel Rock area has been going on for two decades, and serious planning has been underway for nearly six years.  From 2006 to 2008 Holland Barrs (now known as HB Lanarc) worked with the Town’s Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan Select Committee to develop a plan which was vetted with Gibsons and Elphinstone residents through a survey in which 59.4% of 525 respondents chose option B (no waterfront development).  The Select Committee’s recommendation (no waterfront development) was approved by Council in November 2008, just before the last municipal election.  Early in 2009 legal advice was received suggesting the Town could be subject to a procedural fairness challenge as a result of the events around the November 208 Council meeting, and the resolution approving option B was rescinded.  By the Spring of 2009, the Gospel Rock Refinement Working Committee was created to bring the planning process to completion.  Now, 2-1/2 years later, Council was meeting (as Committee of the Whole) to try to conclude the planning process.

All members of Council were present.  Staff in attendance included Waycheshen, Epp, Newman and Ms Mosimann (minute taker).  Christine Wood and Sean Eckford represented the media.  The gallery was full, mostly of members of Friends of Gospel Rock and the Sunshine Coast Conservation Association.  As far as I could tell, no representatives of the property owners in the planning area were there.

At the Mayor’s request, Michael Epp outlined the purpose of the meeting, which was to decide how to handle seven particular issues in the plan, and to consider responses to the Town’s request for referrals from the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) and the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI).

Councillor Tretick suggested that due to MOTI’s refusal to support the plan given the absence of an east/west connection to the Landing, this should be Council’s first point of discussion.  The Mayor chose to stick to the agenda, explaining that staff had ideas on the matter.  Councillor Curry noted that the 1996 RF Binnie report on the Town’s road network plan addressed Gospel Rock access issues, and he was surprised that this study was not made available to the Refinement Committee (though it is on the Town’s website), as it turns out the report of the Refinement Committee is consistent with the Binnie report’s recommendations.  Finally Newman made it clear that MOTI’s position was an interim one, and that staff intend to meet with Ministry staff to share with them all of the documentation supporting the Refinement Committee’s recommendations regarding access and egress to the planning area with the hope that MOTI could be made to see that the plan makes sense.  

Committee of the Whole then began to work its way through the agenda.

1. The first issue dealt with the amount of the planning area that should be earmarked park space and open space.  The options presented were:

a.  to maintain current provision of 9 acres of community park space and 57 acres of open space 
b. OR identify areas for additional community parks suitable for outdoor recreation.  
The Committee decided to maintain the current allocation in the plan, with a policy that says that parks for young children will be considered initially on application for development.

2. The next discussion concerned wildlife corridors.  The choices offered were:

a.  to eliminate wildlife corridors, call them “greenways” to recognize multiple use, 
b. OR eliminate the Shaw Road wildlife corridor and add an equivalent amount of space for the provision of park, 
c. OR eliminate the Shaw Road wildlife corridor and add an equivalent amount of space to the wildlife corridor along the ridge.  
Given that the Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan is a high level plan, and that specific allocation of wildlife corridors/greenbelt space will not be made until applications are made for subdivision, on Councillor Curry’s suggestion, the Committee of the Whole decided to leave the plan as is, noting that there will be a wildlife corridor running from the northern border of the plan area to the southern boundary.

3. Next up was waterfront development, for which there were four options offered: 
a. retain current cluster designation but cap the number of units at 10 (property owner suggestion), 
b. OR retain cluster enclaves capping the number at less than 10, 
c. OR maintain the designation but change the land use to single family allowing only 5 waterfront units, 
d. OR designate the entire waterfront portion south of Gower Point Road as park.  
This subject occasioned a long debate.  Much of the discussion ranged around the history of the development of the Gospel Rock Neighbourhood Plan, from the public survey in the summer of 2008 as part of the Select Committee’s work, to the declaration by two of the property owners in June 2011 that the process of the Refinement Committee had failed.  Pressed by Councillor Rowe, the Mayor finally admitted that the property owners had informed the Town that it was the Mayor’s suggestion of a plebiscite that convinced the owners that the process was broken.
· The Mayor said that while he supported the Refinement Committee consensus recommendation of some waterfront development, he believed he needed to represent the view of the community expressed in the 2008 survey of residents and at the April 6, 2011 public information meeting that there be no waterfront development.

· Councillor Johnson opposed any waterfront development on the grounds that it would destroy part of a rare and endangered eco-system.

· Councillor Curry said that it was wrong to close the door on any development on the waterfront and that there should be room for further negotiation

· Councillor Tretick noted that a peer reviewed environmental study showed that the small amount of waterfront development proposed in the draft GRNP would have little environmental impact, and questioned why those opposed to waterfront development seem unable to accept scientific opinion.

· Councillor Rowe noted that designating the waterfront as park would not make it park.  It is private property, and the owner would be under no obligation to make it a park.  In fact, the owner would be entitled to fence the property.  Councillor Rowe proposed that the option of retaining the current cluster designation, capping the number of units at 10 as the property owner suggested be approved by Council, provided that the property owner gives the remainder of the waterfront to the Town, making it public land.  Staff are to report back on how the undeveloped portion of the waterfront can be retained for public use.

· Councillor Rowe’s motion passed 3-1, the Mayor not raising his hand (which, according to the Community Charter, is an affirmative vote).

4. The fourth item, to recognize the heritage and cultural value of the Gospel Rock area and state in policy that public art, interpretive signage and other means communicate the area’s heritage, was approved unchallenged.

5. More controversial was the recommendation to consider addressing drainage within the planning area.  
a. Councillor Johnson raised the spectre of climate change, 
b. Councillor Tretick cautioned against limiting alternatives and backing the Town into a corner, 
c. the Mayor pointed out that Council will decide when to do a storm water master plan for the area, 
d. Councillor Rowe noted that the Town will only be able to afford to do the storm water master plan when someone comes forward to develop the property.  
NO change to the current plan was adopted.

6. The sixth item was the suggestion to enhance Seaward Creek protection, and incorporate onsite retention pond at Seaward Creek near the SW boundary of the plan area.  Epp noted that this is already a protected development permit area for both geo-technical and environmental considerations.  Councillor Curry suggested it needs no more protection at this time.  On Councillor Johnson’s suggestion, staff are to report back on exchanging a pair of equal areas to make more sense of the local geography.

7. The last item for consideration was a suggestion from the Chamber of Commerce to add an access road from the upland area to Lower Gibsons which would extend west from the base of Franklin Road.  Council did not support any east-west access to the village.

8. Regarding MOTI’s comments, Council authorized staff to meet with Ministry officials to review all background material and explain Council’s position on access and egress to and from the planning area, as well as on drainage issues.

9. Council also authorized staff to meet with Agricultural Land Commission official to explain Council’s position on issues of concern to the ALC.

Remember folks, this was a Committee of the Whole meeting.  The decisions, including those that require more information from staff, will have to be ratified in full Council.  As Yogi Berra used to say, “It’s never over ‘til it’s over.”

INQUIRIES

Brian Sadler asked for clarification on the east catchment area regarding drainage, noting the recent flooding problems on Abbs.  Epp pointed out that this matter is considered in Holland Barrs “Opportunities and Constraints” report from early 2006.

Brian Sadler noted that of the 583 people who responded to the 2008 survey, only 525 voted on the question “Option A or Option B”.  He hoped that when this issue eventually comes back to the public, the issues are put so as to clarify what are the impacts of waterfront choices in relation to upland development.

Malcolm Fullwood asked Council member to indicate what further compromises they will be willing to make to developers in the future.  Councillor Tretick noted when development proposals come forward, the Town asks for and negotiates community amenities, it does not make compromises.

The meeting concluded at 4:45 pm.

Sean Eckford’s account of the deliberations is worth reading.  http://www.ckay.ca/news.php
Until the next meeting,

Cheers,

Hammy

479 Shaw Road

Gibsons, BC  V0N 1V8

604-741-5305 (cell)

“These notes have been prepared by a Gibsons resident to reflect what he heard and saw, and was able to record by hand, during a meeting of Gibsons Council.  These notes have not been verified against the digital sound recording of the meeting.  These notes are not an official record of the meeting – only the minutes of the meeting, produced by Town staff and adopted by Council are official.”

