REGIONAL DISTRICT OF MOUNT WADDINGTON
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA
January 16, 2018 at 12:00pm
Board Room, RDMW Administrative Office, 2044 McNeill Road, Port McNeill, BC
Page
A. CALL TO ORDER

Time:

B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AS PRESENTED (or amended)
Motion required

1.

2.

C. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
3-9

1. Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held September 19, 2017.
Motion required

1.

2.

D. DELEGATIONS - None
E. CORRESPONDENCE - None
F. REPORTS
10 - 15

16 - 17

1. Staff Report: Development Application - Zoning Bylaw Amendment, Marylou Stoner, 904
Lanqvist Road, Hyde Creek - RDMW File: 2017-ZBA-05 (January 3, 2018)
Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, Amendment Bylaw No. 933, 2018
Recommendation:
THAT the Board of Directors gives first reading to Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648,
Amendment Bylaw No. 933, 2018 which proposes to amend Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw
No. 648 to change the applicable zoning category from the Rural Residential RU-1 Zone
to the Rural Residential RA-1 Zone with respect to the property described as follows:
Civic address:
Assessment Roll:
Parcel Identifier:
Legal Description:

904 Lanqvist Road
78515122.350
023-039-311
Lot A, Section 15, Township 1, Rupert District, Plan VIP61039

AND FURTHER THAT the Board of Directors directs staff to undertake preparations for
advertising and conducting a public hearing with respect to Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw
No. 648, Amendment Bylaw No. 933, 2018, at 1:45pm on February 20, 2018 at the
Regional District administrative office addressed as 2044 McNeill Road, Port McNeill,
BC, in accordance with the Local Government Act and the RDMW Development
Procedures Bylaw.
Motion required

1.

1

2.
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G. NEW BUSINESS
1. RDMW Planning and Development Procedures and Fees Bylaw No. 916, Amendment
Bylaw No. 934, 2018
Being a bylaw to amend section 13 of Schedule ‘O’ to increase the fees associated with
the printing of maps, plans and posters, and to introduce a title search service and
associated fee.

18

Recommendation:
THAT the Board of Directors gives first, second and third readings to, and adopts RDMW
Planning and Development Procedures and Fees Bylaw No. 916, Amendment Bylaw No.
934, 2018.
2. Cannabis Legalization – Discussion About Possibility for Changes to Local Zoning
Bylaws to Control Sales of Medicinal and Non-Medicinal Cannabis
19

December 5, 2017 News Release - BC Releases First Decisions on Cannabis Regulation

20 - 27

September, 2017 Discussion Paper - Cannabis Legalization and Regulation in BC
H. OLD BUSINESS - None
I.

NEXT MEETING DATE: To be determined

J. ADJOURNMENT
Motion to Adjourn

1.

2

Time:

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF MOUNT WADDINGTON
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
September 19, 2017
RDMW Office – 2044 McNeill Road, Port McNeill, BC
______________________________________________________________________
PRESENT:

Chair Heidi Soltau and Directors Jan Allen, Michael Berry, Pat Corbett-Labatt, Andrew
Hory, Phil Wainwright, Dave Rushton, Hank Bood, Alternate Director Shelley Downey

STAFF:

Greg Fletcher – Administrator, Jeff Long - Manager of Planning & Development
Services, Nadine Weldon - Recording Secretary

PUBLIC:

Kathy O’Reilly - The North Island Eagle Newspaper, Peter Stockdill – BC Council of
Yacht Clubs
________________________________________________________________
A. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Soltau called the meeting to order at 12:02pm
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

RPC-2017-27
SEPT. 19, 2017
RPC AGENDA
APPROVED

Moved/Seconded/Carried
THAT the agenda be approved as presented.
C. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
1. Minutes of the Regional Planning Committee meeting held August 15, 2017.

RPC-2017-28
AUGUST 15, 2017
RPC MINUTES
ADOPTED

Moved/Seconded/Carried
That the minutes of the Regional Planning Committee meeting held on August 15,
2017 be adopted.
D. DELEGATIONS - None
E. CORRESPONDENCE - None
F. REPORTS - None
1. Staff Report: Development Application - Zoning Bylaw Amendment, Pacificus
Biological Services Ltd. c/o Mike & Linda Buttle, West Cracroft Island / Port Harvey,
Electoral Area ‘A’ (RDMW File: 2016-ZBA-01 / September 11, 2019)
Chair Soltau called upon Jeff Long, Manager of Planning & Development Services,
to present his staff report and review the related information included on the agenda.
Mr. Long provided a recap on the process to date associated with Bylaw No. 895 and
presented the Planning Committee with four options available to it in dealing with
Bylaw No. 895, as follows:
1) That the Board denies Bylaw No. 895;
2) That the Board postpones further consideration of Bylaw No. 895 pending
additional information to be provided by the proponent. This would require that a
new public hearing be conducted. The resolution should specify the information
requirements;
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3) That the Board proceed with Bylaw No. 895 by giving 2nd and 3rd reading with the
3rd reading to include conditions that must be satisfied before the Board will
consider adopting Bylaw No. 895. These conditions could include the
requirements that:
a) The proponents enter into a development agreement in a form satisfactory to
the RDMW, that requires the proponents to undertake various conditions or
matters as part of the marine industrial development and its operation, and
that the development agreement be registered on the title of the subject
property in the form of a restrictive covenant; and / or,
b) The owners apply to the Private Managed Forest Council to withdraw that
portion of the property to be rezoned and used as part of the marine industrial
operation, from the private managed forest land designation and that such
removal is finalized.
4) That the Board proceeds with Bylaw No. 895 by giving 2nd and 3rd readings and
then adopts Bylaw No. 895, after which, the Bylaw comes into full force and effect.
Mr. Long then proceeded to review process considerations in the context of the
aforementioned options and the previous direction provided by the RPC to conduct a
site visit. This included information pertaining to legal advice regarding the conduct of
such a site visit. Mr. Long also reviewed matters pertaining to additional information,
should the RPC wish to require that the applicant provide additional information
before continuing with additional steps associated with the processing of Bylaw No.
895.
Mr. Long indicated that at the August 17, 2017 RPC meeting, the idea of requiring a
compatibility assessment was raised. Mr. Long advised that land use assessments
are generally undertaken in accordance with guidelines that outline the parameters
under which such an assessment is to be carried out. With respect to the subject
proposal, Mr. Long advised that there are largely three key parameters that would
influence compatibility, namely:
a) Appearance: While largely subjective in nature, appearance is a parameter that
cannot easily be measured or quantified. A development agreement and zoning
regulations can be used to regulate matters that affect appearance, but achieving
appearance objectives is largely dependent on the level of cooperation provided
by the proponent and the ability for enforcement measures to be undertaken.
b) Noise: Noise is something that can be measured, quantified and put into context
insofar as potential impacts are concerned. This type of work is typically
undertaken by an acoustical engineer. Staff has contacted a consulting acoustical
engineer who advises that a noise impact assessment can be conducted for this
marine industrial proposal. A noise assessment would consider a variety of noise
sources from an operation of this nature and the potential impacts on other uses
in the general Port Harvey area. It would also provide recommendations including
potential mitigation measures that could be used to alleviate noise concerns.
Noise can be controlled vis-à-vis a development agreement and regulations, but
may be difficult to enforce given the unusual nature of the proposed marine
industrial activity which may require that under certain conditions, operations be
permitted to be undertaken outside of otherwise desirable designated operating
times (movement of vessels in relation to tides, weather and emergency
situations). Also, the remoteness of the operation makes enforcement extremely
4
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difficult as responses to noise complaints cannot be undertaken in a timely
manner in order to confirm a breach in the regulations by enforcement personnel.
One again, cooperation on behalf of the proponent / operator is needed to ensure
more effective noise control is maintained.
c) Use of Port Harvey / Navigation: Port Harvey is utilized by recreational boaters,
primarily during the May through September period. Establishment of a marine
industrial operation of this nature requires that a variety of vessels and floating
structures be brought to and from the operation site. In addition, it is possible that
there may not be adequate room to accommodate all vessels and floating
structures at all times on the proposed upland industrial area and in the tenured
marine area associated with the marine industrial operation. This may result in
storage of the vessels and floating structures elsewhere in Port Harvey. These
factors present the opportunity for navigational conflicts in Port Harvey between
competing users and would rely on a cooperative approach between them.
Navigation and use of the marine environment (Crown land) by vessels and
similar structures is largely regulated by the federal and provincial governments.
Director Berry asked for clarification on an acoustical assessment and what it would
involve. Mr. Long advised that the acoustical assessment would involve an
assessment of existing background noise based on the types of uses that are
currently in the area, which would provide baseline data. It would also assess the
proposed uses and more specifically, the use of equipment as part of the proposed
marine industrial operations in order to estimate worst case noise scenarios.
Recommendations on potential mitigation measures would be based on the findings
of the potential noise impacts on other sensitive land uses in the area and what
options are available to mitigate noise as part of such an industrial operation. Director
Berry expressed concern over lack of acceptable base decibel levels and that noise
is subjective for each individual. Director Hory agreed with Director Berry that this is
an open area, and there is very little ability to mitigate noise in many cases.
Chair Soltau commented that the shipyard use is located in an area where there are
existing residences, and would only work with the cooperation of both the owner and
the residents. She noted that unfortunately, it is anticipated that this will not be the
case in this situation and that the Regional District is going to receive complaints.
Director Rushton concurred with Chair Soltau and raised the issue of enforcement,
and how will be effectively handled.
Mr. Long advised that there currently isn’t any budget available for bylaw
enforcement, particularly in relation to more remote areas where transportation costs
are significant.
Director Bood commented that the RPC is aware that Mount Waddington is the largest
regional district with the smallest number of people and this means more options,
more area and less people. He advised he would like to see Bylaw 895 simplified,
and allow for industrial business in that area, in light of all that goes on there. The
Regional District needs to recognize that enforcement is not possible due to
geographic area and number of staff. Once the decision to allow industrial use in this
area is confirmed, the Bylaw should be simplified, and upper tier government should
be allowed handle it on that basis. It comes down to economics, if we proceed with
option number 4 (proceed with Bylaw 895), and not create a set of rules that look like
we are deliberately targeting the proponent, especially when requirements for both
the federal and provincial government have already been met.
5
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Director Wainwright asked for Director Bood to clarify which option he was in favor of.
Director Bood advised that he was not in favor of either of the two versions of Bylaw
895 and that it needed to be as simplified as possible for ease of enforcement.
Mr. Long then reviewed the differences in the two versions of Bylaw No. 895, being
the original version that was given first reading, and the second version that was
presented at the public hearing that more succinctly itemizes permitted uses and
includes additional conditions related to operations.
Chair Soltau asked for clarification on the proposed condition related to the private
managed forest. Mr. Long advised that the property is currently registered as a private
managed forest. The owner would have to apply to the Private Managed Forest
Council to have that portion of the property to be rezoned and used for marine
industrial purposes, to be removed from the private managed forest land designation.
Confirmation of removal would be required prior to proceeding with consideration of
adoption of Bylaw No.895. Once removed, rezoned and utilized for marine industrial
purposes, it can be assessed and taxed for industrial purposes.
Alternate Director Downey asked how the Regional District would reconcile with
people who purchased property in this area based on current rural zoning and it is
converted to marine industrial zoning and does this leave the Regional District open
to lawsuits from people?
Mr. Long replied that the Regional District has the authority to change zoning after it
has undertaken the necessary process in accordance with the Local Government Act
and that there is no guarantee that changes to zoning will not occur. Uses that are
currently permitted by the applicable Rural Zone (A-1) include forestry and mining
which are industrial uses.
Alternate Director Downey then inquired what steps will be available for homeowners
to access their properties in the event that Port Harvey gets plugged with industrial
boat traffic, making residential properties inaccessible? Mr. Long advised that there
is no easy answer for this.
Alternate Director Downey commented that since there is no money for enforcement,
we would be obligated to rely on the provincial government, which would just create
a wild west scenario in the Port Harvey area. Mr. Long confirmed that he would need
to get approval from the board to create a budget for bylaw enforcement purposes.
Director Hory indicated that this is a difficult decision and that he feels that in fairness
to the proponent, a decision must be made one way or another. An attempt must be
made to mitigate the friction. Director Hory indicated he was in favor of Option 3 which
is to proceed with second and third readings of Bylaw No. 895 and make
consideration of adoption of the Bylaw subject to the suggested conditions.
Director Allen confirmed that she would still like to conduct a site visit as she has
concerns over the garbage. Pictures show that it was moved from the foreshore, but
not actually cleaned up and that area needs to be seen firsthand. Director Bood
expressed concern that it may look like the RPC is putting up roadblocks and Director
Allen advised she still favours this approach.
Mr. Long confirmed that a motion to conduct the site visit had been made by the RPC
at its meeting on August 15, 2017, but as explained in his email to the Directors, that
it made sense to postpone a site visit if the proponent was going to be required to
6
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provide additional information. If not, then the site visit must only be done under strict
conditions in order to avoid a second public hearing.
Director Wainwright advised that he felt that there was room for both recreation and
industry and that this has been going on for a number of years in the Port Harvey
area. He advised that the proponent has made efforts to address issues of concern
and that he would like to see industrial development in this area. He advised he is in
favor of Option 4 to proceed with second and third readings and then adopt Bylaw
No. 895.
Chair Soltau confirmed that Option 4 is without the development agreement and the
requirements therein.
Director Rushton advised that this not a win-win situation. He would like to know that
the property has been removed from the private managed forest land designation, as
well as reviewing some of the studies first.
Chair Soltau requested clarification of which option Director Rushton was in favor of
and Director Rushton indicated that he would is in favor of Option 3 with respect to
the revised version of Bylaw No. 895.
Director Berry indicated that he was uncomfortable moving forward without a
development or operational plan.
Chair Soltau asked Director Berry if he was in favor of Option 2 or Option 3 and
Director Berry replied that he was in favour of Option 2, as information needs to come
forward to satisfy the RPC to confirmatio that things will be done. With the proponent’s
track record, we need to start at square one.
Director Wainwright indicated that with respect to the conditions of use that are
included in the revised version of Bylaw No. 895 that these matters should be left in
the hands of the Ministry of Environment.
Director Bood indicated that he agrees with Director Wainwright that this has become
overcomplicated.
Director Wainwright asked if the foreshore tenure has already been granted by the
Province and if so, does that mean that the proponent has industrial foreshore that
allows him to use it is as he does now?
Mr. Long confirmed that the proponent has a tenure with the Province, but the marine
area which includes the area below the natural boundary was rezoned earlier this
year and the new Marine Zone (MAR-1) does not permit industrial uses. The
proponent would likely argue that he should be grandfathered, as there was no zoning
in place when he received the tenure.
PC-2017-29
RECOMMEND RE:
BYLAW NO. 895
(FAILED)

Moved/Seconded
THAT the Regional District of Mount Waddington Zoning Bylaw No. 21, Amendment
Bylaw No. 895, 2016, as amended, be given 2nd and 3rd readings that the RDMW
Zoning Bylaw No. 895, 2016 be adopted.
The motion failed with two in favour and seven opposed.
Director Corbett-Labatt asked if the proponent would still be required to withdraw from
the private managed forest and Director Hory advised that no, they would not.
7
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Mr. Long elaborated that as the act relates to a private managed forest, if you’re not
using the land located within the boundaries specified as a private managed forest,
you would be required to have it removed. The RDMW could advise the Private
Managed Forest Council of this and ask that it be removed.
Alternate Director Downey asked for clarity regarding site plans, building codes, etc.
and whether they would they be required. Mr. Long advised that under the current
system, the proponent not have to come back to the RDMW for permits of any kind.
Zoning regulations would apply for things like setbacks, but there is no process in
place to require building permits / inspections.
Alternate Director Downey asked if the proponent can build as it wishes and that the
Regional District would not attend until someone complained? Chair Soltau confirmed
the process would be complaint driven. Mr. Long confirmed that the Regional District
would have to contacted and provided with a written complaint and that the Regional
District will not be actively policing the property.
Chair Soltau advised that she was willing to entertain another motion.
Director Berry put forth a motion to pursue Option 3 with the amended version of
Bylaw No. 895. Director Hory seconded this motion.
Chair Soltau verified that the proponent would be required to enter into a development
agreement with the RDMW. Mr. Long advised that the development agreement was
in the package provided and was prepared with input from legal counsel as well as
the proponent.
Chair Soltau advised that she did not see any requirements for Department of
Fisheries and Oceans reports or engineering reports and would these be required?
Mr. Long confirmed that engineering requirements are outlined in the draft the
development agreement, but that the agreement does not specifically require any
reports from DFO or other government agencies.
Director Berry wanted to clarify that by making adoption of Bylaw No. 895 subject to
conditions, that this does not automatically mean that the Bylaw will be adopted and
that he was not in favor of automatic adoption.
Mr. Long advised that there he believes there is no obligation to adopt the Bylaw, but
that this should not be taken lightly a sit is sending a string message to the proponent
who is now required to satisfy conditions that the RPC and ultimately the Board of
Directors has sanctioned. Mr. Long advised that he check into this before the meeting
of the Board of Directors to consider the RPC recommendation in relation to Bylaw
No. 895.
Director Corbett-Labatt asked if the proponent will need to consult with all the
necessary government ministries. Mr. Long advised that the applicant has assured
the RDMW that the proponent will meet all the requirements of external agencies. In
this regard, there are requirements that must be adhered to in accordance with
legislation and regulations that are administered by other government agencies at the
federal and provincial levels.
Chair Soltau called for vote on the motion on the floor.
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PC-2017-30
RECOMMEND RE:
BYLAW NO. 895

Moved/Seconded/Carried
THAT Regional District of Mount Waddington Zoning Bylaw No. 21, Amendment
Bylaw No. 895, 2016, as amended, be given second and third readings;
AND FURTHER THAT Regional District of Mount Waddington Zoning Bylaw No. 21,
Amendment Bylaw No. 895, 2016, as amended, not be adopted until the following
conditions have been undertaken to the satisfaction of the Regional District of Mount
Waddington:
a) The owners / proponents enter into a development agreement in a form
satisfactory to the RDMW, that requires the proponents to undertake various
conditions or matters as part of the marine industrial development and its
operation, and that the development agreement be registered on the title of the
subject property in the form of a restrictive covenant; and,
b) The owners / proponents apply to the Private Managed Forest Council to withdraw
that portion of the property to be rezoned and used as part of the marine industrial
operation, from the private managed forest land designation and that such
removal is finalized.
In favour: Director Bood, Director Wainwright, Director Hory, Alternate Director
Downey, Director Corbett-Labatt
Opposed: Chair Soltau, Director Allen, Director Berry, Director Rushton.
I. NEXT MEETING DATE: As required.
J. ADJOURNMENT

RPC-2017-31
ADJOURNMENT

Moved
THAT the meeting be adjourned.

Time: 1:22 p.m.

CORRECT

APPROVED

SECRETARY: J. LONG

CHAIR: DIRECTOR SOLTAU
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF MOUNT WADDINGTON
STAFF REPORT

DATE:

January 10, 2018

FILE:

2017-ZBA-05

TO:

Regional Planning Committee

FROM:

Jeff Long, Manager of Planning & Development Services

RE:

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION - ZONING BYLAW AMENDMENT: MARYLOU
STONER C/O CLAYTON STONER, 904 LANQVIST ROAD, HYDE CREEK

APPLICANT:

Marylou Stoner (Agent)

OWNER:

Clayton Stoner

FOLIO NO.:

15122.350

PARCEL IDENTIFIER:

023-039-311

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Lot A, Section 15, Township 1, Rupert District, Plan VIP61039

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN:

Hyde Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 613, 2001

ZONING BYLAW:

Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, 2002

ZONE:

Rural Residential RU-1 Zone

PURPOSE
Marylou Stoner (hereafter “applicant”) has submitted a Development Application in her capacity as
agent on behalf of the property owner, Clayton Stoner, which requests consideration of an amendment
to Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, 2002 to rezone a portion of the property at 904 Lanqvist Road
from the Rural Residential RU-1 Zone (10 acre lots) to the Rural Residential RA-1 Zone (2 acre lots on
Hyde Creek sanitary sewer system and onsite well).
REGULATORY JURISDICTION
Part 14 - Planning and Land Use Management of the Local Government Act addresses local
governments’ roles regarding zoning bylaws. Section 479 gives local governments the authority to adopt
a zoning bylaw. A zoning bylaw can only be amended by bylaw. The Local Government Act stipulates
that a local government must not adopt a zoning bylaw without holding a public hearing on the bylaw for
the purpose of allowing the public to make representations to the local government respecting matters
contained in the proposed bylaw.
BACKGROUND
The applicant acts as agent for the property owner who owns a 1.76 hectare (4.35 acre) property
(“subject property”) addressed as 904 Lanqvist Road in Hyde Creek (see Location Map and Aerial
Images on pages 2 and 3). The owner wishes to rezone the subject property from the current Rural
Residential RU-1 Zone to the Rural Residential RA-1 Zone to allow for subdivision into two residential
10
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lots. This would require extension of the sewer main westward along Lanqvist Road from its present
terminus east of Velie Lane.
DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
The 1.76 hectare (4.35 acre) subject property is located on the north side of Lanqvist Road in the
unincorporated community of Hyde Creek. The subject property is bounded by the ocean (Broughton
Strait) to the north and Lanqvist Road to the south and is currently occupied by two mobile home
dwellings and two storage buildings. A portion of the property in the vicinity of the boundary with the
ocean has been cleared while the majority of the property is treed.

LOCATION MAP
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AERIAL IMAGES
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DESCRIPTION OF THE SURROUNDING AREA
Land uses in the vicinity of the subject property include:
North: ocean (Broughton Strait)
South: Lanqvist Road / residential lots ranging from 1.91 to 2.33 acres in size
East: residential lots ranging from 1.9 to 2.01 acres in size
West: residential lots ranging from 1 to 1.76 acres in size
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL
The proposal is to remove the two existing mobile home dwellings and subdivide the subject property
into two lots such that a single-family dwelling can be sited on each lot. This cannot be undertaken
under the present zoning category (see Zoning Map on page 5), the Rural Residential RU-1 Zone,
which permits a minimum lot size of 10 acres. The proposed Rural Residential RA-1 Zone allows lots of
a minimum of 2.5 acres that are serviced by an on-site well and septic disposal system and this would
not permit subdivision of the subject property into two lots given it is less than a total of 5 acres. This
having been said, the Rural Residential RA-1 Zone does permit lots of 2 acres where the lots are
serviced by on-site well and a communal sewage disposal system like the Hyde Creek sanitary sewer
system (HCSSS). In this regard, it is proposed that the subject property and future lots be serviced by
the HCSSS and the applicant has submitted a written request to the RDMW that the property be
included in the service area associated with the sewer system. This will require an amendment to the
service establishment bylaw for the Hyde Creek sewer system and the property owner would be
required to pay for extension of the actual sewer main from its present terminus to the east in the
Lanqvist Road road allowance.
POLICY AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK
Hyde Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 613, 2001
Hyde Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 613, 2001 outlines the goals and objectives for the
community of Hyde Creek which includes the Nimpkish Heights and Twin Peaks areas. Map No. 1
which forms part of Bylaw No. 613, applies land use designations to the lands within the plan area. In
this regard, the subject property and surrounding areas are included in the “Residential” land use
designation in which the predominant land use is for residential purposes. The polices of the
“Residential” land use designation that relate to the subject proposal and rezoning include:
1) The subdivision of land and development of any residential lots may be supported subject to the
following:
a) The site will have minimal impacts to existing natural resource operations in the area;
b) The site offers an attractive residential setting;
c) The development of the site supports clustered or infill development; and
d) Development is serviced by safe and secure individual supplies of potable water or by an approved
community water supply and distribution system. The development of water supplies should not
have a detrimental effect or impact on the water supply of adjacent properties or other users of the
water resource.
2) The preferred development pattern is low-density clustered growth.
3) The development must respond to the physical constraints of the site.
4) The proposed development must reflect current market realities.
5) The proposed site should be artfully integrated with the other residential uses and/or clusters to create
a unified land use plan.
6) All proposed subdivision development fronting on Broughton Strait, will be reviewed and approved by
the Provincial Approving Officer pursuant to Section 75(1)(c) of the Land Title Act.
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7) Developments shall not create or increase the risk from flooding and erosion, or negatively affect
downstream water users.
Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, 2002
As shown on the Zoning Map on page 4, the subject property is included in the Rural Residential RU-1
Zone. This zoning category permits single-family dwellings and has a minimum lot size requirement of
4.05 hectares (10 acres). The applicant is requesting that this zone be changed to the Rural
Residential RA-1 Zone which also permits single-family dwellings, but decreases the minimum required
lot size to 2.5 acres when serviced by private onsite well and sewage disposal systems, or 2 acres
when serviced by an onsite well and communal sewage system like the HCSSS. Properties to the east
and south are already included in the RA-1 Zone, and lots to the west are included in the Restricted
Residential RR-1 Zone which permits single family-dwellings on existing lots that are less than 2 acres
in size and are serviced by private onsite well and sewage disposal systems.
ZONING MAP

PLANNING ANALYSIS
The subject property and surrounding properties are designated for residential purposes by the Hyde
Creek Official Community Plan. The subject property and surrounding properties are also zoned for
residential use by the Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw.
The Rural Residential RU-1 Zone has been applied to some properties including the subject property,
that are not large enough to be subdivided into two lots on private onsite services and are not presently
serviced by the HCSSS, thereby allowing an even small lot size (2 acres). The applicant is requesting a
change to the Rural Residential RA-1 Zone which would allow 2 acre lots where the lots are serviced by
an onsite well and communal sewage disposal system. In this regard, the applicant has requested that
the subject property be serviced by the HCSSS and is willing to pay for the extension of the sewer main
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from its present terminus approximately 300 metres (985 feet) to the east in the Lanqvist Road road
allowance.
If the rezoning request is approved, but for whatever reason, the subject property does not end up
being connected to and serviced by the HCSSS, no further subdivision will be permitted. This is the
case at present as subdivision into two lots is not presently permitted. If connection to the HCSSS
proceeds as proposed, subdivision of the subject property into two residential lots of 2 acres or more
could be undertaken. In this regard, a Preliminary Subdivision Application would be required to be
submitted to the Ministry of Transportation and RDMW staff would review it and deal with servicing and
other detailed development matters as part of that process.
HYDE CREEK ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION
At its meeting on January 9, 2018, the Hyde Creek Advisory Planning Commission reviewed the
proposal to rezone the subject property and adopted a resolution indicating it had no objection to it.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Section 464 of the Local Government Act stipulates that a local government must not adopt a zoning
bylaw without holding a public hearing on the bylaw for the purpose of allowing the public to make
representations to the local government respecting matters contained in the proposed bylaw. A public
hearing may be waived if the zoning bylaw if the bylaw is consistent with the official community plan
bylaw. Staff is recommending that a public hearing be conducted on February 20, 2018 after first
reading has been given to proposed Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, Amendment Bylaw No. 933,
2018.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the following:
THAT the Board of Directors gives first reading to Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, Amendment
Bylaw No. 933, 2018 which proposes to amend Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648 to change the
applicable zoning category from the Rural Residential RU-1 Zone to the Rural Residential RA-1 Zone
with respect to the property described as follows:
Civic address:
Assessment Roll:
Parcel Identifier:
Legal Description:

904 Lanqvist Road
78515122.350
023-039-311
Lot A, Section 15, Township 1, Rupert District, Plan VIP61039

AND FURTHER THAT the Board of Directors directs staff to undertake preparations for advertising and
conducting a public hearing with respect to Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, Amendment Bylaw No.
933, 2018, at 1:45pm on February 20, 2018 at the Regional District administrative office addressed as
2044 McNeill Road, Port McNeill, BC, in accordance with the Local Government Act and the RDMW
Development Procedures Bylaw.
Respectfully submitted,

Jeff Long
Manager of Planning &Development Services
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF MOUNT WADDINGTON
HYDE CREEK ZONING BYLAW NO. 648,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 933, 2018
A Bylaw to Amend Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, 2002
WHEREAS the Regional District of Mount Waddington has received a Development Application
requesting an amendment to Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, 2002 to change the applicable
zoning classification for the property addressed as 904 Lanqvist Road in Hyde Creek in Electoral
Area ‘C’;
NOW THEREFORE the Board of Directors of the Regional District of Mount Waddington, in open
meeting assembled, hereby enacts as follows:
1. Citation
This Bylaw shall be cited as “Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, Amendment Bylaw No. 933, 2018”.
2. Zoning Map Amendment
Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, 2002 is hereby amended by changing the applicable zone for
that property described as “Lot A, Section 15, Township 1, Rupert District, Plan VIP61039” and
containing 1.76 hectares, as shown on Schedule “A” which is attached hereto and forms part of this
Bylaw, from the Rural Residential RU-1 Zone to the Rural Residential RA-1 Zone.

READ A FIRST TIME THIS

DAY OF

, 2018

PUBLIC HEARING HELD THIS

DAY OF

, 2018

READ A SECOND TIME THIS

DAY OF

, 2018

READ A THIRD TIME THIS
ADOPTED THIS

DAY OF

DAY OF

CHAIR

, 2018
, 2018

ADMINISTRATOR
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Property (Lot A, Section 15, Township 1,
Rupert District, Plan VIP61039) rezoned
from the Rural Residential RU-1 Zone
to the Rural Residential RA-1 Zone
by Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648,
Amendment Bylaw No. 933, 2018

Hyde Creek Zoning Bylaw No. 648, Amendment Bylaw No. 933, 2018
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2

SCHEDULE “A” TO HYDE CREEK ZONING BYLAW NO. 648,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 933, 2018

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF MOUNT WADDINGTON
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
PROCEDURES AND FEES BYLAW NO. 916,
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 934, 2018
A Bylaw to Amend Regional District of Mount Waddington Planning and Development
Procedures and Fees Bylaw No. 916, 2017
WHEREAS the Regional District of Mount Waddington deems it desirable to make housekeeping
changes to Regional District of Mount Waddington Planning and Development Procedures and Fees
Bylaw No. 916, 2017;
NOW THEREFORE the Board of Directors of the Regional District of Mount Waddington, in open
meeting assembled, hereby enacts as follows:
1. Citation
This Bylaw shall be cited as “Regional District of Mount Waddington Planning and Development
Procedures and Fees Bylaw No. 916, Amendment Bylaw No. 934, 2018”.
2. Amendment
a) Section 13. Miscellaneous Services of Schedule ‘O’ – APPLICATION FEES of Regional District of
Mount Waddington Planning and Development Procedures and Fees Bylaw No. 916, is hereby
deleted and replacing with the following new section 13. Miscellaneous Services:
13. Miscellaneous Services
Map or plan 0.61 meters by 0.91 meters (2 x 3 feet) or less in size
Map or plan greater than 0.61 meters by 0.91 meters (2 x 3 feet) in size, but less than
1.12 meters by 1.52 meters (3.67 feet by 5 feet):
Map or plan greater than 1.12 meters by 1.52 meters (3.67 feet by 5 feet):
Paper copies of documents: black & white - less than 28 x 43 cm (11 x 17 in)
- max of 28 x 43 cm (11 x 17 in)
colour - less than 28 x 43 cm (11 x 17 in)
- max of 28 x 43 cm (11 x 17 in)
Electronic scan of map or plan (no size limit):
Existing electronic copies of documents, plans and maps sent by email or transferred to a
storage device provided by the customer:
Property Title Search using the myLTSA service:

READ A FIRST TIME THIS

DAY OF

, 2018

READ A SECOND TIME THIS

DAY OF

, 2018

READ A THIRD TIME THIS

DAY OF

, 2018

ADOPTED THIS

DAY OF

CHAIR

, 2018

ADMINISTRATOR
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B.C. releases first decisions on cannabis regulation after
public engagement
https://news.gov.bc.ca/16006
Tuesday, December 5, 2017 10:00 AM
Victoria - After considering input from 48,951 British Columbians, and submissions from 141 local and Indigenous
governments and a range of other interested stakeholders, the Province has announced a number of key decisions
related to the anticipated legalization of non- medical cannabis in July 2018.
“Looking at the responses received, it’s clear that British Columbians support the priorities of protecting young
people, health and safety, keeping the criminal element out of cannabis and keeping roads safe, which will guide
the Province in developing B.C.’s regulatory framework for non-medical cannabis,” said Minister of Public Safety
and Solicitor General Mike Farnworth.
The following policy decisions were shaped by the feedback provided by those who participated in the engagement:

• Minimum age: British Columbia will set the minimum age to possess, purchase and consume cannabis at 19
years old. A minimum age of 19 is consistent with B.C.’s minimum age for alcohol and tobacco and with the age
of majority in B.C.

• Wholesale distribution of cannabis: Like other provinces, B.C. will have a government-run wholesale
distribution model. The BC Liquor Distribution Branch (LDB) will be the wholesale distributor of nonmedical cannabis in B.C.

• Retail of cannabis: The Province anticipates establishing a retail model that includes both public and private
retail opportunities and will share details regarding the model in early 2018.
From Sept. 25 to Nov. 1, 2017, the public and stakeholders were asked to share their input and expertise on a range
of issues related to the regulation of non-medical cannabis in B.C., including minimum age, personal possession,
public consumption, drug-impaired driving, personal cultivation, wholesale distribution and retail models.
Furthermore, the policy decisions announced today reflect the feedback received from the local government
members of the Joint Provincial-Local Government Committee on Cannabis Regulation (JCCR) and are endorsed
by the Union of B.C. Municipalities executive.
“We thank all British Columbians who provided their input during the important public and stakeholder engagement
process,” said Farnworth. “We will continue to consider your opinions as we further develop policy and legislation
that is in the best interests of this province, ensuring a made-in-B.C. approach to the legalization of non-medical
cannabis that will keep our roads and communities safe, protect young people, and promote public health and
safety.”
B.C. still has a number of key decisions to make as it prepares for the legalization of cannabis. These decisions will
be informed by the feedback collected through the public and stakeholder engagement, and on-going consultation
with local and Indigenous governments and other key stakeholders.
Learn More:
To read the Cannabis Regulation in B.C.: What We Heard report on public and stakeholder engagement, or to learn
more about the engagement process, visit:
http://engage.gov.bc.ca/BCcannabisregulation/
Contacts: Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General (250)213-3602
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Introduction

In 2015, the federal government committed to legalizing non-medical cannabis in Canada. On June 30,
2016, it established the Task Force on Cannabis Legalization and Regulation (the Task Force) to consult
and advise on the design of a new legislative and regulatory framework. The Task Force report was
released on December 13, 2016, and provides a comprehensive set of recommendations for
governments to consider.
On April 13, 2017, the federal government introduced Bill C-45, the Cannabis Act and Bill C-46 (the Act
to amend the Criminal Code), in the House of Commons. The Bills are currently making their way
through the parliamentary process. Bill C-46 amends the Criminal Code to simplify and strengthen its
approach to alcohol and drug impaired driving, and the federal government plans to move quickly to
bring the amendments into force once the Bill receives Royal Assent.
The federal government plans to bring Bill C-45 into force in July 2018; this will make non-medical
cannabis legal in Canada as of that date. Bill C-45 is largely based on the recommendations of the Task
Force. It seeks to balance the objectives of providing access to a regulated supply of cannabis,
implementing restrictions to minimize the harms associated with cannabis use, and reducing the scope
and scale of the illegal market and its associated social harms.
The federal government’s decision to legalize cannabis creates a corresponding need for provincial and
territorial governments to regulate it. While the federal government intends to assume responsibility for
licensing cannabis producers and regulating production and product standards, provinces and territories
will be responsible for many of the decisions about how non-medical cannabis is regulated in their
jurisdictions. These include, but are not limited to: distribution and retail systems; compliance and
enforcement regimes; age limits; restrictions on possession, public consumption and personal
cultivation; and amendments to road safety laws.
As it considers these important decisions, the BC Government wants to hear from local governments,
Indigenous governments and organizations, individual British Columbians, and the broad range of other
stakeholders that will be affected by cannabis legalization.
This discussion paper has been prepared to help inform this public and stakeholder engagement. It
addresses a number of key policy issues for BC, including minimum age, public possession and
consumption, drug-impaired driving, personal cultivation, and distribution and retail. It draws heavily
from the analysis of the Task Force, and identifies policy options to consider in developing a BC
regulatory regime for non-medical cannabis.
Note that this paper does not address regulation of medical cannabis. For now, the federal government
has decided to maintain a separate system for medical cannabis. The Province has a more limited role in
the medical cannabis system, and the policy issues and policy choices available are very different, in part
because of a history of court cases related to the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
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Minimum Age

While Bill C-45 establishes a minimum age of 18 years to buy, grow, and publicly possess up to 30 grams
of non-medical cannabis, provinces and territories can choose to establish a higher minimum age in
their jurisdictions. This is consistent with the Task Force recommendations.
•

BC could accept the federal minimum age of 18. However, the minimum age to buy tobacco and
alcohol in BC is 19. 19 is also the BC age of majority, when minors become legal adults. In
addition, since significant numbers of high school students turn 18 before they graduate, a
minimum age of 18 could increase the availability of cannabis to younger teens.

•

BC could set the minimum age at 19. This would be consistent with the minimum ages for
tobacco and alcohol, and with the BC age of majority.

•

BC could set the minimum age at 21 or higher. Emerging evidence suggests that cannabis use
could affect brain development up to age 25. As a result, many health professionals favour a
minimum age of 21.
However, as the Task Force recognized, setting the minimum age too high could have
unintended consequences. Currently, persons under 25 are the segment of the population most
likely to use cannabis. The greater the number of young users who cannot buy legal cannabis,
the more likely that there will continue to be a robust illegal market where they can continue to
buy untested and unregulated cannabis.

Finally, it’s important to note that a legal minimum age is not the only tool to discourage cannabis use
by young persons. As an example, public education campaigns that provide information about how
cannabis use can limit academic performance and future opportunities have been found to be effective.

Personal Possession - Adults

Bill C-45 establishes a 30 gram limit on public possession of dried cannabis. Practically, this means that
this is the maximum amount that an adult could buy and take home at any one time (for context, one
joint typically contains between .33g to 1g of cannabis). The legislation also sets possession limits for
other forms of cannabis (e.g. oils, solids containing cannabis, seeds) and the federal government intends
to add other types of cannabis products (e.g. edibles) by regulation at a later date.
The 30 gram limit is consistent with the Task Force recommendation and with public possession limits in
other jurisdictions that have legalized non-medical cannabis. The reason for public possession limits is
that possession of large amounts of cannabis can be an indicator of intent to traffic, so a public
possession limit can help law enforcement to distinguish between legal possession for personal use, and
illegal possession for the purpose of trafficking.
Provinces and territories cannot increase the public possession limit, but they can set a lower limit.
However, a consistent possession limit across the provinces and territories would be easier for the
public to understand and comply with.
Page 3 of 8
September 2017
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Personal Possession – Youths

While persons under 18 will not be able to buy or grow cannabis under Bill C-45, they are not prohibited
from possessing up to 5 grams of dried cannabis or equivalent amounts for other cannabis products.
This is consistent with the Task Force report, which took the position that youth should not be
criminalized for possession of relatively small amounts of cannabis. However, provinces and territories
can establish laws that prohibit possession by persons under an established provincial minimum age.
Such a provincial law would not result in a criminal conviction and would be similar to how BC deals with
alcohol – persons under 19 are prohibited from possessing alcohol, and a law enforcement officer can
confiscate it and has the option of issuing a ticket.

Public consumption

Bill C-45 will amend the federal Non-smokers’ Health Act to prohibit cannabis smoking and vaping in
certain federally-regulated places (e.g. planes, trains), but regulation of public consumption of cannabis
will otherwise fall within provincial and territorial jurisdiction.
BC can restrict where non-medical cannabis can be consumed, and can place different restrictions on
different types of consumption (e.g. smoked, eaten). If BC does not legislate restrictions on public
consumption by the time Bill C-45 comes into force, it will be legal to smoke, vape, and otherwise
consume cannabis in public, including in places where tobacco smoking and vaping are forbidden.
For the purpose of considering potential restrictions on public consumption, it may be helpful to
consider cannabis smoking and vaping separately from other forms of consumption.

Cannabis Smoking and Vaping
The Task Force recommended that current restrictions on public tobacco smoking be extended to
cannabis. In BC, both tobacco smoking and vaping are currently prohibited in areas such as
workplaces, enclosed public spaces, on health authority and school board property, and in other
prescribed places such as transit shelters, and common areas of apartment buildings and community
care facilities.
BC has a number of options to consider:
•

BC could extend existing restrictions on tobacco smoking and vaping to cannabis smoking and
vaping – under provincial law, adults would then be allowed to smoke or vape cannabis
anywhere they can smoke or vape tobacco. Depending on the regulatory scheme established by
the Province, local governments may also be able to establish additional restrictions, such as
prohibiting cannabis smoking and vaping in public parks.

•

BC could prohibit public cannabis smoking altogether, but allow cannabis vaping wherever
tobacco smoking and vaping are allowed. Compared to smoking, vaped cannabis has a reduced
odour and is less likely to be a nuisance to passersby. In addition, banning public cannabis
smoking could help avoid normalizing cannabis use.
Page 4 of 8
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BC could also prohibit public cannabis smoking and vaping altogether and establish a licensing
scheme to allow designated consumption areas, e.g. cannabis lounges. However, it is unlikely
that such a licensing scheme could be implemented in time for legalization.

Other forms of consumption:
While edible, drinkable, and topical forms of cannabis will not be commercially available immediately
upon legalization, the federal government intends to regulate the production and manufacturing of
these products for sale at some point. In addition, adults will be allowed to make their own edible
and other products at home.
Public consumption of non-inhaled forms of cannabis would be very difficult to detect and enforce.
While BC could legislate restrictions on public consumption of these forms of cannabis, it may be
more practical to rely on public intoxication and disorderly conduct laws to manage intoxication
issues related to public consumption.

Drug-impaired Driving

With 17% of British Columbians reporting cannabis use within the previous year 1, we know that it’s very
likely that a number of British Columbians are already driving with cannabis in their system, whether
they are impaired or not. In 2016, drugs (cannabis or otherwise) were a contributing factor in fewer than
8% of BC road fatalities; however, legalization raises legitimate concerns about the potential for
cannabis-impaired driving to increase, and make our roads less safe.
Drug-impaired driving is already prohibited under the Criminal Code, but Bill C-46 would overhaul
existing impaired driving provisions and specifically address cannabis impairment. The amendments will
provide authority for the federal government to set a blood tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) limit beyond
which a person can be criminally charged with cannabis-impaired driving. This is similar to the blood
alcohol limits in place for alcohol-impaired driving.
The proposed federal criminal penalties for drug-impaired driving range from a minimum of a $1,000
fine to up to a maximum of 10 years in jail.
In BC, police who stop an alcohol-impaired driver can charge the driver criminally, but they also have the
option of issuing an Immediate Roadside Prohibition (IRP) or an Administrative Driving Prohibition (ADP)
under the BC Motor Vehicle Act. Sanctions can include licence prohibitions, monetary penalties, vehicle
impoundment, and license reinstatement fees. These programs have been very effective in reducing the
number of road fatalities on BC roads.
While the IRP and ADP schemes do not currently apply to drug-impaired driving, police officers in BC do
have the option to issue a 24-hour roadside prohibition to a suspected drug-affected driver, with or
without a criminal charge.

1

Canadian Tobacco, Alcohol and Drugs Survey, 2015
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One key challenge is that unlike with blood alcohol, there is not enough scientific evidence to link a
particular blood THC level with impairment. In fact, it is known that THC can remain in the blood after
any impairment has resolved, particularly for frequent users. An IRP or ADP-type scheme would
therefore have to rely on other ways to assess impairment, such as a Standard Field Sobriety Test (SFST)
conducted by a trained police officer, or evaluation by a Drug Recognition Expert (DRE). The approval of
oral fluid screening devices and/or the setting of per se limits by the federal government could also
influence the introduction of an administrative regime for drug-impaired driving.
BC could consider one or more of the following to address the risk that cannabis legalization could lead
to increased impaired driving:
•

BC could launch a public education and awareness campaign to inform British Columbians about
the risks and potential consequences of cannabis-impaired driving.

•

BC could set a zero-tolerance standard in respect of blood THC content for drivers in the
Graduated Licensing Program (drivers with an “L” or “N” designation) and/or for drivers under a
specific age threshold.

•

BC could invest in SFST and DRE training for more police officers.

•

BC could expand the IRP and/or ADP programs to include drug-impaired driving.

Personal Cultivation

Bill C-45 allows adults to grow up to 4 cannabis plants per household, up to a maximum plant height of
100 centimetres. Bill C-45 does not place restrictions on where plants can be located (indoor vs.
outdoor) and does not require home growers to put any security measures in place, but it is open to
provinces and territories to establish such restrictions.
In considering personal cultivation, the Task Force acknowledged concerns about risks such as mould,
fire hazards associated with improper electrical installation, use of pesticides, and risk of break-in and
theft. However, it noted that these concerns were largely shaped by experience with large scale illegal
grow operations, and found that on balance, allowing small-scale home cultivation of up to four plants
was reasonable.
The Task Force recognized the need for security measures to prevent theft and youth access, and for
guidelines to ensure that cannabis plants are not accessible to children. The Task Force also suggested
that local authorities should establish oversight and approval frameworks, such as a requirement that
individuals be required to notify local authorities if they are undertaking personal cultivation.
In thinking about possible restrictions on personal cannabis cultivation, it may be helpful to keep in mind
that it is legal in Canada to grow tobacco and to produce wine or beer at home for personal use with
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very few restrictions. In particular, the law does not require specific security measures to prevent theft,
or access by children and youth. 2
BC has several options to consider regarding restrictions on home cultivation of non-medical cannabis:
•

BC could adopt a lower limit than 4 plants per household for non-medical cannabis cultivation.

•

BC could set restrictions regarding where and how non-medical cannabis can be grown at home.
For example, it could: prohibit outdoor cultivation; allow outdoor cultivation but require that
plants not be visible from outside the property; and/or require that any outdoor plants be
secured against theft.

•

BC could establish a registration requirement for persons who want to grow non-medical
cannabis at home. However, there would be significant costs associated with administering a
registration requirement, and the benefits may be questionable, since those who do not plan to
comply with laws on home cultivation may be unlikely to register in the first place.

•

If BC decides not to implement one or more of the above measures, local governments could be
authorized to do so.

Distribution Model

Under Bill C-45, each province or territory will decide how cannabis will be distributed in its jurisdiction.
Distribution is the process by which goods are supplied to retailers that sell to consumers. Distributors
are often called wholesalers.
There are three basic models for the warehousing and distribution of cannabis to retailers in BC:
government, private, or direct.
•

Government distribution – In this model, government would be responsible for warehousing
and distribution of cannabis. Licensed producers would send cannabis products to a government
distributor, which would then fill orders from cannabis retailers. Government distribution allows
for direct control over the movement of cannabis products, but requires significant up-front
investment and set-up. The Task Force heard strong support for government distribution, noting
that it has proven effective with alcohol.

•

Private distribution – In this model, one or more private businesses could be responsible for the
physical warehousing and distribution of cannabis. However, significant government oversight
would be required in the form of licensing, tracking and reporting requirements, as well as
regular audits and inspections.

•

Direct distribution – In this model, the province would authorize federally licensed producers to
distribute their own products directly to retailers. This model would also require significant

2

Parents have a general legal duty to supervise and keep their children safe, but the law does not create specific
requirements to protect children from all of the potential dangers that may be present in a home (e.g., alcohol,
prescription drugs, and poisons).
Page 7 of 8
September 2017

26

DISCUSSION PAPER

Cannabis Legalization and Regulation in BC

government oversight and could make it challenging for smaller producers to get their products
to market.

Retail

Under Bill C-45, each province or territory will decide the retail model for cannabis in its jurisdiction.
Recognizing that the July 2018 timeline may not give provinces or territories enough time to establish
their retail regimes before legalization, the federal government will implement an online retail system as
an interim solution.
BC has a number of options for retail:
•

BC could establish a public or private retail system, or potentially a mix of both, as currently
exists for alcohol. A public system would require significant up-front investment in retail
infrastructure, but there could also be additional revenue generated from retail sales. A private
system would require a more robust licensing, compliance and enforcement system, but the
associated costs could be recovered through licensing fees.
In a private retail system, it could be possible to allow some existing illegal dispensaries to
transition into the legal system; in a public system such as that planned in Ontario, this would
not be possible.

•

BC could require that cannabis be sold in dedicated storefronts, or it could allow cannabis to be
sold out of existing businesses such as liquor stores or pharmacies.
One public health concern about co-locating cannabis with other products is that it could expose
significant numbers of people to cannabis products who might not otherwise seek them out;
this could contribute to normalization or more widespread use. In addition, the Task Force
strongly recommended against allowing co-location of alcohol or tobacco sales with cannabis,
but recognized that separating them could be a challenge in remote communities where a
dedicated cannabis storefront might not be viable.

•

BC could establish a direct-to-consumer mail-order system. This could help provide access to
legal cannabis for those in rural and remote locations and persons with mobility challenges.

Conclusion

Cannabis legalization presents complex policy challenges for the Province. We expect that, as in other
jurisdictions that have legalized, it will take several years to develop, establish, and refine an effective
non-medical cannabis regime that over time eliminates the illegal market. The information gathered
through this engagement will inform the Province’s policy decisions. We appreciate your interest and
feedback.
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