
Agricultural Land Cammissian 
133-4940 Canada Way 
Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 4K6 
Tel: 604·660·7000 
Fax: 604·660·7033 
www.alc.gov.bc.ca 

November 16, 2007 Please reply to the attention of Roger Cheetham 

Erik Lund, Director, Juan de Fuca Electoral A 
Capital Regional District 
2-6868 West Coast Road 
Sooke, BC VOS 1 NO 

Dear Sir: 

Re: Proposed Amendment to Official Community Plan for East Sooke - Amendment Bylaw No. 3434 and 
Proposed Amendment to Sooke Land Use Bylaw - Amendment Bylaw No. 3435. 

Our Refs: C - 35529; C - 30637; C - 26508; C - 36733 
Your Refs: CRD Z - 10 - 06; ALR - 02 - 05 and ALR - 02 - 04 

We would like to thank you for the copy of your letter dated October 24, 2007 that was sent to Bert van Dalfsen 
of the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands. In reply, we wish to add the following comments to those that were 
made In our letter dated September 21, 2007. 

The Agricultural Land Commission Act (the Act) requires that local governments must ensure that all municipal 
bylaws are consistent with the Act. Thus, In the Commission's view, such bylaws must generally permit all farm 
activities as defined in the Act and regulations within the ALR that are conducted in accordance with 
recognised codes of practice. We understand that the proposed Rural Zone - A Imposes limitations on 
agriculture and accordingly if so the Commission would be opposed to this zone. 

The situation with regard to the proposed DPA is less clear-cut. As pointed out in our previous letter there are 
good reasons for the use of a DPA at the ALR interface. This Is not only from the point of view of protecting 
agriculture. It is also, bearing In mind the many forms of agriculture that could potentially occur within the ALR, 
from the point of view of protecting development adjacent to agriculture. The Commission thus strongly 
supports the use of the DPA and believes that the Board took a positive step In including the DPA provision In 
this and other recently adopted OCPs In the district. Notwithstanding these views, the Commission does not 
take the position that the DPA is essential to ensure consistency with the Act and would not oppose its removal 
from the three properties affected by the recent inclusion should the Board so decide. 

Our review of the DPA dos not suggest that it will result in the Imposition of any major constraints on the use of 
the land affected by the DPA and it is believed that it might be possible for the issues raised by Jennifer Paulus 
in her e·mail correspondence and telephone conversation with Roger Cheetham to be resolved without the 
elimination of the DPA. 

Yours truly, 

PROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION 

Per: 

I Erik Karlsen, Chair 

Cc Bert van Dalfsen. MInistry of Agriculture and Lands 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, Victoria 
Kris Nichols, Manager, Local Area Planning, CRD 
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Agricultural Land Commission 
133-4940 Canada Way 
Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 4K6 
Tel: 604·660-7000 
Fax: 604·660-7033 
www.alc.gov.bc.ca 

September 21, 2007 Please reply to the attention of Roger Cheetham 

Erik Lund, Director, Juan de Fuca Electoral A 
Capital Regional District 
2-6868 West Coast Road 
Sooke, BC VOS 1NO 

Dear Sir: \ 

Re: Proposed Amendment to Official Community Plan for East Sooke - Amendment Bylaw 
No. 3434 and Proposed Amendment to Sooke Land Use Bylaw - Amendment Bylaw No. 
3435. 

Our Refs: C - 35529; C - 30637; C - 26508; C - 36733 
Your Refs: CRD Z -10 - 06; ALR - 02 - 05 ~nd ALR - 02 - 04 

We would like to thank you for the copy of your letter dated ih'September 2007 that was sent 
to Bert vail Dalfsen of the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands, in response to which we 
comment as follows. 

In a letter to the Capital Regional District cjated 18th February, 2002 (copy enclosed), in 
) response to the referral of proposed amendments to the Sooke OCP and Sooke Land Use 

Bylaw 'relating specifically to the Silver Spray Lands, the Commission commented on the 
need for special care to be exercised at the ALR interface. It suggested that the DPA 
provisions that specifically related to the Silver Spray property be expanded to include 
appropriate measures for the protection of farming. Extracts from the City of Surrey's OCP 
were enclosed as an example of how a DPA for the Protection of Farming might be drafted. 

The Commission was accordingly pleased to note that DPA provisions for the protection of 
farmland had been included in the new plan for East Sooke and that these provisions also 
appeared in the OCPs for Shirley/Jordan Rilier and Otter Point. In a letter dated 1zth July 
2006 the Commission specifically commended the regional district on the inclusion of these 
provisions. 

In this' light the Commission Is concerned that the Land Use Committee has passed a motion 
reducing the DPA for the protection offarm land from 30 metres to 15 metres in the East 
Sooke OCP and that, further, the committee has suggested that the DPA be removed in its 
entirety for the three lots affected by the recent exclusion and Inclusions from the ALR in 
terms of Commission resolutions 187/2006 and 413/2006. 
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Page 2 - Capital RO 

There has been a growing awareness, particularly In the last 10 years, of the need,. 
especially in the more urbanised and urbanlslng areas of the provinoe to ensure that 
measures are put In place to reduce the potential for conflicts at the agricultural/urban 
interface. This is necessary from the point of view of the residents that live adjacent to the 
boundary whose enjoyment of their property could be affected by the agricultural activities 
being carried on across the boundary. It Is also necessary to protect the farmer from 
Impacts on farm land caused, inter alia, by trespass and conflicts between domestic and farm 
animals. These conflicts are heightened as density Increases and agriculture intensifies. 

There are several publications that are helpful in understanding these issues, all of which can 
be found on the Commlsslon:s web site at www.alc.gov.bc.ca. These Include: 

\ 

• Planning Subdivisions Near Agriculture (a copy of this document is enclosed) 
• Subdivision Near Agriculture - A Guide for Approving Officers 
• Planning for Agriculture Chapter 8 - Planning along Agriculture's Edge 

In this light we strongly urge the Land Use Committee to reconsider its position with regard to 
the OPA with a view to maintaining the 30m meter buffer and to applying it to all properties 
adjacent to the ALA. In the Commission's opinion, the use of the OPA will not result in any 
major Impediments being placed on the development of the properties adjacent to the ALR 
boundary alid should not be considered as an onerous 'and unjustified requirement. Rather 
it will help ensure that conflicts at the Interface will be minimized, to everyone's benefit 
including the owners of adjoining residential properties. 

Turning now to the proposed amendment to the land use bylaw we note that it Is Intended 
that part 'of Lot 1, Section 88 be zoned as Rural Zone - A within which we understand some 
limitations are placed on agriculture. We draw your attention to Section 46 (2) of the 
Agricultural Land Commission Act (the Act) which requires that local governments ensure 
that all bylaw provisions are consistent with the Act failing which under Section 46 (4) those 
provisions are of no force and effect. The Commission considers that the codes of practice 
in terms of theFarm Praotioes Protection (Rlghtto Farm) ACt'aresUfficlei1rtoeIYSanrtl'lar - - -
agricultural practices do not cause unreasonable impacts on properties that adjoin farms. It 
is, In this light, generally opposed to any additional restrictions being placed on farming 
activities. The Land Use Committee is thus requested to reconsider the proposed 
amendment with a view to including the entire property within the Agriculture zone. 

Yours truly, 

.COMMISSION 

Erik Karlsen, Chair 

Cc Bert van Dalfsen. Ministry of Agriculture and Lands 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologlst, Vict<;>ria 
Kris Nichols, Manager, Local Area Planning, CRO 
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February 18, 2002 

Ken Cossey 
Planner-Administrator' 
Capital Regional District 
2205 Otter Point Road 
Sooke, BC VOS INO 

Dear Sir: 

Reply to the attention of Roger Cheetham 

\ 

Re: Bylaws Nos. 2950 and 2951: Silver Spray Investments, East Sooke 

Our Ref: 30637 

Thank you for your letter dated 7'11 February 2002 inviting review of the amendments to the 
Sooke Land Use Bylaw and the East Sooke Community Plan. 

As indicated in our previous comments we believe that special care is needed at the ALR 
interface to ensure that the land within the reserve is protected. We note that use has been made 
of Development Permit Areas to ensure thaHhe development is sensitive to the area within which 
it is to be located and draw your attention to the inclusion of the protection offanning in the 
provisions of Section 879 of the Local Government Act. We suggest that you accordingly 
expand the requirements of the existing DPA provisions to include appropriate measures to 
ensure that such protection offannland is achieved. For your assistance we enclose extracts 
from the Surrey OCP relating to its DPA for the Protection of Fanning and from "Planning for 
Agriculture" which can be found on the Commission's web page at 
http://apps.icompasscanada.comllrc/. You will note that set back distances of30 metres, along 
with fencing and buffering, are recommended. 

Yours truly, 

LAND RESERVE COMMJSSION 

Per: Off 
f K. B. Miller, Chief Executive Officer 

Cc Michael Betts, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food 

RC/lve7Encl. 
I:30637mI. 
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BRITISH 
COLUMBIA 

'I he llest Place 011 Earth 

November 13, 2007 

Erik Lund, Director 
Juan de Fuca Electoral Area 
Capital Regional District 
#2 - 6868 West Coast Rd. 
PO Box 283 
Sooke, B.C. 
VOS 1NO 

Dear Mr. Lund: 

File: 55510-25/RDCAP-
Bylaws 

By fax to: 250 - 642-5274 

I am replying to your letter of October 24, 2007 regarding our previous correspondence 
on your Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment bylaw no. 3434 and Sooke Land 
Use Bylaw amendment bylaw no. 3435. 

The issue of the non-farm I farm interface is an issue that the Ministry has been working 
to develop guidelines on. The Capital Regional District has addressed this issue in its 
OCP bylaws for various parts of the Juan de Fuca Electoral Area which contained the 
buffer around ALR lands. 

The Ministry has taken a shared responsibility approach to planning along the ALR 
boundary to improve land use compatibility. On the urban side provisions such as a 15-
metre wide vegetative buffer, 30-metre building setback and a notification of farming 
occurrence on titles on properties being developed within 300 m of the ALR boundary 
will promote compatibility. On the farm side of the ALR boundary there are a series of 
proposed restrictions enabled through a farm bylaw. Farm side restrictions could include 
larger building setbacks to a variety of structures and some restrictions to farm 
activities. The farm bylaw would require a local government to be regulated under s.918 
of the Local Government Act and be subject to the approval of the Minister of 
Agriculture and Lands. 

While the 15-metre buffer is seen as a positive step for promoting land use 
compatibility, it would not be deemed as a required provision by the Ministry. 

Ministry of Agriculture 
and Lands 

Resource Management 
Branch 

Mailing Address: 
1767 Angus Campbell Road 
Abbotsford. B.C,. V3G 2M3 

Te~phone: (604) 556,3109 
toll free: 1888 221·7141 

Facsimile: (604) 556,3099 

Strengthening Farming Web Address: 
hltpi/www.al.gov.bo.calresmgmUsU 
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Mr. Lund: November 9, 2007 
Page 2 

As I stated previously, our preference for the Sooke Land Use Bylaw would be that its 
definitions, setbacks, and other provisions be consistent with our "Guide for Bylaw 
Development in Farming Areas". In the case of the zoning on the subject property, 
under bylaw no. 3435, our preference is that the Agriculture - AG zone apply to all of 
the land in the ALA. The expansion of the Rural - A zone on the property in question is 
not supported because its i50-metre setback to residential zones for "intensive farming" 
could limit the potential farm uses on the subject site and in other areas. 

Should these bylaws go forward to the Ministry of Community Services for approval 
without satisfactory changes, we will forward our concerns to that ministry. 

As I stated previously, this Ministry is willing to work the CRD on bylaw amendments 
that would minimise potential disturbances from farm dust, odour, and noise and that 
would demonstrate support for farming. The results of that cooperative effort could 
include Development Permit Area guidelines that address the concerns of farmland 
neighbours while avoiding future disturbances of and by agriculture. 

Retaining the potential for agriculture in the communities of the Capital Region is 
considered part of sustainability planning. Having bylaws that help avoid the classic 
conflicts between neighbours over such matters as noise, dust, and odours will 
strengthen agriculture in the CRD in the long-term. 

Yours sincerely, 

Bert van Dalfsen 
Manager 
Strengthening Farming Program 

pc: Kris Nichols, Manager, Local Area Planning, CRD 
Roger Cheetham, Regional Planner, Agricultural Land Commission 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, BCMAL 
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occurrence on titles on properties being developed within 300 m of the ALR boundary 
will promote compatibility. On the farm side of the ALR boundary there are a series of 
proposed restrictions enabled through a farm bylaw. Farm side restrictions could include 
larger building setbacks to a variety of structures and some restrictions to farm 
activities. The farm bylaw would require a local government to be regulated under 6.918 
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Q 
BHITISH 

COLUIVlBIA 
The Be,! Placc on Earth 

November 13, 2007 

Erik Lund, Director 
Juan de Fuca Electoral Area 
Capital Regional District 
#2 - 6868 West Coast Rd. 
PO Box 283 
Sooke, B.C. 
VOS 1NO 

Dear Mr. L\md: 

File: 55510-25/RDCAP-
Bylaws 

By fax to: 250 - 642·5274 

I am replying to your letter of October 24, 2007 regarding our previous correspondence 
on your Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment bylaw no. 3434 and Sooke Land 
Use Bylaw amendment bylaw no. 3435. 
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activities. The farm bylaw would require a local government to be regulated under s.918 
of the Local Government Act and be subject to the approval of the Minister of 
Agriculture and Lands. 

While the 15-metre buffer is seen as a positive step for promoting land use 
compatibility, it would not be deemed as a required provision by the Ministry. 

Ministry of Agriculture 
and Lands 

Resource Management 
Branch 

Mailing Address: 
1767 Angus Campbell Road 
Abbolslord. B.C., V3G 2M3 

Telep\lQne: (604) 556·3109 
lolll"e: 1 888 221-7141 

Facsimile: (604) 556·3099 

Sirengihening Farming Web Address: 
hI1p1Iwww.al.gov.bc.cairesmgmVslI 
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Mr. Lund: November 9, 2007 
Page 2 

As I stated previously, our preference for the Sooke Land Use Bylaw would be that its 
definitions, setbacks, and other provisions be consistent with our "Guide for Bylaw 
Development in Farming Areas". In the case of the zoning on the subject property, 
under bylaw no. 3435, our preference is that the Agriculture - AG zone apply to all of 
the land in the ALR. The expansion of the Rural - A zone on the property in question is 
not supported because its 150-metre setback to residential zones for "intensive farming" 
could limit the potential farm uses on the subject site and in other areas. 

Should these bylaws go forward to the Ministry of Community Services for approval 
without satisfactory changes, we will forward our concerns to that ministry. 

As I stated previously, this Ministry is willing to work the CRD on bylaw amendments 
that would minimise potential disturbances from farm dust, odour, and noise and that 
would demonstrate support for farming. The results of that cooperative effort could 
include Development Permit Area guidelines that address the concerns of farmland 
neighbours while avoiding future disturbances of and by agriculture. 

Retaining the potential for agriculture in the communities of the Capital Region is 
considered part of sustainability planning.· Having bylaws that help avoid'the classic' , 
conflicts between neighbours over such matters as noise, dusf, and odours:will . . 
strengthen agriculture in the CRD in the long-term. . '.,." . 

Yours sincerely, 

Bert van Dalfsen 
Manager 
Strengthening Farming Program 

pc: Kris Nichols, Manager, Local Area Planning, CRD 
Roger Cheetham, Regional Planner, Agricultural Land Commission 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, BCMAL 

Mr. Lund: November 9, 2007 
Page 2 

As I stated previously, our preference for the Sooke Land Use Bylaw would be that its 
definitions, setbacks, and other provisions be consistent with our "Guide for Bylaw 
Development in Farming Areas". In the case of the zoning on the subject property, 
under bylaw no. 3435, our preference is that the Agriculture - AG zone apply to all of 
the land in the ALR. The expansion of the Rural - A zone on the property in question is 
not supported because its 150-metre setback to residential zones for "intensive farming" 
could limit the potential farm uses on the subject site and in other areas. 

Should these bylaws go forward to the Ministry of Community Services for approval 
without satisfactory changes, we will forward our concerns to that ministry. 

As I stated previously, this Ministry is willing to work the CRD on bylaw amendments 
that would minimise potential disturbances from farm dust, odour, and noise and that 
would demonstrate support for farming. The results of that cooperative effort could 
include Development Permit Area guidelines that address the concerns of farmland 
neighbours while avoiding future disturbances of and by agriculture. 

Retaining the potential for agriculture in the communities of the Capital Region is 
considered part of sustainability planning.· Having bylaws that help avoid'the classic' , 
conflicts between neighbours over such matters as noise, dusf, and odours:will . . 
strengthen agriculture in the CRD in the long-term. . '.,." . 

Yours sincerely, 

Bert van Dalfsen 
Manager 
Strengthening Farming Program 

pc: Kris Nichols, Manager, Local Area Planning, CRD 
Roger Cheetham, Regional Planner, Agricultural Land Commission 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, BCMAL 

Page 10 
AGR-2013-00028



CAPITAL 
REGIONAL 
DISTRICT 

DIRECTOR, JUAN DE FUCA ELECTORAL AREA 

2·6868 West Coast Rd, PO Box 283. Sooket Be VoS lNo IT 250.642.1500 I F 250.642.5274 I www.crd.bc.ca 

October 24, 2007 

Bert van Dalfsen, PEng, Manager 
Strengthening Farming Program 
Ministry of Agriculture and Lands 
Resource Management Branch 
1767 Angus Campbell Road 
Abbotsford, BC V3G 2M3 

Dear Mr. van Dalfsen: 

I 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 

AND LANDS 

Re: Land Use Planning Committee Motions on Proposed Amendment Bylaw No. 3434 and 
Sooke Land Use Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 3435 
Lot 1, Plan VIP72026, Section 88 
ALR files: C-36733; CRD flies: Z-10-06, ALR-02-05 & ALR-02-04 

Further to my letter of August 30, 2007 with regard to the above, I am writing to advise you of the Land 
Use Committee (LUC) motion made at the October 9, 2007 meeting which reads as follows: 

"that the LUC clearly inform the ALC of the affect of imposing a buffer on the three properties, not 
otherwise there, and that we had given first reading to the previous bylaw in an attempt to avoid the 
unintended effect. The purpose of the bylaw was essentially to relieve the three properties of the buffer 
requirement and for that reason we would hope that they could support it as a remedy to a problem that 
does not cause adverse affects to farming, is not contrary to the ALR and does not impact ALR lands in 
any way. Jfthe current model is unacceptable, could they make recommendations?" 

Please find attached for your information and records the minutes from the Land Use Committee meeting 
of October 9, 2007 which will give you a better understanding of the points and concerns raised by 
Committee members. 

Should the Land Use Committee approve the rezoning and the buffer as proposed, would your Ministry or 
the Land Commission reject the OCP amendment for this rezoning application? 

I look forward to your early response in order that we may take it back to the LUC for their 
November 13,2007 meeting. If you require any fmiher information please contact Kris Nichols, 
Manager Local Area Planning at (250) 642-1500, local206. 

/' 
/' 

~~~ 
Erik Lund ~ 
Director, Juan de Fuca Electoral Area 

cc: Roger Cheetham, Agricultural Land Commission, MAL 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, MAL 
Kris Nichols, Manager Local Area Planning 

Attachments: LUC Minutes of October 9, 2007 
Serving the Citizens or the Juan de Fuca Electoral Area 

W\.Vlv.crd,bc,ca/jdf 
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CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT 
JUAN DE FUCA LAND USE COMMITTEE 
Minutes of Meeting held October 9, 2007 

b) DP-14-07 - Blythe Barlow, 8061 West Coast Road 
(Blythe Barlow in Attendance) 

K. Nichols reviewed the staff report and noted that a section 219 covenant would be required 
on this property. 

MOVED by John Stewardson, SECONDED by Ken Douch that it be recommended to the 
Regional Board: 

3 

I. That a floodplain exemption be granted for the reconstructed deck to be located at the high 
water mark in accordance with the terms and condit[olfsgfDevelopment Permit 
(DP-14-07). ' -

2. That Development Permit (DP-14-07) for the"{onstruction of a multi-level deck on Lot B, 
Section 32, Otter District, Plan 16163 b.~j\pproYed subjecUo the following conditions: 

,-"- -. ~ -

a) That the sun deck shall remain as~detailelin Att~chment {" 
b) That the sun deck remain<is~~ssessed in the geotechnicai:and structural engineer 

reports by CMS Engineering Ltdasper Attachments 2 and 3. . 
CARRIED 

6. Rezoning Applications .,. ..'" 
(a) Z-lO-06 - WestCoast DesigiI,fo'I'Wehrhahn/Stone) 1030 Parkheights, East Sooke 

(Laurie Wallace in Attendancefor theApplicants) , 

Dr. Alex vanNetten;9QO Parkheights .. , 
Dr. van NeHen expressed ,his concern-aBout the imposition of the ALR buffer but also stated 
that he Ii:ad no problem ,Vith his neighll()w's subdivision for his children. The process has 
affected his hlnd; he was not notified ab~out hoW the buffer would affect his land and feels that 
bi$ifights have beenviohited:lrl(he LUCcommittee letters to the ALR it mentions that the 
;reighboursihad beerhvronged. The minjlt~s don't discuss this and should record the entire 

. -, process. A statement tHat you have wro'figed us should be in the minutes. The majority of the 
tuc members v{cire unaware thaHhey were imposing a buffer; recognize that the problem is 
in!he.OCP and not 'sure what:the'golution is but it does need to be addressed; noticed that the 
resp~rts-e from the ALe has rejected the exemption of the propelties; wants to know what is 
the next step so that w~.are all happy. 

K. Nichols confirl1)~d:that the letter was written and that the ALC had responded. The Local 
Government Actstlpulates that the ALC must approve amendments to the OCP. Our response 
is noted in the recommendation in the staff repolt. 

Laurie Wallace on behalf ofthe applicant 
Ms Wallace reported that she had provided staff with a time-line of events for this application; 
application has been on-going for three years; application was put on hold until the new OCP 
was in place; were not aware of the buffer issue; need a solution. 
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CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT 
JUAN DE FUCA LAND USE COMMITTEE 
Minutes of Meeting held October 9, 2007 

Jennifer Paulus 

4 

Reiterated what her neighbour said; not against the subdivision but the issue is how it affects 
her property; did receive a copy of the ALC response letter and noted that we are now in a 
conundrum. Ms Paulis also reviewed the letter to the ALC from Director Lund and felt that it 
did not totally support the LUC motion of July 10,2007 to accept alternative number two 
stating the background of the decision; letter did not include the background nor did it request 
to meet in person; questioned if any attempt had been made to meet with ALC staff after 
receipt of the ALC response letter. 
• wants to clarify that there was an OCP in place when ihis application was in the hands of 

the CRD ._ .. ~c, 
• March 8, 2006 Regional Board motion to forwar<i$LR-02-05 to the Land Commission 

noting that the LUC endorses the applicationill,"pfinciple subject to receipt of technical 
findings on appropriate soil quality for the pie"£es of fanq being exchanged 

• March 8, 2006 Regional Board motion[(:mByla\ycNo. 32:3~. to be adopted, although it was 
later rescinded there was an OCP in )l1~cewhen tfle";lpplicalion was in the hands of the 
CRD .. ,C;' 

• spoke with Roger Cheetham at tl\eiA:Lc who confirmed that theymake thy decisions on 
inclusions but this application perhaps,couldhave been viewed as a'boun(j~ry amendment 
in which case there was a possibility ofinputffGU\the CRD with re~pJi:l to the p011ion 
that was included .. ' .. ... -, 

• as taxpayers they are;\!I11ieNhat this could happen 
• displayed a receiptfor excavaHngwork done inJ\jly 2004for creation of her Japanese 

garden and gazebo which -is now ·itnh~ buffer areaC"~,_ .". 
• three choic,esare available: pay the $5_~O.developme~{pfrmit fee; forget the plans, or 

ignore tbebylawand continmhvithtl)eplalls, _.0 .•• 

• agaill~ftelling people what they can do on their,pj'6pet1y but is against it if it affects the 
usag"ifon her propert~,without the qpportunityt<!express how if affects them 

• if the application fo(rezoning had not.bejJ\1 put off in November 21,2006 perhaps she 
-WQu!<! have fOU119gil! ab6uHlJe rezoning prior to the second OCP and finished her plans 

priOl:lb.t!le adopliQJ1 of the second.QCr 
• before th(n~u.ffer \vascput into the OCP someone from the CRD should have looked into 

_. the fact that there is nO'119tifi9ation process for inclusion and perhaps no authority to deny 
-an inclusion application, 'ih~refore, every time this happens another taxpayer's rights will 
b~'violated'- --

• ther~isno differeJte between an application into the ALR and an application for rezoning 
as both-haye the PQlential to affect adjacent properties based on the current OCP 

• reminded stl1fHhlll OCP Map 3d needs to be corrected before putting her property in it 
• when this pr(lcess sta11ed in June she wanted to rectify the situation that occurred and to 

ensure that procedures are in place so it does not happen to someone else 

Alternate Director Graham noted that this buffer affects more areas that just these propel1ies 
and questioned how many people are not aware of it; before the adoption of the OCP this 
buffer did not exist; letter received from the ALC is straight forward and the staff 
recommendations are sound. 

MOVED by Alternate Director Graham, SECONDED by John Stewardson that it be 
recommended to the Regional Board: 
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CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT 
JUAN DE FUCA LAND USE COMMITTEE 
Minutes of Meeting held October 9, 2007 

I. That staff be directed to: 
a) Amend Bylaw No. 3353 "Official Community Plan for East Sooke Bylaw No. I, 

2006", as indicated in Attachment No.4 of the staff report dated October 9, 2007. 
b) Amend Bylaw No. 2040 "Sooke Land Use Bylaw Schedule A Zoning Map ofa 

Portion of the Electoral Area of Sooke", as indicated in Attachment No.5 of the staff 
repOlt dated October 9, 2007. 

2. That the Juan de Fuca Land Use Committee recommends to the Regional Board that: 
a) First reading of Bylaw No. 3434, "Official Community Plan for East Sooke, 

Amendment Bylaw No.1, 2007" be rescinded;~~, ~ 

b) Bylaw No. 3434, "Official Community Planf'0I'Eas{SQoke, Amendment Bylaw No. 
1, 2007" be given first reading as amendy(Lana l'eferredto a Public Hearing; 

c) First reading of Bylaw No. 3435, "Sooke.fand Use Bylaw, Amendment Bylaw No. 

5 

88,2007", be rescinded;c'o~ .• .. ~ 
d) Bylaw No. 3435, "Sooke LandJi~~Bylaw, Amendment Bylaw No. 88, 2007" be 

given first reading as amende.d arid referred to a Public Hearing. 
e) Delegate the authority to hold the public hearing to the Juaride Fuca Electoral Area 

Director or Alternate. . . 

Discussion on the motion ensued and LUC members noted that: 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

the province has th-eovel'al{Iuthority ~'. 
there were anomalies that tOok place and it is regrettable ~' 
the buffer is from the OCP, not the AtCi~and to that extent the decision about the buffer is 
ours, nottne proVil1ce's \.. , ...• 
the province won't re'luire the buffer to be in phi().)· around the ALR 
the province was a referral agency and would not approve the OCP without the buffer and 
will not allow us to change the buffer. 

~~[(. Nichols' agreed thaHhe ALC have thyfihal authority on any bylaws dealing with 
. agriculturallalld. 

Patrick O'Rourke stated that th~s'bylaw is about a buffer zone on propelty that is outside the 
ALR .. Mr. O'Roukefutther noted that the letter from the ALC states "we urge you to 
reconsicter your positiQn" and does not necessarily mean that they disapprove of the bylaw; 
have not heard anything' in this discussion or seen anything in the staff report that deals with 
the concerns that changes being proposed on their properties is not there anymore and think 
that is the originalrl13son why we had the committee go back and look at this due to the 
unfOltunate and unintended conse'luences. Mr. O'Rourke further stated that the ALC could 
argue that the bylaw is contrary to the Agricultural Land Reserve Act and would re'luire the 
adjudication of the courts; before we have a discussion on the legal status of the bylaw and 
what can or cannot be approved by the CRD or what the ALC mayor may not find contrary to 
their legislation is not for staff or committee speculation. If the issue is that the bylaw is 
outside the authority of the CRD we may need legal advice. 

Director Lund said he would like a legal opinion. 

John Stewardson agreed that the province has to approve any amendment to the OCP; legal 
opinion would be a waste of time and money and we should move on; we know the province 
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CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT 
JUAN DE FUCA LAND USE COMMITTEE 
Minutes of Meeting held October 9, 2007 

has to approve any change to the OCP; province encourages and protects the ALC with a 
buffer zone; province will turn it down. 

6 

Ken Douch questioned if the ALR boundaty could be different from the zoning lot line; could 
the ALR be set back IS metres from the lot line? A bigger piece of land was put into the ALR 
than was taken out; stuck with the IS metre setback; problem stems from the exchange of 
ALR. We have the jurisdiction to show these boundaries. 

Kris Nichols replied that 'yes', you could put the ALR land wherever the commission deemed 
it was appropriate but we would have to go back to the <!RPli2ants who made this exchange 
over a year ago. This would be unfair and onerous tQ lAle~appli~~nts. 

Alternate Director Graham stated that we would15£askingt~e sa~e body which was unwilling 
to remove the buffer, a different question a119°qpulilihthat thGy,would be willing to consider an 
exclusion in the same amount. ,"~" ' 

" 

--~: ;-

Director Lund reviewed the applicatjotfand noted that unless there aieJegal items to be 
explored, we are stalling the process. ",' ---

Patrick O'Rourke referred to, the ALe letter fr\:lllfMr.~~arlsen and noted%at nowhere does it 
state that they have recQnith~no~d not approving'tl)e bylaw but "strongly urge the Land Use 
Committee to reconsider'Its 'PQsitlon, •.. to maintaininiHhe 30 meter buffer ... ". The second 
issue in the letter is "maintaining thd'OccJ)1etre buffer notbeing an onerous and unjustified 
requirement .... ,toJlelp ensure tIliltconflict§')aUhe interfa~ewill be minimized, to evetyone's 
benefit. .. ".l\'1'i'.b'Rourke fUlihenl,Oteq:jhilt it kcleal' tnar rezoning residential propetiies is 
not to thenGighbours' be!1efit and tliere'is no interfa<:;~lssue here. This is an OCP 
requirenlel1ti' ,With reganfto Mr. KarfS~I1's statemOe'iiI" .. .in this light, generally opposed to 
any additionarre~trictions-being placed Dl1farming activities ... ", This is not about restricting 
farrninggt_ctivities; it's,al)ourt'etrtQving res(tI9!ions on adjacent properties; there has been a 

,<nardship;notsure ifNj'{ Karlsen mis\jn~~r~tood or has not been clear in his response as he 
seems to be nfspondingClQ,a different issue. Just because we think the province won't approve 
or the ALe willobject, we~should not remedy an unintended and unforeseen effect on these 
projJerties. 

Terri ~l~oc)< agreed Jith Patri~k O'Rourke in that we should initiate another tty with the ALe 
to make theinunders\ilhll that we made an error that caused a problem with three adjacent 
property ownei·s,.lUhey cannot accept our suggestion, can they help to resolve this problem? 
We need a legal opInion as well as a solution by the ALe. 

Kris Nichols noted that obtaining a legal opinion would mean a fUliher delay which will affect 
the applicant. 

Laurie Wallace repotied that the applicant will have to sell. 
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CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT 
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Minutes of Meeting held October 9, 2007 

Further comments from LUC members noted: 
• the letter from the ALC was clear 

7 

• the problem is the cost of the development permit and questioned if it could be waived for 
these three properties 

• the buffer itself is not likely to cause any problem in terms of what you can do with the 
land 

• it is important that everything possible be done and all information be obtained 
• a legal opinion is needed 

The question on the motion regarding the staff report re~ommendations was called. 
DEFEATED 

The LUC members fUliher discussed the applicatioriMid it was noted that: 

• this application has been in the works sillce 2004 ~ 
• the harm of the buffer is merely theor~ticaf,any building application that came in this 

summer would not have applied to a /)uffer .. .'. 
• the harm of disallowing the subdjvision for up to another year is obvious , 
• prior to the OCP, the buffer did not exist . 
• the buffer issue is unique to all agricuftilr~1 properties _ 0 

• the neighbours are not in a unique situatiOli:ihey [ave discovered the buffer and made 
their point heard. ...• . .. 

• applicant has been waiting for four years on a rcilatively simple application 
• until this situation is resolved, any building permit application is not applicable as this 

bylaw won'! be in place -
• should~ ask -the province 
• causing-demonstrable harm; a three'year delaylsjrtexcusable and the cost to the individual 

has to be significant. 

Jerinifer Paulus stated thalshe had been ad"ised differently, that she was already bordering 
Agriculture T Jhe map and bylaw comingjnto place was simply to match the agricultural land 

. and that is why she did no! proceed witli the building permit. 

Additional commenhby LUC~me'inbers noted: 
• tliebylaw should proceed to a Public Hearing because it is a bylaw to amend the OCP 
• we sliould send a letter to the ALC to clarify that we passed a motion without considering 

the potential impact' of the extension of the buffer to the three propeliies without giving 
the people the opportunity to speak to that motion; request an unequivocal statement from 
them as to whether they will or will not recommend approval of the bylaw and, if not, give 
us some ideas as to how to proceed so that we are not creating a greater wrong or greater 
confusion 

• when this application was placed before us there was no discussion on the buffer in the 
OCP 

Kris Nichols recommended going back to the ALC before taking it to a Public Hearing. He 
cautioned the committee re going forward until approval is received from the ALC as palt of 
the recommendation limits agricultural uses on ALR land which cannot be approved. The 
buffer did not exist until the new OCP was adopted. 
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MOVED by Patrick O'Rourke, SECONDED by Terri Alcock, that the LUC clearly inform 
the ALC of the affect of imposing a buffer on the three propeliies, not otherwise there, and 
that we had given first reading to the previous bylaw in an attempt to avoid the unintended 
effect. The purpose of the bylaw was essentially to relieve the three properties of the buffer 
requirement and for that reason we would hope that they could support it as a remedy to a 
problem that does not cause adverse affects to farming, is not contrary to the ALR and does 
not impact ALR lands in any way. If the current model is unacceptable, could they make 
recommendations? 

8 

The question on the motion was called. CARRIED 
, ,,:-~~-::--­

_ -~o~~; 

Greg Whincup, Young Lake Road, noted that theAJ-Ch1ay recommend something but it is 
the Ministry which approves changes to the OCP;clf this -~omes to naught, is there some way 
the CRD can interpret what is acceptable witllill thd5-metre'huffer? 

Sandy Sinclair questioned the wordingcirf(he OCPas to "existing ALR" and "newly zoned 
ALR". Kris Nichols advised that it states "ALR". 

b) Z-04-07 - 3L Developments 
(Kabel Atwall in Attendan~c_e) 

---. .e: .... , __ .:.;_ 

Kris Nichols reviewed tKe staffrepori. 

Mr. Atwall spoke to the application and dISplayed inform~tioh boards. It was noted that: 
• 93 acres were pUl'cDased from 1'imllerWest' , --
• wetlllJ1(js on the profWlty have b-eefFdealt with through park dedication 
• a m.itriberof public nll;etings as welL as an Opel{House have been held to gather 

information to formulate this plan a-~lYeILas to protect the riparian areas 
• - arei'\along theRo}Yedlne'is-~l1 impOl{~l1rtinkage for park connections to the east and west 

as wetlas_somelin~~ages aloniPoitie(Road 
• densities being askedfor are compaIable to those in the area 
• logical to have an extension of the urban containment boundary 
• would build thetr'ails if requested to do so and work with the appropriate authorities 
• power-line park W<;lUld be:aseparate lot and conveyed to the CRD to provide public access 

and \vol!ld be maintained by the Regional District. 

MOVED byAlternateDirector Graham, SECONDED by Patrick O'Rourke that the Land 
Use Committee r~Eoinmends that staff be directed to refer the October 9, 2007 staff report to 
the following agencies for comment: 
Agricultural Land Commission 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Ministry of the Environment 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
Ministry of Highways 
T'Sou-ke First Nation 
District of Sooke 

CRD Regional Planning Division 
Otter Point APC 
BC Hydro 
JDF EA Park's Commission 
Sooke School District #62 
Sooke Salmon Enhancement Society 
RCMP 

CARRIED 
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COLUMBIA 
The Best Place Oil brth 

October 2, 2007 

Erik Lund, Director 
Juan de Fuca Electoral Area 
Capital Regional District 
#2 - 6868 West Coast Rd. 
PO Box 283 
Sooke, B.C. 
VOS 1NO . 

Dear Mr. Lund: 

File: 55510-25/RDCAP-
Bylaws 

By fax to: 250 - 642-5274 

I am replying to your letter of September 7, 2007 regarding your Official Community 
Plan (OCP) amendment bylaw no. 3434 and Sooke Land Use Bylaw amendment bylaw 
no. 3435. I had replied on July 9, 2007 regarding the referral of these bylaws. 

On September 20,2007, Hob Kline, Regional Agrologist, and Jim LeMaistre, Land Use 
Planner, of this Ministry and Roger Cheetham, Regional Planner, Agricultural Land 
Commission met with Kris Nichols, Manager of Local Area Planning, CRD to discuss 
these bylaws and the subject site. Our staff reiterated the topics in my previous letter: -
the OCP buffer policy and Development Permit Area for the protection of farming are 
very positive for agriculture, and that the expansion of the Rural- A zone on the 
property in question is not supported because its 150-metre setback to residential zones 
for "intensive farming" could limit the potential farm uses on the subject site and other 
areas. 

Our preferred approach for the OCP bylaw, at a minimum, is to retain the 15-metre wide 
buffer around the non-farm edge of the agricultural areas. Based on our recent work on 
edge planning, it would be more effective, where it can be added, to have a 30-metre 
wide building setback, including a15-metre vegetated buffer, and a notification of 
farming occurrence on the titles of properties outside and near the ALR. 

Our preference for the Sooke Land Use Bylaw would be that its definitions, setbacks, 
and other provisions be consistent with our "Guide for Bylaw Development in Farming 
Areas". In the case of the zoning on the subject property, under bylaw no. 3435, our 
preference is that the Agriculture - AG zone apply to all of the land in the ALR. 

Ministry of Agriculture 
and Lands 

Resource Management 
Branch 

Mailing Address: 
1767 Angus Campbell Road 
Abbolsford. B.C .• V3G 2M3 

Te~phone: (604) 556-3109 
loll free: 1888 221-7141 

Facsimile: (604) 556-3099 

Strengthening Farming Web Address: 
hHp1/wwlV.al,gov.bc.caIresfll{jrnVsU 
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Mr. Lund: 
Page 2 

As I stated in my previous letter, this Ministry is willing to work the CRD on bylaw 
amendments that would minimise potential disturbances form farm dust, odour, and 
noise and would demonstrate support for farming. 

I trust that, jointly, we can create bylaws that continue, and expand, the potential for 
agriculture in the Capital Regional District. 

. Yours sincerely, 

Bert van Dalfsen 
Manager 
Strengthening Farming Program 

pc: Kris Nichols, Manager, Local Area Planning, CRD 
Roger Cheetham, Regional Planner, Agricultural Land Commission 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, BCMAL 
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pc: Kris Nichols, Manager, Local Area Planning, CRD 
Roger Cheetham, Regional Planner, Agricultural Land Commission 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, BCMAL 
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Agricultural Land Commission 
133-4940 Canada Way 
Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 4K6 
Tel: 604-660-7000 
Fax: 604-660-7033 
WW'vV.alc.gov.bc.ca 

September 21, 2007 Please reply to the attention of Roger Cheetham 

Erik Lund, Director, Juan de Fuca Electoral A 
Capital Regional District 
2-6868 West Coast Road 
Sooke, BC VOS 1 NO 

Dear Sir: 

MINlrrnrt OF' !\Cfi~CUL't unE r 

r!~n n<Hn:: ,\; ~<udD 

I: f: 
" 

1~ICSOU1,CL'_ Mj\I~/\GIMr:Nl 
AND PIJ,NNII\IU I3W\NCH 

Re: Proposed Amendment to Official Community Plan for East Sooke - Amendment Bylaw 
No. 3434 and Proposed Amendment to Sooke Land Use Bylaw - Amendment Bylaw No. 
3435. 

Our Refs: C - 35529; C - 30637; C - 26508; C - 36733 
Your Refs: CRD Z -10 - 06; ALR - 02 - 05 and ALR - 02 - 04 

We would like to thank you for the copy of your letter dated 7th September 2007 that was sent 
to Bert van Dalfsen of the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands, in response to which we 
comment as follows. 

In a letter to the Capital Regional District dated 18th February, 2002 (copy enclosed), in 
response to the referral of proposed amendments to the Sooke OCP and Sooke Land Use 
Bylaw relating specifically to the Silver Spray Lands, the Commission commented on the 
need for special care to be exercised at the ALR interface. It suggested that the DPA 
provisions that specifically related to the Silver Spray property be expanded to include 
appropriate measures for the protection of farming. Extracts from the City of Surrey's OCP 
were enclosed as an example of how a DPA for the Protection of Farming might be drafted. 

The Commission was accordingly pleased to note that DPA provisions for the protection of 
farmland had been included in the new plan for East Sooke and that these provisions also 
appeared in the OCPs for Shirley/Jordan River and Otter Point. In a letter dated 12'h July 
2006 the Commission specifically commended the regional district on the inclusion of these 
provisions. 

In this light the Commission is concerned that the Land Use Committee has passed a motion 
reducing the DPA for the protection of farm land from 30 metres to 15 metres in the East 
Sooke OCP and that, further, the committee has suggested that the DPA be removed in its 
entirety for the three lots affected by the recent exclusion and inclusions from the ALR in 
terms of Commission resolutions 187/2006 and 413/2006. 

.. .. 2 
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Page 2 - Capital RO 

There has been a growing awareness, particularly in the last 10 years, of the need,. 
especially in the more urbanised and urbanising areas of the province to ensure that 
measures are put in place to reduce the potential for conflicts at the agricultural/urban 
interface. This is necessary from the point of view of the residents that live adjacent to the 
boundary whose enjoyment of their property could be affected by the agricultural activities 
being carried on across the boundary. It is also necessary to protect the farmer from 
impacts on farm land caused, inter alia, by trespass and conflicts between domestic and farm 
animals. These conflicts are heightened as density increases and agriculture intensifies. 

There are several publications that are helpful in understanding these issues, all of which can 
be found on the Commission's web site at www.alc.gov.bc.ca. These include: 

• Planning Subdivisions Near Agriculture (a copy of this document is enclosed) 
• Subdivision Near Agriculture - A Guide for Approving Officers 
• Planning for Agriculture Chapter 8 - Planning along Agriculture's Edge 

In this light we strongly urge the Land Use Committee to reconsider its position with regard to 
the DPA with a view to maintaining the 30m meter buffer and to applying it to all properties 
adjacent to the ALA. In the Commission's opinion, the use of the OPA will not result in any 
major impediments being placed on the development of the properties adjacent to the ALR 
boundary and should not be considered as an onerous and unjustified requirement. Rather 
it will help ensure that conflicts at the interface will be minimized, to everyone's benefit 
including the owners of adjoining residential properties. 

Turning now to the proposed amendment to the land use bylaw we note that it is intended 
that part of Lot 1, Section 88 be zoned as Rural Zone - A within which we understand some 
limitations are placed on agriculture. We draw your attention to Section 46 (2) of the 
Agricultural Land Commission Act (the Act) which requires that local governments ensure 
that all bylaw provisions are consistent with the Act failing which under Section 46 (4) those 
provisions are of no force and effect. The Commission considers that the codes of practice 
in terms of the Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act are sufficient to ensure that 
agricultural practices do not cause unreasonable impacts on properties that adjoin farms. It 
is, in this light, generally opposed to any additional restrictions being placed on farming 
activities. The Land Use Committee is thus requested to reconsider the proposed 
amendment with a view to including the entire property within the Agriculture zone. 

Yours trUly, 

.COMMISSION 

Erik Karlsen, Chair 

Cc Bert van Oalfsen. Ministry of Agriculture and Lands 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, Victoria 
Kris Nichols, Manager, Local Area Planning, CRD 
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CAPITAL 
REGIONAL 
DISTRICT 

DIRECTOR, JUAN DE FUCA ELECTORAL AREA 

2-6868 West Coast Rd, PO Box 283, $ooke, Be VeS lNo IT 25°.642.1500 I F 250.642.5274 I www.crd.bc.ca 

September 7, 2007 

Bert van Dalfsen, PEng, Manager 
Strengthening Farming Program 
Ministry of Agriculture and Lands 
Resource Management Branch 
1767 Angus Campbell Road 
Abbotsford, BC V3G 2M3 

Dear Mr. van Dalfsen: 

Re: Land Use Planning Committee Motions on Proposed Amendment Bylaw No. 3434 and 
Sooke Land Use Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 3435 
Lot 1, Plan VIP72026, Section 88 
ALR files: C-36733; CRD files: Z-10-06, ALR-02-05 & ALR-02-04 

In response to your letter dated July 9, 2007 re the above bylaws, I wish to advise that your letter was 
distributed to the Juan de Fuca Land Use Committee (LUC) at their meeting of July 10, 2007. 

I am writing to advise you of the Land Use Committee motion made at the July 10, 2007 meeting which 
reads as follows: 

" ... to accept Alternative #2 and to forward this recommendation to the Ministry of Agriculture and the 
Agricultural Land Commission with a covering letter stating the background of this decision." 

Alternative #2 from the LUC staff report reads as follows: 

"Remove the buffer requirement for the three lots (or portions thereof) in the subject application (Z-10-06), 
which have been impacted by the ALR inclusion and resultant OCP buffer protection designation. In order 
to do so, exemptions to the OCP pOlicies would be required. Additionally aI/owing these exemptions of 
the buffer for these three lots could potentially set a precedent and trigger additional applications of this 
nature within the Juan de Fuca Electoral Area (JOFEA). This change in policy would require additional 
approval from the Board, the Ministry of Agriculture and the Agricultural Land Commission. " 

Prior to that meeting on June 12, 2007, the Land Use Committee passed the following motion addressing 
the issue of the proposed zoning on the property: 

1. Staff be directed to: 
a) Amend Bylaw No. 3434 "Official Community Plan for East Sooke Bylaw No.1, 2006", as 

indicated in Attachment No. 1 of the June 12, 2007 staff report changing the Farmland 
Protection Area Buffer from 30.0 metres to 15.0 metres on map 3d; 

b) bring forward a staff report to the next LUC meeting with recommendations or options 
regarding the buffer issue; and 

2. That it be recommended to the Regional Board that: 
a) First reading of Bylaw No. 3434, "Official Community Plan for East Sooke, Amendment 

Bylaw No.1, 2007" be rescinded; 
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Proposed Amendment Bylaw No. 3434 and 
Sooke Land Use Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 3435 
September 7,2007 Page 2 

b) Bylaw No. 3434, "Official Community Plan for East Sooke, Amendment Bylaw No.1, 2007" 
be given first reading as amended and referred to a Public Hearing; 

c) First reading of Bylaw No. 3435, "Sooke Land Use Bylaw, Amendment Bylaw No. 88, 2007", 
be rescinded; 

d) Bylaw No. 3435, "Sooke Land Use Bylaw, Amendment Bylaw No. 88, 2007" be given first 
readin as amended and referred to a Public Hearing. 

'''''''"// 

YOU~~.trul~/ /J 
~/:~v4fZ 

Erik tund, Director -_.' 
Juan de Fuca Electoral Area 

cc: Roger Cheetham, Agricultural Land Commission, MAL 
Rob Kline, Regional Agrologist, MAL 
Kris Nichols, Manager Local Area Planning 

Attachments: LUC staff reports 
Revised Bylaw Nos. 3434 & 3435 
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February 18, 2002 

Ken Cossey 
Planner-Administrator 
Capital Regional District 
2205 Otter Point Road 
Sooke, BC VOS INO 

Dear Sir: 

Reply to the attention of Roger Cheetham 

Re: Bylaws Nos. 2950 and 2951: Silver Spray Investments, East Sooke 

Our Ref: 30637 

Thank you for your letter dated 7"' February 2002 inviting review of the amendments to the 
Sooke Land Use Bylaw and the East Sooke Community Plan. 

As indicated in our previous conunents we believe that special care is needed at the ALR 
interface to ensure that the land within the reserve is protected. We note that use has been made 
ofDevelopmeut Pennit Areas to ensure that the development is sensitive to the area within which 
it is to be located and draw your attention to the inclusion of the protection offarming in the 
provisions of Section 879 of the Local Government Act. We suggest that you accordingly 
expand the requirements ofthe existing DPA provisions to include appropriate measures to 
ensure that such protection of farmland is achieved. For your assistance we enclose extracts 
from the Surrey OCP relating to its DPA for the Protection of Farming and from "Plamling for 
Agriculture" which can be found on the Commission's web page at 
http://apps.icompasscanada.comJlrc/. You \vill note that set back distances of30 metres, along 
with fencing and buffering, are recol1l1nended. 

Yours truly, 

LAND RESERVE COMMISSION 

Per: Off 
f K. B. Miller, Chief Executive Officer 

Cc Michael Betts, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food 

RC/lvlC7Encl. 
I:30637ml. 
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