
 

 

 
Notes of a Meeting of the East Sooke Citizens’ Committee 
Official Community Plan Review 
Held June 23, 2014 at East Sooke Fire Hall, 1397 Coppermine Road, East Sooke, BC 

 
 
PRESENT: Blair Cusack, Zac Doeding, Stacey Scharf, Yale Shap, Linda Nehra 

Adele Tomlinson, Rhonda Underwood, Roger Beck, Jane Hutchins.  
Staff:  Tracy Olsen, OCP Review Facilitator; Iain Lawrence, Planner 

ABSENT: Jane Hutchins with regrets, Neil Smith 
PUBLIC: Approximately 8 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m.  
 
1. Welcome 

Tracy Olsen welcomed the audience and explained that there would be two opportunities for 
public participation during tonight’s meeting but there is to be no direct dialogue between the 
Citizens’ Committee (CC) and audience.  All comments must be directed to staff.  

 

2. Acceptance of Agenda 
 

3. Meeting Notes from June 9, 2014 
To save time, CC members had been asked to submit any comments or errors in advance 
of the meeting.  Two of the speaker’s names were not correct and Tracy apologized for 
these mistakes reiterating the difficulty of hearing the speakers when others are talking in 
the background.  In response to an inquiry from a CC member, Tracy advised there will be a 
policy in the OCP regarding “a gathering place” but it must be worded carefully to avoid 
giving the impression that it is a done deal as public consultation and other approvals would 
be required prior to any decision on a gathering place.  Another member mentioned that a 
comment made regarding neighbourhood resistance to industrial uses was overlooked.  
Tracy will add this point but not the general comments regarding parking requirements as 
the topic of parking should be dealt with when the Zoning Bylaw is being reviewed. One CC 
member did not remember the Committee saying that large tourism developments like 
destination resorts were not viewed positively.  Tracy and another CC member did 
remember this point being brought up and since the meeting notes are not verbatim, Tracy 
used the term “not viewed positively” to reflect the CC’s observations that there are already 
enough large tourism developments adjacent to East Sooke so there is no need for anymore 
in this community.  The corrected notes will be posted on the CRD website.  

 

4. Status of Action Items 
In response to the request for accident statistics, ICBC has reported back that since 2009, 
there has been only one claimable in East Sooke and it was at the intersection of Leda 
Road and Parkheights Drive.  CC members did not agree with this number and cited several 
recent accidents they are aware of.  Tracy will contact ICBC to investigate the discrepancy.  
Further to an earlier request, Tracy advised the Committee that 27 properties in East Sooke 
are classed as farmland with 10 of those properties being in the ALR.  

 

5. Roundtable on the “Rural” Nature of East Sooke 
Protecting the rural nature of a community is often cited as a goal in an OCP.  It is difficult to 
define what is meant by rural as each community is unique.  To assist in preparing the goals 
and objectives for the revised OCP, Tracy asked members for their thoughts on what are the 
characteristics of East Sooke that make it rural.  The CC members said: 
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 One hectare and a cabin.   

 It is not the lack of development rather it is the type of development.   

 Green space, water and park.   

 Access to the waterfront and ocean.   

 Access to wilderness. 

 Low amount of traffic and slow speeds.  Small scale roads with slower traffic. 

 Larger lot sizes and lots that are treed.   

 Development built into the slopes and a natural landscape that is relatively intact.   

 The predominant vegetation is relatively natural.   

 No actual town centre, instead there is a spread out area where things happen.   

 It is a community.   

 Enjoy the lack of street lighting and being able to see the stars.   

 Being able to see and hear wildlife.  The presence of wildlife habitat.   

 Attempts in past to quantitify rural by number of people per acre or the number of lots 
does not cover the definition of rural.  

 Large park area.   

 Rural tax base.   
 

6.   Development Permit Area (DPA) No. 1 for Steep Slopes, DPA No. 4 for Sensitive 
      Ecosystems and DPA No. 5 for Commercial Areas 
 

The Farmland Protection DPA will be coming back in the fall after the site specific issues 
have been looked at in detail. 
 

Iain Lawrence explained that new mapping has been prepared for steep slopes based 2011 
airphotos and it is much more accurate.  All slopes greater than 30% have been mapped 
with an accuracy level of 25 centimeters.  Because of how accurate the mapping is, more 
steep slope areas were picked up especially in East Sooke Park.  Also, because of the 
improved accuracy, large boulders and knolls showed up as specks on the maps but they 
have been removed.   
 

A CC member said that a surveyor doing work in the area advised him that the Galloping 
Goose is in East Sooke not the District of Sooke.  Another member confirmed this point.  
Tracy will resume her discussions with the District of Sooke about the exact location of the 
boundary between the two communities in the area of Roche Cove.   
 

Typically, a geotechnical report is required at time of building permit or subdivision.  Iain 
noted even if an area was in a DPA that the OCP lists a number of exemptions from 
development permits such as buildings smaller than 10 m2.  CC members felt that if an area 
in a Steep Slope DPA was completely flat then a building inspector should be able to waive 
the requirement for a development permit for a new building or addition.  Staff explained that 
regardless of whether an area was in a DPA for steep slopes or not, building inspectors 
have the authority to ask for a geotechnical report as part of the building permit process.  
For this reason, CC members agreed that buildings being constructed under a valid building 
permit should be exempt from also having to obtain development permit for steep slopes.   
 

A member noted that there is old growth forest in the vicinity of Seagirt Ponds even though it 
is shown as older second growth forest on Map 5c:  Sensitive Ecosystems DPA.  He noted 
there was a fire in the area but the area was never logged.  Some trees survived the fire and 
are now large veteran trees.  Staff explained the size of the polygon used to map sensitive 
ecosystems determines how refined the mapping is.  When there are large mapping 
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polygons, small areas of other sensitive ecosystems get grouped in with the predominant 
ecosystem.  In order to capture these small pockets of different ecosystems, the mapping 
would have to be upgraded which can be expensive.   
 

A CC member noted that a portion of his property is in DPA No. 4 and he would need to 
development permit (DP) before subdividing his property.  Staff explained a DPA would only 
be required if the line of subdivision goes through the DPA.  In terms of the development, if 
the actual development is occurring outside of a DPA on a property, then no DP is required.   
 

CC members expressed concern that the existing DPAs might not encompass individual 
veteran trees and wanted to know what could be done to protect them.  One member noted 
that these veteran trees might already be included in existing DPAs for Older Second 
Growth Forest.  Tracy advised that certain wildlife habitat trees are protected by the 
Province.  A member wanted to protect vetetran trees by describing their location in the 
OCP.  Tracy explained that mapping is the preferred method for identifying areas in a DPA.  
To avoid the cost of collecting data, this member suggested members of the public could be 
invited to participate by submitting information on the location of veteran trees to a website 
and pointed out these large trees are a distinct and important feature in East Sooke.  
 

Another member noted the potential hazards of cutting trees on steep slopes as it can be a 
safety risk to homes below and tree removal can increase the flood risk.  Another member 
wanted to know if realtors are obligated to tell potential purchasers about protected trees. 
The issue of hazardous trees and how loose the definition can be was commented on.   
 

Only two properties in East Sooke are zoned for commercial use:  the East Sooke Grocery 
Store* and the old oyster farm.  (* This property is actually two legal parcels.)  These 
properties are in DPA No. 5 Commercial Development along with the former kennel on 
Gillespie Road although it is not zoned commercial.  Staff will investigate the applicability of 
the commercial designation of this third property.   
 

The existing Commercial DPA guidelines address site development but does not have 
guidelines directed at the actual building such as massing, architectural theme, exterior 
materials, colours or detailing.  One member recommended looking at commercial DPA 
guidelines in the new Otter Point OCP.  Staff will do this and also noted that an additional 
designation for water conservation can be added to the Commercial DPA so that guidelines 
requiring features like permable parking lots and bioswales can be included.   
 

A CC member raised concerns about the appearance of recently built medical marjhana 
grow operation (MMGO) in Central Saanich and wondered if a commercial development 
permit area could be applied to MMGOs.  The federal government requirements for security 
around MMGOs such as a limited number of openings in the building will create new 
buildings that do not blend well with the rural nature of agricultural areas.  Tracy explained 
that MMGOs are permitted use in the ALR and while an OCP cannot impede agricultural 
uses, lands in the ALR can be included in a commercial development permit area for form 
and character providing the design guidelines deal strictly with the building’s appearance.  
CC members requested staff to add design guidelines requiring the exterior of MMGOs be  
given a rural appearance through the use of colour and other design features.    
 

7.  Temporary Use Permits 
 

Currently, there is no provision in the OCP or Zoning Bylaw for temporary use permits.  
Tracy explained that unless provision is made in either the OCP or zoning bylaw, anyone 
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who applies for a TUP will have to wait until either the zoning bylaw or OCP is first amended 
to be able to make an application.  An application is required for temporary use permit and it 
goes through a similar public notification process to a rezoning application.  Examples of 
metrological testing stations and farmers’ markets were given the types of temporary uses 
that would be applied for.  Committee members agreed that something should be added to 
the OCP to allow for temporary use permit applications to be made. 
 

Kara Middleton, East Sooke, said that she was working on a community website, East 
Sooke Bridge, and thought it could be used to obtain information from local residents on the 
location of veteran trees in East Sooke.  
 

8.  Continued Discussion on the Settlement Theme 
 

After the break, Tracy handed out a discussion paper on types of tenure and Rural (A) 
zoning.  Members read over the first page describing the differences between fee simple 
lots, bare land stratas and building stratas.  Survey plans showing the three different types 
of tenure were circulated to the members.  Tracy explained that in fee simple and bare land 
strata subdivisions, people own their lots.  In building stratas, people own their houses to the 
centre of the walls.  The process by which a building strata is created is to first build all of 
the new houses to lock-up, then a strata plan is registered with Land Titles prior to 
occupancy. Appproval by local government is not needed.  A table was provided listing all of 
the building stratas in East Sooke and the year they were registered.  Approximately 68 
dwellings have already been stratified and seven are pending.  Only one property zoned 
Rural (A) has been rezoned to facilitate subdivision although the subdivision is not yet 
completed.  The CC discussed how each lot in a fee simple subdivision must have public 
road access while in a bare land strata, access can be via a private road on common 
property.  
 

A second table used by staff to analyze what support could be included in the OCP for the 
conversion of building stratas to either fee simple or bare land strata subdivisions was 
discussed with the CC.  Staff said that a rezoning application will be required as part of the 
conversion process and supportive policies can be included in the OCP for this type of 
rezoning.  Since it is a statutory requirement, local government can not waive any parkland 
dedication required at the time of subdivision.  One member noted that no parkland is 
required to develop a “four on ten” building strata.  Another member wanted to flag that it is 
actually parkland dedication OR cash-in-lieu.  Recognizing that the cash-in-lieu received is 
put into a general fund which can then be expended elsewhere in the Electoral Area, one 
member felt it would be of greater benefit to the community if only parkland was required.  
Another member noted that the community has expressed a strong interest in acquiring 
parkland for community trails.  Servicing bylaws, Vancouver Island Health Authority and the 
Province all play a role in the regulation of water and sewage disposal.  A CC member 
stressed that only 83 lots are permitted to connect the Wilderness Mountain Water system.   
 

Several policy options on ways to support rezoning of Rural (A) properties to other zones 
were reviewed by the CC.  One way is to add a policy clearly acknowledging what is 
possible now.  Another way is expand upon the existing amenity bonusing policy and a CC 
member gave the example of increasing the density in exchange for a roadside trail to be 
built.  It was noted, there are Rural (A) properties in both the SCA and the SA.  Several 
options for changing the boundary of the SCA to include Rural (A) properties based on 
criteria such as already developed lots, smaller sized lots or all of the Rural (A) properties 
were discussed.  CC members appreciated that an incentive like an increase in density may 
be needed to encourage the owners of undeveloped Rural (A) properties to rezone.  A 
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Committee member noted that a sixteen hectare parcel zoned Rural (A) could be subdivided 
under the existing zoning into four-four hectare lots allowing up to sixteen dwellings to be 
built which equates to a density of one dwelling per hectare.  He is recommending an 
average minimum lot size of one hectare for any rezonings of Rural (A) properties 
regardless of whether or not they are in the SA or SCA.   
 

The need to establish a minimum lot size for any rezoning requests was discussed as the 
Rural (A) zone allows up to three houses on lots as small as 0.8 hectares.  Subdivision into 
of this size of parcel into 3 lots would create very small lots.  Staff noted all of the existing 
Rural (A) developments in East Sooke seem to be on parcels around four hectares in size.  
In the new Otter Point OCP, a CC member explained that an average lot size of one hectare 
was decided upon for Settlement Areas 1 and 2 but with the smallest size of lot possible 
being 1.25 acres (0.5 hectares) in Settlement Area 1 and 2 acres (0.8 hectares) in 
Settlement Area 2.  Otter Point did not change the boundaries of the SCA and SA.  Instead, 
three types of Settlement Areas were designated with different average and minimum parcel 
sizes.   
 

This member also suggested extending the proposed minimum average lot size to  
properties zoned Rural Residential 3 (RR-3) noting that approximately 50 additional lots 
might be created with most of the development in the vicinity of Coppermine Road, the 6500 
and 6700 blocks of East Sooke Road as well as four to five lots near Roche Cove.  To offset 
the increase in density by allowing rezoning of these RR-3 lands to a minimum lot size of 
one hectare, he suggested using the model from the Otter Point OCP where the density 
potential of the Rural Resource Lands was decreased.  Since there are no Rural Resource 
Lands in East Sooke, he felt that this could be done by decreasing the density on parkland 
and one large parcel zoned Rural A. 
 

CC members wanted to know why there is both a SCA and SA if it means nothing and again 
questioned the lack of rationale behind where the SCA and SA boundaries are.  Tracy said 
the key difference between the SCA and SA is found in policy statement 4.1.2.1 (b) which 
sets a range of a minimum lot size of one hectare in the SCA and asks for lots in the SA to 
be greater than two hectares in area.  Most of the CC members do not agree with the 
existing SCA and SA boundaries.  Since there is no town core, the containment boundaries 
do not make any sense.  One member strongly supports anything that stops the further 
creation of “four on tens” regardless of boundaries.   
 

One member advocated in favour of lowering the minimum lot size for all the Rural 
Residential 3 zoned properties.  He cited the example of Otter Point decreasing the density 
potential and suggested doing the same to the Parkland in East Sooke.  Approximately 50 
additional lots would be created if RR 3 zoned properties were rezoned and subdivided 
based on an minimum lot size of one hectare.   
 

Tracy noted that most of the lands zoned RR-3 are within the CRD water service and 
advised that the impact of potential development on the existing water infrastructure must be 
considered.  In previous meetings, CC members have pointed out there have been capacity 
issues with the Coppermine Reservoir when fire fighting has occurred in the area.  The 
appropriate bylaws need to be in place to ensure that any infrastructure upgrades required 
to service new development is paid for by the new development.  A CC member 
emphasized that safety measures need to be in place to protect existing residents by 
ensuring any necessary road upgrades take place and the maximum capacity of the existing 
CRD water system is not exceeded.  Another member said that within 30 to 40 years, CRD 
water will be available throughout the community and currently undevelopable lots will then 
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be able to develop.  Another member cautioned against putting money into general revenue 
if there needs to be a specific fund for infrastructure improvements to accommodate future 
demand.   
 

All of the CC members were canvassed for their opinion about the Rural A properties and all 
supported a policy statement being added to the OCP to allow for an average minimum lot 
size of one hectare if rezoned with a mimimum possible lot size of 0.5 hectares in the SCA 
and 0.8 hectares in the SA.   
 

Tracy noted that a number of properties in East Sooke are already zoned Rural Residential 
5 which has a minimum lot size of 0.4 hectares.  A minimum lot size of 0.4 hectares might 
be a better fit for East Sooke than 0.5 hectares if the Otter Point model is followed.   
 

A CC member asked if the SA and SCA boundaries should be gotten rid of so there is just a 
SA.  While the one hectare average minimum lot size for both the SA and SCA was 
supported by the members, most felt there should be difference between the two land use 
designations based on the minimum lot size possible .   
 

Tracy advised the CC that there are three areas of regional parkland zoned as park but 
designated as SA.  She will confirm with Regional Parks that all of East Sooke Park should 
be designated Park.  A CC member noted that noted Seagirt Ponds is designated as SA 
and Tracy confirmed that all community parks are designated SA, not Park.   
 

All of the CC members were canvassesd for any additional comment or thoughts they might 
have on revisions to the OCP.  One Committee member asked about seniors housing and 
was advised that staff would provide a response based on the discussions at the last 
meeting.  A member wanted to see strong language in the OCP about retaining existing 
waterfront access.  Another member wanted to ensure there is a special provisio about the 
capacity of the water system and if there is a way to raise money for any increases in fire-
fighting services attributable to new development.  One CC member expressed his 
reservations about the increase in traffic generated by future subdivisions and the capacity 
of the existing roads to handle these increases.  More information on traffic volumes along 
East Sooke and Gillespie Roads was requested.  Several members discussed the 
importance of protecting and retaining the boundaries of East Sooke and recognized that a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the District of Sooke is in place.   
 

Heather Phillips, Otter Point, asked for further information on the Coppermine Reservior and 
Seagirt Water System.  Tracy said she would research the particulars and get back to her.   
 

Kara Middleton, East Sooke, mentioned the difficulties in addressing developments adjacent 
to East Sooke boundaries in spite of the MoU.  

 
9.   Next Meeting 
 

The next meeting will be in September and likely the fourth Monday, September 22, 2014.   
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:33 p.m. 


