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« The OCP identifies subdivision for Farrer Cove but that will remain a long game.

+ The OCP identifies Crown land within our Village's boundaries that perhaps couid be
subdivided and sold. But we do not own this land and it is not yet certain how changes to
the Land Act, where First Nations would get joint decision making authority over Crown
land, will play out. So can we count on that Crown land as a source of new income?

¢ We do own road ends within our municipality and they can be a source of great
income. The Revenue Generating Committee has done exhaustive research in how to
generate substantial income from the sale of some of them. Of course existing
community trails and paths on road ends should be preserved, no one should lose
access to their properly and existing driveways on road ends should be preserved. But
some road ends do not have such encumbrances and can be sold and that would help
offset the many millions in new debt awaiting us in the near future.

In 2 years 41% of us (Census 2021) will be retired and likely on a fixed budget. Our younger
people are probably holding high morigage debt. These big tax and fee increases and this new
debt for the fire hall wili be unweicome news for most of us.

Every municipality around us s selling land to offset debt, why not we? How much more debt
should Council pile onto our shoulders when we have an alternative available to us in selling a

few lots for a few single family homes?

A Road end policy shouid go back into the OCP and shouid then be promptly acted upon. itis
the only viable, strategic objective to achieving financial sustainability, also for our citizens.
Criteria for disposal of unused road ends need to be developed and encroachment guidelines

established to manage the use of road ends by private individuals.

| would like to thank Council for now looking into selling off some road ends. But the Pooni
Group consultants and Council should perhaps not be so quick to dismiss all waterfront road
ends for disposal untit they have done their due diligence. The sale of these lots would give us

real bang for their buck,

Section 75 of the Land Title Act and Section 41 of the Community Charter talk about the
necessity of giving access to the body of water.

But why, when living in Belcarra with so much access to the water already, would access need
to be 66 feet wide? We are never going to bulld a 2 lane highway with 2 shoulders and 2 .
sidewalks (comprising the need for 66 feet wide highways) on that road end to the body of water
in question are we? A walking path to the water would already provide 'better benefit’ than most

existing situations where access is now virtually impossible.

And that access needs to be every 200 metres also seems superfluous for Belcarra (and other
places). A quick scan of the coastiine along the Lower Mainland certainly does not seem to
provide highway access to the water every 200 metres in other municipalities. Road end 23 in
Belcarra for instance has entirely disappeared and has anyone had a problem with that? The
spirit of 75 and 41 seems to be that there is access to water for the public and we aiready have

that in spades in Belcarra and the adjacent park.

Section 41 of the Community Charter also seems to give Council sole authority to decide what
they would consider will give access of ‘equal or better benefit' to the same body of water.




Absent any case law there could very well be room for creative inferpretation and we should
explore that with an expert on land use matters before dismissing this out of hand.

And wouldn't it be nice to gst road ends sold before we would need to take on debt for the fire
hall? That way we can save ourselves over 4 million dollar in interest.

Sincerely,

Irene VanderSpek
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" November 24, 2023
Phil Chapman, Consultant chapman416@shaw.ca
Paufa Richardson, CAQ, Village of BelcarWra.oa
lan Devlin, Chairperson, OGP Committee

cclark@belcarra.ca

cc Carolina Clark, OGP Mamber
Brian Ashford, Farrer Cove resident.
Lynda Spence, Famrer Cove resident

Dear Mr. Chapman,

At the last OCP meeting a very short and very concerning discussion was held surrounding
letters sent to the OCP Committee from either Metro Parks or Metro Vancouver regarding

Farrer Cove South.

it was hot made fully ciear whom the letter had come from. Either way, I'm surprised these
letters are not part of the public domaln. | would have thought a suggestion by either Metro
Parks or Metro Vancouver that a road access that had been in place in excess of 50 years was
in jeopardy because of wording in our OGP, would have immediately been brought to the
attention to 1) Farrer Cove residents, 2} the Mayor and Council, 3) Village staff, 4) the Village

Planner and, 5) Village legal Counsel for input.

If Turtlehead Road was the road Metro Parks wanted declassified, with all history removed, |
am sure the response would have been much different. The implication that no new houses or
Coach Houses should be built in Farrer Cove South until a new road is bulilt into the area
should be setting off alarm bells throughout the Village. Some of this requested verbiage from
Metro Parks has been included in the 2023 Draft as if this idea was fully debated, moved
forward, and supported by the Committee. | find it difficult to believe that the Committee feels
zero growth on all of the privately held land in Farrer Cove and that "water access only” s In
the best interest of Farrer Cove rasidents and the hest vision for the Village of Belcarra.

Committee member, Ralph Drew, raised the point that Metro Parks had put this request in
writing, thus implying that it must be acted on. He also suggested that the Committee had an
obligation to Metro to, “Tip our hat, particlpate, and acknowledge”. | agree with some of those
comments, however, | would have thought that he would have added, “We recognize Metro
Vancouver and Metro Parks concerns but we also have an obligation to make the best
decisions on behalf of all Farrer Cove residents”, Earlier in the evening it was noted again by

" Committee member, Ralph Drew, that the Vancouver Port Authority had requested, In writing,
verblage to to be included In the 2023 Draft, and was wondering if that had been foliowad up?
Mr. Chapman pointed out, “Yes, | did not pursue that. Not every comment from Agencies

necessitates a change”.

This ralses a question that | have not heard discussed in anyway in any of the OCP
discussions. When we send the OCP Draft out to Metro Vancouver, Metro Parks, Port Moody,
Anmore, the Vancouvsr Port Authority, the Province of BC, and First Nations, are we required
by a statue of law to make all or any of the changes they request? ed. Port Moody wants no
additional traffic on loco Road and thus requests that, “Belcarra not develop the Crown Lands
set aside for further growth”? The Province who is pressuring every municipallty to build mixed
use housing requests that, "All road ends should be built out as six plex mixed use housing™?
Or perhaps, First Nations, whom are restoring Indian Arm requests that, “Belcarra must tie into
the Metro Vancouver Sewer System to help protect Indian Arm™?
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Yes, these are all valld requests, however, | do not think that any Committee would put these
requests in a future OCP without major consultatfons and negotiations taking place? Now, we
are here with the September 2023 Draft and Metro Parks suggests that there were over one
million visitors to Belcarra fast year and therefore, "We request that there be no maore new
growth in Farrer Cove and that the existing 15 home owners should consider water access in
the future as the roads cannot handle 50 more cars and please remove any verblage regarding
the current road access that has been In Belcarra’s OCP since 1993, including changing any

references to the *Access Road” to “Service Road”?

This 2023 OCP Draft acted on every single request suggested by Metro Parks. All the historic
wording surrounding the Farrer Cove access which has been on record since 1993 has been

removed as If Farrer Cove never existed,

As Committee member Ralph Drew suggested the Gommittee should acknowledge the
concerns of Metro Parks. In recognizing Parks concerns, the Village can then try to provide a
compromise which addresses Metro Parks concerns such as traffic and, at the.same time,
recognize the serious issues facing Farrer Cove South - access and lot size and subdivision.
And, there needs to be recognition that Farrer Cove issues are also issues for Belcarra as a

whale.
Points which need to be discussed with Metro Parks:

1) Belcarra is very limited in growth potentiaf as Belcarra Heglonal Park already takes up
70% of Belcarra’s landmass.

2) Belcarra has a very small (270 homes) tax base with no commercial tax base except in
Farrer Cave,

3)- Belcarra Village is built out other than the Crown Land which may become avallable, but
likely not; Therefore, the privately heid land in Farrer Cove South is very important to

Belcarra to protect.

4) Belcarra has stated in every OCF' since 1996 that the Village will work with all pames.
especlally Metro Vancouver, to provide a new public road into the Farrer Cove area and
away from the White Pine Beach access. This will become a priority in 2024,

5) Belcarra has several very large funding commitments coming forward in 2024/2025.
There are proposals for a new firehall, upgrades to the water system, an aging City Hall,
new road Infrastructure - the list goes on. Many Belcarra residents are very nervous as to

where this money is going to come from?

6) To suggest that an extra 30 cars travelling to Farrer Cove in.light of the existing one
miilion plus visitors to the Park, sounds very much like “Not in my backyard”.

7) As the largest Land Developers In the Lower Mainland are First Nations, it is a very real
possibility that the Farrer Cove area and Issues could be dealt with through a First
Nations development consortium and Belcarra would lose both the tax base and the

private land.

8) The Provinclal Government under Housing has named Belcarra as one of the 40
municipalities that must step forward with a housing plan. Removing 35 acres of
residential Jand and threatening to close the FC access road will surely raise a response

and alarms in Victoria.


































New recreational dock guidelines and license program
May 15, 2020
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Should you have any additional questions, please email RecreationalDOcks@pdnvancouver.cém. or call
604.665.9047

Thank you for taking the time to become informed.

Sincerely,

VANCOUVER FRASER PORT AUTHORITY

— el

Wylen Waong
Manager, Real Estate






