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Executive Summary 

The final phase of community engagement activities for the District of Squamish Integrated Flood 

Hazard Management Plan (IFHMP) were held in June-July 2017. An Open House was held at the 

Squamish Adventure Centre on Monday, June 26, 2017 and was followed by the fourth online 

questionnaire for the IFHMP, a 15-question survey provided in hard-copy at the Open House and made 

available online from June 26 through July 17, 2017. 

23 members of the public attended the Open House, which was facilitated by District of Squamish staff 

with assistance from the KWL and Arlington Group project team. The Open House included a 

presentation, followed by a question and answer session, along with an opportunity for the public to 

review informative storyboards and speak one-on-one with the project team. Feedback received in the 

question and answer session and through individual conversations noted by the project team indicated 

general support for the IFHMP, with some concerns regarding individual properties and a need for 

ongoing public education programs around emergency management in a flood event.  

A total of 57 responses were received for the survey, with 10 collected in hard-copy during the Open 

House, 1 submitted in hard-copy to the District after the event and another 46 completed online. Most 

of the questions in the survey sought to gauge the community’s agreement with the flood risk mitigation 

measures proposed by the IFHMP.  The majority of responses in all questions were in agreement with 

the measures or approaches proposed. Ninety percent of respondents also indicated that they believed 

the IFHMP has done an adequate job of identifying risks, options, and recommended approaches for 

managing flood risk in Squamish.  

 

1. Introduction 

The third Open House for the District of Squamish Integrated Flood Hazard Management Plan (IFHMP) 

was held at the Squamish Adventure Centre on Monday, June 26, 2017.  The Open House was held to 

provide information and gather public input concerning the Draft IFHMP.  It summarized the identified 

flood hazards for the District of Squamish, the proposed flood mitigation options (both policy-based and 

structural), the recommended funding and implementation strategies.  This report serves to document 

how the Open House was organized and record comments that were provided by the public during the 

Open House and through an online questionnaire.   

 

1.1 Open House Agenda 

The June 26, 2017 Open House took place from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm.  The facilitation was led by David 

Roulston, Matt Gunn and Chris Wyckham (District of Squamish), and assisted by David Roche (KWL), and 

Graham Farstad, Cathy Forbes and Caroline Rouxel (Arlington Group). 

Attendees were invited to sign in at the door and indicate the neighbourhood in which they live 

(Appendix A – Open House Attendance Sheet). They were then provided with a handout of the 

questionnaire (Appendix B – Questionnaire). In addition to printed copies provided at the Open House, 

the questionnare was also made available online.  
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For this third Open House, the District included presentation of the IFHMP followed by a question and 

answer session. Following the question and answer session, participants were invited to review the 

storyboards and meet with project team members individually.  

Attendees were encouraged to complete and submit a hard-copy of the questionnaire before leaving or 

complete the questionnaire online by July 14, 2017. Ten completed questionnaires were received at the 

Open House. The Open House concluded shortly before 8:00 pm. 

 

1.2 Attendance 

The Open House sign-in sheet indicated a total attendance of 23 persons.  Nearly all participants signed 

in order to provide a public record.  Participants were asked to indicate their residential 

neighbourhood. As with previous IFHMP Open House sessions, neighbourhoods located within river 

floodplain areas showed a greater participation rate than those less affected by river flooding. 

Brackendale was the best-represented neighbourhood at the Open House, representing just under 50% 

of attendees (Table 1).  

 

Neighbourhood Number of Attendees Proportion (%) 

Garibaldi Estates 1 4.3% 

Garibaldi Highlands 1 4.3% 

Brackendale 11 48% 

Valleycliffe 4 17% 

Hospital Hill 2 9% 

Squamish Terminals 1 4.3% 

Other/Not Identified 3 13% 

TOTAL 23 100% 
Table 1: Open house attendees’ neighbourhood of residence.  

 

2. Open House Activities 

2.1 Presentation and Q&A Session 

A presentation took place in the Adventure Centre Theatre starting at 6:15 pm.  The presentation to 20 

members of the public was provided by the Municipal Engineer for the IFHMP, David Roulston, 

supplemented by a PowerPoint highlighting key elements.  This presentation covered all key elements of 

the Squamish IFHMP and was followed by a question and answer session.  Questions were raised on a 

wide variety of aspects of the project and the process.  They included what education measures will be 

taken following adoption of the IFHMP, the location of safe refuge areas, funding for dike 

improvements, the rationale for the three different controlled densification measures, elaboration of 

opportunistic measures to be considered, and the role of public consultation including whether it 

resulted in any changes to recommended actions.  Several speakers complimented the District for its 

comprehensive process.  The presentation and question and answer session took approximately one 

hour.     



Squamish IFHMP – Open House and Survey Summary Report – July 2017  
 

5 
 

2.2 Revisited Storyboards 

A display of 16 storyboards was provided in the north hallway of the Adventure Centre (see Figure 

1).  They included a series of key storyboards from the first and second Open Houses. These storyboards 

provided background information on the IFHMP including the major floods over the past century, 

documentation of the types of flood hazards facing Squamish from the Squamish, Cheakamus, 

Cheekeye, Mamquam and Stawamus Rivers as well as storm surges and other coastal events.  Proposed 

mitigation measures for these flood hazards were also identified from the first two Open Houses. 

Figure 1: Storyboards displayed around the north hallway of the Squamish Adventure Centre. 

 

2.3 New Storyboards 

Six new storyboards were prepared for this Open House. These storyboards provided an updated 

timeline of the IFHMP process and information of about the community engagement strategy through 

to the completion of the draft IFHMP. The storyboards also summarized key information from the draft 

IFHMP, including primary policy-based flood mitigation tools (OCP, Flood Bylaw and Development 

Permit Area) and predominant structural flood mitigation tools (dike upgrades, building a sea dike and 

planning for a “Super-Dike”). A summary of implementation and funding mechanisms, organized in 

terms of policy measures, operational measures, capital investments and further studies was displayed. 

Images of all the storyboards that were displayed are included in Appendix C – Storyboards. 
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3. Questionnaire – Open House and Online 

3.1 Overview 

The survey consisted of 15 questions inviting yes/no answers, multiple-choice responses and open-

ended comments. The survey was provided in hard-copy for the Open House and made available online 

on the District’s website. The online survey was advertised as open until July 14 and was closed on July 

17.  A copy of the survey is provided in Appendix B – Questionnaire and responses are included in 

Appendix D – Survey Responses. 

 

3.2 Questionnaire Response - Open House and Online 

10 survey responses were submitted during the Open House, with 1 additional hard-copy survey 

submitted to the District after the event and 46 online responses received over the following 3 weeks.  

 

3.3 Response Summary 

A total of 57 responses to the survey were received. The questions asked and the responses received are 

summarized below. Respondents were not required to answer all questions and were free to skip 

questions they did not wish to answer.  As a result, the number of responses to each question varied. 

Q1. The updated Official Community Plan (OCP) will carefully control but not eliminate growth in areas of 

higher flood risk. It also says how much risk the community is willing to accept, and encourages growth 

in areas of lower flood risk. Do you think the OCP updates are a good approach for managing flood risk in 

Squamish? 

A total of 57 responses were received for Question 1. 44 respondents (77%) agreed that the OCP 

updates are a good approach for managing flood risk. 14 comments were received, with several 

commenters reinforcing the need for the OCP policies to be clear and consistently enforced for the OCP 

to be an effective mechanism to manage flood risk. Other comments expressed concerns about 

limitations on building in certain areas.  

Q2. A new Floodplain Bylaw will establish building regulations for new buildings including minimum 

elevations for future and minimum distances from creeks, rivers, and dikes. Do you think the new 

Floodplain Bylaw is a good approach for managing flood risk in Squamish? 

A total of 48 responses were received for Question 2. 40 respondents (83%) agreed that the new 

Floodplain Bylaw is a good approach for managing flood risk in Squamish. Of the ten comments 

received, six related to the need for the bylaw to be realistically balanced with maintaining reasonable 

costs for developers and builders. 

Q3.  A new Development Permit Area (DPA) will require future developments to leave space to let water 

pass safely through the community to avoid transferring risk or increasing flood levels over time. No 

development will be allowed outside the District’s dikes (“Primary Floodways”). Future development in 

designated dike-protected corridors called “Secondary Floodways” will have to meet specific conditions 
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to avoid making the consequences of a flood worse for others. Do you think the new DPA is a good 

approach for managing flood risk in Squamish? 

46 respondents answered Question 3, with 39 agreeing (85%) that the new DPA is a good approach to 

managing flood risk in Squamish. The eight comments received largely reinforced agreement with the 

DPA.  Some comments expressed concern about the effect of this type of regulation on construction 

costs and subsequently housing affordability, as well as decisions to allow housing to be built on the east 

side of Loggers Lane. 

Q4. The IFHMP recommends a balanced approach to diking that considers different needs in different 

parts of the community.  The IFHMP recommends: Building a new sea dike to protect Downtown 

Squamish from coastal floods that will get worse as climate change causes sea levels to rise. Making the 

dikes that protect the heart of the community (Brackendale, Eagle Run / Highway 99, Garibaldi Estates, 

North Yards, Industrial Park, Dentville, and Downtown Squamish) higher, wider and stronger.  These 

improvements will reduce the likelihood of dike failures that could cause up to $450 million in damages 

and displace 60% of the community’s population Maintaining the Provincial standards for dike protection 

for the Valleycliffe neighbourhood. Avoiding building new dikes in rural and relatively remote areas like 

the Paradise Valley. Do you agree with the IFHMP approach to dike protection for managing flood risk in 

Squamish? 

Of the 45 responses received for Question 4, 41 agreed (91%) with the IFHMP approach to dike 

protection for managing flood risk in Squamish. The ten comments received mainly focused on concerns 

that the design standard for the dikes are excessive and objections to spending taxpayer money on 

building dikes. One comment suggested that the extra cost to build dikes should be recognized in the 

same manner as the costs of sewer and water when building on the hillsides. 

Q5. The IFHMP recommends a prioritized list of dike upgrades. Some upgrades will be expensive and may 

take several decades to build. Building and paying for the upgrades may be a challenge, so the District 

must start planning immediately. The District can raise the necessary funds in different ways. Please tell 

us which funding approaches you agree with for flood risk management in Squamish (check all that 

apply): 

Answer Choices Responses (# and %) 

Grants from the federal and provincial governments 39 (85%) 

Cost-sharing agreements between the District and federal/provincial 
governments 

37 (80%) 

Taxes that apply to everyone in the District (since everyone uses services in 
the floodplain) 

24 (52%) 

Taxes or fees that only apply to people who own property in dike-protected 
areas 

10 (22%) 

Fees charged to developers who will profit from new developments located in 
the floodplain 

39 (85%) 

Table 2: Choices and responses to Question 5.  

There were 46 responses to Question 5. Three approaches received support from 80% or more 

respondents.  The most popular funding approaches to flood risk management was to use grants from 
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the federal and provincial governments, take advantage of cost sharing programs, and to charge fees to 

developers who will profit from new developments located in the floodplain.  

Q6. The IFHMP recommends site-specific requirements for new developments.  They include new Flood 

Construction Levels, setbacks from creeks and rivers, erosion protection for foundations and 

floodproofing fill, and a restrictive covenant on property title.  These ‘on-site’ measures are designed to 

reduce the consequences of flooding for new development. Do you agree with these on-site measures for 

managing flood risk in Squamish? 

Of the 45 responses received for Question 6, 40 (or 89%) agreed with the proposed on-site measures for 

managing flood risk in Squamish. The nine comments received demonstrated a variety of general views, 

including a call for fewer restrictions on landowners, a need to manage these on-site measures and 

ensure clarity and minimise additional cost to developers, and to ensure these measures don’t transfer 

risk to existing developments or properties. 

Q7. Downtown Squamish is a very important business hub for the community. The District has historically 

allowed non-residential development (e.g., stores, restaurants and warehouses) to build at ground level 

(below the flood construction level) within the downtown area. The IFHMP continues the historical flood 

construction level exemption for non-residential development. However, new developments will need to 

use flood-resistant building materials and a restrictive covenant will be required on title to ensure that 

future owners understand the risks. Do you agree with this approach for non-residential development? 

Of the 46 responses received for Question 7, 39 (85%) agreed with the proposed approach for managing 

flood risk in non-residential development in Downtown Squamish. Nine comments were received that 

included concerns around compliance, upgrades and the impact on small business.   

Q8. The IFHMP recommends that densification (i.e., rezoning) be controlled at three different levels: 

Properties located in Restricted Densification Areas (coloured red) should not be rezoned for additional 

density.  Growth may still occur through infill development.  Rezoning that concentrates the density 

allowed under existing zoning into a smaller part of the lot is also acceptable. Properties located in 

Conditional Densification Areas (coloured yellow) can be rezoned for additional density if the 

development proposal complies with a list of conditions established by the IFHMP.   Properties located in 

Limited Densification Areas (coloured brown) may be rezoned up to a maximum density of 29 units per 

hectare (RS-2 Duplex Zoning). Development proposals must also meet all requirements for Conditional 

Densification Areas. The intention of this recommendation is to limit an increase in flood risk over time, 

while supporting growth that enhances the ongoing livability of Squamish. Do you agree with this 

approach? 

44 respondents provided answers to Question 8.  Nearly all agreed (37 or 84%) agreed with the 

controlled densification approach to growth in Squamish. A total of ten comments were received, 

several of which reinforced agreement with this approach. Others expressed concern about how to 

balance these needs with smart growth principles and pointed out potential discrepancies in the 

decision to control densification in some areas but not others, for example in Loggers Lane. 
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Q9. Do you think that the IFHMP has done an adequate job of identifying risks, options, and 

recommended approaches for managing flood risk in Squamish? 

Ninety percent (37 out of 41) of responses to Question 9 agreed that the IFHMP has done an adequate 

job of identifying risks, options and recommended approaches for managing flood risk in Squamish. 

Seven comments displayed a range of views, from agreements that the plan is very detailed to a belief 

that the approaches are too risk averse. 

Q10. Do you have any comments about the proposed mitigation plan for the following areas: (check 

applicable area) 

Answer Choices Comment Summary 

Downtown Squamish/ Dentville 
2 responses 

- Concerns about dike breaches 
- Concerns about storm water 

management in the Downtown area once 
the sea dike is built 

Garibaldi Estates/Eagle Run/Brackendale 
5 responses 

- Concerns about dike breaches 
- Reinforcement of the need for planning 

in the Brackendale due to the risks faced 
by the area 

- A request for no rezoning changes for 
properties adjacent to the Brackendale 
dikes, to better protect the inner-
community 

Paradise Valley No comments 

Valleycliffe 
1 response 

- Call to prioritize flood protection 
measures in Valleycliffe due to the 
growing population in the area and the 
limited access to the community 

Other area (specify) 
6 responses 

- Question about the level of protection 
for the Scott Crescent development and 
Waterfront Landing 

- General comment stating that the 
proposed mitigation plan should ensure 
that existing structures do not become 
subject to increased risk 

- Three comments questioning why 
housing is being supported in the Loggers 
Lane area 

Table 3: Answer choices and comment summary of Question 10. 

Q11. Please provide any other general comments you may have about the IFHMP. 

15 general comments were received for Question 15 and can be classified into 5 main categories, in no 

particular order: 
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1. Praise for the IFHMP and the community engagement process. 

2. Specific requests for more information, including evacuation plans. 

3. Questions about the IFHMP including how it will be kept current through its duration and how it 

will be realistically and incrementally implemented. 

4. General suggestions for further considerations, including looking at international examples for 

flood hazard management and supporting the natural courses of the Squamish waterways. 

5. Concerns that the plan is too risk averse and will have undesirable cost impacts and effects on 

housing supply and local businesses. 

Q12. Where do you live? 

39 responses were given to this question. The largest number live in Brackendale, followed by Garabaldi 

Highlands and Valleycliffe/Plateau.  This includes both Open House and online responses. 

Answer Choices Responses 

Downtown Squamish 3 

Dentville 3 

Finch Drive/Loggers Lane 1 

North Yards 4 

Garibaldi Estates/Eagle Run 1 

Tantalus/Newport Ridge 2 

Garibaldi Highlands 5 

Brackendale 12 

Valleycliffe/Plateau 5 

Hospital Hill 4 

Paradise Valley 0 

Other location in Squamish (specify) 0 

Outside Squamish (specify) 1 

Total 39 
Table 4: Answer choices and responses to Question 12. 

Q13. Do you own property in the floodplain? 

Of the 43 responses received for Question 13, 20 stated they owned property in the floodplain, 17 did 

not own property in the floodplain and 6 were not sure. 

Questions 14 and 15 asked for contact information and specific questions that respondents wished to 

have answered.   

15 respondents provided contact details to be added to the District’s contact database and will be 

included in future updates. Two specific questions were received, one asking for clarification of the 

Restricted Densification Area adjacent to Judd Creek and another inquiring about how to protect a home 

from flood risk and who to contact for help in the event of a flood. These questions and the appropriate 

contact details were supplied to District staff for follow up. 
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3.4 Response Analysis 

Questions 1 through 8 in the questionnaire sought to gauge the community’s agreement with the 

IFHMP’s identification and determination of the level of flood risk to the community, the measures and 

mechanisms proposed by the IFHMP to mitigate flood risks, and the types of funding approaches that 

could be used to pay for required flood risk management measures.  A majority of responses to all these 

questions were in agreement with the measures or approaches proposed.   

The comments received in this block of questions represented a balance of respondents reinforcing their 

support, with certain caveats, and respondents justifying their disagreement with the measures and 

approaches proposed. Comments regarding policy measures tended to cite concerns that the 

regulations would not be consistently enforced, or that the measures would impose excessive 

limitations to development. Comments regarding the structural diking measures tended to express 

concerns with the proposed design standards, suggesting that they are too extensive and would be too 

costly. 

In terms of costing and funding mechanisms, responses to Question 5, as well as general comments 

received in other questions, indicated that the community was in favour of flood hazard management 

measures being funded by grants from the federal and provincial governments, or paid for through fees 

charged to developers who will profit from new developments located in the floodplain, rather than 

being funded by local taxpayers.  

Question nine asked whether the respondents agreed that the IFHMP adequately identified the risks, 

options and recommended approaches for managing flood risk in Squamish. The majority of 

respondents (90%) replied positively to this question, indicating that the IFHMP has been generally well 

received in its level of risk management and approach to risk mitigation.  

Respondents were offered opportunity to provide directed comments about the proposed mitigation 

plan for select areas. The comments received reflected general concerns and minimal scrutiny of specific 

technical recommendations. The comments received reinforced the importance of ongoing community 

education and information sharing around the flood risks faced by individual neighbourhoods. 

The final five questions asked allowed for general comments to be made and asked for information on 

the respondents, including where they live and whether they own property in the flood plain. An 

opportunity to provide contact information and specific questions that the respondent would like 

answered was also provided. The information collected showed that the largest percentage of 

respondents came from the Brackendale area and just under 50% of respondents own property in the 

floodplain.  

It should be noted that the attendance at the Open House and participation in the online survey 

represented a small proportion of the Squamish community or those neighbourhoods subject to flood 

hazards.  However, much of the information at this final Open House had been previously made 

available on the District of Squamish website or through the Official Community Plan updating process.  

Previous consultation had also taken place at two other Open Houses, numerous Council meetings, 

meetings with the Squamish Nation and meetings with highly affected landowners.  The responses 

received represent the views of interested members of the community and indicate their general 

support for the IFHMP.   
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Squamish Integrated Flood Hazard Management 
Plan (IFHMP) Questionnaire
Introduction

The Squamish community faces an unusually broad range of flood-related hazards. The District 
has responded by developing a detailed flood management plan that provides the community with 
policy, planning and structural protection tools. In 2014, the District began an extensive update to 
its 1994 Flood Hazard Management Plan. A new Integrated Flood Hazard Management Plan (IFHMP) 
has been developed to better respond to the changes in the Squamish community.

The IFHMP recommends over 100 specific tools for mitigating flood risk.  Recommendations address 
land use, new building regulations, dike upgrades, river management, emergency response, public 
education, and flood insurance.  Some tools apply to the entire community, such as updates to the 
OCP and adopting a new Floodplain Bylaw. Other tools apply to specific Flood Hazard Areas. 

Some IFHMP recommendations should be implemented immediately. Others will take decades to 
plan and build.  Some of the most important recommendations will require significant long-term 
financial commitments. 

To help us plan and prioritize actions for the future, we want to hear your thoughts on some of the 
key flood mitigation tools proposed by the IFHMP.

The IFHMP recommends three key policy tools (Official Community Plan update, new Development 
Permit Area, new Floodplain Bylaw) that will help the District reduce flood risk.  District staff will 
consider these new policies when evaluating applications for new development throughout the 
community.   The three following questions invite your thoughts on these tools.

The updated Official Community Plan (OCP) will carefully control but not eliminate growth in 
areas of higher flood risk.  It also says how much risk the community is willing to accept, and 
encourages growth in areas of lower flood risk. 

Do you think the OCP updates are a good approach for managing flood risk in Squamish?

Yes

No

Comments

1

Questionnaire
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A new Floodplain Bylaw will establish building regulations for new buildings including 
minimum elevations for future and minimum distances from creeks, rivers, and dikes.  

Do you think the new Floodplain Bylaw is a good approach for managing flood risk in 
Squamish?

Yes

No

Comments

2

A new Development Permit Area (DPA) will require future developments to leave space to let 
water pass safely through the community to avoid transferring risk or increasing flood levels 
over time.  No development will be allowed outside the District’s dikes (“Primary Floodways”).  
Future development in designated dike-protected corridors called “Secondary Floodways” 
will have to meet specific conditions to avoid making the consequences of a flood worse for 
others.  

Do you think the new DPA is a good approach for managing flood risk in Squamish?

Yes

No

Comments

3
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Dikes can greatly reduce the potential for flooding.  However, they can also promote more 
development in high-risk areas, which increases the consequences of a dike failure.  Dikes can also 
create a false sense of safety, and people may forget they live in a floodplain.

The IFHMP recommends a balanced approach to diking that considers different needs in 
different parts of the community.  The IFHMP recommends:

•	 Building a new sea dike to protect Downtown Squamish from coastal floods that will 
get worse as climate change causes sea levels to rise.

•	 Making the dikes that protect the heart of the community (Brackendale, Eagle Run / 
Highway 99, Garibaldi Estates, North Yards, Industrial Park, Dentville, and Downtown 
Squamish) higher, wider and stronger.  These improvements will reduce the likelihood 
of dike failures that could cause up to $450 million in damages and displace 60% of 
the community’s population

•	 Maintaining the Provincial standards for dike protection for the Valleycliffe neighbour-
hood.

•	 Avoiding building new dikes in rural and relatively remote areas like the Paradise 
Valley.

Do you agree with the IFHMP approach to dike protection for managing flood risk in 
Squamish?

4

Yes

No

Comments
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The IFHMP recommends a prioritized list of dike upgrades.  Some upgrades will be expensive 
and may take several decades to build.  Building and paying for the upgrades may be a 
challenge, so the District must start planning immediately.  The District can raise the necessary 
funds in different ways.  

Please tell us which funding approaches you agree with for flood risk management in 
Squamish (check all that apply):

Yes

No

Comments

5

Grants from the federal and provincial governments

Cost-sharing agreements between the District and federal / provincial governments

Taxes that apply to everyone in the District (since everyone uses services in the floodplain)

Taxes or fees that only apply to people who own property in dike-protected areas

Fees charged to developers who will profit from new developments located in the floodplain

The IFHMP recommends site-specific requirements for new developments.  They include new 
Flood Construction Levels, setbacks from creeks and rivers, erosion protection for foundations 
and floodproofing fill, and a restrictive covenant on property title.  These ‘on-site’ measures are 
designed to reduce the consequences of flooding for new development. 

Do you agree with these on-site measures for managing flood risk in Squamish?

6

Yes

No

Comments

Downtown Squamish is a very important business hub for the community. The District has 
historically allowed non-residential development (e.g., stores, restaurants and warehouses) 
to build at ground level (below the flood construction level) within the downtown area. 
The IFHMP continues the historical flood construction level exemption for non-residential 
development. However, new developments will need to use flood-resistant building materials 
and a restrictive covenant will be required on title to ensure that future owners understand the 
risks. 

Do you agree with this approach for non-residential development?

7
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Yes

No

Comments

The IFHMP recommends that densification (i.e., rezoning) be controlled at three different 
levels:

8

•	 Properties located in Restricted 
Densification Areas (coloured red) 
should not be rezoned for additional 
density.  Growth may still occur through 
infill development.  Rezoning that 
concentrates the density allowed under 
existing zoning into a smaller part of 
the lot is also acceptable.

•	 Properties located in Conditional 
Densification Areas (coloured yellow) 
can be rezoned for additional density 
if the development proposal complies 
with a list of conditions established by 
the IFHMP.  

•	 Properties located in Limited 
Densification Areas (coloured brown) 
may be rezoned up to a maximum 
density of 29 units per hectare (RS-2 Du-
plex Zoning). Development proposals 
must also meet all requirements for 
Conditional Densification Areas.

The intention of this recommendation is 
to limit an increase in flood risk over time, 
while supporting growth that enhances the 
ongoing livability of Squamish. 

Do you agree with this approach?
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Yes

No

Comments

Do you think that the IFHMP has done an adequate job of identifying risks, options, and 
recommended approaches for managing flood risk in Squamish?9

Do you have any comments about the proposed mitigation plan for the following areas:
(Check applicable area)10

Downtown Squamish/ Dentville

Garibaldi Estates/Eagle Run/Brackendale

Paradise Valley

Valleycliffe

Other area (specify) 

Comments

Please provide any other general comments you may have about the IFHMP.11

Comments
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Where do you live?12
Downtown Squamish

Dentville

Finch Drive/Loggers Lane

North Yards 

Garibaldi Estates/Eagle Run

Tantalus/Newport Ridge

Garibaldi Highlands

Brackendale

Valleycliffe/Plateau

Hospital Hill

Paradise Valley

Other location in Squamish (specify)

Outside Squamish (specify)

Please tell us a little about yourself.

Yes

No

I own property in Squamish but am not sure if it is in the floodplain.

Do you own property in the floodplain?13
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I would like to learn more.  My email address is:14

Please have someone contact me about the following (I understand I may not receive an 
immediate reply):15

Thank you for completing the IFHMP Questionnaire!
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