
From: Dave M
To: Hearing
Subject: District of Squamish Zoning Bylaw No. 2200, 2011
Date: July 27, 2020 10:13:16 AM

Dear Council Members,

Having looked at the "Zoning Bylaw No. 2200, 2011, Amendment Bylaw (North Crumpit
Parcel) No. 2722, 2020" I am concerned that this area was ever considered for rezoning to
residential in the first place.

The area bordering the Smoke Bluffs Park has a multitude of trails for all users and is an
important wild life habitat, a Bobcat was seen only last week.

During the current Covid crisis the trail network in the area has been a little bit of heaven for
my wife and myself along with our neighbors. 

The possible recreational loss of this area to the residents of Valleycliffe and Squamish should
be recognized by council. 

Yours sincerely,

WD Morriss 

Valleycliffe.

mailto:Hearing@squamish.ca


From: Terry Murray
To: Hearing
Subject: FW: Rezone response
Date: July 27, 2020 8:37:10 AM

From: Gabe Ritsema <
Sent: July 26, 2020 10:08 AM
To: Council <Council@squamish.ca>
Subject: Rezone response

Dear district of squamish,

I'm writing to inform you that I oppose the rezoning of greenfield spaces to high density 
residential. These rezonings need to be completed on a case by case basis and need to be done 
in a sustainable and slow growth manner. Please do not do a blanket rezoning of properties. 

Regards.
Gabriel

mailto:tmurray@squamish.ca
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District of Squamish 

37955 Second Ave. 

Squamish, B.C. V8B 0A3 

Attention: Mayor and Council 

Re: Zoning ByLaw Update Public Hearing July 28, 2020 

I write to provide public input into the omnibus proposed zoning amendments going to Public Hearing 
on July 28, 2020. I note that there are seven very significant proposals. Most would result in dramatic 
downzoning and the associated reduction in value of the subject lands. Some are sweeping in nature 
and difficult to analyze. Given the volume and time constraints, I have been unable to review each of 
them in detail. I will only comment on one of the seven proposals. 

Rezoning of Large Greenfield Properties from RS-1 to RM-5 

Since the mid 2000’s, the District of Squamish has been recognized as a leader in adopting “smart 
growth” planning principles. While there are many definitions of “smart growth”, some of the principles 
include striving for: compact and walkable communities; a diversity of housing choices; communities 
that have a sense of place; providing a variety of transportation options; mixed land uses with 
employment opportunities near residences; avoidance of development in environmentally sensitive 
areas; predictable, fair and cost effective development planning; and community and stakeholder 
collaboration in development decisions. These principles are consistent with the need to minimize 
carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuel space heating and transportation systems by mitigating urban 
sprawl. 

Over the past five years I have become concerned with decisions that appear to misapply these 
principles. There are a number of examples. Perhaps most relevant would be the last council’s decision 
to, at the developer’s request, reduce the density on the 53 acre Waterfront Landing site from about 
1600 units to 900 units. This is an area designated Downtown in our OCP. It could have been the very 
definition of a compact community within walking distance of most services and of employment. 
Instead, what is being built is a relatively low density (for a downtown location) consisting of a high 
percentage of large townhomes. Undoubtedly, the developer requested lower density because it could 
achieve a greater return on investment in a shorter time.  However, we as a community, have sacrificed 
a perfect location for a compact, high density walkable development with urban vibrancy and increased 
pressure for urban sprawl. 

The proposed zoning amendment would rezone North Crumpit Woods and Newport Ridge to a new 
zone called RM-5. There appears to have been little public discussion or understanding of the particulars 



of the proposed RM-5 zone. The proposed zone would require a minimum lot size of one hectare (2.47 
acres). On such a very large lot, an owner can build either a neighbourhood commercial use or 12 
apartments (it must be one use or the other on any parcel). Interestingly, the resulting apartment use 
density would be very similar to RS-1 (approx. 5 units/acre). I don’t think it is too strong a statement to 
say that it makes any development of these properties unviable.  It seems that the purpose of the 
rezoning is to quash the development potential of these lands with the hope that the landowners will 
apply for a rezoning that Council prefers. I would caution Council against this approach for many 
reasons. These reasons include lack of fairness to the landowners, our community’s reputation in the 
development and financial sectors and the fact that the District does not seem to have clear land use 
objectives for the areas. A more appropriate course of action would be to work collaboratively with 
landowners to accomplish mutual objectives. I have little doubt that this could be accomplished given 
that he District has significant control over the development process and also can offer the incentive of 
increased densities. 

Most importantly, these are not areas compatible with high density uses. Despite suggestions to the 
contrary, the areas in question will not be “walkable” as they are located far away from commercial 
areas and are generally removed from primary transportation routes. To put it another way, most 
people who live there will need to own a vehicle. Accordingly, putting more people there increases the 
number of vehicles. High density only enhances a community in areas that are in walking distance of, or 
have good transit to, retail service and employment opportunities. I do agree that there are 
opportunities to mix housing options in these areas. Mixed duplex/townhome/single family uses in 
these areas are desirable. I expect that the landowners would be receptive to such changes. 

In summary, many of the proposed zoning amendments appear to be a heavy-handed approach to what 
should really be some relatively minor tweaking of land uses. I would suggest that a more constructive 
approach would be to focus on what our community does want in the neighbourhoods in question. 
Without that vision the proposed rezonings may very well do more harm than good. 

 Regarding process, municipalities generally strive to not have public hearings on significant rezonings in 
the summer, let alone when oral submissions are impossible because of COVID-19. The agenda also calls 
for a vote on third reading at the same meeting as the Public Hearing. That also does not follow best 
practices. In short, the proposed schedule is exacerbating the perception of lack of collaboration, 
fairness and predictability. 

Council should not feel pressured to endorse these proposals. You have both the means and the time to 
determine, and constructively implement, your vision for our community. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Greg Gardner 

 Brennan Road 

Squamish, B.C, 



From: julia bresalier
To: Hearing
Subject: Public hearing - Zoning By Laws
Date: July 27, 2020 7:51:56 AM

Hello

First I want to share my concern about this process. It seems rushed and the
timing is poor. There has not been sufficient communication in advance of the
hearing.

My primary concern about rezoning to increase density is that our community is
not presently able to sustain the rapid growth that we have already experienced.
We do not have adequate infrastructure (recreation centre, parking, schools) in
place and adding density prior to addressing this will have negative impacts to
the quality of life we enjoy. What I am suggesting is that a pause is required,
enabling the growth to settle and infrastructure demands to be met BEFORE
more density is created. Although not a district of Squamish issue specifically,
increased density is also impacting access to lakes and rivers, and creating
hazardous  conditions in Paradise and Squamish Valleys

Thank you,

Julia Bresalier

“Humankind has not woven the web of life. We are but one thread within it.
Whatever we do to the web, we do to ourselves. All things are bound together.
All things connect.”

Chief Seattle (1780-1866);
Leader Of The Suquamish And Duwamish Native American Tribes

mailto:Hearing@squamish.ca


From: Terry Murray
To: Hearing
Subject: FW: Proposed ReZoning
Date: July 27, 2020 8:38:13 AM

From: Katrina Doherty <katrinadoherty@telus.net> 
Sent: July 25, 2020 9:27 AM
To: Council <Council@squamish.ca>
Subject: Proposed ReZoning

Dear Mayor and Council
PLEASE slow down! The vast expanse of the proposed rezonings is too much, too fast and 
doesn't appear to be supported with appropriate or adequate infrastructure plans.  I am asking 
you to be more systematic in the expansion of our town, to do so in smaller more precise steps 
so that we can all adjust accordingly. So that our health, protection, education, transportation, 
utility and recreation services can accommodate and keep up with the growth. 
So many of you when running for office declared yourselves to be on the side of transparency 
and thoughtful, systematic development. To a one you said that you would listen to the people 
and do what was best for the town you all clearly love. Now is the time to do just that. Putting 
ALL of this on the table at a time when public participation is limited and people are stretched 
dealing with the pandemic is not the right thing to do. So please just slow down! Do the right 
thing and stop this madness.

Most Sincerely
Katrina Doherty

PS and while I have your attention...Enough with all the variances on parking and road width. 
That has to stop too!

mailto:tmurray@squamish.ca
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From: Terry Murray
To: Hearing
Subject: FW: Moratorium for Valleycliffe Coach house’s, please.
Date: July 27, 2020 8:37:29 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Mark Edwards <markedwards3000@gmail.com>
Sent: July 25, 2020 3:50 PM
To: Council <Council@squamish.ca>
Subject: Moratorium for Valleycliffe Coach house’s, please.

Hello Council

Thank you for your hard work and soul-searching on deciding what is best for Squamish. 

My name is Mark Edwards
My family and I live at;
Hemlock ave, Squamish BC V8B0X2
We bought here about 7 years ago.
My wife, my 6 year old son and 3 year old daughter love it here.

However, I am writing you today out of concern that inevitable change is coming too fast to my lovely 
neighborhood.

A Coach house was built about a year ago kitty corner to our backyard and although we are very disappointed with 
its construction and our loss of privacy, it has not impacted us nearly as much as our wonderful neighbors.

Mr & Mrs Ruehl live next door to us and although they would never complain about a thing, this has negatively 
affected them and many other neighbors.  This 86 year old, former Woodfiber family, on a fixed income, planted 
cedar hedges as soon as he discovered what was to be built opposite his backyard.   He will not live long enough to 
see them grow high enough to block out the patio that now looks directly into his sunroom. 
The neighbors that live beside this coach house used to have their children playing in both yards. Now, they don’t 
speak to one another.

In the winter time, our street rarely gets the snow plowed off it because of all the incoming suit cars parked on the 
road.  
All these parked cars are a danger too children walking and Riding their bikes to school. (A designated bike route)

Please, put a moratorium on building more coach house’s in Valleycliffe.

Thank you
Mark Edwards

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:tmurray@squamish.ca
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From: Solana Green
To: Hearing; Council
Subject: July 28th Hearing
Date: July 27, 2020 11:06:31 AM

I am very concerned that Squamish Council is trying to push through multiple zoning changes
with very little public notice/feedback, and under the guise of COVID19 not allowing for the
same amount of feedback, namely in-person feedback from those not checking social media. This
feels very rushed and wrong/. 

I have tried to do some research since being informed of the July 28th hearing and I feel very
overwhelmed with the sheer amount of proposed changes.  I'm also confused that there was able
to be 2 readings at the same meeting July 7th. It's my understanding that the normal protocol is a
reading, public response, second reading, public response, third reading. How was 2 readings
done in the same session if that's the case?

I feel as though Squamish is at the very gangly, awkward teenager phase, and that we need to take
a minute, take some time to let her grow into her new identity, spend time focusing on small fixes
that make big differences, and just give her some space and time! With the sheer amount of
apartments, condos, townhouses that are currently being built and we haven't had the influx of
those people into Squamish yet....this just seems utterly insane to already be planning many many
many more housing developments, and high density housing developments at that. From my
understanding, and what I can see with my own 2 eyes is that Squamish is already bursting at the
seams, in some of the most obvious and not future thought out ways. As I understand, our general
living infrastructure - the hospital, the dump, water, sewer, utilities is at it's max, as well as the
amount of schools, and daycares are lacking. There's public outcry for a designated swimming
area at Nexen, sanctioned off-leash dog parks, parking permits or more suitable trail parking
options, more outhouses - both in downtown and at all trailheads and overly used recreation areas.
All of these seem like issues we need to at least meet the needs of, if not overly overmeet, before
we can even consider more high density living spaces.

I understand that the district wants to bring more people to Squamish, but the rate we're changing
and growing is intense and insane and seems to lack any sort of foresight. We're known around
the world for the recreation we offer, and yet, the district is willing to have developments take
over huge chunks of that, in return for more people, in a too small space, without the appropriate
facilities and transportation.

I've read the letters posted at https://squamish.ca/assets/Planning/Public-
Hearings/July_28_2020/6305c14181/Correspondence_received_July_23_pm_and_July_24_am.pdf
and there's many people more well spoken than myself that have the same concerns. 

I share the concerns that Claire Hallley mentions about the amount of investment in high density
living and not in the infrastructure needed in Squamish, as well as that the lack of well paying
jobs cannot sustain the high rental market currently in this town.

I share the concerns that the 99 Trials Association via Francesca Knight has brought forward, the
vested associations need to be involved in the conversations, and there needs to be an appropriate
and adequate plan to address the loss of trials and green space. When the majority of the tourism
in Squamish relies on our natural beauty and the recreation sports and activities that utilize it, it's
crazy to tear that away without a plan in place. Especially this paragraph resonates with me
"There is a large number of rezoning applications proposed this summer, with 23 scheduled just for the
July 28 public hearing. This large number of applications puts a burden on local clubs, non-

mailto:Hearing@squamish.ca
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governmental organizations (NGOs) and individual stakeholders to review each bylaw and see which of
the 23 require a response / comment. This pressure is compounded by the District holding a virtual
public hearing, as opposed to an in-person session in Council Chambers. While we understand that the
reality of covid-19 imposes these virtual meetings, it is unfair to stakeholders if the District expects that
a virtual public hearing on 23 rezoning bylaws represents an appropriate level of stakeholder
consultation. Covid-19 has slowed many important activities, including elective surgeries and provincial
court proceedings. At this time, it only seems reasonable for the District to slow the pace of
development such that more time can be given to legally mandated and meaningful public consultation."

I also agree with Julie Holterman, who asked if the council has actually asked Squamish if we want to
see single family dwellings disappear as more and more high density living is developed? I for one, do
not want to see high density apartments, condos, and townhomes in the Highlands, for the sheer amount
of people and cars that would bring to our already bursting at the seams infrastructure. 

I relate to Lorne Tratt's hand written letter as well, the reason Squamish is so loved is our nature, our
surroundings, our community. It feels as thought we're not-so-slowly losing all of that as we're pushed into
being a bigger city than we are, and a different city that what we know and love. 

Back to the first point I made in this email, it feels as though this is being pushed by during covid, during phase
3 when people are encouraged to travel BC, when many families are out of town or not as plugged into
community news. Matt Blackman makes a clear point that when the public has the opportunity to comment and
give feedback, things change.

Pam Kozdrowski and Rachel Shephard both brought up good points about the animals, specifically the migrant
toads in the Newport Ridge area - as a daily trail user in this area, I can tell you that every year thousands of
baby toads use this area and the current neighbourhood avoids all of these trails for the duration, out of respect
for them. We need to think about the wildlife and what is or isn't viable for them. 

Pauline Skiffington brought up a point about our seniors home which I knew, but didn't think of. That leads me
to think about how many families are both choosing to, and having to live with multi-generational situations. If
we're getting rid of the single family homes being developed, where will these families be able to live? 

Steve Vroom brings up a very valid point that current RS1 allows 3 types of housing, whereas the proposed
RS5 only allows large low-rise apartments and this is not in line with the current OCP.

I chose to highlight the points from other members of my community that spoke to me, as I feel like as a whole,
the majority of Squamish feels the same. We don't understand the rush to ruin what put Squamish on the map,
we want the council and the town to SLOW DOWN, to breathe, and to think everything through with lots and
lots of input from the public.

-- 
Solana Green
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