
From: William Thomas 

Sent: Tuesday, December 19, 2023 4:26 PM 

To: 

Cc: Timothy Peterson; Alex Allen; Grant Scott; northinfo 

Subject: Well, that sucked 

Attachments: Well that sucked….pdf; Letter to Trustee Alex Allen from CRHIs 
Christaine Brown.pdf; Carlas Dec 11 letter to the Hornby LTC.pdf 

 

Season's Greetings, CRHI Members, Friends & Allies, 

 

Please see my comments on the last Dec 143 LTC meeting, below.  

 

Also attached: Christiane's excellent letter to trustee Alex Allen (also distributed by her) and lawyer 
Carla Conkin's Dec. 11 submission (which I've previously sent.) 

 

Please enjoy your well-deserved holidays.  

 

Onward to the defeat of Rogers tower in '24! 

 

Will 

 

 

William Thomas 

 

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.  



Dear CRHI Members, Friends & Allies, 

My apologies for this delayed report. I needed time to calm down 
after the Islands Trust Corporation once again refused to address 
their latest flimflam. 

I am referring, of course, to the Dec. 13 episode of governance-
by-remote-control imposed by officials who, like their notorious 
buddy Brian, refuse to face either the people or the process 

 

Thanks to Gary’s skill and persistence in accessing poltergeists, 
six members of the Concerned Residents of Hornby Island were 
able to share this discriminatory Zoom link in the same room 
where our Local Trust Committee was originally scheduled to 
meet last month. Before the Islands Trust chickened out. 

Only later, through a Trust insider, did we learn that some 50 
Hornby residents had logged into this digital mimicry of a real 
Town Hall, whose in-person format dates back to the Iroquois 
Nation and the founders of a democratic New World, who used 
all-inclusive indigenous councils for their representative model.   

Instead, we had to take the word of our Lasqueti-based MC for 
each invisible !show of hands”. In place of human communication 
primarily assessed through nonverbal body language, virtual 
attendees were treated to fuzzy visages of bored, distracted and 
disconnected trustees, muted interruptions, and plaintive cries: 
“can you hear me now?” So Zoom away if that"s your thing. But 
only as a livestream of LTC sessions personally attended by our 
trustees. (Off-island planners can stay offline where they belong.) 

Vacation rentals dominated this disembodied Town Hall 
discussion. As well they might, given that Hornby"s future as a 
viably diverse rural community is at stake. 



Honouring their unspoken pledge to “preserve and protect 
corporate interests,” the Trust’s own corporate vision of an 
exclusive, financially gated island community is already underway 
with Hornby's embarrassing new welcome mat: inappropriate, 
unwanted, unsightly and unfinished condos dissolving in the rain.  

While longtime Hornby residents worry about losing their homes 
to escalating mortgages and taxes if deprived of rental income, 
and newcomers and the displaced search in vain for year-round 
accommodation, millionaire condo owners will be allowed to rent 
their duplicate suites to vacationers. If construction is allowed to 
resume after enough bones are sifted from this repeatedly 
desecrated ancestral burial ground to satisfy the K'ómoks First 
Nation and provincial regulators.  

When will our officials publicly admit that this 
!unceded territory” is really stolen land? Stay tuned, debacle fans. 
This ill-starred condo project may go bust before it opens. An 
outcome many of us warned against. And the Trust ignored.  

Why do I digress? Because the condo fiasco is not a digression.  
It points to the Trust’s most disastrous misstep to date — one 
that has already altered our island’s pastoral character forever. 

Redundant cell towers are even more undesirable, as they pose 
long-term, 24/7 risks to plants, pollinators, birds and vulnerable 
humans — from fetuses to elders and the immune compromised. 
Though we received no updates on the Trust’s stalled condo 
mess, Rogers’ hobbled Trojan Horse was on the agenda. Three 
CRHI members spoke to the tower mess.  

Addressing this interminable issue, I requested that the 
December 11 legal opinion submitted to the Islands Trust by our 
lawyer, Carla Conkin be posted on the Islands Trust website. Ms 
Conkin’s details of the Trust"s egregious transgressions of its own 
Antenna Siting protocols and ISED"s industry regulations makes 
compelling reading. (See attached.)  



I reminded everyone tuning in that a telecommunications tower 
initially intended to host six antennas for mobile service providers 
directly contravenes our Official Community Plan, which favours 
outright prohibition.  Or, at most, a single electrosmog-spewing 
transmitter “for servicing Hornby Island only.” (OCP sections 5.5.5 
& 5.5.4) 

Never mind the cell towers on adjacent islands providing 
electromagnetic “cellular” access to over half of Hornby. Or full 
wireless coverage from Elon Musk’s Starlink satellites overhead. 
Or CityWest’s high-speed, fiberoptic network already being 
connected to homes here. As Ms Conkin wrote:  

The gaps in assessment of impacts, the lack of Staff assessment of such local 
requirements,  and the lack of evidence that clearly addresses how and what 
alternatives were considered is missing. Repackaging the application cannot 
overcome these elements.  

Or, she rightly added, restore our trust.  

I went on to mention how this irreparably demolished process 
could have been shut down at the last LTC meeting on September 
8, when Alex Allen called for a vote of nonconcurrence. Instead, 
our trustee was instantly overruled by visiting Trust planner, 
Margot Thomaidis, who claimed he was out of line because 
Rogers had not requested that ruling. 

As I informed my invisible audience, “it was the planner who was 
out of line” by obstructing our trustees who, Ms Conkin"s legal 
opinion showed, “had been under no obligation to wait for a 
request from Rogers to determine concurrence.”  

On this point of procedural clarification, our legal council and 
Islands Trust expert emphasized that Hornby’s local government 
had full authority to rule on a process she termed “a boondoggle” 
that “cannot be fixed”.  



Rather than acknowledge the seriousness of these complaints, I 
was once again warned against naming names. But not calling 
out Trust officers for violating their legal requirements and oath of 
office to further corporate interests is precisely why Hornby’s 
future is being continually put at risk by unaccountable — and 
therefore illegitimate — overseers.  

Interestingly, ISED regulations call for a local government ruling 
on cell tower applications within four months… 

“Today — 17 MONTHS after Roger’s formally submitted its 
application — why are we still addressing this issue?” I wanted to 
know. Why is our community being “held hostage” by the Trust 
on behalf of a Toronto-based corporation? 

My second and concluding request was simple and direct: “I call 
on our trustees to man-up, reclaim their power, and vote for 
nonconcurrence NOW.” 

Instead, during a subsequent tower update, those who hadn’t left 
in disgust heard that the Rogers tower application will be kicked 
down the road until at least next March. Or whenever Brian Gregg 
feels like asking for concurrence. 

As the great Yogi Berra once observed, this latest extended-finger 
from our employees is enough to “angrify the blood.” 

So go ahead, Islands Mistrust. Keep making enemies throughout 
the Trust Area. Keep dragging this out. 

We aren’t going away. And our lawyer’s latest letter is about to 
sprout wings.  

Just be glad I’ve calmed down. 

William Thomas 
Hornby Island resident of 23-years 
Dec. 19, 2023



1 
 

Carla R. Conkin LL.B. 
Barrister & Solicitor 
 

carlaconkin@protonmail.com 
PH. 250-464-4242 

 

 

CARLA R. CONKIN 
Barrister & Solicitor  
 

December 12, 2023 

VIA EMAIL:  
tpeterson@islandstrust.bc.ca; aallen@islandstrust.bc.ca; gscott@islandstrust.bc.ca; 
northinfo@islandstrust.bc.ca 

 

File No.: 01011 

Islands Trust 
Hornby Island Local Trust Committee (the “LTC”) 
LTC Trustees, Tim Peterson (LTC Chair), Alex Allen, Grant Scott 
 

Dear Local Trust Committee, 

 

Re: Rogers Communications Radiocommunications Tower – Hornby Island - (“Rogers’ 
Proposal) 

Further to previous submissions on behalf of the Concerned Residents of Hornby Island (the 
“CRHI”), dated March 22, 2023, and September 5, 2023, respectively, I have been asked by the 
CRHI to provide the following comments on this continuing matter regarding Rogers’ Proposal. 
This submission is intended for the LTC’s December 13, 2023 Meeting. 

My understanding from the last LTC meeting of September 8th, 2023, that that there was some 
heated debate, including among the Trustees, that non-concurrence should be the result of this 
Rogers’ Proposal. Despite this, it was cautioned by staff that non-concurrence was not available, 
and instead a number of resolutions were presented.  

These resolutions which were carried, are outlined in the draft September 8 Minutes (the “Draft 
Minutes”) to be approved at the December 13, 2023 LTC meeting. They include (paraphrased): 

 that there be a request to Brian Gregg (Sitepath) to plan a meeting at the Hornby Island 
Community Hall to discuss Rogers’ Proposal; 

 that staff ensure that future written notification meets the Hornby Island approved 
Antenna Strategy notification requirements; and 

 that staff work with Rogers to provide the requisite outstanding notifications to property 
owners and residents, along with written notice to the School District and ambulance 
services. 
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The Draft Minutes also make mention that Rogers is amenable to conducting expanded 
notifications. Rogers has also confirmed that Telus, Koodoo, Public Mobile, Bell and Virgin 
Mobile, along with Rogers’ subsidiaries, Fido and Chatter will be using the proposed tower.  

The December 13, 2023 LTC Meeting Agenda also indicates that there will be a 5-minute verbal 
update on the Rogers’ Proposal. No Staff Report is attached or indicated. 

The significant concern at this stage, is that the LTC and the Islands Trust will try to ‘fix’ the 
issues through notification and by ‘ticking the boxes’. Fundamentally however, the process 
cannot be ‘fixed’ by trying to overcome notification missteps, and resurrecting a damaged public 
consultation process by having another meeting.  

The steps taken, and not taken, have created a situation that has passed the point of ‘fixing’. 
Insufficient or lacking local land use assessment, combined with a serious breach of trust arising 
from the public consultation process, if Sitepath’s approach can be called a consultation process, 
means that the process cannot continue.  

At a minimum, a resubmitted proposal, following the correct protocol and starting the process 
anew would be required. However this option is difficult because of what has occurred, with 
specific regard to degrading public trust. Repackaging cannot rebuild this trust. It is not apparent 
how or what could be done to re-frame the application to address the level of significant concern 
falling short of simply re-locating Rogers’ proposal off island.   

The gaps in assessment of impacts, the lack of Staff assessment of such local requirements,  and 
the lack of evidence that clearly addresses how and what alternatives were considered is missing. 
Repackaging the application cannot overcome these elements. 

In essence the process has been a boondoggle informed by a number of colliding factors:  

 Sitepath Consulting has built a reputation with other tower projects in the vicinity, that 
consultation is merely checking boxes. This has been exacerbated and continues for 
Hornby Island. Regardless of the protocol considered, there were missteps without 
acknowledgement or concern, such as: 

o missing important or required notifications of certain groups and residents within 
required distances; 

o a failed attempt at a public meeting that also excluded LTC member(s); and 
o a pattern of behaviour that raises the strong perception that Rogers is misleading 

the public.  
Sitepath has demonstrated that public consultation is merely an inconvenient, necessary 
step to move the proposal through. The public sees this, and such approaches not only 
degrade the public trust, but also limit or prevent the local knowledge that is supposed to 
inform the process. This is fundamental to either the ISED protocol or the Hornby Island 
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approved Antenna Strategy. Essentially fundamental parts of either protocol are entirely 
missing. 

 There is a lack of evidence to demonstrate why and how alternative sites off island were 
assessed, and how the conclusion was reached to name Hornby Island as the necessary 
site. This assessment of alternatives is fundamental to either protocol and needs to 
inform the public consultation. If the public does not have access to this evidence, it will 
inform concern. I also understand that Starlink is another option that is available but this 
forms part of the gap in alternatives assessment.  Furthermore, given the number of 
service providers that are signing on to this tower, this site is intended to expand services 
primarily for off island purposes. Finally, how is the emergency argument covered if 
ambulance services have not even been notified? 
 

 The OCP advocacy policies remain unaddressed or reconciled. This feeds the building 
lack of trust in the proposal. Specifically why is it that the Islands Trust and the LTC are 
not addressing the following 2 advocacy policies found in the Hornby Island OCP: 
 
Advocacy Policies:  
 
5.5.4 All public service and utility installations on the Island should be for servicing 
Hornby Island only.  
 

5.5.5 Industry Canada is encouraged to prohibit commercial microwave towers and 
satellite antennae on Hornby Island.  

My policy guess, without accessible information regarding the basis for these advocacy 
policies, is that the size, potential for compounding impacts and environmental fragility 
of Hornby Island informs these policy ‘encouragements’ to third parties, such as ISED. 
These advocacy policies are intended to contribute to the goals and objectives of the 
OCP.  

 Following from the advocacy policies, there is still no assessment as to how the Rogers’ 
Proposal, and its site location meets OCP and land use bylaw requirements. For example, 
how are valued components and objectives such as ensuring maximum protection of 
areas with ecological, natural, aesthetic and heritage value1, being addressed? The past 
referenced submissions raised these issues, as did submissions from the CRHI, but there 
remains no apparent assessment or reconciliation of these concerns. 
 

 
1 Hornby Island OCP, Sec�on III- Objec�ves and Policies for the Protec�on of the Environment, 3.2 Environmentally 
Sensi�ve Areas 
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 The Antenna Strategy was an important step to further contextualize what is required for 
local assessment for tower proposals. It builds on and expands the minimum ISED 
protocol. For these reasons the Antenna Strategy should easily form the basis for why the 
handling of the Rogers proposal by Sitepath is inadequate and faulty. The extended public 
consultation requirements have resulted in clear significant concern. Under the role of the 
local government it states:  

 

3. Role of Local Government 

Ultimately, the role of the Local Trust Committee (LTC) is to issue a statement of 
concurrence or non-concurrence to the proponent and ISED. The statement 
considers the land-use compatibility of the antenna structure, the responses of the 
impacted residents and the proponent’s adherence to this protocol 

 
There is more than sufficient basis, which builds with each passing day that a decision is not 
made, to acknowledge that the process is broken for this proposal. This situation is largely owing 
to how the consultant on behalf of Rogers has engaged, or rather not engaged, as required by 
both the ISED protocol and the Antenna Strategy. It is also informed by the breach of trust and a 
broken process that cannot be resurrected.  

Furthermore, the LTC is under no obligation to wait for a request from Rogers to determine 
concurrence, or rather non-concurrence. While the Antenna Strategy sets out steps (e.g. Step 4), 
being a Request for Concurrence by the proponent, this does not mean that there is a requirement 
to wait for this request. These steps indicate the basic process, as elements of the protocol are 
met by the proponent – i.e. once requirements are met, the natural course is then for the 
proponent to request concurrence. 

However in a case such as this one, rife with failure of the consultant to engage the public as 
required, demonstrating what appears to be a disregard for public concern, the LTC is under no 
obligation to wait. This is a process that has gone wrong and there is more than sufficient basis to 
make this right by a speedy conclusion of non-concurrence.  

It is well within the authority of the LTC to finalize its assessment, with adequate consideration 
of the consultation record  and to recognize the breach of trust that has occurred, and that 
growing distrust cannot be fixed through another meeting or notification measures.   

For such reasons, the public concern being paramount, further consultation cannot be 
meaningful. There is sufficient evidence to show that the public does not trust Sitepath, or 
Rogers in this case, and setting up a further meeting cannot address this. To try to fix this by 
checking some notification boxes will only demonstrate how hollow this process has been. 
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Rather than ensure meaningful consultation or at a minimum the recognition of the mounting 
significant concern, this process has created and resulted in a barrier to justice. 

To this end, I encourage the LTC to consider the past submissions I have made on behalf of the 
CRHI (dated March 22, 2023 and September , 2023) as well as CRHI’s public concern 
submissions and petitions from the public to date. In doing so, I raise my final point regarding 
fair process. Fair process extends beyond the protocols in recognizing that public involvement 
necessarily requires access to that information provided by the public. In this case, there appears 
to be no record of accessible past submissions, such as the ones referenced. Such access directly 
informs the public’s ability to consider and partake meaningfully in the consultation process.  

 

 

Respectfully yours,      

 

Carla R. Conkin, LL.B. 
carlaconkin@protonmail.com 
 

cc.  Executive Members for Concerned Residents of Hornby Island via email 



December 19th, 2023 at 12:15 PM, christiane_lbrown 
wrote:

Hi, Alex, 
if you don't mind, I would like to share some of my Zoom 
frustrations with you. 

And also a question: I noticed that the Minutes from the 
previous (Sept 8th) LTC meeting are still not posted on 
your website; no transcript, no recording. Why? 

As you well know by now, I and many other islanders are 
extremely unhappy with the electronic so called meetings 
and often leave frustrated and even in anger. The 
reasons? I'll give you some of them: most speakers, 
islanders and especially  IT staff/planners are hiding 
behind the screen and we cannot see their faces. 
Sometimes we don't even know who is speaking. 

The quality of the screen is terrible i.e. foggy and distorted 
most of the time.  

Grant chose to disappear completely for an extended time, 
not ever taking part in the "conversation", coming back 
only after being called out. 

Tim stayed on but was most of the time not listening to 
speakers from the public, seemingly looking at messages 
on his cell phone. 



Also, again several islanders tried desperately to register ( 
Room to Grow included) but were able to join only after an 
hour or more, or not at all. 

The technical as well as the human disconnect ("Can you 
hear me now? Can you see me now?") is unbelievably 
frustrating and exhausting. 

The most absurd thing for many of us was the refusal of 
our own local trustees who obviously live on our common 
island, to take part and be physically/in person present at 
this last meeting of Dec 13th, 2023. Why could the two of 
you not be with us in the same room during that meeting?  

It is hard enough these days to achieve or share things on 
a personal and individual level, in real life; to build 
confidence and trust in each other. Why do the Islands 
Trust organizers/planners/trustees care so little for the 
human quality of our meetings with them? Are we waiting 
for future Artificial Intelligence to play their tricks with us? 

Thank you for taking the time to read it. And think about it, 
too. 
Christiane 


