
Trustee Evans – February 10, 2024 House Size Workshop 

 

Suggestion Support or Reason 
Combine house and cottage square 
feet as total square feet 

As per Mayne Bylaw – Flexible Housing 
Project 

Siting based home sizes, sliding scale, 
separation from neighbours  

Visual impact 
Privacy 
Performance based/bonusing 

Footprint and maximum square feet 
Ie. 2500 and second floor 

Minimize impact 

Reduce basements Carbon footprint of concrete, steel and 
aluminum 

Review OCP Out of date 
Retain house size as currently written OCP 

Pressure to keep houses as small as 
possible 

Environmental 
Social effect 
Carbon footprint and adverting climate 
change 

Square feet somewhere between 
current and previous bylaw to 
accommodate various family needs 

Family needs 

Remove attached garages from floor 
area count 

Not living space 

Bones to use natural materials Environmental and financial  

Spot zoning re: larger homes outside 
of current bylaw sizes 

Reduce confusion around legal non-
conforming 

The right to a healthy environment 
through limiting house size 

Don’t task us with the responsiblity 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

5) The maximum Floor Area per lot will be determined by the greater of either: 

a) The maximum floor area as presented in Column C; or  

b) For a lot that contains a legal dwelling constructed prior to September 15, 2022, a 
replacement dwelling may be constructed, or the existing dwelling re-constructed or 
altered, provided the floor area of the replacement, re-constructed or altered 
dwelling does not exceed the floor area of the dwelling on the lot on September 15, 
2022 and is no greater than Column D. 

 

      

 

Column A 

 

Lot Area 

Column B 

 

The total  floor  
area of all 
buildings may 
not exceed 

Column C 

 

The floor area of a  
dwelling may not  
exceed 

Column D 

 

Legal Dwellings  
constructed prior 
to September 15, 
2022, the floor 
area may not 
exceed  

 

Less than 0.4 ha 
(1 Acre) 

465 m2 (5000 
ft 2 232 m2 (2500 ft2)   

 

0.4 ha to < 0.8 ha 
(1 to 2  Acres) 

557 m2 (6000 
ft2) 279 m2 (3000 ft2) 418 m2 (4500 ft2)  

 

0.8 ha to < 1.6 ha 
(2 to 4  Acres) 

743 m2 (8000 
ft2) 325 m2 (3500 ft2) 520 m2 ( 5600 ft2)  

 

1.6 ha to < 4.0  ha 
(4 to 10  Acres) 

836 m2 (9000 
ft2) 348 m2 (3750 ft2) 543 m2 5845 ft2)  

 

 4.0  ha (10  
Acres) or greater 

1394 m2 
(15000 ft2) 372 m2 (4000ft2) 560 m2 (6030 ft2)  

      
 
 

Prepared by Trustee Evans and dated March 26, 2025

353 m2m (3800 ft2)



Total floor area of building bylaw history. (All in square feet)

114 122 Reduction
Draft 129

compromise

1/2  of 
difference

144-122
Full 

Compromise

Sq ' in
favour of 

122

4,798 548

4.0ha or greater 
(10 acres +)

6,030 4,000
2,030

4,500
1,015 5,015 515

0.1ha to 3.9ha 
(4-10 acres) 5,845 3,750

2,095
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1,048

250
0.8ha to 1.59ha 
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Prepared by Trustee Falck & Dated March 26, 2025



Total 
floor of 

all 

Floor 
area of 

dwelling 
Decreas

e from 
114

Decreas
e from 

114

Decreas
e from 

114

Increas
e from 

122

Decreas
e from 

114

Increas
e from 

122
% % % %

Sq Meter 465 353 465 0% 232 -34% 465 0% 0% 279 -21% 20%
Sq foot 5,000 3,800 5,000 2,500 5,000 3,000

Sq Meter 557 418 557 0% 279 -33% 557 0% 0% 325 -22% 16%
Sq foot 6,000 4,500 6,000 3,000 6,000 3,500

Sq Meter 743 520 743 0% 325 -38% 743 0% 0% 372 -28% 14%

Sq foot 8,000 5,600 8,000 3,500 8,000 4,000

Sq Meter 836 543 836 0% 348 -36% 836 0% 0% 395 -27% 13%
Sq foot 9,000 5,845 9,000 3,750 9,000 4,250

Sq Meter
1,858

560 1,394 -25% 372 -34% 1,394 -25% 0% 418 -25% 12%

Sq foot 20,000 6,030 15,000 4,000 15,000 4,500

4.0ha or 
greater (10 
acres +)

Floor area of 
dwelling 122

Total floor of all buildings Floor area of dwelling

Lot Area 114
114

122 122 129 
(draft)

129 
(draft)

Total floor of all 
buildings

Less than 
0.4ha (1 
acre)
0.4ha to 
0.79ha (1-2 
acres)
0.8ha to 
1.59ha (2-4 
acres)

0.1ha to 
3.9ha (4-10 
acres)



From: Kristina Evans <kevans@islandstrust.bc.ca>  
Sent: Saturday, February 3, 2024 4:48 PM 
To: South Pender Island Local Trust Committee <SouthPenderLTC@islandstrust.bc.ca> 
Subject: My notes from the Setback Workshop 

 

Hi Kim, 

 

Here are my notes from the meeting. We had close to a dozen people in attendance (

) and the meeting ran from 2:00 pm to 
3:45 pm. brought home made cookies to share and the conversation was very 
engaging and solution focused.  

 

The discussion primarily revolved around sea setbacks and didn't really get into side setbacks. 
Not sure if this is because no-one has an issue with side setbacks or it simply wasn't raised. 

 

Suggestion 1)  

recommended looking at setbacks from the sea and alternate solutions specifically 
along Boundary Pass, not all of South Pender. 

He also mentioned that a number of the lots along that area are adversely affected due to 
narrow lot depths and it seems that this is primarily contained within this particular 
neighbourhood. 

General discussion included the following suggestions:  

Perhaps lots under a certain size Boundary Pass Rd from Connery Crescent to the end of 
Boundary Pass could revert back to the previous setbacks.  

Perhaps only certain sized lots or unusual/difficult shapes revert to the previous setbacks.  

Maybe look at other islands bylaws and clauses they have to address this type of issue.  

 

mailto:kevans@islandstrust.bc.ca
mailto:SouthPenderLTC@islandstrust.bc.ca


*(No-one in the room raised objections to this suggestions and showed support of this line of 
thinking. This was the topic that garnered the most conversation and agreeance. - Personal 
observation)  

 

Suggestion 2) 

suggested that the current conversation be put on hold for a period of two years to 
allow the recently passed bylaws time to see how they work within the community. Revisit this 
topic two years from now and see how people feel then. 

 

*(this didn't garner any additional conversation from the attendees) 

 

Suggestion 3) 

 suggested adding a clause to the current setback bylaw whereby if a variance is 
requested to build a primary dwelling within the setback, that a condition for granting a 
variance be added so that the side of the dwelling facing the neighbour (i.e., within the setback) 
reduce the number of windows and any window that is in that side be made of privacy glass. 
This is to ensure privacy for the affected neighbour.  

 

*(This suggestion resonated well with the people in the room) 

 

Suggestion 4) 

 requested that a DPA specifically related to tree protection against being cut 
within the 50ft setback of the sea be discussed.  

Discussion included DPA's already are in place on South Pender. This topic is not directly related 
to the sea setback discussion and may belong under a different topic. Tree cutting bylaws aren't 
currently on the agenda, but DPAs are in place currently protecting certain tree species. 

 



*(This topic would need to be raised elsewhere. Some interest from the room, but agreed this 
wasn't the right place for the discussion). 

 

 

Best Regards, 
 
Kristina Evans 
South Pender Trustee 
T 778-885-7464 | islandstrust.bc.ca 
 
Preserving and protecting over 450 islands and surrounding waters in the Salish Sea 
I respectfully acknowledge that the Islands Trust Area is located within the treaty lands and territories of the BOḰEĆEN, 
Cowichan Tribes, K’ómoks, Lyackson, MÁLEXEȽ, Qualicum, scəẃaθən, səlilwətaɬ, SEMYOME, shíshálh, Sḵwx̱wú7mesh, Snaw-
naw-as, Snuneymuxw, Songhees, Spune’luxutth’, SȾÁUTW̱, Stz’uminus, ɬaʔəmen, Ts'uubaa-asatx, Wei Wai Kum, We Wai Kai, 
W̱JOȽEȽP, W̱SIḴEM, Xeláltxw, Xwémalhkwu, Xwsepsum, and xʷməθkʷəyə̓m First Nations. Islands Trust is committed to 
reconciliation and to working together to preserve and protect this ecologically, culturally, and spiritually significant region in 

the Salish Sea.} 
 
 

 





Why want to keep (WHAT) Conserns (WHAT) Proposed solutions (HOW) Environment (WHY) Privacy/rural character (WHY) Rationale/how solution addresses problem (WHY) Needs further clarification (Dag)

Prevent build on foreshore Keep 122 protects foreshore more N/A Prevents buildings nearer foreshore, helping to further 
protect it.

How does this compare with trees cut on forshore to open view?  Is 
it more or less damaging to environment?  Need some statement to 
how this is evaluated.

Increases privacy Keep as is Increases privacy from/to water 
perspective and is morerural in 
character.

Maintains rural character by having untouched foreshore 
and increases privacy from water traffic for residents.

If current setbacks are desired because it creates a "rural character 
and more private situation", is a personal opinion.  We may want to 
gather more info on how many hold this view.

Can create need for more 
tree cutting

Reduce setback to 114 level If there are trees in front of a further set 
back building site, they may need to be 
cut down for views.

Creates corridors in forest Could increase clearings for both house site and view instead 
of only for house site

An example of a situation were this were the case should be 
explained to show if more natural undisturbed area was disrupted 
by the larger setback of 122.

Prevent flooding of 
building

Keep 122 Sea-level rising could cause house built too close to shore to 
be flooded/washed away.

This depends on the shoreline slope.  Should there be a slope 
component of the setback?

Shore armoring Keep 122 Shore amouring Different discussion
Keep 122 Setbacks according to 122 means they cross /overlap in the 

middle of my house.
What does this result in? E.g. if build new today, would there be 
other options for build site?  Are there some lots that would not 
have a viable building site without a variance to current 122?  

Too prescriptive, not 
allowing individual 
situations to be appraised 
based on their merit.

Change 122 back to what was, and 
look for ways to have each case 
evaluated by professional

Privacy/overreach Too many factors individual for each situation.  Should not 
have one number for size of setbacks.  Should be established 
by professional.

What would be involved in "professional" approval?  Need to 
understand what mechanism is suggested to achieve?.

? ? BOV should be used instead of 
Trustees 

Board of Variance (BOV) should be used instead of 
Development Variance Permits (DVP) being decided by 
Trustees.  

How would this change things?  Would it be more fair? Cost less? 
take less time?

To uniform, not fit for all 
situations.

Apply different setbacks for 
different property types/size etc. 
or exclude 122 from some 
property types.

One size does not fit all.  Alternative solution (instead of 
Variance) could be to Exclude some areas from 122, and let it 
apply to others where it makes sense. E.g. Boundry Pass.  E.g. 
Long narrow lots most affected, reducing options for building 
site.

If there is shared support for this, we would need to further discuss 
what the deliniation criteria would be.  How many "zones" etc.  
Staff would have to let us know if this is possible.

Increase privacy Keep 122 NA Increases privacy Privacy can be lost when houses are built too close to 
neighbors.  Side setbacks helps prevent this.

If current setbacks are desired because of privacy, is a personal 
opinion.  We may want to gather more info on how many hold this 
view.

Conserned with SP taking 
lead on new trends without 
rationale 

Change 122 back to what was Other Southern Gulf Islands (SGI) generally have not 
increased their side setbacks for similar lot sizes to the same 
level as SP LUB 122.  Without a good rationale for why SP 
should be leading a trend of higher interior setbacks it's hard 
to see why a small island with a very low population should 
take the lead on this?  * and ** below for two charts 
provided.

It would be good to get all the information from the rationales 
provided by the previous LTC on the point raised.

Site selection restrictions 
further reduced by setbacks

Bluffs, gullies, swamps, existing well 
protection zones, covenanted areas, 
septic zones etc. may restrict building 
site selection

Optimal site selections are already restricted by features like 
septic, well, covenants, topagraphy etc.  By further 
restricting by increased setbacks it can create hardship and 
prevent best environmental considerations and utilitization 
of site.

An example of a situation were this were the case should be 
explained to show how more environmental disruption could be 
caused by the deeper setback of 122.

Overbearing regulation Doesn't allow homeowners to be free to 
make the best environmental decisions 
in some cases

Too much oversight, limiting personal agency over private 
space.  Those who have agency over their lives are without 
question more productive and happier individuals and thus 
communities. Erode agency and people quickly feel 
neglected in the processes and manipulated by a few. It is 
not a sustainable social condition. When the world cries out 
for greater accommodation of the masses things like Bylaw 
122 stand out as eroding that very agency.
Not being trusted as stewards of the islands creates 
unnessessary friction in the community.  This lack of working 
trust may create less focus on protecting environment.

If there is shared support for the concern about overbearing 
regulation (a personal opinion).  We may want to gather more info 
on how many hold this view.

Negative affect on property 
values

Change 122 back to what was To maintain property values To consider this we need to know which part of the Official 
Community Plan (OCP) supports protecting property values?

Should not consider 
Property values

Keep 122 Ignore property Values when considering 122 This is supported if there are no OCP mandates to protect property 
values.

Protect as much as possible. Keep as is Protects environment N/A More protected areas, the more is there for wildlife and 
plants.  Therefore support the current setbacks.

This is clear, with the possible exception if there were a situation 
where more land was disturbed to accommodate larger setbacks. 
(Line 4,6 and 19)

Give it a chance to work Keep as is for two years Protects environment Protects Rural Character Give 122 a chance to work. Give it two years Need to understand what "works" mean.  Does it mean that 
variances are applied for and either approved or rejected?  Or that 
few variances are applied for? Or that owners don't complain 
about extra cost/time of variance process?  There has to be clear 
criteria for what "works" means.

Change 122 to only apply to 
undeveloped lots.

Because approximately 80% of SP is already developed with 
dwellings any dwelling that is inside the 122 setback is now 
considered Legal Non Conforming (LNC).There has been no 
survey of how many homes that is.  Instead of 122 setbacks, 
change 122 to only apply to the remaining undeveloped lots.  
That way no one needs to be classified as LNC, which some 
are uncomfortable with.  What is the harm in solving the 
issue this way, and respecting existing homeowners more?

This brings up an interesting question, that if we had the answer, 
would allow us to evaluate this proposal: how many homes are 
now considered LNC due to LUB 122?

Legal Non-conforming could 
affect us

Change 122 back to what was We believe Insuarance companies may charge more if our 
house is made Legally Non-Conforming.

***See attached below letter/statement from one insurer.  If there 
are other letters it would be helpful.

*

**

South Pender LUB review Minor Project

Setback from High Water Mark

Interior Setback 

Both Setbacks



***
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