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1. CALL TO ORDER 

We respect and recognize the First Nations within whose unceded lands the Village of 
Kaslo is situated, including the Ktunaxa, Sinixt, and Sylix People, and the Indigenous 
and Metis Residents of our community. 
The meeting is called to order at _____ p.m. 
 

 

 
2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA   
 
 2.1 Adoption of the agenda   
  Recommendation: 

THAT the agenda for the July 30, 2025 Committee of the 
Whole Meeting be adopted as presented.  

 

 
3. CORESSPONDENCE   
 
 3.1 Proposed RV Park Correspondence 

2025.06.03.Thomson RE Accepting the QP Development Proposal  

2025.06.05 Gall RE South Beach  

2025.06.10 Diplock RE EMA Triggers of Former South Beach Sawmill 
Site  

2025.06.10 Malik RE FOI Stream Protection PDA  

2025.06.10 Thatcher RE South Beach Proposal  

2025.06.10 Westx Info RE EMA Triggers  

2025.06.12 Morse RE OCP Wording  

2025.06.14 Balla RE South Beach  

2025.06.16 Malik RE South Beach Access  

2025.06.17 Precious RE Risk-Benefit  

2025.06.24 Begg RE the QP South Beach  

4 - 106 

Page 1 of 106



2025.06.23.Malik RE Advice from the Province  

2025.06.23 Malik RE Public Access  

2025.06.23.Malik RE South Beach  

2025.06.23 Malik RE Transfer of Risk  

2025.06.23.Murdock RE South Beach  

2025.07.01 Challmie RE Wrong Project   

2025.07.06 Wells RE Fill for the RV Park  

2025.07.14 Precious RE Flash Floods  

2025.07.17 Bath RE South Beach Open House  

2025.07.17 Murach RE South Beach Development  

2025.07.21 Wells RE Open House  

2025.07.21 Wilson RE Open House  

2025.07.22 Armstrong RE South Beach  

2025.07.22 Huber RE Open House  

2025.07.22 Malik RE Bare Land Strata  

2025.07.22 O'Keefe RE South Beach  

2025.07.23 Malik RE Terms Conditions  

2025.07.24 Shadrack RE South Beach  

2025.07.27 Thatcher RE South Beach  

2025.07.28 Malik RE South Beach Issue  
 
4. In Camera Notice   

  Recommendation: 
THAT in accordance with Section 90(1) A of the Community 
Charter, part of a council meeting may be closed to the 
public if the subject matter being considered relates to or is 
one or more of the following; 
  

(e) the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of 
land or improvements, if the council considers that 
disclosure could reasonably be expected to harm the 
interests of the municipality; 

  
THAT persons other than Council members and municipal 
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officers be excluded from the meeting. 
The open meeting recessed at _____ p.m. 
  

5. RAISED FROM IN CAMERA MEETING 
The open meeting reconvened at _____ p.m. 
 

 

 
6. ADJOURNMENT   

  Recommendation: 
THAT the Committee of the Whole meeting be adjourned at 
_____ p.m.  
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From: Wells Thomson 
Sent: Tuesday, June 3, 2025 12:34 PM
To: Village of Kaslo
Cc: Mayor Hewat; Erika Bird; Rob Lang; Matthew Brown; Molly Leathwood
Subject: Accepting the QP Properties' development proposal is not in the best interest of VOK
Attachments: South Beach 1967.jpg

AƩenƟon: Mayor Hewat, Councillors Bird, Brown, Lang and Leathwood 

Dear Mayor Hewat and Councillors, 

I am wriƟng to you to express my strongly held opinion that a project that places permanent structures and supporƟve 
infrastructure on the flood plain and beach at South Beach is not in the best interest of our Village's future. This is my 
professional opinion, even though I am reƟred as a signing professional agrologist. 

I support the establishment of new sub-communiƟes and neighbourhoods in Kaslo comprised of recreaƟonal vehicles, 
trailers, Ɵny homes, or manufactured homes, as well as convenƟonal, sƟck-built residences. 
But I strongly feel they should not be established on this beach or this river bed. The low elevaƟon (i.e. <537m asl) land 
of the QP proposed development provides, or should provide, a natural funcƟon. 
Interfering with this funcƟon by diking, filling and burying sewerage pipes and electricity conduits that service and 
illuminate concrete pads on this impermanent site is a mistake that will be consequenƟal at some unpredictable and 
unfortunate point in the future . 

On higher elevaƟons on this property there is adequate opportunity to provide space for a residenƟal development, and 
even for RV strata Ɵtle properƟes. There might even be opportuniƟes for some of the passive recreaƟonal but non-
permanent acƟviƟes envisaged in QP's proposals that would align with our Official Community Plan. 

Perhaps if Council wants to support QP's desire to have a strata-Ɵtle rv park, porƟons of the area in the South Kaslo 
village owned lands could be provided. 

I have lived in the area of the north arm of Kootenay Lake for 56 years. In the 1970's I delivered railroad Ɵes 
manufactured by my sawmill in Argenta to gondola cars in the Bay that T&H used to ship out their Ɵes on the barge for 
further treatment. I observed the operaƟon they had on South Beach. I have friends who worked for T&H who witnessed 
the abuse of the land there – that is, the burial of broken and dead machinery and the effects of the beehive burner. 
They know of occasions when the mill and equipment were flooded by high lake water. There are photographs that are 
available of some of those occasions (1967 photo aƩached as an example). 

Because of my experience and local knowledge as a terrain analyst, I urge the Council to recognize that allowing the 
natural funcƟon of the river bed and lake shore south of the river and east of the Highway 31 bridge will benefit Kaslo's 
future by providing for a soŌening of the impacts of catastrophic flooding of the kind that has over Ɵme formed the 
fluvial fan that the village is built on. 
Modifying this land in the manner of the proposed strata-Ɵtle RV park will only increase a problem that exists now 
because of the parƟal diking and breastwork on the south side of the river east of 3rd Ave, and it is not in the “best 
interest” of our Village. 

Bill Wells, , Kaslo, B.now C. 
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From: Beverley Gaal 
Sent: June 5, 2025 6:55 AM
To: Village of Kaslo
Subject: South Beach Development Proposal

Property Owner Beverley Gaal 
 

AƩenƟon Village Council Members 

I wish to state on record I am opposed to the South Beach Development proposal. 

Kaslo is a beauƟful heritage treasure to be cherished and preserved by current council members. A high density 
development proposal on this beach is not a thoughƞul choice  to provide a legacy for our next generaƟons.  

When the land was purchased by the developer, he knew secƟons were owned by the village and yet he conƟnued to 
pursue the applicaƟon to develop the property as a whole, not for the benefit of the village of Kaslo to preserve this 
unique property but to make monetary gains for himself.  

The new RV developments now being built near Balfour are not a good example of caring for the beauty of Kootenay 
Lake. The repeƟƟons of this type of development is like a current fad, rushly pushed forward with no respect to the giŌ 
of the beauty of our natural surroundings in this area of BriƟsh Columbia. The village of Kaslo can do much beƩer. 

I believe the council members must stand firm and not allow the land owned by the village to be used for the purpose of 
a few people to make a lot of profit for themselves. 

Of course there are other reasons why I believe the developer should not be aided to use South Beach land as currently 
outlined in his proposal but this leƩer focuses on one point, please take Ɵme to find a way to use this piece of land 
wisely. 

Yours truly, 
Beverley Gaal 
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From: davediplock bearenviro.ca <davediplock@bearenviro.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 10:22 PM
To: Westx Info; Village of Kaslo; Robert Baker (CAO Kaslo)
Cc: Mayor Hewat; Erika Bird; Matthew Brown; Rob Lang; Molly Leathwood
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL]: EMA Triggers of Former South Beach Sawmill Site - Kaslo, BC

Mr. Cheyne, 

I did attempt to contact Ms. French to discuss my concerns and give her the benefit of the doubt but received no 
response. I stand by my conclusion that the WEST report is substandard, misrepresents the environmental 
condition of the Site, and is misleading to the staff and residents of Kaslo who have received the report as due 
diligence on the development proposal. For transparency and expeditiousness, I have notified all decision makers 
impacted by the issues I have raised. The primary intentions of my email were to highlight: 

1) the requirements for submitting an SDS to ENV as required by the Environmental Management Act (EMA),
triggered by both the proponents zoning application and the Village’s ownership interest in the land;

2) my concern for liability to the citizens of Kaslo given the Village’s ownership interest in the site with
identified contamination and a high degree of uncertainty as to the potential for additional contamination;
and

3) the likely unacceptable risk to human health and the environment the contamination presents should it
not be remediated prior to redevelopment.

4) the relative Ministry contact for Kaslo to follow up on the requirements to submit an SDS.

Understandably the scope of the investigation was significantly limited.  However, the report is titled Stage 2 
Detailed Site Investigation and the work does not come close to meeting the guidance of a Stage 2 Preliminary Site 
Investigation (PSI) nor a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) which have definitions under EMA. Regardless of inclusion 
of a reliance letter, the report is sealed by a registered professional and issued by a registered firm to a developer 
whose intent is to rezone, subdivide and develop the property; and as such the report has been entered into the 
public record to support their application to do so. By your own admission, this WEST report should not be relied 
upon for a rezoning application. I 100% agree and hence my responsibility as a professional to highlight this to the 
decision makers.  

As to the Arsenic, the Contaminated Sites Regulation (CSR) Soil Standard for Arsenic is a matrix standard for which 
the most stringent value must be applied.  For Arsenic the most stringent standard is 10 ppm for protection of 
groundwater receptors for all land uses. Regardless, the application of Commercial Land Use standard for 
screening the Site is also in error.  Land use as defined by the CSR does not always match the land use zoning of a 
municipality.  The purpose of CSR land use is to be protective of the most sensitive receptors at a Site.  Although 
the majority of the proposed future zoning is for a Commercial RV Park, the CSR Land Use applicable to the future 
development is Low Density Residential Land Use as defined by the CSR:  

“"residential land use" means the use of land for the primary purpose of a residence by persons on a permanent, 
temporary or seasonal basis, including, without limitation, single family dwellings, cabins, apartments, 
condominiums or townhouses.”   

I’d be happy to take the time to highlight additional deviations from the CSR contained in the report should the 
author be interested in some peer support. 

Page 7 of 106



2

I’d also like to clarify that I have not been retained by anyone to comment on the South Beach development 
application but am doing so as a local citizen. I am very familiar with the EGBC Code of Ethics and would argue my 
comments are both fair and professional.  As for the Code of Ethics, I’d like to highlight the top two:    

1. Hold paramount the safety, health, and welfare of the public, including the protection of the environment
and the promotion of health and safety in the workplace;

2. Practice only in those fields where training and ability make the registrant professionally competent.

It is my professional obligation that requires me to bring this matter to the attention of the relative authorities. 
Please bring this to the attention of EGBC if you feel otherwise, Jeremy. I always strive to do better, otherwise 
what’s the point? 

Regards, 
Dave Diplock

From: Westx Info <info@westx.com>  
Sent: June 10, 2025 6:28 PM 
To: davediplock bearenviro.ca <davediplock@bearenviro.ca>; admin@kaslo.ca; cao@kaslo.ca 
Cc: mayor@kaslo.ca; bird@kaslo.ca; brown@kaslo.ca; lang@kaslo.ca; leathwood@kaslo.ca 
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL]: EMA Triggers of Former South Beach Sawmill Site - Kaslo, BC 

Dave, 

I confirm receipt of your email. 

Respectfully, there is information that you cannot ascertain from the report on a standalone basis - especially 
while acknowledging that you have not reviewed the initial reports that formed the basis of this limited Stage II 
DSA. Moreso, to include >7 professionals, including the government of BC, in your thread is needlessly and 
intentionally unprofessional. 

Samantha French is registered with the BCIA and was registered at the time this report was stamped 
(https://www.bcia.com/user/3478) which she joined in July 2021. I cannot answer as to why she used her Alberta 
stamp or why there is certain regulatory references to Alberta - but she is triple registered in the western provinces 
and can practice and stamp in BC, Alberta, and Saskatchewan. 

West's scope was to perform a limited DSI on areas of concern (as identified in previous studies) in relation to a 
commercial property as outlined in Page 19 under Land Use: Commercial. To suggest that the report contains 
"errors and omissions" because your client is seeking to re-zone the property is also intentionally hazardous. It 
should surprise nobody in this thread that the allowable limits change dramatically between a commercial, 
industrial, and residential property. In the case of arsenic, the 23 ppm falls below the threshold prescribed for a 
commercial property. These thresholds are futher impacted by land use types.  

To state the obvious, an environmental consultant is provided a scope of work and prepares a report of their 
findings based on that agreed upon scope based on facts and conditions known to it. In the case of this scope, 
West was engaged to investigate four (4) areas of concern known as APEC1, APEC2, APEC3, APEC4 and report on 
it.  Nowhere in the report does West represent that 25 acres of property is free from contamination nor does it 
state that the soil samples represent an investigation of the entire site. Instead West is very clear in Section 1.1 
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that the scope is to advance the 4 test pits and summarize the findings. That is also reiterated in Section 6 (the 
conclusion). Hence why this was a LIMITED DSA.  

Dave, (assuming you represent the Village of Kaslo), I can't imagine a more inappropriate email to send to 
siteid@gov.bc.ca in relation to their investment in this property. You have deliberately called into question this 
report, at our reputation's expense, without conducting proper due diligence. At no point, did our client seek out a 
reliance letter nor did West author one.  

What Dave should have said is: The report is limited in scope (and clearly marked so) and it should not have 
been relied upon for a re-zoning application for a 25 acre property. Hard stop.  

West and/or its officers are not only registered with the BCIA but are also members of the EGBC practicing under 
Permit 1004569. This is applicable because the Code of Ethics states that an engineer (Dave) must undertake work 
with due diligence, conduct themselves with good faith, and give fair professional comment. Do better Dave. 

Best, 

Jeremy Cheyne  

CPA, MBA, FCSI, ICD.D

President & CEO

Cell: 403-809-3434

Web: www.westx.com

From: davediplock bearenviro.ca <davediplock@bearenviro.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 12:22 PM 
To: admin@kaslo.ca <admin@kaslo.ca>; cao@kaslo.ca <cao@kaslo.ca> 
Cc: mayor@kaslo.ca <mayor@kaslo.ca>; bird@kaslo.ca <bird@kaslo.ca>; brown@kaslo.ca <brown@kaslo.ca>; 
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lang@kaslo.ca <lang@kaslo.ca>; leathwood@kaslo.ca <leathwood@kaslo.ca>; ENV Site ID ENV:EX <siteid@gov.bc.ca>; 
Westx Info <info@westx.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]: EMA Triggers of Former South Beach Sawmill Site - Kaslo, BC 

Dear Mr. Baker, 

I am providing this email as a professional courtesy regarding the subdivision and rezoning applications for the 
former South Beach Sawmill Site whereas developed of a commercial RV Park and residential lots is proposed. A 
review of provincial records suggests a Site Disclosure Statement (SDS) has not been submitted to the BC Ministry 
of Environment and Parks (ENV) for the application. An SDS is required to be submitted to ENV if the property in 
question has a history of commercial or industrial activities listed in Schedule 2 of the Contaminated Sites 
Regulation. In the case of the south beach property, multiple Schedule 2 Activities have occurred on the Site 
related to the former sawmill (equipment maintenance, fuel and oil storage, beehive burner) and the former 
shipyard. Photos attached below. 

It appears that the proponent’s out-of-province consultant may not be adequately familiar with the processes and 
regulations of the BC ENV. I base this conclusion on a cursory review of the “Stage 2 Detailed Site Investigation” by 
West Earth Sciences (attached) and the diction within report.  Furthermore, the scope of work of this report does 
not meet the minimum requirements of a Stage 2 Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) nor a Detailed Site 
Investigation (DSI) with only 4 test pits excavated for the 25 acre site and no groundwater investigation. Also, the 
analytical tables provided do not screen all of the metals included in the laboratory reports.  A cursory review 
indicates multiple instances of metals contamination are present including Arsenic (23 ppm), Cadmium (21.8 
ppm), Lead (497 ppm) and Zinc (2100 ppm). From my experience in the area, these results suggest poor quality fill 
of a mining origin, not uncommon for foreshore sawmills that usually imported fill soils during development. 
Overall, this report appears deficient with multiple errors and omissions. As copies of the preceding Phase 1 ESAs 
were not made available, I cannot comment on these important baseline assessments from which the Stage 2 DSI 
built upon. 

Note that it is NOT expected for local governments to technically review environmental reports of a contaminated 
sites nature.  Rather, ENV’s Site Identification process (https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/air-
land-water/site-remediation/identifying-and-disclosing-sites-that-may-be-contaminated) is in place to capture 
contaminated sites during redevelopment by the submission of a SDS. ENV provides the regulatory oversight with 
a robust professional reliance system in place to ensure the requirements of the Environmental Management Act 
are met. I recommend that you review with the proponent the requirement for submission of and SDS and reach 
out to ENV (cc’d) if clarification is required as to which Schedule 2 Activities are applicable to the Site. 

The Village should also be concerned with the potential for future contaminated sites liabilities for which the 
Village may be partially responsible given the Village’s approximately 20% ownership stake in the lands under 
consideration. 

Please feel free to contact me should you require any further information or clarification on this matter. 
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Respectfully yours, 

Dave Diplock, P.Eng. 

Bear Environmental Limited

PO Box 76 Rossland, BC V0G1Y0 

Courier: 1648 Balsam Avenue 

Ph: 250-231-2151 

Email:davediplock@bearenviro.ca 
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June 10th, 2025 

Village of Kaslo 

To Whom it may Concern 

Re:  FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT request 

At the time 2024 work on Section 5 of the Kaslo River Dike took place, two massive piles of dirt 

appeared. Both of these piles clearly lie within the Stream Protection Development Permit Area.   

The photograph below looks east. From the left, the first line is the river, the second is pile one and the 

third is pile two. 

  

Please provide a copy of the Development Permit issued and the Environmental Impact Assessment 

completed prior to this site alteration. Should I be advised that copies are not available I will assume 

that neither of these documents existed prior to the site alteration. 

Anne Malik 

 

Kaslo, BC 
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From: Osa Thatcher < >
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 8:40 AM
To: Village of Kaslo
Subject: South Beach Proposal

Dear Village staff, Councillors and Mayor, 

I am and many other residents of our beauƟful village are very disappointed that you are conƟnuing to pursue the South 
Beach development. 

What are the benefits to Kaslo? 

As I was Kayaking by the mouth of the Kaslo river it was crowded with boats and people fishing from shore.  I had to 
weave around them in order not to get our fishing lines snagged. I don't want to imagine an increase of boaters and 
fishers. We value having a quiet lake and our favourite quiet spots to walk,  picnic and camp. 

It is quesƟonable whether our OCP allows development of recreaƟonal vehicles on our waterfront. Certainly not a boat 
launch for more power boats! 

The OCP also has a clause about climate change being regarded in every decision.  Is encouraging huge gas guzzling 
motor vehicles on our highways and in our quiet village not contradicƟng to the need to reduce fossil fuels?  Consider 
the link between our culture of fossil fuel use and the wildfires we are facing. 

What are the benefits to Kaslo of this development?  What is the benefit to the planet in encouraging this type of 
development? 

Please consider, 

  Osa Thatcher 
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From: Westx Info <info@westx.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 6:28 PM
To: davediplock bearenviro.ca; Village of Kaslo; Robert Baker (CAO Kaslo)
Cc: Mayor Hewat; Erika Bird; Matthew Brown; Rob Lang; Molly Leathwood
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL]: EMA Triggers of Former South Beach Sawmill Site - Kaslo, BC

Dave, 

I confirm receipt of your email. 

Respectfully, there is information that you cannot ascertain from the report on a standalone basis - especially 
while acknowledging that you have not reviewed the initial reports that formed the basis of this limited Stage II 
DSA. Moreso, to include >7 professionals, including the government of BC, in your thread is needlessly and 
intentionally unprofessional. 

Samantha French is registered with the BCIA and was registered at the time this report was stamped 
(https://www.bcia.com/user/3478) which she joined in July 2021. I cannot answer as to why she used her Alberta 
stamp or why there is certain regulatory references to Alberta - but she is triple registered in the western provinces 
and can practice and stamp in BC, Alberta, and Saskatchewan. 

West's scope was to perform a limited DSI on areas of concern (as identified in previous studies) in relation to a 
commercial property as outlined in Page 19 under Land Use: Commercial. To suggest that the report contains 
"errors and omissions" because your client is seeking to re-zone the property is also intentionally hazardous. It 
should surprise nobody in this thread that the allowable limits change dramatically between a commercial, 
industrial, and residential property. In the case of arsenic, the 23 ppm falls below the threshold prescribed for a 
commercial property. These thresholds are futher impacted by land use types.  

To state the obvious, an environmental consultant is provided a scope of work and prepares a report of their 
findings based on that agreed upon scope based on facts and conditions known to it. In the case of this scope, 
West was engaged to investigate four (4) areas of concern known as APEC1, APEC2, APEC3, APEC4 and report on 
it.  Nowhere in the report does West represent that 25 acres of property is free from contamination nor does it 
state that the soil samples represent an investigation of the entire site. Instead West is very clear in Section 1.1 
that the scope is to advance the 4 test pits and summarize the findings. That is also reiterated in Section 6 (the 
conclusion). Hence why this was a LIMITED DSA.  

Dave, (assuming you represent the Village of Kaslo), I can't imagine a more inappropriate email to send to 
siteid@gov.bc.ca in relation to their investment in this property. You have deliberately called into question this 
report, at our reputation's expense, without conducting proper due diligence. At no point, did our client seek out a 
reliance letter nor did West author one.  

What Dave should have said is: The report is limited in scope (and clearly marked so) and it should not have 
been relied upon for a re-zoning application for a 25 acre property. Hard stop.  

West and/or its officers are not only registered with the BCIA but are also members of the EGBC practicing under 
Permit 1004569. This is applicable because the Code of Ethics states that an engineer (Dave) must undertake work 
with due diligence, conduct themselves with good faith, and give fair professional comment. Do better Dave. 

Best, 
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Jeremy Cheyne  
CPA, MBA, FCSI, ICD.D
President & CEO

Cell: 403-809-3434
Web: www.westx.com

From: davediplock bearenviro.ca <davediplock@bearenviro.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 12:22 PM 
To: admin@kaslo.ca <admin@kaslo.ca>; cao@kaslo.ca <cao@kaslo.ca> 
Cc: mayor@kaslo.ca <mayor@kaslo.ca>; bird@kaslo.ca <bird@kaslo.ca>; brown@kaslo.ca <brown@kaslo.ca>; 
lang@kaslo.ca <lang@kaslo.ca>; leathwood@kaslo.ca <leathwood@kaslo.ca>; ENV Site ID ENV:EX <siteid@gov.bc.ca>; 
Westx Info <info@westx.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]: EMA Triggers of Former South Beach Sawmill Site - Kaslo, BC 

Dear Mr. Baker, 

I am providing this email as a professional courtesy regarding the subdivision and rezoning applications for the 
former South Beach Sawmill Site whereas developed of a commercial RV Park and residential lots is proposed. A 
review of provincial records suggests a Site Disclosure Statement (SDS) has not been submitted to the BC Ministry 
of Environment and Parks (ENV) for the application. An SDS is required to be submitted to ENV if the property in 
question has a history of commercial or industrial activities listed in Schedule 2 of the Contaminated Sites 
Regulation. In the case of the south beach property, multiple Schedule 2 Activities have occurred on the Site 
related to the former sawmill (equipment maintenance, fuel and oil storage, beehive burner) and the former 
shipyard. Photos attached below. 

It appears that the proponent’s out-of-province consultant may not be adequately familiar with the processes and 
regulations of the BC ENV. I base this conclusion on a cursory review of the “Stage 2 Detailed Site Investigation” by 
West Earth Sciences (attached) and the diction within report.  Furthermore, the scope of work of this report does 
not meet the minimum requirements of a Stage 2 Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) nor a Detailed Site 
Investigation (DSI) with only 4 test pits excavated for the 25 acre site and no groundwater investigation. Also, the 
analytical tables provided do not screen all of the metals included in the laboratory reports.  A cursory review 
indicates multiple instances of metals contamination are present including Arsenic (23 ppm), Cadmium (21.8 
ppm), Lead (497 ppm) and Zinc (2100 ppm). From my experience in the area, these results suggest poor quality fill 
of a mining origin, not uncommon for foreshore sawmills that usually imported fill soils during development. 
Overall, this report appears deficient with multiple errors and omissions. As copies of the preceding Phase 1 ESAs 
were not made available, I cannot comment on these important baseline assessments from which the Stage 2 DSI 
built upon. 

Note that it is NOT expected for local governments to technically review environmental reports of a contaminated 
sites nature.  Rather, ENV’s Site Identification process (https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/air-
land-water/site-remediation/identifying-and-disclosing-sites-that-may-be-contaminated) is in place to capture 
contaminated sites during redevelopment by the submission of a SDS. ENV provides the regulatory oversight with 
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a robust professional reliance system in place to ensure the requirements of the Environmental Management Act 
are met. I recommend that you review with the proponent the requirement for submission of and SDS and reach 
out to ENV (cc’d) if clarification is required as to which Schedule 2 Activities are applicable to the Site. 

The Village should also be concerned with the potential for future contaminated sites liabilities for which the 
Village may be partially responsible given the Village’s approximately 20% ownership stake in the lands under 
consideration. 

Please feel free to contact me should you require any further information or clarification on this matter. 

Respectfully yours, 
Dave Diplock, P.Eng. 

Bear Environmental Limited
PO Box 76 Rossland, BC V0G1Y0 
Courier: 1648 Balsam Avenue 
Ph: 250-231-2151 
Email:davediplock@bearenviro.ca 
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To: Mayor and Council 
Re.: OCP wording precludes a South Beach strata RV park 
Date:  June 12, 2025 
 
 
Dear Mayor and Councillors, 
 

From the outset, QP Developments and their hired consultants and lawyers have 
argued that Section 11.1.7  of Kaslo’s OCP grants them the right to develop a strata RV 
park on South Beach. They base their position on that section’s wording: 

 

“Limit development on a floodplain to passive recreational uses, which may include 
seasonal campgrounds/RV parks.” [Emphasis mine] 

 

Those who oppose QP’s planned development point out that 11.1.7 isn’t prescriptive 
— it says “may include” — and uses the word “seasonal,” which of course the proposed 
strata is not. More importantly, they point out that the OCP’s section 16.4.3 (4) is definitive. 
It names names, and its language is much more muscular than that in section 11.1.7. “… 
shall be limited…” could hardly be clearer, they point out. Here is 16.4.3 (4): 

 

“Development in the Development Permit Area, from Moyie Beach, East and South to 
beyond the mouth of the Kaslo River except for the Loggers Sports Ground shall be 
limited to passive recreational amenities, such as walking and multi use trails, natural 
parks areas, non-motorized pleasure craft launches, and park benches.” [Emphasis mine] 

 

This raises a thorny question: how on earth could both these sections have been 
included in the current OCP? Any reasonable editorial process would have caught the 
obvious contradiction between the two prior to the OCP’s final draft being adopted. And had 
it been caught, it seems obvious 11.1.7 would have been dropped, deemed unnecessary, 
given the clarity and specificity of 16.4.3 (4), as well as its internal contradiction — there is 
no such thing as a “passive” RV park. But, alas, there they both are, and unless an OCP 
review happens (an excellent idea), there they will remain. (By the way, as an aside, note 
that the Local Government Act clearly states a municipality is under no obligation to 
approve a type of development simply because it is mentioned in their OCP).  

 

Having said all that, you will note I have highlighted in red a particular word that 
appears in both sections: passive. What that word actually means matters a great deal in 
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the context of what, if anything, may happen at South Beach. It certainly precludes any 
possibility of something like a strata RV development taking place. 

To begin, municipal planning documents across Canada, including BC, often 
distinguish between "active" and "passive" recreation. Here’s a sample definition and some 
common, concrete examples of passive recreation from a few municipal planning 
documents and parks master plans from across the country: 

 

CORE DEFINITION: "Passive Recreation refers to recreational activities that require 
minimal alteration to the landscape; passive recreational activities generally require minimal 
resources. As a result they are highly compatible with natural resource protection." (Source: 
Engage MODL - Municipality of the District of Lunenburg, Nova Scotia). 

○ EMPHASIS ON LOW IMPACT: "Open space activities conducted at walking 
speed or less, (e.g. strolling, sitting, picnicking, watching active sports)." 
(Source: City of Saskatoon Park Development Guidelines). 

○ FOCUS ON NATURAL APPRECIATION: Often described as activities that 
promote "passive enjoyment and informal pedestrian routes" within natural 
open spaces (Source: City of Port Moody OCP). 

 

In researching how other Canadian jurisdictions interpret “passive recreational uses 
or activities,” the following attributes emerge as common: 

 

— Non-motorized: Primarily activities done by foot, or very slow, quiet, non-disruptive 
means. 

— Low Impact: Minimal disturbance to existing ecosystems, soil, or vegetation. 

— Quiet: Focus on appreciating natural sounds and views, avoiding noise pollution. 

— Minimal Infrastructure: Requires little to no built facilities beyond trails, benches, or 
viewing platforms. 

— Examples: Walking, hiking, birdwatching, picnicking, fishing (from shore), nature 
observation, photography, sitting, gentle swimming, reading, enjoying scenery, 
contemplation. 

 

Most BC OCPs consistently define "passive" by contrasting it with "active," or by 
listing activities consistent with its core meaning. Here are a couple of examples: 

 

CITY OF PORT MOODY OCP (Chapter 7: Parks, Open Spaces and Recreation): 
Distinguishes between "active recreation” – such as sports fields and cycling trails – and 
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“passive recreation” – such as natural forest reserves and flower beds. It further describes 
"Natural Open Space," where "Recreational use... is usually limited to passive enjoyment 
and informal pedestrian routes." 

 

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT (Roberts Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw 
No. 641, 2012): States: "Citizens of Roberts Creek have always seen the existence, use, 
and need of park land and passive recreation as means of fostering an awareness of the 
natural environment and the desire to preserve green space and environmentally sensitive 
areas." This emphasizes environmental awareness as a key goal of passive recreation. 

 

In the general BC planning context, areas designated for "passive recreation" in 
OCPs are typically intended to protect ecological integrity, maintain natural aesthetics, and 
provide opportunities for quiet enjoyment of nature. They are not intended for high-density 
uses, such as:  

— Significant built infrastructure (like large sewage systems, extensive road 
networks, or private pads). 

— Motorized vehicle use (including RVs as a primary dwelling/recreation form, ATVs, 
or widespread golf cart use). 

— Activities that generate significant noise, traffic, or waste. 

In other words, the argument that RVs, the infrastructure required to support a strata 
RV park, the potential for other motorized vehicles (like golf carts), the inevitable noise and 
light pollution, all fundamentally contradict “passive recreational uses,” is strongly supported 
by these common planning definitions and examples. 

It’s crucial to understand that “passive recreational uses” in planning contexts 
typically refer to low-impact, non-motorized activities that emphasize the appreciation of 
natural environments, such as walking, hiking, birdwatching, picnicking, and quiet 
enjoyment of scenery. It explicitly excludes activities that involve significant infrastructure, 
high visitor density, noise generation, or the widespread use of motorized vehicles. 

Section 11.1.7 of Kaslo’s OCP uses the word passive. So does section 16.4.3 (4), 
while going further, explicitly defining passive as “…walking and multi-use trails, natural 
parks areas, non-motorized pleasure craft launches, and park benches.” A definition very 
much in line with the wording in the OCPs and planning documents in many other 
jurisdictions across the country. 

The proposed South Beach RV strata, by its very nature as a high-density, 
vehicle-dependent form of temporary residence requiring extensive infrastructure, is 
a direct contradiction of this established planning principle, specifically referenced, 
not once but twice in Kaslo's OCP.  
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I understand QP’s lawyer has suggested his client’s proposed project is in alignment 
with our OCP. To paraphrase Voltaire, “It is with lawyers as it is with books: a few good ones 
make all the difference.” Their lawyer is wrong. 

If Kaslo’s municipal government were to accept QP Development’s plans, it would 
both contravene the OCP (both sections 11 and 16 stipulate passive use in the area in 
question), and risk placing the village as an embarrassing outlier among other municipalities 
and jurisdictions in BC and across the country that have defined passive use, recognize its 
importance through inclusion in their OCPs, and behave accordingly. 

There are other reasons to step back from making a regrettable decision on this 
matter (including the complete lack of any robust, third-party analysis of the potential 
risks/benefits/costs for our community and local government associated with QP’s proposal 
— see footnote below). But this issue — the clear reference to passive recreational 
uses/amenities in both 11.1.7 and 16.4.3 (4), makes it obvious Council must not allow an 
RV park, strata or otherwise, at South Beach. 

 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Randy Morse 

 

Kaslo  V0G 1M0 

 
 
PS: Should you prefer to listen to and/or share this information in podcast form, it appears at 
1:23 of the following downloadable versions of Friday, June 13, 2025’s edition of Radio Free 
Kaslo, broadcast live at 11 AM on Kootenay Co-op Radio.  
 
SPOTIFY VERSION 
https://open.spotify.com/episode/3i1xScqTeNamrw4yUE53Ao?si=FNkbVgiST yACIf mrKsjw 
 
APPLE PODCASTS VERSION 
https://podcasts.apple.com/ca/podcast/radio-free-kaslo-june-13-2025/id1585014551?i=1000712
639897 
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_______ 
 
 
Footnote: 
 
So far, when it comes to the proposed strata RV park at South Beach, both proponents and 
opponents are relying on guesses and opinions — for example, “It will create jobs and benefit 
local businesses;” “It will damage the environment and negatively impact the community in 
numerous ways.” 
 
Either (or both) of these and the other surmises “out there” pertaining to the QP land sale/swap 
and strata RV park proposal could be true. But the problem, from the POV of those tasked with 
thinking about and doing their best to protect the best interests of present and future citizens of 
Kaslo — Kaslo Village Council — is that there is no actual data, no evidence, nothing even 
vaguely concrete upon which to base a decision that will have implications for Kaslo for 
generations.. 
 
Luckily, there are a number of readily available resources to help shape and guide a rigorous 
cost/risk/benefit analysis on behalf of, in this case, the Village of Kaslo. 
 
For example, here is the Treasury Board’s Canada’s Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide. While 
primarily for federal regulations, this guide offers valuable insights into the principles and 
methods of cost-benefit analysis, which can be adapted for municipal contexts:  
 
/https://www.tbs-sct.canada.ca/rtrap-parfa/analys/analys-eng.pdf 
 
 
Here is the Federation of Canadian Municipalities’ Decision Making and Investment Planning 
Guide: 
 
https://fcm.ca/sites/default/files/documents/resources/guide/infraguide-managing-risk-mamp.pdf 
 
 
And here is Harvard University’s Benefit-Cost Analysis and the Cities. The introduction perfectly 
summarizes why such an analysis is so important in, as objectively as possible, answering the 
question, “Is it  
 
“Weighing the pros and cons of different choices is a natural part of any decision-making 
process. By making this process more explicit, benefit-cost analysis provides significant 
advantages for policymakers as well as for those ultimately affected by their decisions. It 
develops the evidence needed to identify the policy option likely to provide the largest net 
benefits to society, promotes understanding of the consequences of different choices, aids in 
predicting outcomes that might be otherwise unexpected, and fosters effective communication 
of the reasoning that underlies the decision.” 
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https://hwpi.harvard.edu/files/datasmart/files/benefit-cost analysis the cities.pdf?m=162929789
6 
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June 16, 2025 

Village of Kaslo 

Attention:  Mayor Hewat, Councillors Bird, Brown, Lang, Leathwood 

Re:   South Beach – Access Road 

My letter in The Valley Voice cites critical information from the Flood Hazard Assessment prepared by Watershed 

Engineering Ltd. in regard to the access road. There appears to be major contradictions between the engineer’s 

recommendations and what has been proposed. Contradictions also arise when you review Ecoscape 

Environmental correspondence.  

 

“Typically, riparian setback areas adjacent to creeks and lakes are only intended for naturalization and as 

functional riparian habitat. Pedestrian trails adjacent/parallel to watercourses are not allowed on private 

land but are more commonly permitted by municipalities as a public good. Nevertheless, public access 

along Kaslo River and Kootenay Lake should be highly regulated, such that the areas can function as 

important riparian habitat.” 1 

 

“Public access to the lakefront may need to be regulated by the Village to ensure it does not negatively 

impact the functionality of riparian ecosystems.” 2 

 

Concern for the riparian ecosystem given a public trail is raised and yet we’ve been told: “Construction of the new 

road will be mostly within the 30-metre riparian area setback of the Kaslo River.” 3 

 

The proposed paved road mostly within the 30-metre riparian area setback contravenes the engineer’s statement 

that the 30-metre riparian setback on the Kaslo River is to be maintained. 

A road development feasibility study is long overdue. This feasibility study should be considered due diligence 

prior to any further negotiations with the developer or progress in this land development decision process. 

 

For your consideration, 

 

Anne Malik 

 

Footnotes 

1 Ecoscape Environmental correspondence of December 27, 2025 

2 Ecoscape Environmental correspondence of February 11, 2025 

3 June 6, 2024 Planning Report, page 9  

4 Development Application package received by Council October 10, 2023  
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Submission to The Valley Voice for the June 19th 2025 edition 
 
 
 
South Beach Access Road  
 
One issue concerning South Beach development is the access road. Construction of a 2-way paved road to 
municipal standard and dedicating it as a public road will be necessary. The Village will assume ownership and 
maintenance of the road once the development is complete.  
 
Given the risk to the access road stemming from erosion noted in an engineer’s report, staff have advised Council 
that “further assessment of flood and erosion risk and development feasibility is needed.”  
 
It’s explained in a staff report that: “The land on either side of the road will be dedicated as parkland, as there is no 
practical possibility of development due to the steep embankment on one side, and the river on the other.”  
 
The engineer’s report says: “Develop a plan to maintain access should future erosion occur along the upstream 
access road along Kaslo River. If required in the future the access road can be moved over to accommodate river 
erosion.”  
 
In the future, at the village’s expense, to where could the access road be moved given the steep embankment 
and river?  
 
A June 6, 2024 Planning Report prepared by staff explains: “Construction of the new road will be mostly within the 
30-metre riparian area setback of the Kaslo River and subject to environmental mitigation at QP’s expense.”  
 
The engineer’s report states: “These recommendations outline necessary mitigation measures to meet the 200-
year flood event standard while maintaining the 30-metre riparian setback on the Kaslo River.”  
 
How is the 30-metre riparian setback maintained when construction of the new road will be mostly within the 
30-metre riparian area setback of the Kaslo River?  
 
A road development feasibility study is long overdue.  
 

Anne Malik 
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2023.11.20 Planning Report, page 7 
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2023.11.20 Planning Report, page 3 
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Flood Hazard Assessment, page 6 
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2024.06.06 Planning Report, page 9 
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2025.01.13 Watershed Engineering correspondence 
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From: Russell Precious < > 

Subject: Risk/Benefit 

Date: June 17, 2025 at 9:50:54 AM PDT 

To: Mayor Hewat <mayor@kaslo.ca>, bird@kaslo.ca, Molly Leathwood 
<leathwood@kaslo.ca>, Matthew Brown <brown@kaslo.ca>, lang@kaslo.ca, Robert Baker 
<cao@kaslo.ca> 

 

Risk/Benefit  Analysis  

 

The essential thing to grasp in understanding a Risk/Benefit Analysis 

is the di erence between advocacy and analysis.    

 

     “How can you tell the di erence between an analyst and an advocate? It is all in the 
handling o� data that runs counter to assertion. To an analyst, being wrong is disappointing, 
but it is primarily an opportunity to learn.  When knowledge is your only objective, there is 
no such thing as a bad �act, only one which you do not yet understand. Not so �or the 
advocate. The advocate has tied their hopes (and o�ten their livelihoods) to a specific 
outcome and �eels compelled, whether consciously or not, to rationalize away or attack 
inconvenient realities.  

 

 For the past year we have been caught in a battle of advocates, both advocating 

for specific outcomes; each driven by strong confirmation biases while council has been 
caught in the crossfire. 

 

In a situation where there are a multiplicity of unknown facts, the logical 

(and intelligent) position to assume is the ‘precautionary principle’ until the facts 

can be clearly ascertained and presented.  Otherwise one is left vulnerable to a 

host of unexpected consequences.  AND this is where one can benefit by engaging in a 

serious Risk/Benefit Analysis. 

 

Last week I mentioned that John Cathro’s name had come up in a discussion that Laura 
Douglas and I had with Molly as a possible candidate to lead such an analysis.  Since then I 
have had several exchanges with him to gage his appreciation of the need for objectivity 
and analysis while stepping above the battleground of opinions. 

He is now in the process of putting together an initial draft of how he would tackle a 

Risk/Benefit analysis for the South Beach conundrum were he to be engaged. 
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SO AGAIN I would ask council to take to heart this opportunity and consider such a 

process for both your benefit and also for the citizens of Kaslo so they can trust that an 
honest and open process has taken place. 

 

Respectfully 

 

r u s s e l l    p r e c i o u s 

 

Post Script:  

  

 A long time resident of Kaslo (who wishes to remain anonymous) has stepped forward and 
o ered to fund the Risk/Benefit Analysis. 

 

They also made it clear that a referendum is their preference.  Given the land to be 
developed is jointly owned (with the city share being roughly 1/3 of the land in question) 
they believe this would determine the most legitimate outcome.  

 

To that end they are also willing to fund a referendum. 
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June 24th council meeting correspondence.

To the Mayor, Council members and Staff

Regarding the QP South Beach Strata RV park proposal.

Referencing: West Earth Sciences Stage 2 Detailed Site Investigation. 

Item # 7.2 South beach RV proposal.  From Jan 28th 2025 Agenda.

I have ( attached ) the Executive Summary of this report to this submission.

I find this summary to deeply disturbing  in the fact that I worked as a Millwright 

for T and H sawmills from 1979 until the company filed for chapter 11 bankruptcy

protection about 1983. To keep it short, for me to say that T and H 

sawmills had any sort of ongoing environmental practices or policies would be

a falsehood.

I find this summary to be questionable at best from my work experience, I would

like to be involved with laying out some test holes on the development site, if

that opportunity presents itself in the future. In my mind the sawmill cleanup and
 
fill property within the village limits, on Loki lane adjacent to the development

site, but North of the river in the DPA would be a prime candidate for 

contamination testing as well.

Regarding future services and filling of the proposed RV site in the DPA. 

I am very concerned that excavations for services such as fire protection,

domestic water lines, electrical services, and septic storage tank installations

would have to be performed during low lake level periods. The maintenance and
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repair to these services in the future would be have to be scheduled for low lake 

levels to avoid digging in the water.

I'm not a expert at the various systems required for a 72 unit RV site, but I have 

years of project management experience coordinating the various trades 

required for sawmill Installations and site prep, including laying out septic 

systems for a large workforce.

Systems that would need to be installed - preliminary

 Fire protection and domestic water for 72 units, excavated to 
approximately 2

meters to avoid freezing

 Electrical assuming RVs will have air conditioning 72 times 50 amp 
services or a

 
3,600 amp power distribution centre and 72 buried individual hookups and

street lighting.

 Septic storage tanks, Again I'm not a expert!,  but I do know effluent runs 

down hill and there will be limitations to elevation change if these tanks are to be

kept  above the water table, to be pumped up the hill?  So are 72 individual

storage tanks supposed to be pumped into a large central storage tank and then

in turn pumped up the hill?  Again I am not an expert but major excavation will 

be required for any 72 unit septic system.
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Finally and equally concerning to me, is filling the existing low land for site

preparation in the DPA. Filling the low land on the flood plain or DPA area of the 

proposed RV development will take an astronomical amount of material. Where 

will it come from?, and will its content be monitored ? I personally live on a 3/4 - 

acre village lot for my own reference, and spend a lot  of time at the old sawmill 

site at south beach looking at the impending situation! I know that a large portion

of the land in the DPA will have to be filled to accommodate the 72 sites, most of

which are too low in elevation. So, to get an idea of the volume of material 

required to fill this proposed area in the DPA, I ran a very small calculation.  To 

lift (1 acre - 1 meter) with fill material, it takes 4,047 cu/meters of material. This 

will take 300 to 400 tandem truck loads of material assuming you get 10 to 14 

cu/meters per load. I'm using a Google maps tool here to say there is 6 acres to 

be filled in the RV site DPA. ( see attached google image) It will take between 

1,800 to 2,400 loads to fill in the DPA portion of the site preparation.  

Question ?? 

Where will all this material come from? And will it be suitable to fill in this 

environmentally sensitive flood plain? We don't want to go backwards here now, 

do we? when we mix it in with the existing sawmill materials? 

Does the developer actually intend to go ahead with this scale of prep work? 

After the purchase and sales agreement is completed? 
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Its my opinion from my personal work experience that the proposed RV site has 

a very troubling past ( photos attached ) Our flood plain is recovering very nicely

now that  ( Mother nature is in charge ) !! 

Let's not take the chance of causing a huge mess by digging it all up!  To put in 

a   Gated - Bare Land Strata - RV Parking Lot? 

For what !?

Loving Kaslo for its fine people ! Its unique small town charm, and its potential 

for the future, since I moved here in 1979. Eh! This decision is not for use, it's

for our youth 

Yours truly, Steve Begg
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Village of Kaslo Floodplain Management Bylaw 1193, consolidated 2024.09.23 

VILLAGE OF KASLO 
 

BYLAW NO.1193 
Consolidated for Convenience 2024.09.23 

A bylaw to establish floodplain management provisions 

 
Whereas the Village of Kaslo, where it is considered that flooding may occur on land, may enact a 
floodplain bylaw pursuant to the Local Government Act; 
 
Now therefore the Council of the Village of Kaslo, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 
 

Citation 
1. This bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "Village of Kaslo Floodplain Management 

Bylaw No.1193". 
 
 Purpose 
2. The purpose of the floodplain management provisions is to reduce the risk of injury, loss of 

life, and damage to buildings and structures as a result of flooding.  Nothing in this bylaw 
shall be deemed or construed as a representation to any person that any building or 
structure, including a manufactured home, used, constructed or located in accordance with 
the floodplain provisions will not be damaged by flooding or avulsion. 

 
 Definitions 
3.   For the purposes of this Bylaw, the following definitions apply: 
 

“Manufactured Home” means a structure, transportable in one or more sections, whether 
ordinarily equipped with wheels or not, that is designed, constructed or manufactured to 
provide residential accommodation and to be moved from one place to another by being 
towed or carried and is designed for use with or without a permanent foundation when 
attached to the required utilities. The term "manufactured home" does not include a 
"recreational vehicle" but does include “modular homes” and “mobile homes.” 
 
“Flood Construction Level” means a designated flood level plus an allowance for 
freeboard, or where a designated flood level cannot be determined, a specified height above 
a natural boundary, natural ground elevation or any obstruction that could cause ponding. 

 
 Floodplain Designation 
4.   The following land within the Village of Kaslo is designated as a floodplain: 
 
 a. The floodplain and alluvial fan of the Kaslo River, the floodplain of Kootenay Lake 

and floodplain of McDonald Creek as shown on Schedule ‘A’. 
 
 
 
 Floodplain Regulation 
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5. The regulations prescribed in this Bylaw apply to all land and buildings within the areas 
designated as floodplain in Schedule ‘A’. 

 
 Floodplain Setbacks 
6. The following distances are specified as floodplain setbacks, except that where more than 

one floodplain is applicable, the greater distance shall be the floodplain setback: 
 
 a. 15 metres from the natural boundary of Kootenay Lake;  
  
 b. 7.5 metres from reservoirs (unless otherwise specified);  
 
 c. 7.5 metres from the natural boundary of a small lake, pond, swamp or marsh area; 
 
 d. 7.5 metres from a structure for flood protection or seepage control; 
 
 e. 7.5 metres from any standard dike right-of-way; 
   
 f. 30 metres from the natural boundary of the Kaslo River or from a bridge   

 over the Kaslo River; 
 
 g. 15 metres from the natural boundary of any other watercourse not mentioned in this 

section. 
 
 Flood Construction Levels 
7. The following elevations are specified as flood construction levels:  
 
 a. on land protected by standard dikes, not lower than the higher of 
 
  i elevation 536.5 metres Geodetic Survey of Canada datum; or, 
    
  ii. the minimum Flood Construction Level prescribed by the Clearwater Flood 

Construction Levels 2020 Mapping as shown in Schedule ‘B’. 
   
 b. on land unprotected by standard dikes, not lower than: 
 
  i elevation 536.5 metres Geodetic Survey of Canada datum for locations   
   within the Kootenay Lake floodplain as shown on Schedule ‘A’; or, 
  
  ii the flood construction level for the Kaslo River as prescribed by the 
   Clearwater Flood Construction Levels 2020 Mapping as shown in 
   Schedule ‘B’; or, 
 

   iii.  0.6 metres above the natural elevation for the areas of the McDonald Creek 
Fan, as shown on Schedule ‘A’, designated with a non-standard flooding an 
erosion rating (NSFER) of 1; or, 
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   iv. 1.5 metres above the natural boundary of a swamp, pond or other 

 watercourse not mentioned by name in this section. 
 
 c. Applications for construction on or subdivision of land located in the McDonald 

Creek Fan that is designated on Schedule ‘A’ with a non-standard flooding and 
erosion rating (NSFER) of E, must be accompanied by a geotechnical report, 
including a complete hazard assessment, showing the siting of proposed buildings 
and containing site specific recommendations for protection from flooding and other 
hazards, in accordance with the Community Charter or the Land Title Act, as 
applicable. 

 
 
 Application of the Floodplain Specifications 
 
8.   a. In accordance with the Local Government Act, as amended, the underside of any floor 

system, or top of any pad supporting any supporting any space or room, including a 
manufactured home, that is used for dwelling purposes, business or the storage of goods 
which are susceptible to damage by floodwater must be above the applicable flood 
construction levels specified in this bylaw; 

 
 b. The area below the flood construction level must not be used for the installation of 

furnaces, major electrical switchgear, or other fixed equipment susceptible to damage by 
floodwater; 

 
 c. Structural support or compacted landfill or a combination of both may be used to 

elevate the underside of the floor system or the top of a pad above the specified flood 
construction levels.  The structural support and/or landfill shall be protected against scour 
and erosion from flood flows, wave action, ice and other debris and shall not be located 
within the floodplain setback; 

 
 d. The Building Official, Approving Officer or such person appointed by Council may 

require that a British Columbia Land Surveyor’s certificate be provided, at the cost of the 
proponent, to verify compliance with the flood construction levels and floodplain setback 
requirements specified in this bylaw. 

 
 e. When a building permit is applied for on lots with frontage on Kootenay Lake the 

Building Official or Approving Officer may request, at the cost of the proponent, a 
structurally engineered foundation or geotechnical report if any part of a footing up 
to and including the level of a slab, or portion of the foundation is intended by its 
design to be submersible or subject to water fluctuation below 536.5  metres or 
wave action. 
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9. Unless a building is situated on land with a natural elevation above the specified flood 
construction level or greater: 

 
 a. basements are prohibited in the building; 
 
 b. crawl spaces in the building must not exceed 1.2 metres in height to the underside of 

the floor joists; 
  

c. all entry points for flood or debris flow material, such as windows and doors, must 
be located above the flood construction level; 

 
 d. the building foundation shall be constructed to withstand the hydrostatic forces 

during inundation up to the flood construction level; and 
 
 e. all applicable engineering requirements related to the applicable NSFEA rating must 

be satisfied. 
 

General Exemption 

10. a. In accordance with the Local Government Act, as amended, Council may exempt a 
person from the application of flood construction levels and floodplain setbacks 
requirements specified in Sections 6 and 7 of this Bylaw; 

 
 b. Council cannot exempt a person from the application of Provincial regulations with 

respect to dikes and watercourses. 
 

Exemptions for Specific Types of Development 

11. The elevation requirements in Section 7, 8 and 9, inclusive, shall not apply to 

 a. a renovation of an existing building; 
 
 b. an addition to an existing building which increases the floor area by less than 25 per 

cent; 
 
 c. that portion of a building to be used as a carport or garage; 
 
 d. on-loading and off-loading facilities associated with water-oriented industry and 

portable sawmills.  Main switchboxes shall be placed above the flood construction 
level; 

 
 e. Hot water tanks and furnaces located behind standard dikes; 
 
 f. Picnic shelters, washroom and shower facilities, and laundry or campground space 

facilities; 
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 g. Industrial uses which are required to flood proof to the flood construction level, 

except for Parcel A, District Lots 208 and 209A, K.D., Plan 108889-I for which the full 
elevation requirements of the sections shall apply. 

  
12.   If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this bylaw is for any reason held to 

be invalid by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, the invalid portion shall be 
severed and the part that is invalid shall not affect the validity of the remainder.  

 

13. This bylaw shall take effect upon the date of its adoption. 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 13th day of September 2016. 

READ A SECOND TIME this 13th day of September 2016. 

READ A THIRD TIME this 13th day of September 2016. 

RECONSIDERED AND ADOPTED ON THIS 11th day of October 2016. 
 
 
________________________________________ 

Mayor 
 
 
__________________________________________ 

Chief Administrative Officer 
 

 

CERTIFIED CORRECT: 

 

 

_______________________________________ 

Chief Administrative Officer 
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Village of Kaslo Floodplain Management Bylaw 1193 
 

Schedule “A” 
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Village of Kaslo Floodplain Management Bylaw 1193 
 

Schedule “B” 
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June 23, 2025 

Village of Kaslo 

Attention:  Mayor Hewat, Councillors Bird, Brown, Lang, Leathwood 

Re:  Advice from the Province – South Beach Transfer of Risk & FCL 

“Where possible, development of alluvial fans should be discouraged, and the land should be 

retained in non-intensive uses such as parks, open-space recreation, and agricultural uses.” 1 

The purchase and sale of municipal road allowances and lots not only encourages but enables alluvial 

fan development. Why? 

“Where landfill is used to raise the natural ground elevation, it should be adequately compacted 

and the toe of the landfill slope should be no closer to the natural boundary than the prescribed 

setback.” 2 

Landfill sloping will drastically alter the location and reduce the number of RV sites. How can this 

proposal be viable?  

“Well-designed structural measures can be highly effective in reducing flood damage when used 

appropriately; however, they can inherently reduce the risk of flood in one location while 

increasing it in another. 

Dikes are only designed to defend against a predetermined level of flooding and they are subject 

to weaken or fail over time due to erosion, overtopping, seepage or seismic activity. It is not 

cost-effective to control the threat of all floods through the construction of dikes and other 

flood protection structures.” 3 

ANY berm or dike or earthworks or fill necessitates a full detailed plan be presented and a risk 

assessment report made public. No transfer of risk to lower Kaslo is acceptable. This proposed 

development is simply not a reasonable use of the land in a floodplain and the Lakefront Protection 

Development Permit Area. Where is the Cost/Benefit/Risk Analysis? 

For your serious consideration, 

Anne Malik 

1. https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/environment/air-land-water/water/integrated-flood-hazard-

mgmt/flood_hazard_area_land_use_guidelines_2017.pdf  Page 21 

2. https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/environment/air-land-water/water/integrated-flood-hazard-

mgmt/flood_hazard_area_land_use_guidelines_2017.pdf  Page 42 

3. https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/air-land-water/water/drought-flooding-dikes-

dams/integrated-flood-hazard-management/governance/flood-hazard-land-use-management 
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June 23, 2025 
 

Village of Kaslo 
 

Attention:  Mayor Hewat, Councillors Bird, Brown, Lang, Leathwood 
 

Re:  South Beach – Public Access 

 

A Village owned trail to provide public access to the lakefront has been touted as the rationale for selling 

South Beach municipal road allowances and lots.  

 

The Qualified Environmental Professional who evaluated the environmental sensitivities of South Beach 

tells us that “this trail will cause additional disturbance within the Kaslo River riparian setback. Typically, 

riparian setback areas adjacent to creeks and lakes are only intended for naturalization and as functional 

riparian habitat. Pedestrian trails adjacent/parallel to watercourses are not allowed on private land but 

are more commonly permitted by municipalities as a public good. Nevertheless, public access along 

Kaslo River and Kootenay Lake should be highly regulated, such that the areas can function as 

important riparian habitat.” 

 

Highly regulated public access? With 72 RV sites immediately adjacent to the river and lake? What’s 

next – turnstiles, reservations or entrance fees to enter? How will the Village highly regulate access? 

 

Speaking of access, staff have noted that “the developer should be aware that the approval process for 

work in and around a watercourse is a time consuming and onerous process that is outside of the 

Village’s jurisdiction.” Will the access road be approved by provincial and federal jurisdictions? Is a 

single access road appropriate for a 72-site RV Park from an emergency management perspective? 

 

 

For your consideration, 

 

Anne Malik 
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June 23, 2025 

Village of Kaslo 

Attention:  Mayor Hewat, Councillors Bird, Brown, Lang, Leathwood 

Re:   South Beach – Permanent infrastructure above FCL 

The Village has set the expectation that the developer will be required to abide by all recommendations 

in various professional assessments. The most recent correspondence from the engineer says “the site 

can be safely developed for its intended use if the recommendations in the May 5, 2023 report by 

Watershed Engineering Ltd. are implemented.”  

One of the recommendations in that report states: “All permanent infrastructure on the site must be 

located above the 200-year Kootenay Lake Floodplain elevation of 536.5 metres.” 

Permanent infrastructure includes water lines, sewerage system, electrical hookups, internal RV park 

roads and RV pads.  

To abide by the engineer’s recommendation South Beach would require massive earthworks, that is the 

amount of fill required for permanent infrastructure to be above FCL of 536.6 metres. 

 

What is the developer’s intention? Surely, the Village needs to know this before proceeding any further.   

Has this extent of earthworks been considered by Ecoscape in their environmental assessments? How 

could this extent of site alteration be considered acceptable given the Lakefront Protection DPA 

objective to protect the natural environment? 

For your consideration, 

Anne Malik 
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2025.01.13 Watershed Engineering correspondence 
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2023.05.05 Watershed Engineering Technical Report  
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2023.11.20 Planning Report, page 6 
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2023.11.20 Planning Report, page 7 
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2024.06.06 Planning Report, page 15 
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June 23, 2025 

Village of Kaslo 

Attention:  Mayor Hewat, Councillors Bird, Brown, Lang, Leathwood 

Re:   South Beach – Transfer of Risk 

Within the Regional District of Central Kootenay, Kaslo River has “comparatively high hazards and 

consequences from flooding.”  

The term “transfer of risk” refers to the scenario in which changes are made at one location on a 

watercourse and/or floodplain resulting in a measurable increase in flood or erosion risk elsewhere.  

The structural flood mitigation berm proposed by QP could change the river’s flow, transfer risk to the 

north dike and threaten properties in Lower Kaslo’s floodplain. Erosion of property north of the berm 

could be another unintended consequence. 

An engineer has recommended an assessment of the impact of water levels and velocities on the 

Village of Kaslo dike to quantify the transfer of risk.  

Indeed, the November 20, 2023 Planning Report prepared by staff states: “Another recommendation of 

the report is that the consultant that completed the Kaslo River Floodplain and Steep Creek Study for 

RDCK be consulted to model the effects of the proposed mitigation berm.” 

Kaslo taxpayers expect due diligence. This assessment should be done now before any further 

decision in this land use process.  

 

For your consideration, 

 

Anne Malik 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 67 of 106



Page 2 of 6 
 

Flood Hazard Assessment, page 5 
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Flood Hazard Assessment, page 6 
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2023.05.05 Watershed Engineering Technical Memorandum, page 6 
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2025.01.13 Watershed Engineering correspondence 
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November 20, 2023 Planning Report, page 7  
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From: Harel Challmie 
Sent: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 11:34 AM
To: Village of Kaslo; Erika Bird; Matthew Brown; Molly Leathwood
Subject: Wrong Project for South beach

Respected Mayor, and Councillors: 

    It is apparent that there's a fuss regarding SouthBeach.  
  The first reason for that is due to the quality of life issue, that which makes Kaslo such a rare and special 
place. This certainly includes our amazing lake front. 
The Official Community Plan (OCP) is clear on this. "Development... be limited to passive recreation 
annemities..."  Ah, but what about that loophole which inserted the subclause "...may include seasonal 
campgrounds/RV parks."  Was this subclause, inserted by seemingly bypassing the public involvement 
inherent in the OCP process, done so to favour the developer? A seasonal campground such as Jazzfest 
camping is one thing, an RV Strata development is quite another. 
   Secondly, people are concerned because it isn't at all apparent that the economics of the RV proposal are in 
Kaslo's favour. At very least, a cost/benefit and/or risk/benefit analysis is of interest, as is a robust public 
meeting process. I am not at all against development per se, I'm definitely not a NIMBY type, but it deserves to 
be development that fits appropriately. The RV Strata proposal doesn't. 
  But (some have argued), isn't it the right of the owner of the SouthBeach property to do what he wants with 
"his" land ‐ keeping in mind that Kaslo owns about 1/3d of that property? I would suggest that just as there 
are restrictions on what I can do with my property ( ), so there are restrictions on what he can do 
with his, if it goes against community interests and values. From my perspective, this RV proposal is little more 
then a cash cow for the developer to milk ‐ the wrong development in the wrong physical space. 
  And thirdly, the issue of the floodplain. Many residents have expressed their concern in letters like this one, 
sitting in on Council meetings, publically speaking out, etc. The issue of building significant infrastructure in a 
floodplain need not be contentious, it's obvious. Increased attention all over the world in recent decades 
especially, have highlighted how high water events inundate floodplains small and large ‐ floodplains like the 
South Beach lands are not places where infrastructure to support an RV Strata development should be built. 
  Please consider this letter in the good faith that it has been sent. 
      Respectfully 
          Harel Challmie 
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Karissa Stroshein

Subject: Estimates of the amount of fill for the RV Park on South Beach to be compliant with 
regulations and by-laws

Attachments: Volume_Calcs_Approx.pdf

-----Original Message----- 
From: Wells Thomson  
Sent: July 6, 2025 8:31 PM 
To: Mayor Hewat <mayor@kaslo.ca>; Rob Lang <lang@kaslo.ca>; Erika Bird <bird@kaslo.ca>; MaƩhew Brown 
<brown@kaslo.ca>; Molly Leathwood <leathwood@kaslo.ca> 
Cc: Village of Kaslo <admin@kaslo.ca>; Wells Thomson; Ian Dunlop <ian@dunmap.com> Subject: EsƟmates of the 
amount of fill for the RV Park on South Beach to be compliant with regulaƟons and by-laws 

AƩenƟon Mayor Hewat and Council Members, 

How much fill would be needed to create the legal surface level of the proposed RV park on the South Beach? 

Marie-Ange Fournier-Beck has used her skills to calculate esƟmates of the amounts of fill required to bring the surface of 
South Beach up to Flood ConstrucƟon Level (FCL=536.5) and the Flood Plain By-law compliance. 
If my arithmeƟc is correct, it looks like a liƩle less than 58,000m3 or 5800 regular sized dump truck loads.  That would 
result in a big change in the topography of that shoreline, and the river bed. The Kaslo River would be pushed north in a 
flood, imho. Anne Malik has brought to light the term "transfer of risk".  That is what this is. 

Yours truly, 

Bill Wells, Kaslo 
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From: Russell Precious  
Sent: July 14, 2025 1:29 PM 
To: Mayor Hewat <mayor@kaslo.ca>; Molly Leathwood <leathwood@kaslo.ca>; Rob Lang <lang@kaslo.ca>; Erika Bird 
<bird@kaslo.ca>; Matthew Brown <brown@kaslo.ca>; Village of Kaslo <admin@kaslo.ca> 
Subject: Risk/Benefit Proposal from John Cathro 

 
Mayor Hewat and Councillors 
 
As I indicated in my letter sent in time for your last council meeting, I have  
followed up with John Cathro and he has prepared a ‘draft’ proposal of  
 a ‘risk/benefit’ analysis. 
 
Here again is the letter I sent and below is John’s proposal for engaging 
in a risk/benefit analysis attached as a Word Document. 
 
As shared in my previous letter, we have a Kaslo resident who is prepared to 
fund the risk/benefit analysis (or as they suggested was their preference, a 
carefully conducted referendum). 
 
 
Risk/Benefit  Analysis   Sent to council for June 17th council meeting:  
 
The essential thing to grasp in understanding a Risk/Benefit Analysis 
is the difference between advocacy and analysis.    
 
     “How can you tell the difference between an analyst and an advocate? It is all in the handling of data 
that runs counter to assertion. To an analyst, being wrong is disappointing, but it is primarily an 
opportunity to learn.  When knowledge is your only objective, there is no such thing as a bad fact, only 
one which you do not yet understand. Not so for the advocate. The advocate has tied their hopes (and 
often their livelihoods) to a specific outcome and feels compelled, whether consciously or not, to 
rationalize away or attack inconvenient realities.  
 
 For the past year we have been caught in a battle of advocates, both advocating 
for specific outcomes; each driven by strong confirmation biases while council has been caught in the 
crossfire. 
 
In a situation where there are a multiplicity of unknown facts, the logical 
(and intelligent) position to assume is the ‘precautionary principle’ until the facts 
can be clearly ascertained and presented.  Otherwise one is left vulnerable to a 
host of unexpected consequences.  AND this is where one can benefit by engaging in a 
serious Risk/Benefit Analysis. 
 
Last week I mentioned that John Cathro’s name had come up in a discussion that Laura Douglas and I had with 
Molly as a possible candidate to lead such an analysis.  Since then I have had several exchanges with him to 
gage his appreciation of the need for objectivity and analysis while stepping above the battleground of 
opinions. 
He is now in the process of putting together an initial draft of how he would tackle a 
Risk/Benefit analysis for the South Beach conundrum were he to be engaged. 
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SO AGAIN I would ask council to take to heart this opportunity and consider such a 
process for both your benefit and also for the citizens of Kaslo so they can trust that an honest and open 
process has taken place. 

Respectfully 

r u s s e l l    p r e c i o u s 

Post Script:  

 A long time resident of Kaslo (who wishes to remain anonymous) has stepped forward and offered to fund 
the Risk/Benefit Analysis. 

They also made it clear that a referendum is their preference.  Given the land to be developed is jointly 
owned (with the city share being roughly 1/3 of the land in question) they believe this would determine the 
most legitimate outcome.  

To that end they are also willing to fund a referendum. 

Risk/Benefit Analysis Proposal from John Cathro 

From: Russell Precious  
Sent: July 14, 2025 2:36 PM 
To: Village of Kaslo <admin@kaslo.ca>; Mayor Hewat <mayor@kaslo.ca>; Rob Lang <lang@kaslo.ca>; Erika Bird 
<bird@kaslo.ca>; Molly Leathwood <leathwood@kaslo.ca>; Matthew Brown <brown@kaslo.ca> 
Subject: Flash Floods Are the ‘Hardest Kind’ of Disaster to Prevent, Experts Say - The New York Times 

Mayor and Councillors:  Let a flood plane be a flood plane 

In the US this past week there were 4 flooding events that were supposed to be 1 in a 1,000 years. 

AND as the article below from the NY Times this past weekend suggests, why would we not let a flood 
plain do what it is designed by nature to do. 

AND…………. the more a development at South Beach is protected from flooding the more flooding will 
be directed to the north side of the river were there are numerous Kaslo residents. 

All other considerations aside, please let a flood plane be a flood plain! 

Respectfully as always! 

r u s s e l l   p r e c i o u s 
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Proposal for South Beach Risk Benefit Assessment     Page 1 

Proposal for: South Beach Risk Benefit Assessment  

Prepared by John Cathro 
July 9, 2025 

 

Problem Statement 

The proposed rezoning and land swap of Village of Kaslo (Village) and private land in 
South Beach has generated considerable community attention while raising the 
potential for a fully serviced 72 site RV Park on the site of a former sawmill site on a 
mapped flood plain.   

While the Village Official Community Plan (OCP) defines the area as a Development 
Permit Area there is a lack of certainty on how the proposed rezoning meets Village 
bylaws.  It is also unclear whether the benefits to the community of approving the 
rezoning outweighs the financial and ecological and community risk. 

This proposal sets out to gather available data and prepare a Risk Benefit Analysis to 
inform Village Council’s decision on rezoning. 

 

Expected Outcomes 

The expected outcomes of this Risk Benefit Analysis are to assess what is in the best 
interest of the community, specifically: 

1. How do we define ‘best interest of the community’? 

2. How do we measure ‘best interest’? 

In answering these questions, the proposed rezoning will be considered in light of: 

1. The Village OCP and bylaw requirements for this parcel of land; 

2. The Village rezoning requirements; 

3. Potential risks to proposed water and sewage infrastructure on the active 
floodplain; and 

4. The community identity and if the proposed RV Park will result in social well-
being; 

 

Note:  Legal questions such as: ‘can the developer sue the village based on the 
presumption of approval (if the rezoning is denied)’ and ‘can the community sue the 
village for not being in the best interest of the community (if the rezoning is approved)’ 
are not addressed in this Risk Benefit Analysis 
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Methods 

This proposed framework is based on the Federal government Canadian Cost-Benefit 
Analysis Guide (2007).  This framework is useful because it sets out a basic 
methodology: 

• What is the baseline or the status quo? 

• What is the proposed change and what are the risks and benefits of this change? 

• Can these risks be mitigated? 

• What other options exist? 

 

Risk Benefit Assessment Steps 

Information will be gathered from 2 sources: 

1. Review existing documents, reports, assessments 

2. Interview key stakeholders 

• Village OCP Committee:    3-5 people  

• Project proponent:             2-3 people 

• Current Village CAO:         1 person 

• Previous Village CAO:       1 person 

• South Beach WG:              4-6 people 

• Authors of assessments:   2-3 people 

 
 
Risk Benefit Assessment Table of Contents 

1. Executive Summary 

• Define ‘best interest of the community’ and other key terms 

• Set out key findings 

2. Historic Use and Ownership 

• Overview of historic use and ownership 

3. Current Use and Ownership 

• Overview of current use and ownership: 

4. Proposed rezoning: 

• What is being proposed? 

• What is the proposed financial offer for the land swap? 

• What work has been done to date to support this rezoning? 
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Proposal for South Beach Risk Benefit Assessment     Page 3 

- Public engagement 

- Engagement with Village Council 

- Archaeology and cultural values assessments 

- Ecological and environmental assessments 

- Other assessments and studies 

• What work is has not been completed and is required for the rezoning? 

5. Village OCP and bylaw requirements: 

• Steps for rezoning this parcel in a mapped floodoplain 

• Process for securing permits for building including septic, water and 
related 

6. Community views about the proposed rezoning: 

• As stated in written feedback to Council; 

• As stated in public meetings and open houses; 

7. Financial comparables for the land 

• Is the land swap offer at a fair market price? 

8. Appendices: 

• Bibliography of Documents Reviewed 

• List of people interviewed 

 

Level of effect 

This Risk Benefit Assessment will be completed with this level of effort: 

• 7 days document review  

• 4 days Village by law review 

• 4 days interviews 

Fees at $1,000 / day:  $15,000 

Real Estate Comparables:    $7,500 

TOTAL:    $22,500 + GST 

 

Timeline 

Initiation Phase, Terms of Reference approval:                       August 15 

Interim report:                                October 30 

Final report:                                  December 15 
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https://www.nytimes.com/2025/07/12/climate/flash-floods-disaster-
prevention.html?searchResultPosition=1 

Around the World, Flash Flood Disasters Are 
the ‘Hardest Kind to Prevent’ 
Scholars and designers of early warning systems say 
that there are still huge gaps in our ability to predict 
flash floods and warn those at risk. 
July 12, 2025, 5:01 a.m. ET 

 
Flood-damaged homes lining the river in Chiva, near Valencia, Spain, in November. A 
flood alert system was in place but was not immediately activated.Jose Jordan/Agence 
France-Presse — Getty Images 

Officials in Texas are under scrutiny for a string of refusals to fund early warning 
systems for flash floods in an area where sudden, intense rainfall is frequent. 

Those measures could have included river gauges and warning sirens that could have 
alerted people that their lives were in imminent danger. The floods that raged down 
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the Guadalupe River eight days ago killed at least 121 people, including at least 36 
children. 

But global experts in early warning systems said that there are few examples of places 
around the world that have mastered the choreography of forecasting and 
communication needed to prevent loss of life in extreme rain events. And in many 
cases, like in Texas this month, accurate forecasting alone is not enough to prevent 
calamity. 

“Flash floods are the hardest kind of disaster to prevent,” said Erin Coughlan de Perez, 
who studies disaster risk management at Tufts University. She said that both rich and 
poor countries have grappled with funding for systems that ultimately either fail or 
create enough false alarms to erode public confidence. 

For instance, in Valencia, Spain, a lack of sufficient warnings contributed to a 
catastrophe where more than 200 people died in flash floods last year. An alert system 
was in place, but was not activated until it was already too late. 

“When the alert came, my grandpa had already drowned,” one resident told The Times. 

“There’s a major ‘cry wolf’ issue because flash floods are so hard to predict,” Dr. 
Coughlan de Perez said. “And they are pretty infrequent in most places, so it’s hard to 
motivate investment. But of course, with climate change, they are also getting stronger 
and more common.” 

One country that experts agree has done a better job than others is Japan. 

Japan is among the world’s most disaster-prone countries, primed for earthquakes, 
tsunamis, typhoons and more. And the nation’s steep mountain ridges, fast-flowing 
streams and heavy rains make flash flooding a particular threat. 

Yet heavy investment in storm infrastructure and advanced early warning systems 
have helped Japan significantly curb deaths from natural disasters. 

Sign up for Your Places: Extreme Weather.  Get notified about extreme weather before it 
happens with custom alerts for places in the U.S. you choose.  

Supercomputers, weather satellites and radar feed advanced weather forecasts and 
warnings that are then beamed within minutes to local television and radio networks, a 
network of loudspeakers, and cell phones. (J-Alert, an early warning system primarily 
used for quakes, tsunamis and North Korean missile alerts, but also for the most 
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serious extreme weather events, is designed to send out nationwide alerts within 
seconds.) 

Local municipalities are responsible for issuing evacuation orders and other directives, 
accompanied by the swift opening of evacuation centers at schools and other public 
buildings, which are supplied with futons and other emergency provisions. 

But tragedies still occur, especially as climate change fuels more extreme weather. In 
2020, 14 people perished in widespread flooding on the southern island of Kyushu 
after a botched evacuation at a nursing home, reflecting the challenges facing older 
populations. 

Flooding in urban areas is also on the rise: In recent days, torrential rain in 
Tokyo inundated roads and disrupted train services. (No casualties have been 
reported.) 

And the Japanese public risks becoming a victim of the country’s success in addressing 
disasters, said Yukiko Takeuchi, a professor at Kumamoto University on Kyushu who 
specializes in regional disaster prevention. In a survey published in 2024, more than 
half of all municipalities said only 10 percent of residents complied with recent 
evacuation orders. For almost a quarter of municipalities, the evacuation rate was less 
than 1 percent. 

“People who’ve been shielded from past disasters tend to assume they’ll be fine,” she 
said. “Then they risk getting stranded.” 

The United Nations has set a target for the entire world to be covered by early warning 
systems for all kinds of natural disasters by the end of 2027. Right now, only about half 
of the world’s countries have implemented such systems, though that represents a 
near-doubling of the number over the past decade. 

In Bangladesh, a low-lying country that sees some of the highest rainfall in the world, 
officials have been trying to improve their flash flood early warning systems for a 
quarter of a century, said Shampa, a hydrologist at the country’s Institute of Water and 
Flood Management, who goes by one name. 

“We are able to tell people about three to five days ahead but so far still more than half 
of our warnings end up being false alarms,” she said. 

The majority of the country’s flash floods originate across the border from hills in 
India, necessitating close international cooperation. The government works with 
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mosques, local community organizations and telecom providers to get urgent 
messaging out in as many ways as possible. 

“But relying on text messages is hard because heavy rain often causes power cuts and 
people’s phone are not charged,” Shampa said. “And if they get the message, do they 
understand what a certain level or velocity of river means? Or what it means for their 
land in particular?” 

Researchers in wealthier countries have partnered with governments in poorer ones, 
like Uganda, to try to expand the kind of high-tech systems that have a higher success 
rate. 

Liz Stephens, a professor in the meteorology department at the University of Reading 
in England, said that researchers were working in Uganda, Nepal and elsewhere to use 
satellite monitoring to predict flash floods. 

It was necessary in Uganda because some flash floods were so strong that rivers 
carried boulders along with them, crushing river gauges that had been installed. 

And in Nepal, where some flash floods are caused by the collapse of lakes held back by 
glaciers, work is underway to understand better how those collapses are triggered. 
Last week, floods in Nepal washed away the main bridge connecting the country to 
China. 

Most early warning systems are put into place only after disasters strike, Dr. Coughlan 
de Perez said. And responses often assume that the next disaster will look like the last, 
but with climate change intensifying, that is a shaky assumption. 

“We’re driving forward while looking in the rearview mirror,” she said. 

Max Bearak is a Times reporter who writes about global energy and climate policies 
and new approaches to reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Hiroko Tabuchi covers pollution and the environment for The Times. She has been a 
journalist for more than 20 years in Tokyo and New York. 

Introducing a new subscription: All Access Family. 

One Subscription. Access for four. 

Share unlimited digital access with up to three other people, with individual logins. 
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Karissa

From: Mandy Bath 
Sent: July 17, 2025 9:53 AM
To: Village of Kaslo; Mayor Hewat; Matthew Brown; Erika Bird; Molly Leathwood; Rob Lang; 

Robert Baker (CAO Kaslo)
Subject: South Beach Open House July 21st

Dear Mayor, council and CAO, 
 
Thank you for arranging an open house to discuss the South Beach proposed development. I appreciate your willingness 
to engage with Kaslo’s community on this important and controversial subject. As you know, we have many serious and 
sƟll unanswered quesƟons. 
 
I see that this is a Drop-In event rather than a sit-down meeƟng with an agenda. Will presentaƟons be allowed? Will in-
depth quesƟons be answered formally and minuted? Will the meeƟng be recorded? 
 
I very much hope that Ian Dunlop will be present to respond to these criƟcal quesƟons: 
 
1.  Who directed the CAO and the OCP coordinator to rewrite SecƟon 11 in a manner that would enable an RV Park? 
 
2.  Why was the developer the only person engaged on this issue? 
 
I would be grateful if you could get back to me regarding the meeƟng format, prior to Monday 21st. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mandy Bath 
PO Box  
Kaslo, BC 
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Karissa

From: Joan Murach 
Sent: July 17, 2025 10:13 PM
To: Village of Kaslo
Subject: South Beach Development

Dear Mayor and Council Members,  
 
As a long time resident of Kaslo,  specifically lower Kaslo,  I would like to express my strong opposition to 
the proposed RV park.  
 
The development does not align with our Community Plan and seems risky environmentally. The trade 
offs for land between the Village and the developer seems somewhat inappropriate.  
 
Adding the possible number of people residing in the park to the resident and regular tourist populations, 
results in far too many for our one and a half block downtown to accommodate.  
 
With dryer and hotter summers the risk of forest fires is rising.  If Kaslo were to have to evacuate, the 
addition of 75 RV's driving on our limited, narrow roads is frightening to me. 
 
Allowing this development to go through will completely change the character of our town. People that 
visit don't have the same care and respect for the town as those who reside here.  
 
With the vocal opposition to this development, I believe Council should not make a decision without a 
referendum.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Joan Murach  
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Karissa

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wells Thomson
July 21, 2025 10:10 PM
Mayor Hewat; Matthew Brown; Erika Bird; Village of Kaslo; Ian Dunlop 
Excellent Open House tonight!

Dear Mayor Hewat, Councillors Bird and Brown, Ian Dunlop and CAO Baker, 

I want to congratulate you on the work you did tonight.  You handled a lot of informaƟon and hard, even aggressive, 
quesƟons well and arƟculately.  I learned a lot of things about your perspecƟve on this whole South Beach development 
proposal. 

I will conƟnue to follow this thing with close interest. I do feel that you are intending to approach it with integrity and 
concern for the best interest of the Village's future. I also do feel that the property owner has opportuniƟes for 
development on the land other than on the beach, which is a floodplain, and along the river's natural ouƞlow to the 
lake. Those areas should be allowed to persist for their natural funcƟons as much as possible. 

Yours truly, 
Bill Wells, Kaslo 
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Karissa

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pat Wilson 
July 21, 2025 9:38 PM
Village of Kaslo
Open House

To the attention of Suzan Hewat, Erika Bird, Rob Lang, Matt Brown and Molly Leathwood:  

Thank you for providing the open house regarding the old sawmill beach site development. You all 
display much more patience than I am capable of. 

I attended the first 15 minutes of the meeting  but quickly left when I sensed a very hostile crowd that in 
my opinion already have their minds made up about how decisions have been made and that their 
version of "what's best for the location" is where they wanted the conversation to remain.   

I read the "For the Record" document and found it extremely helpful in explaining the processes involved 
and what has happened over the last couple of years.  I also believe that the format of the meeting was 
excellent with the exception of allowing questions after each segment. Question periods in my opinion 
are best left till the end of the meeting.   

Please continue to recognize that all of Kaslo does not agree with the rhetoric appearing on Facebook or 
share the same opinion of a very vocal group of individuals not wanting this development to proceed. 

I thank you for following due process, and for having provided the many opportunities for input on the 
official community plan over the years.  For what it is worth I fully support the development that has been 
proposed and feel its a good use of the property.   

Regards, 

Pat Wilson 
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Karissa

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Roberta Huber 
July 22, 2025 2:17 PM
Village of Kaslo
in appreciation

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Thank you all for the Ɵme you have spent on the South Beach quesƟon. In parƟcular, thank you for arranging the open 
house on July 21st, at which you listened to and answered so many quesƟons from so many points of view. As a recent 
resident within the village, I learned a great deal and feel privileged to be part of Kaslo Village. 

Yours truly, 
Roberta Huber 
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Karissa

From: The Maliks 
Sent: July 22, 2025 10:51 AM
To: Robert Baker (CAO Kaslo); Mayor Hewat; Erika Bird; Matthew Brown; Rob Lang; Molly 

Leathwood
Cc: Village of Kaslo
Subject: South Beach - Bare Land Strata concerns

Last night, the CAO asked the audience specifically what concerns they had in regard to Bare Land Strata. The 
question was never answered. 
 
“A BC municipality generally cannot directly restrict a strata lot owner. The primary authority to regulate a 
strata lot owner lies with the strata corporation itself through strata bylaws and rules.” 
 
The Village may be able to initially have a hand in shaping the bylaws that are filed by the owner developer 
with the land title office; however, over time “the strata corporation may amend, change, create or delete 
bylaws through a three-quarter vote of the owners and file the amendments in the land title office.” 
 
Please confirm that a Municipal Zoning Bylaw takes precedence over a Strata Bylaw and Rules.  
 
Restrictive covenants have been mentioned in several Staff and Planning reports. 
"Section 35 of BC’s Property Law Act does provide a person interested in land the authority to apply to the 
court to modify or cancel various charges and or interests registered against the land including restrictive 
covenants. Further it is already settled law in B.C. that a restrictive covenant can never override a land use 
bylaw.”                                                                                                                                                Source: UBCM 
Convention/Resolutions, 2018, B133  

Does this suggest that all items handled by a restrictive covenant should be included in any RV Park Bylaw 
so that over time, property owners could not apply to the court to modify or cancel registered charges and 
or interests? 

Anne Malik 

Page 94 of 106



Page 95 of 106



1

Karissa

From: The Maliks 
Sent: July 23, 2025 2:28 PM
To: Mayor Hewat; Rob Lang; Molly Leathwood; Erika Bird; Matthew Brown
Cc: Robert Baker (CAO Kaslo); Village of Kaslo
Subject: South Beach Terms & Conditions
Attachments: 2025.07.23 Terms & Conditions.pdf

Further to the CAO’s remark at last night’s meeting that Council will be meeting in August to discuss the Terms and Conditions to the 
Purchase and Sale Agreement we ask that Council consider the attached correspondence. 
 
For additional detail on these issues please reference my correspondence that I’ve been advised by staff “is staged with other South 
Beach correspondence for Council to address at a future meeting.” 
Reference:            2025.06.16 Access Road 
                               2025.06.23 South Beach Advice from Province 
                               2025.06.23 South Beach re FCL 
                               2025.06.23 South Beach Public Access 
                               2025.06.23 Transfer of Risk 
  
Anne Malik 
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July 23, 2025 

Village of Kaslo 

Attention: Mayor Hewat, Councillors Bird, Brown, Lang and Leathwood 
 

Re:  South Beach Purchase & Sale - Terms and Conditions  
 

Significant financial liabilities for the Village and Kaslo taxpayers may arise from the Access Road, Transfer of Risk 

and a Contaminated Site.  
 

Access Road  

Watershed Engineering Technical Memorandum July 15, 2022 

“Develop a plan to maintain access should future erosion occur along the upstream access road along Kaslo River. 

If required in the future the access road can be moved over to accommodate river erosion.” 
 

Appendix B – Site Visit Photo Log 

• The Village will assume ownership and maintenance of the road once the development is complete.  

• To where could the road be moved given the steep embankment and the river? 

• Who is responsible for developing a plan to maintain access should future erosion occur? 

• Should the Village leave itself open to future relocation costs? 

• Add the condition: That a road development feasibility study is undertaken and that any risk is 

adequately understood, manageable and agreeable to the Village.  
 

Transfer of Risk 

Watershed Engineering Technical Memorandum May 5, 2023 

“Prior to detailed design the proposed flood mitigation measures should be modelled in the existing HEC-RAS 2D 

model to assess the impact of water levels and velocities on the Village of Kaslo dike to quantify the transfer of 

risk.” 

• Add the condition: That the proposed flood mitigation measures are modelled to assess the impact of 

water levels and velocities on the Village of Kaslo dike to quantify the transfer of risk and that any risk 

is adequately understood, manageable and agreeable to the Village. 

Page 97 of 106



 

Page 2 of 4 
 

Contaminated Site 

The Kaslo Lands report prepared by CTQ consultants in 2018 reported two “Remnant Land” sites south of the  
river. For both of these sites - vacant/remnant land of the old mill site, a “contamination issue was to be  
confirmed. Phase One Assessment recommended only if remuneration may offset the cost of the assessment.”  
 
“The Contaminated Sites Regulation permits a purchaser to waive, in writing, the right to a site profile, but this will 

usually happen only if the purchaser has a detailed prior knowledge of the land, or is buying the land on an “as-is” 

basis, in which case it may expect to pay a lower price in compensation for accepting some level of risk. If the 

purchaser is agreeable to waiving the requirement for a site profile, this should be reflected in the terms of the 

purchase contract.”       Source: Selling Land for Local Governments – Part 1 Stewart McDannold Stuart  

      https://sms.bc.ca/2011/06/selling-land-for-local-governments-part-1/ 

• Is the developer going to waive the right to a site profile or will proceeds from the purchase/sale have 

to be used to pay for site profiles?  

• Add a Condition if the developer is agreeable to waiving the requirement for site profiles.  

• Add the Condition: That a section 219 covenant under the Land Title Act be placed on title to the RV 

park and strata lots absolving the village from future liability that could arise from development on a 

contaminated site. 

• Add the Condition:  That a section 219 covenant under the Land Title Act be placed on title to the RV 

park and strata lots absolving the village from future liability that could arise from development in a 

floodplain. 

“Any of the land acquired by the Village for public purposes that would be developed with walkways and access 

could trigger the bigger environmental requirements of actual reclamation of the land. This could be very expensive 

and at that point, a cost to the taxpayers.” 2  

Source: Correspondence to VOK from Aimee Watson, January 28, 2025 Agenda package 

• Add the Condition: That consultation with provincial ministries and qualified professionals resolves the 

concern in regard to the triggering of environmental requirements (reclamation of the land) for any  

land acquired by the Village for public purposes.  

 

Risk/Benefit Analysis 

A comprehensive risk-benefit analysis extends beyond solely economic factors to consider the broader social, 

cultural and environmental impacts of a project or decision. Further to the suggestion by several members of the 

public and the mayor’s comment that Risk/Benefit Analysis could be added as a condition: 

• Add the Condition: That a Comprehensive Risk/Benefit analysis is undertaken by an independent third 

party and that any risks and costs are adequately understood, manageable and agreeable to the Village. 

 

Legal Guidance in regard to Development Permit 

“As the Village’s OCP does not exempt the subdivision from the requirement of a development permit, an 

application will be required before subdivision or land within the DPA can be altered. Section 16.4.3 of the OCP 

states that a development permit may not be issued before other required approvals or permits are obtained from 

provincial or federal authorities having jurisdiction. The Village’s lawyer will need to provide guidance on the exact 

order of operations regarding the development permit, consolidation of Lots, and subdivision.” 
     Source: Village of Kaslo 01.28.2025 Regular Council Meeting Agenda Package, Page 110  
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• Add the condition: That the order of operations regarding the development permit, consolidation of 
Lots, and subdivision will abide by guidance provided by the Village’s lawyer. 

 

Bylaw 1298 

There are presently two (2) conditions (items j. and r) pertaining to Bylaw 1298 in the Terms & Conditions 
document available to the public. Given the CAO’s remarks at the May 27th Council Meeting: 

• Is specific reference to Bylaw 1298 appropriate as the CAO has suggested to “park” Bylaw 1298 and that 
an RV Park Bylaw will be rewritten by the lawyer? 

• Will there be both a RV Park Zoning Bylaw and RV Park Regulation Bylaw? 
 
 

 
Trust 

In the past, debris from the South Beach old mill site was hauled and dumped elsewhere in the village. Community 

members now have difficulty trusting the developer which calls for conditions pertaining to Engineered Drawings 

and Environmental Monitoring. Staff may determine that these conditions are more appropriately appended to a 

development permit.    

 

Engineered Drawings 

“For the QP Site, the developer has provided a preliminary sewerage report and will need a professionally 

designed water distribution plan with fire protection. These reports should be independently reviewed so that the 

Approving Officer can be confident that the proposed infrastructure is appropriate.”  
2024.06.06 Planning Report Page 9 

 
“However, in both the upland and RV park areas, the design and construction of the sewerage system will need to 

be reviewed carefully to ensure long-term functionality considering the environmental hazards (flood potential 

and steep terrain).”       2024.06.06 Planning Report Page 13 

• Add the condition: That prior to commencing work, the developer shall deliver to the Village design 

drawings of electrical, water, sewerage, flood mitigation and road work with the developer’s engineer’s 

seal affixed. 

• Add the condition: Upon completion of the work, the developer shall deliver to the Village as-built 

drawings of the developer’s electrical, water, sewerage, flood mitigation and road work with the 

developer’s engineer’s seal affixed. 

 

Environmental Monitoring 

“The Village may require that a QEP is retained during the proposed works to document compliance with mitigation 

measures and recommendations and provide guidance for implementation of best practices. In the event that 

greater disturbance occurs due to unforeseen circumstances, the QEP will recommend further measures to 

protect/restore the natural integrity of the study area. The QEP must be notified a minimum of 48 hours prior to 

initiation of works in order to schedule site visits. An environmental monitoring schedule and standard 

requirements are as follows: 

▪  A pre-construction meeting must be held between the QEP and the contractor(s) undertaking the work 

onsite to ensure a common understanding of the mitigation measures and best practices required for the 

project. The proposed location of erosion and sediment control measures will be reviewed.  

▪  The QEP will be authorized to halt construction activities should an incident arise that is causing undue 

harm (unforeseen or from lack of due care) to terrestrial, aquatic or riparian resource values.  
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▪  Environmental monitoring is typically conducted on a minimum monthly basis for the duration of the 

works. However, this will be dependent on the nature of the works occurring, construction schedule, and 

the Village and other permit requirements.  

▪  A copy of the development permit and this EIA report must be kept readily available at the site for 

reference while the work is being conducted.  

▪  Summary monitoring reports will be completed on a regular basis and submitted to the owner, contractors 

and the Village. A final report will be submitted upon substantial completion of works. Follow-up 

monitoring visits one- and two-years post construction may be required to document survival of 

hydroseeding and plantings within restoration areas (if required).” 
Source: Pages 27-28 Environmental Assessment Kaslo RV Park prepared by: Ecoscape Environmental Consultants Ltd. July 21, 2023 

 

• Add the Condition: That a Qualified Environmental Professional is retained during the proposed works 

to document compliance with mitigation measures and recommendations and provide guidance for 

implementation of best practices. 

 

Submitted by,  
 
 
Anne & Laddie Malik 
 
Reference: 2025.06.16 Access Road 
  2025.06.23 South Beach Advice from Province 
  2025.06.23 South Beach re FCL 
  2025.06.23 South Beach Public Access 
  2025.06.23 Transfer of Risk 
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Karissa

From: The Maliks 
Sent: July 28, 2025 1:59 PM
To: Mayor Hewat
Cc: CAO Mailbox
Subject: South Beach Issue
Attachments: BC Rural Centre - January 13 2025.pdf

Mayor Hewat & CAO Baker 

In my correspondence of July 23, 2025 Terms & Conditions, the following issue was not included as I did not know if my letter would 
be released to the public. 

Without meaningful consultation and engagement on land use, environmental protection and stewardship does the Village risk 
infringing on First Nations title and rights? 

Could First Nations (Ktunaxa, Sinixt or Syilx) lay claim to the proceeds from the municipal Purchase/Sale of unceded land?  

I’ve attached the January 6, 2025 correspondence from the BC Rural Centre that mentions this issue. 

For your consideration, 

Anne Malik 
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Sarah Sinclair

Executive Director

BC Rural Centre

sarah@bcruralcentre.org

January 6th, 2025

Mayor, Council, and Staff

Village of Kaslo

413 4th Street

Kaslo, BC

Dear Mayor, Council, and Staff,

I am writing on behalf of the BC Rural Centre to urge you to strongly reconsider any decisions

regarding the proposed development at South Beach at this time. We believe that further research,

community consultation, Indigenous consultation, and the collection of socio-economic data are

essential before moving forward with any planning processes.

The importance of conducting a comprehensive Socio-Economic and Environmental Assessment

(SEEA) cannot be overstated. Such an assessment is crucial for understanding the potential

socio-economic and environmental impacts of the proposed development. If adequate research has

not been conducted, this raises significant concerns about the broader implications for the

community and the environment.

Engagement with local residents and Indigenous communities is vital to the planning process. Their

insights, concerns, and experiences should be at the forefront of any discussion regarding land use

changes. Ensuring that these voices are heard can help foster a planning process that is inclusive

and representative of the diverse needs of your constituents.
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Moreover, the SEEA framework is designed to evaluate both immediate and long-term implications

of land use changes. It is important to recognize that safeguarding undeveloped waterfront areas

can help enhance long-term environmental health and support community well-being, rather than

commit to development that may have irreversible effects.

We must also consider the differential effects of development on various community groups,

particularly Indigenous Peoples. It is imperative that the planning process addresses these

disparities to ensure equity and fairness. The ethical implications of planning decisions must align

with the values of sustainability and cultural heritage.

Finally, any alternative development scenario should align with the broader management objectives

that prioritize both environmental sustainability and community values. It is crucial that these

objectives guide decision-making to ensure the health and vitality of the community and its natural

surroundings for generations to come.

In light of these points, we respectfully request that you pause any decisions regarding the South

Beach development pending additional research, community consultation, Indigenous voices, and

socio-economic considerations.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. We look forward to your thoughtful

consideration and action.

Sincerely,

Sarah Sinclair

Executive Director

BC Rural Centre
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