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Introduction 
This questionnaire survey is part of the Electoral Area ‘E’ Community Land Use Planning Conversations, which 
will help the Regional District to understand how Area ‘E’ residents feel about the current level of planning 
in their communities and whether they have specific land use concerns. Area ‘E’ has 14 different settlement 
areas with varying levels of development. There is an Official Community Plan (OCP) in place for some areas 
but not others. 
 
In 2020, the RDCK Board of Directors approved a request by the Electoral Area ‘E’ Director to host a series of 
public open houses on land use planning. The purpose was to provide information to Area ‘E’ residents about 
planning, hear their thoughts about the current level of planning in their communities, and provide 
opportunities to ask questions about land use planning and voice any land use concerns they may have in 
their communities. This initiative is in response to: 
 

• Feedback from previous consultations (2011, 2018) identifying a need for more information on 
community planning; 

• Current development pressures felt throughout the Region; and, 
• Land use concerns from Area ‘E’ residents. 

 
A series of online “Community Conversations” were held throughout June and July of 2021 with members of 
different communities around Area ‘E’. This questionnaire survey was requested by the Area ‘E’ Director, 
based on the discussions at the Community Conversations meetings, to ensure that those who could not 
attend have the opportunity to participate. 
 
The survey will help the RDCK understand whether there is any interest in Area ‘E’ for more land use planning 
(OCP area expansion, new development permit areas, zoning, etc.). The results of the survey will be used to 
determine what next steps, if any, will be taken with respect to land use planning in Area ‘E’. 
 
The survey was available for completion from November 1st, 2021 to December 10th, 2021. The RDCK mailed 
out paper surveys to each household in Electoral Area ‘E’ and the survey was also available digitally through 
Survey Monkey. Responses were received from 13 of the 14 settlement areas in Area ‘E’ (no responses were 
received from Whitewater Road).  
 
A total of 417 surveys were received, 115 of which were paper copies and 302 were completed online. Each 
household was assigned a “unique identifier” (UID) number to ensure only one response was received per 
household, and it was specified at the beginning of the survey that only submissions with a UID number 
would be accepted. 5 of the 417 surveys were removed from the results as they were duplicate submissions 
from the same household. An additional 7 surveys were removed from the results as they provided either an 
invalid or no UID number. Valid paper surveys were manually entered into Survey Monkey, verbatim, in order 
to create the tables and graphs included in this Summary. 
 
This Summary displays the results of the questionnaire survey in two ways: for Electoral Area ‘E’ as a whole 
(Page 5) and sorted by community (Page 12). There were 6 surveys that did not specify a community. As such, 
they are not included in the community results but are included in the “Electoral Area ‘E’ Summary” section. 
Text redacted with a black box contains either personal information, obscenities, or is potentially slandering 
another individual. 
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- Golf Course 
- LESS GOVERNMENT REGULATION THAN OTHER PLACES 
 
Question 2 
Would you like to tell us more? 
- I live next to a farm and I love that. I love the birds and wildlife too.  
- Do not regulate land use 
- I think Balfour could be an ideal area for senior citizen housing. 
- This year my neighbour on the west side of my property is starting to build on his land. He has cut down 

all the trees growing on his property and is going to build two houses on it. The one in the centre of his 
land is going to be his house but the other one is going to be his garage. He told me that he is going to 
build it with a loft to house his guests. It is going to be a two story structure right on the property line 
with the roof slanted to dump the snow on my drive way.     

- We don’t need zoning in Area ‘E’ 
- glad to see lack of Industrial businesses 
- Our household likes our neighborhood the way it is 
- We are not interested in the RDCK zoning our area. 
- no 
- little understanding of what this means 
- Highway 3A is becoming more and more noisy. Maybe lower the speed limit between Balfour Ferry and 

Houston farm 
- Keep Zone free 
- I would like to maintain that Balfour is a good retirement/holiday area. 
- New people who come into the area should respect the existing atmosphere of adjacent properties and 

not change the ambience of it. 
- Some property owners are bringing homeless people to live on their property. One owner has 7 

households plus his own on his 40 acres. 
- People live outside the city to get away from the hustle & bustle, not to have it follow them. The natural 

setting offers this life style. 
- Why is agricultural land being used from inappropriate uses such scrap yards vehicle s leaking toxins into 

prime growing land?  
- Nothing at this time. 
- no 
- There are shoddy unkempt homes with garbage and rubbish that compromise the integrity of all 

communities between Nelson and Balfour along 3A and many well travelled on side roads. There are 
barges along the lake that are hideous. There should be more public access to the lake. Some of the 
marinas are a nightmare - mooring is terrible.   Many of these homeowners along the lake do not appear 
to care.   

- We like things the way they are now without changes in the way they are controlled. 
- I do not want to see the natural environment being destroyed. I also want to be able to run a small 

business out of my home if I choose to do so.  
- Our community enjoys freedom and mutual respect. I don't see a need for a heavy hand to interfere with 

our community development.  
- NO Zoning 
- Crownland use impact Logging and Adventure Tourism 
- Although we appreciate the rural spaces, natural env, and low density, there are natural areas for higher 

density such as the local golf course.  We care about the quality of our lake as well, and high density along 
the lakeshore can create challenges 
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- wildfires and interface areas, waterfront/lakefront development 
- Leave Area E out of Zoning  
- Contamination from industry 
- None 
- logging should be further away from populated areas and not affect watersheds 
- Residential homes that look like garbage dumps.  
- All crown land use impacts 
- see below 
- Pressure on wildlife in the area. 
- visual polution 
- encourage business development with minimal obstacles  
- sewage 
 
Question 4 
Would you like to tell us more? 
- Property used as storage of derelict rusty heavy equipment on marsh land off Beach Street in Balfour 
- You probably can't help with this, but I would like the whole community to have a speed limit of 50km/hr 

maximum. Not just around the ferry when workers are present.  
- Restrict subdividing land 
- None - we have an awesome community just as it is 
- RDCK Stay "Out" 
- He is also using part of my driveway to enter his land. People are parking their cars and trucks on my 

drive way and going up to visit him and I can`t get out of my drive way. I gave him no permission for him 
to share my drive way! 

- We don’t need zoning in Area ‘E’ 
- Adventure tourism should not be allowed in watershed areas 
- We are not interested in the RDCK zoning our area. 
- rural roads (e.g. Green Road) have significant tree cover within ROW, cabins/home surrounded by trees 

at risk of wildfires 
- I moved to a rural area to have a hobby farm, zoning will likely make this illegal 
- Contrary to the sign by the "supperate" Area E needs proper zoning. People are moving to the area with 

ideas of making a living. AirBnBs and small ventures are good if monitored. Properties should not have 
to put up with working equipment extra traffic + noise + dust. Lakeviews should not be obstructed by 
equipment & machinery + storage buildings. 

- Logging in our area in Balfour devastated a huge section and the logging company did not clean up their 
mess!! 

- ATV and off road vehicles lack of respect for natural growth and animals is impacting quality of life. 
Housing is becoming affordable for only those with large pockets. Pollution along the lake from older 
housing is not being addressed.  

- Trailers parks like the new one at the Balfour golf course looks tacking increases traffic in neighborhoods. 
- 4th choice - water development impacts 
- no 
- Do not want to see new industrial waterfront development impacts 
- Guidelines along with bylaws should be implemented. People just don't seem to care what their homes 

and yards look like. We're not looking for Blaylocks, but take a little pride in ownership. Keeping up ones 
home and yard speaks volumes for the community. Being different social networks and listening to 
comments, the naysayers are those with the most unkempt homes and yards. If you like pictures, 
addresses, and names please advise. 
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- We don’t need land use planning or zoning in Area ‘E’  
- Please leave things as they are. 
- Many people specifically purchased in area E as there was no zoning. Making changes without allowing 

the community to properly vote would be unacceptable. 
- As a long term summer resident, there seems to be little focus on temporary residents/owners and 

recreational/aesthetic aspects of the waterfront. Most focus seems to be on environmental values, 
mitigation and/or protection. Also, there seems little specific focus on waterfront development, either 
seasonal or year-round residents and owners. For example, we have a cabin in Queens Bay off of Green 
Road. There is an entire sub-area of the Queens Bay waterfront that seems lumped in with either Balfour 
or the old Queens Bay townsite. Issues relevant to this area could include 'zoning' for at least land use, if 
not some additional guidance on building height, adjacency and perhaps view protection. Moorage and 
dock placement are also emerging concerns. That said, a light regulatory hand is desired - not highly 
prescriptive and narrow land use zoning (e.g. form-based within some land use parameters). Use of OCP 
as a vision setting process with minimal regulation/zoning and use of DP areas in areas like the Balfour 
Ferry landing area. 

- Please let us keep our drinking water chlorine & chemical free! 
- logging in watershed areas to be limited, waterfront development 
- To Ramona Faust. -Considering that we all need good water -Considering the water is the base of life. It 

is scary to consume the water we are provided with. The smell is very strong (bleach), it is disgusting. Try 
to make a good coffee with such water. The interior plant have a hard time & sometimes get white at the 
base when we use this liquid. The bird don't visit the bird bath the first few days when we change the 
water.  Do you see the picture?  Do you have a solution? 

- This is the first I've heard about it [Community Conversations]. I saw a couple of signs put up by 
commercially owned property owners. My main concerns are I would like drinking water, quiet living (no 
commercial noise) & well spaced out properties. This is why I live so far from Nelson, where I currently 
work. Also, didn't purchase property near the ferry landing so, I didn't have to hear the safety regulations 
every time the ferry leaves but the access to the ferry is very convenient. 

- Would like to keep natural surroundings and quiet character of neighborhood  
- I think this process should not be hurried to please potential developers. Growth depending on the type 

does not always show the results promised or expected. There is only so much waterfront, public land, 
animal habitat, once it is gone there is no replacement. Think long and hard before acting! 

- no zone changes 
- I live in Balfour and walk my dog every day at the tennis courts and "soccer" field. It is a great unofficial 

off-leash area for dog owners. I was surprised to see a lot of money spent on a gazebo and additional 
pickle ball court. The gazebo has no benches, tables, or BBQ and is just a big rain shelter. Nobody uses it. 
The pickle ball court was nicely done but the court lines were not put in - i.e. the court is completely 
useless. Both projects were completed mid summer so why were they not properly finished off? And 
frankly, the gazebo is very unlikely to be used more often than once or twice a year (eg. "Balfour Daze"). 
The pickleball court will be used if finished. Did RDCK run out of funds to complete both projects? Just 
curious. 

- More information on updated use of agricultural land eg. Number of dwelling allowed  
- I do not agree with how people can park and/or leave their vehicles and boat trailers either on the public 

beach or resident road for days on end blocking residential traffic. There should be, like other boat launch 
areas around the lake, no overnight parking. Talking about the Balfour Wharf Road boat launch. 

- no 
- Our main concern is that we are not in favour of more development of waterfront for commercial use 

and the impact that involves.  
- attempt to keep all fees and costs to a minimum 
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- Zoning is critical to preserve the area. The naysayers appear short-sighted, biased, and not wanting to 
progress the communities of Balfour, Harrop, and Proctor. They are stuck in the old ways and fear 
progress - unless it's to their "individual" benefit. Example, the Balfour-Crawford Bay ferry fiasco. Queen's 
Bay won that one. These homeowners literally and figuratively block any water traffic except their own 
watercraft. My understanding is that the beach is not their personal property and should be accessible 
to us as kayakers.  That is not the case when one tries to kayak Queen's Bay. When we attempted to 
kayak Queen's bay PWC's and high powered boats averted us. It was dangerous and very daunting. 

- I feel it is best left how it is. 
- Found out about the Community Conversations by accident at the last minute. I think the Director is 

trying to get as many of the "important to the Director" projects pushed through before the term ends 
and someone else goes in. I do not think the information of complaints over the past 10 years warrants 
this push for more control if the ones in place are not working now - more controls are not the answer. 
Better implementation of the laws on the books now need to be enforced - the general public does not 
know it is mostly the same people registering the same complaints over and over again and that these 
have not or may never be resolved. 

- My previous experiences with local government is that they use the tools of land zoning with a very heavy 
hand. I am concerned about that. We are currently in a housing crisis in terms of affordability and 
availability. Local governments should champion solutions and not be a part of the problem by behind 
an unnecessary bureaucratic hurdle. 

- Phone community conversations were a total waste of time. Leave Balfour alone. 
- 1.  I HAVE CONCERN ABOUT THE ILLEGAL MODIFIED MUFFLER USAGE ALONG HWY 31. THE NOISE FROM 

THESE MUFFLERS MAKE LIVING IN THIS AREA UNBEARABLE. 2.  I'D LIKE TO SEE A DEDICATED CYCLE PATH 
FROM NELSON TO NEW DENVER. 

- Regarding the topic of zoning, my suspicion is that this is being pushed by people with a personal agenda. 
Everyone has different stresses on their properties, I most certainly have been distressed by the disregard 
for a precious wetland by my neighbour and his oil-leaking large machines. But I also want to be able to 
have my back-yard chickens, bees, and possibly a home based business as we move forward into 
increasing food insecurity and political upheaval. The fact that anyone can destroy a wetland or clearcut 
a watershed is and should be a federal issue as these problems are widespread across Canada and are 
essentially part of what is causing the destabilization of our climate, leading to political and social 
uncertainty. Removing people's ability to look after themselves through their own food production and 
financial autonomy is not the answer to healthy communities. Also, regarding the answer on number 15- 
I was not aware of these meetings. Townhall meetings discussing every aspect of this proposal, why 
people want it, how it would benefit everyone not just a few, are essential before any decisions are made.  

- Would like to see our communities be a nice place to live. Not turn in to slums. Protect property values 
from nieghbours and commercial activities that make their places garbage dumps.  

- Hands off 
- The official community planning should ensure that commercial/industrial properties are kept in an area 

other than residential to help maintain the quiet rural now enjoyed by the community.  The So-call 
queens Bay Resort development is out of character with the community and seems to be just a fly by 
night development partnered with a local owner and out o country developers.  

- not in favor of any changes Area E 
- It is certainly time to think about Area E, and how we can move forward with resilience and thoughtful 

planning for an amazing space for our children and grandchildren.  How can we access the brilliance, 
creativity and future thinking of wise planners to make this an even better place to live? 

- without a Community plan and some zoning in place no one can invest in our Community safely. Property 
can, (and does) lose thousands of dollars in value because of the decision of a neighbor. Our lake must 
be protected at all cost.  
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- We would like to see planning for residential and commercial areas (not next door to each other) Some 
commercial entities may need to be Grandfathered in if they already exist. 

- I see this as an attempt to justify RDCK jobs and budget. Not necessary and a waste of tax dollars.  
- Many newer rules become punitive rabbit holes of pain in the butt/wasted money. Like dog control 

bylaws. If you live in an area where there’s no dog bylaws, self policing seems to be more efficient than 
some salaried position with barriers to effectiveness like other laws. But there are many important good 
rules like for protecting agriculture land. But that is Provincial. Yes, a conundrum indeed…. I would rather 
the wild west than live in suburbia. That really sums it all up for me. 

-  I do not believe that the RDCK based on my interactions over the last 43 years is in anyway capable of 
managing any community planning.   

- I would like to see a restriction on mobile homes as they limit the beauty of our community. I would like 
to see unsightly effects on properties removed. The area on the north side of highway 31 overlooking 
Kootenay Lake is, I believe, a blue heron nesting area which should be preserved as a park like area and 
a  walking, pedal biking area only.  

- I don't want any further land use planning; especially zoning and permitting. I would like to maintain 
current property freedoms and rural nature. Crown land use impacts etc. Should be considered on an 
individual small community basis rather on the "whole" of area E or even the larger communities like 
Balfour area. The diversity that we have now is good. 

- EVERY SERVICE TO RDCK PROVIDES ME HAS ICREASED MY COST AND MOSTLY REDUCED MY BENIFIT. (EX 
WATER, WAISTE, MIN LOT SIZE, ) 
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Question 15 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about land use planning in Area ‘E’? 

- Business licensing for Airbnb/vacation rentals. Definitely need some planning, zoning, understanding 
of who takes care of roads + regulations surrounding such. Also parks in our area - Red Sands is an 
issue for our neighbourhood community. No one seems to know where the land sits as access is from 
the RDCK area + all of the traffic + parked cars are impacting the Bealby area. Something needs to be 
done by RDCK to help the residents of the neighbourhood. We are the forgotten ones! The volume 
of traffic on the single lane road is not sustainable. Also without any facilities or garbage control our 
neighbourhood is suffering the impacts. Too many parked cars that would make it difficult for 
emergency vehicles to get to our area. Some people are camping on the road side + leaving garbage 
+ human waste. Many more animals are coming to our area with the leftover garbage, etc. 

- Maintaining our quality of life is the prime concern for us: i.e. quiet country lifestyle. Apparently there 
is supposed to be a public Kootenay Lake access here at Bealby Point - but in effect there is NO public 
access that anyone can find. 

- I live in a small subdivision called Bealby Point.  Over the last few years, I have noted a substantial 
increase in long-term and vacation rentals. Of the nine homes in our subdivision, 7 have various 
rental accommodations.  Further along Bealby Road is another subdivision called Horlicks Point Road.  
A substantial number of these homes also have rentals.  This has led to a large number of cars coming 
and going along the narrow Bealby Road.  In addition, during the summer months, vacationers using 
Red Sands Beach add to this congestion.  It is time for some serious planning in this area as the 
situation will only become worse. 
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Question 2 
Would you like to tell us more? 

- Healthy, clean, quiet natural environment in a residential setting is our desire. No industrial or 
commercial use and no pollution. 

- No changes. 
- We value the continuation of wildlife habitat & our immersion into the natural environment (having 

clean, fresh water, forests, creeks - intact & linked ecosystems). We also value being able to have 
peace in this would (the quiet!), & to be able to grow food to aid with food security. 

- NO ZONING, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ONLY 
- It is changing enough to get approved for a building permit through the RDCK without additional 

regulations to work around. 
- The above questions is structured to ellicit answers in favour of planning, any answer other than "no 

land use planning regulations" will be construed as in favour of zoning/planning! 
- Support for regulated sustainable, community oriented development while restricting development 

clearly intended for maximum financial return without regard for reasonably affordable housing for 
younger generations. 

- How does one answer this question when the terms are all connected and hard to define, except 
agricultural land and 'low density residential'? What is 'rural character' but, quiet, low density, open 
space. There is no 'natural environment' any more. How to define 'Neighbourliness'? SO how is it 
possible to choose only 3 most important when they are all interconnected? 

- We bought here because of zoning-free  
- We enjoy open land and ability to keep a garden amidst quiet natural environment. Rural community 

feel and relationships with neighbours. We also enjoy that some have small home based businesses 
that are an asset to the community. 

- no 
- We think everything is good the way it is 
- Modify existing character very slowly to allow increase in density. 
- We are very happy with the way Blewett is and don't believe we need a community plan. 
- Because Blewett is one of the few areas where development can be planned given Nelson availability 

is low and cost is high, it will have to be done carefully, with a lot of thought and foresight before 
further development permits are provided. There are many conflicting uses currently allowed in 
Blewett that should not be. There is zero information on how development is going to impact water 
availability. Currently, housing developments are being erected beside potential mines, and large 
industrial operations, with noise, odour, water use/aquifers, and traffic being major concerns. Yet 
there is no long term plan to ensure residents can be provided with access to water, and a peaceful 
quality of life. Industrial use and residential use are not compatible, for example. Yet we need 
affordable housing for families, youth, etc to provide life and vibrancy to Nelson. Industry should be 
not be permitted in the same areas as housing and should not be broadly allowed 'wherever' as pop 
up noisy, fume emitting shops etc. 

- Businesses that can meet the choices above - home-based for the most part, but not exclusive 
- There are 2 different parts to Blewett: - east of Bedford Rd. - higher density as you get closer to 

Nelson - west of Bedford Rd. - lower density/more farm like. May want to address these areas 
differently. 

- No 
- It is important that Area E planning align not only with needs/desires of the area but also the region 

i.e. mainly the city of Nelson as we are so close to it.  I don't think it can expect to remain rural with 
large lots, but also don't want to see a huge influx of high density housing.  Commercial and industrial 
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development also need to be a good fit with what will mainly be residential expansion, as Area E is a 
natural area of residential expansion as part of "Greater Nelson".   

- Do not zone area e 
- The reason we purchased our home is because there is no industry / commercial on our street to 

create noise pollution, light pollution, and smell. 
- Blewett has been steadily losing common land and trail networks over the last 10 years due to 

subdivision and development and lack of RDCK owned land to preserve some of the characteristics 
of the neighbourhood. It would be welcome to me to see a plan that includes plans for maintaining 
some of these attributes. 

- I don't want people breaking up ALR because even though much of the land is not ideal for 
agriculture, at least there can be some efforts to grow food if needed in the future. Also there is a 
need to mitigate fuel for wildfires while keeping forests and habitat for flora and fauna. 

- I like the fact that we don't have zoning. 
- Maintaining the "forests". Limit extensive logging. 
- The Blewett area is a bedroom community of Nelson and with the housing & light industrial needs in 

the area the demand for housing, limited water supply it is critical that there is joint planning with 
the City to ensure this area is developed in a way that meets the housing and other needs.  WE have 
recently discovered we are on a vulnerable aquifer and planning water seems critical.    

- no 
- No zoning  
- Would like to see natural areas protected for existing wildlife. 
- I don't need a bylaw to tell me how tall my fence can be, and I most certainly don't need my tax 

dollars going to such things.  I bought my land, I pay my taxes.  Enough said. 
- I live on a forested mountainslope in an intact ecosystem. I am able to drink from the creek and also 

my power comes from this waterway 
- I would like to see better use of land through more condensed housing projects 
- The overall supply of water in Blewett in summer is very limited. Therefore I would like to see a stop 

of future subdivisions. 
- NA 
- It's important to maintain both our privacy and good relationships with our neighbours. 
- No zoning. No ocp.  
- open space and agricultural land are important also. Home based businesses are acceptable. I 

definitely DO NOT want any commercial business operating in this area except for the properties that 
have the Highway frontages id commercial developments are necessary. 

- less government 
- Parks such as Morning Mountain and walking or biking paths near the water, and Taghum Beach are 

big assets that I would love to support more of. 
- RDCK ZONING WILL NOT CURE EXISTING LAND USE CONFLICTING ISSUES. 
- No industry I would say, just home based busineses. There is a heliport and dog kennel close to my 

property and its very noisy 
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- Rdck having more control is a huge concern.  
- Mining 
- OVERREGULATION BY RDCK 

 
Question 4 
Would you like to tell us more? 

- We are concerned about industrial + commercial use of land changing the esthetics of area and of 
contamination of ground water and air. 

- We have had 4 new developments (increasing density) in the last 8 years adjacent to our property - 
impacts noise, traffic, views. Also our drinking water comes from a creek so watershed (crown land) 
protection is very important. 

- Am totally not fond of the current logging going on or in process on May & Jenny Rd. & further in, as 
well as on Rover Creek. Devastating! 

- Housing affordability is a huge concern because the RDCK has already made it so much more difficult 
to build in the last decade and with zoning/planning and the STEP code it is now near impossible for 
middle income families to develop their land. 

- We would like the RDCK to stop bugging us with their desire to plan our property. Again, this 
questions sets up to achieve your, not ours, objectives. 

- Concerns regarding industrial, logging, and mining development that would not be ecologically 
sustainable  

- Water management is the key to survival here. "increased density', 'new commercial uses' 
development pressures', uncertainty of land uses' ALl impact the three water issues I noted. Once 
again, this question is posed to make it difficult to answer effectively? How was the survey designed 
this way to make it confusing? 

- the limit to three is artificial. Forces a narrative 
- Please keep zoning-free. 
- proper community planning is needed and open communications about intentions for land use to 

protect community feel, watershed and natural environment. As well as maintain potable water 
quality. Would be of benefit to limit number of units in apartment style homes. 

- Not interested in land use regulations 
- It's become impossible to develop having to go thru all the hoops, ie. MOT 
- Blewett operates great as is 
- It is imperative to ensure consistent water quality & to ensure to avoid contamination from 

commercial uses. 
- The climate is changing and water is our most valuable resources. Next to that, trees, which provide 

for a reduction in the impacts of climate change, are our most precious resource. Development needs 
to be carefully planned with a longterm vision of 50, 100 years out. How will density happen in an 
eco-friendly way? How will connected lanes for electric bikes be created? How will community 
thrive? There has been zero planning to date and the result is haphazard and ill-fitting land use. 

- Water quality is a given - not a question. Watershed health is a given. 
- Avoid incompatible land uses such as gravel pits beside residential areas. - avoid high density 

subdivision (small lots) but allow for lots that can have SFDs and secondary suites or small accessory 
dwellings for rental purposes. 

- Unregulated Vacation Rentals 
- Industrial and commercial uses apply within Area E and to adjacent Crown land.  Nothing is done in 

isolation and line boundaries do not prevent impact from one area to another.   
- I do not agree with making an official community plan for area E  
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- I would be accepting of further residential development, but would not like to see commercial or 
industrial development, including logging. I am favourable towards small scale farming. 

- I am all for an OCP for Blewett that preserves values held by residents including agricultural use and 
common land/ trails as well as RDCK purchase or easements to preserve existing networks. I also 
think lot size should be considered as well as steepness of driveways (erosion concerns) as recent 
divided lots on Bedford have potential for high impacts on local watersheds due to clearing and steep 
drives. I appreciate the opportunity to provide comment.  

- Mining, logging, adventure tourism, gravel extraction all impact water quality and quantity. 
- anything involving water & crown land  needs protection & impact study 
- With the growth in our region it is critical to have planning in place.  It would be irresponsible in light 

of this to not have robust planning in place.   
- no 
- No zoning 
- Area E should be zoned for residential with consideration for wildlife.  
- I dislike that it is our own people from our water board that are doing the checking up on if logging 

around our creek is being done to regulations.  I dislike the idea that anyone should be able to use 
crown land, which belongs to us all, for private profit.  Often at the risk of the environment and of 
our tax dollars.  

- The biggest threat to my home is definitely industrial logging within my watershed. This could affect 
whether I have water to drink, to irrigate my garden (food security) and whether I have power. 
Furthermore, logging is the biggest impact on the non-human animals. 

- We are concerned about the environmental and watershed impact of mining on the mountains in 
the area  

- We have an agriculture business and therefore preservation of land and watersheds as well as 
identifying and adapting to our local climate changes is forefront for us. 

- I would like to see gravel not been extracted from the base of a hill such as the one on Annabel rd. 
- I don't want to see Blewett become even more of a suburb of Nelson. 
- We also have concerns regarding Gravel Extraction & Contamination and found some of the options 

had significant overlap. 
- It is very disturbing to see the recent logging on lower Bedford Rd with no apparent regard for 

landscape, wildlife habitat or loss of biodiversity.  It is also very worrying to hear talk of future 
quarries and mining  

- so many above concerns: increased density, water quantity and quality, development pressure, 
uncertainty of future land uses, housing affordability, contamination from wastewater, gravel 
extraction, logging, adventure tourism, 

- There should be a section for: no issues. This would avoid the perception that RDCK is “skewing” the 
survey..  

- The company that is reopening the Kenville mine bought the mineral rights under me but you can't 
do anything about that  

- Mining and logging are my biggest concerns, mainly for drinking water, pollution, noise and traffic. 
- RDCK ZONING DOES NOT PERMIT ANY FUTURE CHANGE IN DENSITY OR CHANGE IN LAND USES. RDCK 

ZONING WILL ONLY SOLIDIFY EXISTING PROBLEMS AS THE EXSTING PROBLEMS WILL BE 
GRANDFATHERED. 

 
Land Use Planning 
These questions help inform whether or not land use planning should be looked at further in Area E and what     
decisions on next steps should be. 
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Question 15 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about land use planning in Area ‘E’? 

- I think just leave it alone. No need for more rules and regulations. 
- We would like to see our neighborhood maintain a rural natural residential feel without commercial 

or industrial use allowed. We are very concerned about the quality of water from our community 
watershed (Eagle Creek) which sits on private property (Kenville Mines) and we feel it is threatened 
by industrial use of this property which seems to change hands and various attempts have been made 
to extract resources from over the 11 years we have lived here. Activity has been very close or in the 
watershed with heavy machinery which threatens the quality of water. This has been the biggest 
stressor to living in this area. 

- We are very much in favour of an OCP as a starting point for Blewett. Community engagement during 
this process would be quite important. 

- I want to see more stringent Environmental rules around water/forest/mineral protection for all land 
in BC. I do not want any further RDCK involvement in 'regulations' around use of private property. 

- Could continue to revisit in 10-15 years. 
- Experience is - plans made - "little guy" gets held to it and big business $ get to circumvent rules. 

Blewett leave as is for the next cycle. When have meeting for community not put them in summer or 
planting/harvest. Late fall to early April is best. 

- Absolutely do not want and am strongly opposed to zoning 
- I have discussed this and 10 to 1 we are against. If you really wanted our opinions you would not use 

loaded surveys and questions. You would also hold a vote/referendum on zoning/planning for each 
area effected. You would also be willing to consult/listen to people opposed to this. 

- We would like to see the RDCK address the need for affordable and sustainable rural community 
living. For instance investigate the model that Grand Forks has adapted towards that objective. Tiny 
houses allowed in an ecological and sustainable manner, rather than high end high profit 
developments; that result in high priced bedroom communities for the retired and elderly. 

- No zoning in Blewett. Leave us alone. We are happy the way we are! 
- First; question 11 on the areas; Blewett contains Knox, and Granite Road, and Taghum Beach, so How 

is it that Blewett is a special designation and what area does it cover? The fact they are separated 
gives me an uneasy feeling that certain areas are being targetted for certain responses, and, as a 
resident west of Bedford, with our own special needs, I wonder where my area fits? It doesn't seem 
to me to make sense. Your map needs to show a larger map of Blewett and the roads shown have no 
relation to the Blewett that i know. The process thus far has been very confusing and divisive. The 
open house I went to was divisive and of little use. The difference between OCP and Zoning initiatives 
has not been clearly explained. The motivation for this whole affair has been riddled with rumours 
that have galvanized all the rancour within the community. There seemed to me, to have not been 
much though put into how to present this to the Area E residents to prevent a total backlash by those 
opposed to any infringements. It should have been known that after the previous times this has been 
discussed, care needed to be taken to share information carefully about opening it up again. This 
survey, itself is really badly put together i my opinion for the reasons i have stated in each section. 
The RDCK needs to start again. I would be happy to discuss this personally with the planners to see 
how a better process could be achieved. I am, actually in favour of a community plan while being 
supportive of some of the concerns opponents have. This is not  a clearcut or easy process, and I am 
not blaming anyone for this confusion; I just imagine a slower, more considerate and nuanced 
approach. 

- I'm concerned because all of the new development on Granite Rd can impact my water supply, and 
it has! 
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- There are plenty of regulations in place already to constrain development on private land in rural 
areas. Maybe some areas, like balfour, are not rural anymore. If they have reached a saturation point 
where they are near overwhelming the infrastructure, maybe they need to incorporate or something. 
In the more rural areas, we don't need further private regulation. In fact, we need more density. 
Funny how the consideration of housing affordability got one single check box, while control 
strategies got dozens. Regional Districts should be fighting to win greater control and develop 
strategies to control industrial/commercial impacts on both private and crown land in our natural 
environment and watersheds.  

- Zoning-free is working great in this area, everyone we talk to loves living here and would not change 
a thing. 

- I suspect the majority of my neighbours, who likely are opposed to land use planning, do not fully 
appreciate how vulnerable their beautiful rural life is without it.  

- I have lived in this area for over 20 years without an issue and hope for 20 more without further RDCK 
invlovement.  

- leave it alone, not needed 
- Please leave our area and properties as they are, UN-ZONED. 
- If RDCK doesn't have the ability to regulate - what then is its purpose? Since much of this area is rural; 

some farm land, some treed, etc., areas which are higher on the mountain sides affect those on the 
lower area. Eg. logging above may affect the water availability on the lower area. Eg. Mining can 
affect the amount of contamination on the lower area. RDCK should have the ability to regulate or 
to monitor such activity. 

- Please leave Blewett as is.  
- I would support management of commercial and industrial development but not for residential. I 

want to be able to what I want on my property regarding buildings for personal use. Do not 
underestimate the people living in the area and their ability to talk to each other and figure stuff out 
without rules or zoning. 

- Nelson needs affordable housing, and to be able to expand. Blewett is one of the only areas where 
that can realistically happen. Before issuing further building permits, or allowing more industry, make 
a long term plan that accounts for 50+ years and looks at sustainable communities that are 
connected, walkable, and peaceful. Climate change is here. Fire management, access to water, needs 
to be assured. Developing on hills/mountains means atmospheric rivers need to be accounted for 
and planning done very carefully due to landslide potential. Places to grow food, are essential. 
Reducing carbon is vital. Create bike/walkways to Nelson. All of this has to be taken into account. 
Industry should be moved to one place, that is located away from housing and professional 
shops/cafes/small stores. Industrial uses are not compatible with residential use. The RDCK should 
not allow industrial use in areas that should be zoned for residential. Industry is noisy, emits fumes, 
and creates heavy vehicle use. Noise pollution and environmental pollution that destroys quality of 
life should be moved far away from residential areas. And we can't say this enough: water, water, 
water. Increase knowledge about the aquifers, where they are, how much there is. Ensure water 
sheds, aquifers, and current wells are protected and have ongoing access to this essential and 
precious resource. Water is for residential use and also needs to be available for fighting fires.  

- LUP - I "believe" in the need for a plan developed for the residents of a given area. As the RDCK 
knows, when left up to our own device, it is usually the people with an economic priority or those 
who don't want any control that can create land use chaos. With that said, no plan is full proof in its 
design, implementation or mgmt control an effect on residents. The RDCK knows full well the 
backlash poor admin of an issue can cause, which is why the majority of residents do not approve of 
any planning/zoning. There must be a culture of trust before we can move forward. 

- Didn't hear about the Community Conversations meetings. E-mail list very effective. 
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- Not at this time. 
- I know there is a portion of the population that see planning as restrictive to them.  However as the 

population continues to increase, land use conflict will be inevitable and planning gives all a voice for 
what they want the future to hold.  Without it, most residents will be without a voice and negatively 
impacted by future development that is left unchecked.  I'm heartened to see this survey and really 
hope the work continues.  We elect our government to lead communities now and into the future.  I 
hope the RDCK commits to Community Planning for Area E, as it is the right thing to do.   

- We do not need more government oversight in our community. Stop wasting tax dollars on this and 
focus on more important issues in the region.  

- There is a well funded and vocal opposition group to this in Blewett (and perhaps elsewhere). IT 
would be helpful to engage and find out their concerns (you may have done this already) and address 
them in targeted education programs on FB and community sessions so that OCPs don't get a 
continued bad reputation. 

- Blewett is rapidly changing due to population increase and need for land for industry and housing 
and importantly agriculture. Our proximity to Nelson is pushing this need. Land use planning is 
imperative as soon as possible. The hazards brought about by climate change would also be 
addressed in a plan and that is needed too. That will allow us to look at zoning. This may be a difficult 
process at this time due to a possible negative attitude towards our "freedom" as is perceived by 
some people and the fact that the pandemic has limited "in person" meetings. 

- No 
- Keep Area 'E' zoning free 
- I think the residents of Blewett prefer having no restrictions. I suspect that I am in the minority. I 

would like to preserve the rural nature of my 56 acres. I would like the area to remain forested. We 
have managed our forest for almost 50 years. Thank you for the survey. 

- I think in a time when most of us feel regulated beyond in most aspects of life that in Blewett in 
particular people just want to remain unregulated for the most part. For years now the community 
has lived outside the main stream of thinking and seem to be content to remain so. This is part of the 
appeal for people newer to the area. That being said as more people move into the area it will change 
whether it is wanted or not and perhaps there is a need to protect what is here that is valued so 
much. I am just not sure that should be done through the RDCK regulatory body. 

- I have noticed that there is a group formed to oppose land use planning, I firmly believe this is not a 
popularity contest but a fundamental role of local government to ensure their is good planning in 
place.  The landscape has changed dramatically since the time when rural areas could manage with 
no planning.  Area E surrounding Nelson is basically Nelson and wildfire risk, drought concerns, 
housing, land use conflicts and climate change all clearly identify that solid regional planning needs 
to happen now.  This should not be done in isolation of Area F and the City of Nelson. 

- Spend less time spinning wheels. Use resources to educate good neighbor practices and not to design 
zoning against the wishes of many 

- no changes 
- No zoning 
- I don’t want to see us lose the rural community where we try and work issues out amongst each 

other  first before requesting help from RDCK - RDCK could hire a mediator to help deal with conflicts  
- Attention to cross valley wildlife corridors, natural connectivity across the valley should be 

considered in all landuse planning efforts. I disagree with continued land extraction from the ALR. 
Smal development for business/infrastructure such as corner store or playground would benefit the 
community but large industrial development (e.g. gravel pit, heli-port, costco) would be negative. 

- Thanks for conducting this survey - hopefully most folks agree about the need for an OCP and we can 
get moving on it ASAP.   
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- It is imperative that this community plan for the future in order to preserve its existing qualities 
- I would like any land use planning in Area E to put first and foremost the health of the ecosystem as 

a whole, inclusive of all species. 
- A rock quarry on Granite Rd. is not a good idea. 
- In the region of Blewett, there is not enough water capacity in summer time for the current density 

of users. Therefore further subdivisions should be disallowed. 
- Please publish the results of this survey so we have a better understanding of what the actual 

response level was compared to the total population so we can better understand how the 
community feels. 

- We were not aware of the community meetings; however that may have been our fault if we thought 
the advert was junk mail. We aren't opposed to an OCP as long as it reflects the majority of the 
communities preferences. 

- I am very grateful that thought has been given to seeking the opinion of those of us who I believe are 
the silent majority who oppose large scale development of Blewett.  It is shocking to see the changes 
in the last 25 years and I hope if development is left in the hands of elected officials that more 
discretion and respect is shown to our rural heritage and land values. 

- Leave the land as undeveloped as possible.  We MUST learn to live with less. 
- We chose our location partially due to the way zoning sits at the moment.  
- Not needed, not wanted. Wasn't needed and wanted the last three times you tried foisting this upon 

us. P  off. 
- I look forward to options for neighbourhood level zoning that protect residents against commercial 

and industrial use/projects that impact water, air, noise and traffic. 
- RDCK STYLE LAND USE PLANNING IN NOT A PLAN FOR A DYNAMIC FUTURE. RDCK ZONING WILL ONLY 

CEMENT EXISTING LAND USE ISSUES AND CREATE MORE BARRIERS TO DEGRADE ANY POTENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT OR BUSINESS IN THE AREA. THE POPULATION PRESSURE IN THE NELSON AREA WILL 
RESULT IN MORE DWELLINGS AND BUSINESSES OUTSIDE THE CITY. RDCK LAND USE BYLAWS 
PREVENT CHANGES IN AREA F TO THE POINT IT IS RARE TO SEE A PARCEL THAT CAN HAVE ADDED 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS. Restricting Development in Central Kootenay 

- Nelson and Area E are having an affordable housing crisis. I would like to see people in area E be able 
to build additional houses on their land. Even if the landowner owns less than 1 acre, it would be nice 
to have the option of building a carriage house/laneway house or tiny homes, to help increase 
housing density here.  

- people do not want restrictive zoning imposed on them. I believe the process will be democratic so 
Im not so worried. I think the main thing is to zone or restrict industrial/ commercial to appropriate 
areas. 
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about what we as a community need to do to preserve community. Thank you for tackling this 
important issue. 

- As residents of Grandview we have had and do have plans for the development of our immediate 
community. With that said, what happens here in the future and in our surrounding area needs 
oversight and regulation. Property owners often feel they should be able to do whatever they want 
with their own land with no consideration for the neighbours, somehow  they also feel they can have 
a say in what their neighbours do. A difficult task ahead and not possible to please everyone. 

- Enforce existing upland rules and regulations i.e.: unlicensed docks. You should review existing zoning 
bylaws relative to area and begin to enforce them. Work more closely with other govt. levels i.e. IHA, 
BC govt. to pool resources. Planning is important, but enforce existing rules. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

















 

Page | 61  
  

 
 

who prevent the enjoyment of our pristine environment.   I've not completely connected the link to 
land use planning but it could be done.    

- I do not want to see the high real estate market drive a development boom of high density housing 
in this community, especially on usable agricultural land. The recent floods severing connections to 
Vancouver has highlighted the need for local food production.  

- None. 
- It's not needed and would develop into more restrictions.  The ALR rules change all the time due to 

lack of forethought and unintended consequences of these rules and regulations. Do I think the 
bylaws to be implemented by the powers that be in this zone would be more effective and less 
intrusive? No. 

- Please keep the future trends regarding climate impact, need for sustainable communities front and 
centre in your thinking.  This is challenging, because people are apt to look backward and believe 
they can make decisions based on the past, but those decisions have only led to us having bigger 
problems. Be strong. We have to do the right thing.  

- Planning is a process we indulge with a view to the future. We tend to make decisions for the future 
based on past information and events. Unfortunately the future is unpredictable, being somewhat 
predictable in very general terms. If there is a goal or purpose in a community plan the process of 
moving toward reaching those goals must be flexible and if necessary abandoned and replaced by 
alternate processes. Essentially a process of experimentation in which we accept failure and 
hopefully celebrate success. 

- I think that global warming should be taken into account.  Encourage home based business options 
to cut down on commuting and don't allow over development in rural areas.  Our water systems 
already don't have enough water during drought to sustain the present uses and the Harrop ferry 
doesn't have enough capacity to allow for timely evacuation in the case of wildfire . . . these are very 
real concerns. 

- There needs to be an oversight body to assure that sewage system plans are accurately done before 
issuing building permits. With the abundance of government agencies we have, it confounds me that 
ordinary citizens have to police human waste systems. Someone needs to watch the people who are 
supposed to be watching for us. 

- I have an issue with statement that there is no zoning in Electoral "E". I live on ALR (agricultural land 
reserve). This is de facto a zoning as there cannot be any subdivision; no industrial endeavors and no 
multiple housing built. One of the surveys previous questions asked about RDCK using zoning. this 
suggested an all on vs all off scenario without the respondent given the ability to suggest that some 
zoning in some areas and under some circumstances maybe beneficial without going around and 
zoning all areas before some community development through time may show a better zoning type 
for the future. 

- Any development proposals should be discussed with residents after notification to everyone.  I recall 
a recent decision to deny proposals to use a vacant schoolhouse for a small business.  A very small 
minority of residents ruined this employment opportunity as the rest of us were not aware of the 
proposal. 

- Things that harm the land and the environment concern us most. Collecting dozens of old cars and 
unused machinery on private property is harmful and unsightly. Unrestricted logging of private land 
is harmful. Abuse of creeks and seeps and wetlands is harmful. If there are mechanisms to regulate 
these things (bylaws?) we would be supportive of that. Can bylaws exist without zoning? 

- Start land use planning now!!  Please 
- Lets try to keep the area as liveable as possible and not give in to development for its sake. 
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I have lived here for about 15 years now and the changes I have observed have been relatively 
painless. 

- I appreciate this questionnaire and the opportunity to participate. I do not live in the community yet 
and therefore attending meetings or being informed by the local paper is not an option for me.  

- over the years I have seen a number of land use conflicts in our area. This pits neighbour against 
neighbour and divides our community. I support a proactive plan which would give neighbours some 
boundaries that we all have to work within.   

- Stop harrassing us all the time!! Year after year after year ad nauseum  
- To reiterate; land use planning and zoning Area E is not welcome, encouraged, or desired. Don't try 

and fix what is not broken. 
- Would like no new industrial use in our area. Keep it quiet and nice environment. Want less or no 

regulations on density and additional structures to be lived in on properties. No restriction on home 
businesses. 

- I just want to express my concern for the project Quarry development adjacent to our residential 
subdivision (Osprey Heights). I feel this possible developments location in no way is compatible with 
residential subdivisions  

- With the City of Nelson not supporting any new business development other than accommodation 
and tech industry, the only option that is affordable is within the RDCK. Putting restrictions in place 
ultimately pushes out new businesses and tax dollars that would be generated. 

- Why is this being explored again? I am opposed to additional resources being spent on exploring 
additional land use planning options. 
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- None 
- D 

 
Question 4 
Would you like to tell us more? 

- Too many rules 
- We are concerned about ALL of these issues so picking 3 was difficult. We are also concerned about 

uses on the lake such as float homes, houseboats (private and commercial) and mooring. 
- I know there is developmental pressure but I don't want my area turned into Burnaby with a lake! 

We left the coast for a reason so keep the building of new homes to a minimum. 
- The Crown land use listed in the print version of this questionnaire 
- I would like to see a moritorium on new developments, especially business but also anything that 

increases population density. 
- So many of these items are impactful and destructive to the natural environment--the most 

important thing is that we enter into all endeavours in a thoughtful and long term mindset. We need 
affordable housing, we need logging and other business activity. Don't let it mess things up! 

- The presence of more people, especially if we are allowed to live in small houses closer together, 
could improve resilience, stewardship of the land, community and culture. Clear-cut logging + 
mining/ gravel operations are source to sink operations, and will lead to increased wildfire + landslide 
danger, disrupting humans and our ecosystem alike. While we respect our history, we must face the 
change that mother nature is bringing. 

- I am concerned about logging in Redfish watershed flooding is a distinct possibility because of debris. 
The creek was at spring runoff levels during last storm and several large trees fell in the creek on my 
property alone. I have removed many trees over the years (using veg. oil in my saw) but some are 
just too big. 

- Increased density is OK up to a point. Wouldn't mind another bridge to connect HWY 3A to Area E 
and ultimately Nelson. 

- We need an education program for people who move to our area and want to change it if you want 
it to be more like where you come from you should of stayed there. 

- There seems to be a discrepancy in the way Question 4 is presented on the paper survey and online 
survey in the way Crown Land Impacts are presented. 

- Also of concern, new commercial and industrial uses, logging and gravel extraction and waterfront 
development  

- logging affects water viability and impacts land stability... this can greatly impact the safety of nearby 
homes 
 

Land Use Planning 
These questions help inform whether or not land use planning should be looked at further in Area E and what     
decisions on next steps should be. 
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- I would like to see the results of the survey made available to the public. By this I mean the raw survey 
results. In the previous public outreach the RDCK staff lied as did the Area E Director stating they 
started the process due to many public complaints. Through freedom of information it was proved 
wrong. We would like to see the meeting schedule of all advisory planning meetings made public so 
the public can attend as is their right! 

- To carry on this discussion without the opportunity for in person, face to face meetings at public 
locations only furthers community divisiveness. This survey seems to pit those who have 
accomplished financial security and look at their property as an investment that is in need of local 
government protection, versus those who are hoping to establish a home with a small farm or other 
commercial enterprise on their property. 

- If there are enough people in Longbeach who want to work on Land Use and Zoning we would 
participate as long as the group consists of people who are not part of the anti zoning group. 

- Promote and approve better cell coverage, more water quality monitoring, support more education 
efforts for responsible boat usage in RDCK waters, stronger reviews of incomparable land use 
changes in quiet residential areas. 

- A lot more information than I have now. 
- I've saved up most of my adult life to be able to purchase my own land and this year in January i was 

able to do that. Its a steep section of land and i think thats what kept most away from it but for me 
it was perfect - in a beautiful area outside the city, lots of land, and inside my budget - I couldn't wait 
to get started. I've worked all season to put in the driveway and some of the pad and am soo excited 
to work on the plans for the home and possibly shop this winter. As it was my first time buying any 
kind of land I looked into what it meant that it was not zoned and this quickly became a really big 
buying feature. The reason i wanted to write a little and share my story is because after meeting so 
many of my neighbours this year i realized my story isn't alone. Almost everyone i spoke with shared 
parts of this and especially those that just moved here. We were all just getting started, made the 
big leap into the land and all of a sudden what we bought might not be that anymore. I realized pretty 
quick too that it wasn't just those of us that just moved to this area that had this shared feeling but 
that almost everyone here whether new or from thirty years ago moved to where they are 
deliberately.  We all live where we live intentionally, outside the city and in an area that is zone free.  
If it was zoning we were looking for thats where we would have ended up but instead we moved to 
more rural areas and through time have developed our lands and with each other have created 
beautiful communities which we share and take pride in - communities which were created without 
zoning and communities which we would continued to care for and love without zoning. For me I 
cannot say i chose to live where i live only because it was zone free, it is a beautiful place that i've 
come to love very much now and it will forever be part of me, no matter what happens...  I just ask 
that it stay as it is, zone free. 
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Question 15 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about land use planning in Area ‘E’? 

- Please keep community members updated on the future plans and discussion. Keep community 
informed about condition and environmental change taking place. Setting up community between 
community members/ways to contact other members of the community. 

- I think we should protect current wildlife areas and watersheds but not by zoning or new regulations 
for home owners 

- Would like to know more and would like to hear more input from neighbours and community 
members 

- In my life, I have watched many areas slowly and not so slowly become developed. I have watched 
fields dug up and trees scraped away so buildings and roads could be built. This kind of development 
destroys the ecosystem and will eventually destroy life if we don't stop. Private land here was claimed 
by the Dominion of Canada, and parcelled out to the CPR, churches, and settlers. Indigenous people 
were displaced. Private land owners (myself included) often try to impose their personal designs 
upon the land without understanding, and sometimes without caring, about the way their ideas can 
hurt the environment. If in any way land use planning can help preserve what we have left of our 
natural environment, I am all for it. But how did so much damage take place in other areas of BC 
where I suspect there is planning? A couple of places in South Surrey come to mind. I would like to 
help but feel very isolated from all this decision making. Thank you! 

- I am interested in and concerned by the potential of land use planning. On the way hand, I want to 
be able to use my (personal residential) property at my will, on the other hand I'm very concerned 
by the seemingly endless array of development projects that exist in the Nelson area and the way 
these projects effect the rural nature of the community as well as the natural areas we enjoy. 

- As you know we have some very independent residents in Area E.  Blewett opted out of the OCP and 
immediately suffered some unwanted developments, the helicopter business, the transfer station to 
name two.  An APC member felt strangled when he could not warn a neighbour about an impending 
development (2019). Change this so that community and the public can be consulted early in the 
process. I understand that the RDCK has had problems hiring and keeping planners. Perhaps that has 
changed recently. Do hire planners that are not from urban planning programs. Try to hire from a 
rural planning program. The only urban out here is Nelson and it has its own planners. 

- just that one of the things I value most about my home here is the lack of overreaching regulation. I 
am not one to abuse this but I do often resent broad based rules that don't necessarily make sense 
on an individual basis. I own property in other communities throughout BC and have seen this first 
hand. It is one of my least favourite aspects of government. 

- Rural living is the last refuge of freedom in North America.  If we respect the life style of aboriginals, 
living in harmony with nature, then we should not restrict moderns from living with and in Nature.  
The state cannot not enforce morality in our relationship to the land, that is best left to neighbours, 
relatives and the courts. 

- RDCK should encourage property owners to use their land in a productive manner by perhaps giving 
tax breaks or grants. RDCK should support subdividing, housing development and industrial uses on 
private land. 

- With the huge wake up call from climate crises this year heat dome, drought, wildfires/smoke and 
lately, severe storms and flooding we need to proceed with extreme care in building resilient 
communities within our fragile environment and ecosystems. Crown lands should be protected from 
the awarding of huge tenures for the sole use of commercial/industrial interests for extraction, 
clearcutting & 'recreational' exploitation. 

- I have talked to people who tried to give opposing views on land use. I do not think many people 
have a good understanding of the issues. I will attend any future land use meetings. 
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- Less government involvement  
- Yes, thank you.  These are our major concerns and recommendations. 1. Lack of Zoning Bylaws 

Prohibiting Industrial Land Use in Residential Areas & Strict Bylaw/Permit Compliance We are hugely 
concerned about industrial development in our RESIDENTIAL community. A 3D printing company was 
given the go-ahead by RDCK, despite a) it is completely incompatible with the development; b) it 
does not comply with multiple sections of the Electoral Area 'E' Community Plan; c) it further 
jeopardizes our problematic water system (at times, no water/restricted water usage for residents 
and limited water to fight fires); and d) it was approved with absolutely NO community consultation 
or advance courtesy communication to/with residents. Any new land use in an established residential 
development requires significantly more due diligence and community engagement than happened 
in this case. While 3D printing may be the newest thing, it may put the Nelson area on the world 
map, and it may employ a few people, credible execution of the community plan's intent was absent.             
As regards b), this industrial land use appears to be non-compliant with Community Plan elements 
of:   a) Development Permit Area #2: Residential Cluster Development Permit Area (RCDP);  b) 
Industrial Policies - items 2,3, 5 & 6; and c) Schedule A - items 9 & 10. We STRONGLY advocate an 
updated community plan, with teeth that includes sub-set neighborhood plans with defined zoning, 
bylaws, enhanced definitions, e.g., 'rural residential, accountabilities of the parties who will execute 
it, etc.  2. Access between Harrop and Proctor.  The sustainability of the Harrop Ferry is a concern.  
What are the plans to ensure a viable transportation route between the two?  We're thinking medical 
emergencies and the distance to Nelson medical facilities. We appreciate this opportunity, and look 
forward to participating in online engagement forums.   

- land use planning , or should I say land use regional district control  of my property !  
- We are in favour of land use planning and value the opportunity to participate.  We are not full time 

residents in Procter and are not sure how we can stay in touch with any processes and consultations 
that are created.  The mailing of this survey was the first we knew that the consultation was 
happening. 

- I think a community plan is imperative.  Too many people do whatever they want and it is affecting 
the enjoyment of life of others in the area. I would also like to see the public access areas (not 
Sunshine Bay) cleared and signed so the non waterfront user have access to them. Too often they 
become the private areas of the people living next to them. The number of logging trucks and gravel 
trucks along the Harrop Procter Road is horrendous. We understand logging for fire protection but 
that is it. The gravel trucks were non stop this summer and it became very unpleasant for us. 

- regarding community conversation meetings : unable to attend as I'm a seasonal worker. FYI: Holding  
meeting of such importance should not be held near summer as many families are absent. As well, 
not everyone is tech savvy so on-line meetings don't work for everyone! We are strongly opposed to 
more land use planning in area E! Born & raised in this area, & having chosen to live here as adults 
and raise our family here, we've enjoyed the freedoms of living rurally and have a respect for 
everyones' right to privacy. We strongly disagree that 'new folks moving from other cities, whom 
want to live in our beautiful area BUT then wish to impose more rules such as zoning and land use 
regulations! RDCK has been given far to much power when it comes to telling us what we are 
'allowed' to do with our own private properties. It makes sense to step in ONLY if what someone 
does on their property, effects a neighbour in an adverse way, and/ or for safety issues ( within 
reason). BUT, beyond that RDCK has already far too much clout especially considering if there is an 
'issue' it seems 'they are not liable for anything that we are made to do'! Example of when to step in; 
with grow ops popping up all over when will action be taken so that neighbouring households don't 
have to be subject to the horrible stench emitted when we simply wish to be out in our own backyard 
enjoying the sunshine and fresh air??? There are noise and burning laws what about dealing with this 
'repulsive smell'! 
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- Ms Faust should look after all taxpayers and not just falsely identifying ideological issues from near 
no complaints. Representative should be held to task for wasting precious taxpayer money and time. 
And get on with looking after our infrastructure. 

- I have one comment: I live in Procter/Harrop. It's a rare, special community. If land planning includes 
cleaning up the dumps of old rusted vehicles and properties which frankly are visually disgusting... 
Then I am all for it. I only want a rural, agricultural, and quiet, neighbourly community is moderate 
permit restrictions. 

- No 
- NO 
- As property owners in Electoral area E we believe that there are many development project that 

happen in our area that go ahead without permitting. We believe this is an area that could be more 
affectively enforced. 

- Stop wasting our tax dollars on Mrs. Faust's personal agenda  
- We feel extremely concerned about the industrial activity at the 3D print operation next door to us 

in Procter Point. Not only is the activity disruptive, but there is also no communication or 
consideration from the landowner to the members of our community with regards to his future plans. 
Furthermore, we have experienced water quality issues, and have ongoing issues with leaking 
effluent onto our property from the Procter Water Utility pipe systems that the owner refuses to 
acknowledge or address. If that isn't enough, the future activities of the 3D factory as well as the 
additional tiny home units they are constructing, directly conflict with the rural, nature-centered 
appeal of investing in life out here and we are very concerned about our land and home value, as 
well as having this neighborhood overrun by this industrial operation. On a related note, we have an 
extensive trail network through the forests that are well-loved by both locals and visitors to this area. 
His operations and land use plans threaten this trail network and ecosystem, both of which are pillars 
of this area and deserve to be protected and cared for accordingly. A failure to regulate his land use 
(and address the deceptions that occurred that allowed the industrial operation to set up in the first 
place) would be a monumental misstep in the land management of this community that would 
obliterate its potential and rob the community here of a priceless asset. By allowing the Procter Point 
community of landowners to participate in making land-use decisions and taking the time to create 
a land-use vision that is more aligned with the values and goals for Procter, the RDCK has the 
opportunity to turn Procter and Procter Point into a prestigious destination community and town 
center. Failure to address these concerns and create a plan that is more aligned, sustainable, and 
conducive to growth that supports the goals as well as highlights the beauty of this region would be 
a massive waste of opportunity for the region and the people who live here. 

- Area E is at a turning point where there is: - greater development pressure - greater potential for 
land uses out of alignment with community norms - increased rhetoric of the type "I am right in what 
I want, everyone else is wrong" We need a clear OCP and enforceable rules/bylaws - to signal a strong 
commitment to ensuring that land uses remain in alignment with the greater community. 

- I think the biggest issue in the Harrop Procter area is the threat of industrial/commercial 
businesses/developments moving in.  It threatens to take away what most of the residents cherish 
about living in this area which is the quiet natural rural life style and without proper planning/zoning 
it could easily disappear.   

- NO 
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Question 15 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about land use planning in Area ‘E’? 

- Less Government involvement  
- I was not aware of community conversation held in June and July 2021. I fail to understand why all 

households have an opportunity to voice concerns and in essence vote on behalf of property owners. 
- There is a greater need for RDCK representations to hold town hall meetings where they can hear 

from all concerned property owners. Instead of choosing to listen to only the people that they think 
will be sympathetic to RDCK causes and issues. Will the conclusion of this survey be public 
information and how do you intend to publicize these concerns. I am elderly, computer illiterate and 
find that RDCK communicating on the internet very discriminatory toward myself and others. 

- I expect the ALR to be inforced/supported by RDCK. Water is key to peaceful villages. Kootenay Lake 
needs to be healed. The Columbia Rv. Treaty has the potential to change our relationship to the river 
+ lakes as USA gets hotter, drier. Ensure our water rights in Treaty process. We do have an affordable 
housing shortage in the area. How do we achieve a balance between supporting laneway housing 
and "temporary" subdivisions? Over the last 10/15 years we have watched more than a dozen "rental 
units" get built without permits (for buildings or water) in our village. How do we manage this as 
pressure increases for "country living" as well as for agricultural land? And where is the boundary 
between home based business and full commercial, especially on ALR land in you planning/zoning 
process? This needs to be clarified. Also FN land needs/rights - how does this fit into RDCK Planning? 
Do they buy their land back like Ainsworth or? Will parks become jointly operated? How do we 
foresee the future with truth and reconciliation resolved? 

- This survey will have limited response because it was difficult to identify the "unique identifier 
number" because it is not clearly identified on the mail-out survey. It is just a random number 
standing alone in the address window,  i would like to know the number of completed surveys  you 
receive and what the outcome of them is. thank you 

- Yes. Please keep out of our affairs. We are doing just fine as we are thanks.  
- As I reside in the community for only a very short time I am not aware of what has or is going on. 

However, I have been very closely aware of Queens Bay beach area for most of my 80 years. I would 
not like to see it impacted by any negative changes damaging this unique small area that it has been, 
still is, and must continue to be for the enjoyment and use of present and future owners and 
residents. Now, if you could just get the motorcyclists to use legal mufflers......... 

- Logging and Forest management in light of more recent climate change events related to wildfires 
and smoke in Area E region will be critical going forward.  However if things do not change in the 
immediate future regarding the noise pollution created by unmuffled motorcycles using the Selkirk 
Loop in the summer months our family will have no other option but to leave the Kootenay area we 
love and cherish after 90 years of continuous property ownership!  Sad,but stated and discussed in 
earnest honesty ! 

- We think all new developments should be addressed on an individual basis with local residents. 
- In towns like Nelson & Kaslo some land use planning and zoning is needed because of the proximity 

of relatively dense population.  In the rural areas of Electoral Area E the population is spread out and 
diverse.  People purchased property in this area to get away from the constraints of living in a city.  
The large lots and forest means that what one household does has little impact on others. 
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Question 15 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about land use planning in Area ‘E’? 

- Yes, please bring zoning to the community. As the community grows, I know the area will greatly 
benefit from it in the future.  

- Nothing now 
- Is there ever a chance that some restrictions to sub divide in the ALR could be modified? 
- No zoning 
- Not in favour of zoning in Area E. 
- Logging, mining, road building, clearing of land and construction of buildings of any kind should be 

applied for scrutinized by engineers, neighbours or any land owner who may be affected. My water 
has been significantly compromised and flooding has happened, both from the logging of  

. Now, there are 2 25 acre blocks east of  that are going to be logged this winter. 
There is water that comes off of that land which the property east of  uses as well as and 
I have water right on it as well. These three springs will be impacted by that logging. When the 
northern end of those 2 25 acre blocks where logged in the mid 50s it caused some flooding issues 
on  (my land) as well as property to west of me. These things should never be allowed to happen. 
Once the damage is done, it's too late. Court is expensive and may not rule in your favor. Being 
proactive is always the best. As it is, I can't stop these things from happening. Why aren't land owners 
and water users protected? 

- We are not in favour of more regulations in general, or expanding programs that increase RDCK 
staffing even more. 

- Based on discussion with neighbours RDCK increased involvement a definite negative. Just went 
through this with community water system. Live in ALR so restrictions already in place. Community 
vote required prior to moving forward. We have many agencies involved in our area with overlapping 
responsibilities & liabilities. We moved into an area in the ALR which has numerous restrictions 
already in place. Getting a permit or permission to carryout works on your property or on adjacent 
crown land is a circus tied up in bureaucracy and passing the buck so to speak. Basically decision 
making is split between numerous agencies with no one accountable for a simple decision. Have been 
involved in a couple of community projects which went through all phases for approvals required. 
Easy to see why most work's done without official approval. Don't see need of zoning or Community 
Plan at this time and do not see it being supported in our area. 

- keep it simple 
- More effective bylaws to manage unsightly highly visible properties. Greater attention to the 

protection of the ALR within our community.  
- Simple is better. 
- We strongly support the ALR for 2 reasons agricultural land is a limited resource and will play an 

important role in future local sustainability, and it is on the only zoning tool currently available. 
However, many ALR parcels are small with very high land values and therefore agriculture may not 
viable as a primary business. Further there are agricultural uses (e.g. feedlots, etc) that would be at 
odds with residential objectives. Consequently, there is need for an "Area E agricultural land use 
zone" that would better serve the community's short and long term needs. 

- With out basic land use (zoning) categories OCP's have no real ability to assure the community vision 
stated within the OCP can or will be achieved. Zoning is a tool to help achieve the community vision 
by preventing indiscriminate and or incompatible future land use. I favour implementing some basic 
land use/zoning categories to prevent incompatible uses which are a key contributor to the 
degradation of our community and is a problem that will only worsen as inevitable future growth and 
development occur. 



 

Page | 109  
  

 
 

- I am concerned about increasing the population density along the north shore and the need for more 
infrastructure to support more population. I consider traffic congestion a problem along the north 
shore during the summer and would not want it to become a greater problem by increasing north 
shore population.  If more population happens, would a new route along the south shore be created?  
Would road extensions and improvements higher up the north shore mountains be needed? Already 
the north shore highway needs wider shoulder improvement to accommodate bicycles and walkers. 
I would welcome more small commercial and light industrial businesses along the north shore to 
support north shore residents. The electrical grid needs to be protected much more from falling 
trees.  The relocation/ protection of key portions of the grid should involve some zoning priorities. 

- No 
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Question 15 
Is there anything else you would like to tell us about land use planning in Area ‘E’? 

- I think I should know more before any decision, ie how other areas with zoning work, but think area 
e does need more land use planning. My family has lived in this area for many years (before RDCK 
created) I see a lot more building in places that were never built before in Blewett and Granite Road. 
I have lived in kootenays for over sixty years and though on the whole the area hasn't changed too 
much, Nelson has become busier, the HWYs are busy with traffic, many areas that were forest are 
now being cleared for housing, roads accessing some new properties look vertical. I never paid 
attention to land/property issues, which I regret and no matter if there are bylaws, it is the 
homeowners right + responsibility to know as much about the legal boundaries of access roads, to 
be very proactive in subdivision in neighbourhood. I had septic covenant approved where I had 
existing legal water lines which has created a problem for me. Also the road is encroached by my 
neighbour in a manner in which I am not sure I have legal access + RDCK does not help with this. I 
have had my property breached by building with no permit + RDCK did help with this. My neighbour 
has thrown sawdust onto my property, there is no help for that. 

- No OCP in Blewett OK.  No Zoning in Area E OK.  Subdivision and Floodplain Management Bylaws 
apply everywhere in the RDCK OK.  The RDCK is getting too BIG and cannot handle all of the things it 
has taken over. Taxes keep going UP and UP to finance this expansion.  It has to stop!! 

- Please take the time to provide better information about community planning to our community. 
Blewett and surrounding area is on the verge of major development. Waiting another decade to have 
this conversation will mean it's too late. The pressures of migration to Nelson and area are being 
played out through rapid development. Between the increased pressure on our crown land areas 
with commercial tenure and resource extraction and urban development, the region's character is 
slowing being lost. Yes things change, but planning for that change is important so that elements of 
value to the community can be preserved. While a certain amount of additional building, 
development and commercial use in rural-residential areas can be accommodated, it is easy to hit 
the threshold where community character and lifestyle are deeply eroded. The urban interface areas 
are the ones hardest hit because increased density is taking place so rapidly in these areas, taking 
advantage of undivided lots with the high price of land driving sales. In this process, I also hope there 
will be an effort made by the RDCK to document the value of, and preserve shared green spaces, 
perhaps working to improve them as funding and time allows. The value and preservation of these 
spaces are often overlooked and, as population density increases, they only become more important 
to preserving community character and lifestyle. All of the shared spaces in our community are 
becoming increasingly busy. A case is easily made for the preservation of additional areas for 
community use. 
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ownership.   Also concerns around development of the Granite Point Golf course and loss of trails 
and impacts on access to surrounding land.     

- Stop it 




