
 

 

 
  



 

 

Executive Summary 
First and foremost we have had a very good response to our public consultation 
process. Some conversations were difficult and some conversations received nearly 
immediate consensus. We also learned that access to water front means different 
things to different people (beaches, trails, visual corridors, designated parks, marinas, 
easily accessible).  We also heard from CN and PRPA that this process needs to 
recognize their jurisdiction. 

Not surprisingly, we talked a lot about Cow Bay and a need to foster regulations which 
will perpetuate the success this area has come to enjoy. We also realized that the 
potential for Seal Cove and future development in Cow Bay is severely impacted by 
contaminated soils. Remediation costs can easily surpass the value of the real estate. 

In the scheme of things adjustments to the existing rules and regulations are necessary 
but not that drastic. After we had a good conversation and de-mystified some of the 
perceptions   of the City’s policies and regulations, we were able to establish that for the 
most part the current rules are working well. That said, the following are the report’s 
recommendations: 

1. Review and amend QLOCP to recognize access to waterfront as one of the 
essential quality of life elements and strengthen policies relating to access to 
water front. 

2. Review and amend QLOCP and Zoning Bylaw to demonstrate that provincial and 
municipal land use regulations do not apply to PRPA and CN lands. 

3. Review and Amend Zoning Bylaw C5 – Marine Commercial Zone with the intent 
of including some light industrial uses and any other components that may arise 
in the process of review. 

4. Review and Amend Zoning Bylaw and Cow Bay DPA to expand the Cow Bay 
Development Permit Areas.  The additional area will be generally up to Dry Dock 
Road and uphill of George Hills Way. 

5. Review and Amend Cow Bay DPA to accommodate new construction. Subject to 
PRPA electing to comply to City regulations on the Atlin Uplands Project this 
work should be done promptly; however, if PRPA elects not to comply this work 
can be delayed until next new project is on the horizon. 

On the other hand this engagement process produced as much attention to projects 
which are not directly related to the task in hand (review of the regulatory framework) 
but more as projects of interest, passion and function.  Some of the projects such as 
building a marina or building trails require community champions and some projects 
such as 3rd Avenue extension are civic oriented and will need to be prioritized by 
Council. 
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1.0  Introduction 

Waterfront land use planning is a task left in the recently completed QLOCP as needing 
further attention. As well, waterfront planning and public access to waterfront is a 
repeated priority in Council’s strategic plans. The work on the Waterfront East Land Use 
Plan (WFE LUP) commenced about a year ago with analysis of land jurisdiction 
matters, followed by defining the scope of work,   and then the public engagement 
process began with an Open House in June 2012.  The project team worked diligently    
to stick to our original schedule (see below) as projects of this nature, because of their 
complexity, can have a tendency to become an elongated process rather than a 
product.   

 

 
Task Jan. to May  June, July, Aug.  Sept. to Dec. 2012 

Scope of work    

Consultation    

Analysis    

Draft report          Nov 7 

Report to Council                       Dec 10 

 
 
The entire process, or at least much as we possibly could was/is and will remain 
available on the City’s website. www.princerupert.ca/waterfront Maps, photos, and 
reports are included and range as far back as the 1960’s but all related to the task in 
hand.  

This report has to be comprehensive in nature in order to support the conclusions and 
recommendations. So while we are diligent to recognize all input, it is quintessentially 
important to understand that the final outcome cannot respond to every individual 
opinion expressed but seeks solutions that best serve the interest of the majority. 

The primary reason for this document is to review the regulatory framework of the City 
of Prince Rupert land use policies (Quality of Life Official Community Plan) and land use 
regulations (Zoning Bylaw, including applicable Development Permit Design 
Guidelines). 

http://www.princerupert.ca/waterfront


2 

 

This project was originally intended to be contracted out but due to the lack of available 
grants, estimated at $ 43,000, the work was undertaken by City Staff: 

 

Project Team 
Zeno Krekic    City Planner and Project Manager 

Robert Grodecki  Public Engagement and Editor 

Ian Hourston   Drafting and Graphic Work 

Candice Campbell  Research and Clerical 

Ryoko Parks   Research and Clerical 
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2.0  Report Outline 

Using the overlay method of land use analysis, we collected information about past land 
uses, looked at present land uses, summarized comments received into themes, and 
tested all of the data against our current land use regulations. Consequently, the report 
is laid out in the same fashion. 

Section 3.0 contains an overlay presentation of the study area base line information 
divided in geographic sectors: 

1. Past land uses – Which is in general a progression of industrial uses from 
Kwinitsa to Sour Dough Bay. There has been a range of industrial uses since the 
early 1900’s. The resource based economy shaped land uses as technology and 
war time dictated. These uses include rail yards, to foundries, to sawmills, to boat 
building, to canneries, to oil and fuels storages, just to name a few. 

2. Present land uses – In general we are still in a transition period which started 
with the fishery and forest industry down turns in the 80’s. While Cow Bay has 
been successfully transitioning to a commercial sector, to the east we have the 
only cannery on the west coast north of Vancouver and a number of large 
properties fenced off in the penalty box; a legacy of contamination resulting from 
past uses and the previous way of life which restricts future re-development. 

3. Themes from consultations – an extensive documentation of comments collected 
at the Open House in June 2012 and meetings which followed are included on 
the WFE LUP Webpage (www.princerupert.ca). The themes which were 
identified as dominant are indicative of the changes in land use.  

Section 4.0 presents analysis and follows the same geographic sectors. As empirical 
as social sciences can be, the intent is to test words and concepts generated during 
the process against the present policies and regulations: 

1. Quality of Life Official Community Plan. 

2. Zoning Bylaw. 

3. Development Permit Area Design Guidelines. 

4. Each sector also has notes on Work in Progress (things out of WFE LUP scope 
of work). These are topics of interest, passion, and specific projects. While the 
scope of work for this project is to review/test comments received during the 
public engagement process against the current land use regulations, it is prudent 
to identify topical issues that merit more efforts. Additionally, identifying specific 
human and financial resources to lead community driven projects is a task worth 
pursuing.   

Section 5 includes conclusions and recommendations. 
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3.0  Themes and Analysis 

The figure below shows the shaded geographical sectors which were selected for 
manageability rather than for specific functional identity.  Themes were selected 
from the public engagement  process.  
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4.0  Analysis 

Preliminary analysis and previously noted themes were thoroughly tested at the 
November 7th, 2012 Public Information Meeting.  Previously noted themes were not 
challenged and what was mostly discussed were variations of themes and 
clarifications as required.  

While the scope of this project is a review of the regulatory framework (QLOCP, 
Zoning Bylaw and Development Permit Area), those in attendance were more 
interested in what we referred to as “work in progress” – projects of interest and 
passion. While beyond the scope of work we do not want to ignore these projects 
and we will try to keep them in play and we definitely hope that other jurisdictions do 
so as well.  

 We also conducted a number of interviews and meetings following the November 
7th public information session because individuals could not attend this event. The 
results of these additional sessions did not produce anything that would substantially 
change our analysis but a few additional comments deserve recording and assisted 
developing conclusions: 

• Both CN and PRPA noted that the finalizing of this report should recognize 
their respective property rights. 

• Rehabilitation of Cow Bay should be included in projects of interest. 
• While regulatory framework permits marina development any specific marina 

project is beyond the scope of this report.  
• While regulatory framework permits trail building any specific trail project is 

beyond the scope of this report.  
• The regulatory framework is too complicated and we need to do better job of 

communicating how the process works. 

None of the above is surprising, but Staff is taking the last point seriously as 
constructive criticism and will work towards developing options in an attempt to de-
mystify the reasons for land use policies and regulations. 
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4.1  Kwinitsa/Millennium Sector  

 
 Quality of Life Official Community Plan (QLOCP): 

• Section 2, Respecting and Enjoying the Environment, policies generally support 
the themes expressed during the community consultation process.  

• At present we are keeping an open mind to see if amendments are necessary to 
be clearer on land ownership jurisdictional matters.  

• We are considering strengthening the QLOCP text relating to Rotary Park and 
Millennium Walkway (Seawalk). 

• Amend QLOCP Map by changing water lots from Business Industrial to Business 
Commercial. 

 
Zoning Bylaw: 

• Amend Zoning Map by changing water lots from M3 Industrial to C5 Marine 
Commercial. 

 
Work in Progress (Items  Beyond  WFE LUP Scope of Work): 

• A beach to the west of the Lightering Dock is strongly desired by the community 
and it would be a tremendous addition to the community’s quality of life. This 
clearly articulated community desire serves as a strong indicator to the PRPA to 
review their Land Use Management Plan.  

• A Walkway to the west remains strongly desired by the community and this 
clearly articulated community desire serves as a strong indicator to PRPA and 
CN that any type of linear (trails) or perpendicular (piers) would be a tremendous 
addition to the community’s quality of life. 

• Parking at the Metlakatla Ferry and pedestrian access transition between 
Millennium Walkway and Cow Bay will be noted to PRPA Atlin Uplands design 
team as a design consideration. 
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4.2  Cow Bay Sector 

 
Quality of Life Official Community Plan (QLOCP): 

• Section 3.3 Commercial Development, policies generally support the themes and 
the interest in updating Cow Bay Design Guidelines expressed during the 
community public engagement process.  

 
Zoning Bylaw: 

• Generally permitted uses support the transition of the land uses. However, during 
the recent 2009 Zoning Bylaw review the desire was to move to commercial 
uses, during this consultation process there was enough comments that 
registered a desire not to lose the industrial “grittiness” of the area. In other 
words do not prohibit all industrial uses. 

•  Considering amending permitted uses to allow industrial/commercial mix. 

• Considering amending Zoning Map and QLOCP Land use maps to change 
designations from industrial to commercial to coincide with the DPA. 

 
Cow Bay Development Permit Design Guidelines: 

• Since development of Cow Bay DPA in early 90’s most of the projects consisted 
of re-purposing old industrial buildings. With PRPA Atlin Uplands development 
well into the design stages, it is evident that the current Design Guidelines are 
not addressing new construction. This may necessitate an update of the current 
Design Guidelines. 

• The Atlin Uplands project scope of work extends to the McBride Street overpass 
and the developer has requested extending Cow Bay DPA to coincide with the 
project to the west.   

 
Work in Progress (Items Beyond WFE LUP Scope of Work): 

• Many of the themes from the community consultation process are incorporated in 
the preliminary Atlin Uplands project design. 

• The city continues to participate in the design consultation with the PRPA. There 
is strong encouragement for the community to participate in the Atlin Uplands 
project design. 

• Development Permit for Atlin Uplands project. 
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4.3  Cow Bay East Sector 

 
Quality of Life Official Community Plan (QLOCP): 

• Section 3.3 Commercial Development, policies do not necessarily address the 
area east of Cow Bay. However, if taken in the context of Cow Bay, the text of 
policies generally support the themes and the interest expressed during the 
public engagement process.  

• We are considering crafting policy(s) that would provide clearer references to re-
development of the area to the east of Cow Bay. 

 
Zoning Bylaw: 

• Generally permitted uses support the transition of the land uses. During the 
recent Zoning Bylaw review the desire was to move to commercial uses, but 
during this consultation process there was enough comments registering a desire 
to keep the “industrial grittiness” feel.  

• Considering amending permitted uses to allow industrial/commercial mix. 

• Considering amending Zoning Map and QLOCP Land use map to change 
designations from industrial to commercial to coincide with the DPA.  

 
Cow Bay Development Permit Design Guidelines: 

• Since development of Cow Bay DPA in the early 90’s most of the projects 
consisted of re-purposing old industrial buildings. With PRPA Atlin Uplands 
development well into design stages it is evident that the current Design 
Guidelines are not addressing new construction. This may necessitate updating 
of the current Design Guidelines. 

• During the recent Zoning Bylaw update the Cow Bay DPA was extended to 
Charlie Curry Road and with Atlin Uplands proposed development taking most of 
the vacant lands to the west of Cow Bay, expansion to the east is inevitable. This 
provides further evidence that the Design Guidelines need updating.  

 
Work in Progress ( Items out of WFE LUP Scope of Work): 

• 3rd Avenue extension continues to be an active discussion between the City and 
CN. 

• Fencing of vacant privately owned properties. 

• There were a number of comments regarding either expansion of the existing 
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Yacht Club or construction of a new marina. Current land use policies and 
regulations support such a development. 

• City plans for wastewater treatment plants include a land requirement at the foot 
of Hays Creek for a possible treatment plant location. 

 

4.4  Rushbrook 

 

Quality of Life Official Community Plan (QLOCP): 

• Section 2.0 Respecting and Enjoying the Environment, policies do not 
necessarily address marinas or Rushbrook Trail. Sections 3.0 Working and 
Shopping in Prince Rupert and Section 5.0 Travelling and Mobility directly 
addresses marina development. However, if taken in the context of the overall 
document the policies generally support the themes and the interest expressed 
during the public engagement process. 

• We are considering crafting policy(s) that would provide clearer references to 
Rushbrook and marinas, including private and public facilities.  

 
Zoning Bylaw: 

• At present zoning regulations appear to be adequate and conducive to the 
themes noted during consultation. 

4.5  Seal Cove 

 

Quality of Life Official Community Plan (QLOCP) 

• Section 4, Living in Prince Rupert, makes a reference to Seal Cove with respect 
to opportunities for mixed use development.  However, it does not recognize the 
complexity of industrial, transportation, emergency service uses within the 
context of strong desires for public access and a possible transition to 
commercial development (as in small marina).   

• Considering amendment to QLOCP text relating to securing present uses and to 
allow a public/recreational corridor. 
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Zoning Bylaw: 

• Any adjustments will be subject to above. 
 

Work in Progress (Things out of WFE LUP Scope of Work) 

• Understanding transportation and emergency services requirements and 
demands. 

• Develop base line technical information to determine contamination levels. 

• Waste Water Treatment plant design indicate land requirement in the vicinity of 
Seal Cove. 

• Active rock quarry – long term excavation plans considering future development 
opportunities. 

4.6  Sour Dough Bay 

 

Quality of Life Official Community Plan (QLOCP): 

• What applies to Seal Cove applies to Sour Dough Bay with an added emphasis 
on public access to water front. 

 

Zoning Bylaw: 

• Any amendments will be subject to the above. 
 

Work in Progress (Things out of WFE LUP Scope of Work): 

• Lands surrounding the bay are owned by DFO and have been declared surplus. 
Confirm with DFO the intent and possible cooperation in establishing connection 
between Seal Cove and the developed/unused grade to the south of the bay. 

4.7  Area South 

•  
• Quality of Life Official Community Plan (QLOCP): 
• QLOCP recognizes Butze Rapids Trail and Grassy Bay as the recreational sites 

with exceptional values. 

• Miller Bay is also recognized for a potential rural lot development opportunity. 
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• Arguably, policies and regulations will allow development along the themes 
expressed during public engagement process. However, based on the interest 
generated, we are considering amending the text to add emphasis on 
recreational opportunities. 

 
• Zoning Bylaw: 

 
• Any adjustments will be subject to above. 

 
Work in Progress (Things out of WFE LUP Scope of Work): 

• Desire to develop connecting trails, and trail access to the water front. 

• Align interests and energy. 
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5.0  Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

Based on the information gathered and successful public engagement process, the 
following is our attempt to seek solutions that serve the interest of the majority. Also, 
keeping true to the scope of work, and not wanting to diminish the importance of special 
projects of interest, the conclusions are differentiated under headings of “regulatory 
framework” and “projects” respectively and recommendations pertain to the project 
scope of work. 

5.1  Conclusions 
Regulatory Framework: 

• Throughout the process it was clear that the community values the waterfront.  As 
well, when we heard “waterfront” and “access to waterfront”   it means different 
things to different people.  Nevertheless, that recognition should be included in the 
QLOCP as one of the essential Quality of Life attributes with attention to different 
meanings. 
 

• In spite of a well defined scope of this work comments about public access to the 
beach and walkway west of Kwinitsa were numerous, determined and consequently 
recorded.  To this end, both PRPA and CN asked that this document should 
recognize property owners and their property rights. Therefore, in an attempt to 
reduce confusion, any lands owned by CN and PRPA to which provincial and 
municipal land use regulation do not apply should be identified in the QLOCP and  
Zoning Bylaw regulations. 
 

• We have heard that Cow Bay is a unique and appreciated corner of Prince Rupert 
by residents and visitors alike.  Transformation has gained hold and although rules 
and regulations are still criticized from time to time, the results are evidently 
successful.  With the proposed PRPA development of Atlin Uplands and re-
development of waterfront properties between Atlin Terminal and the cruise ship 
dock, virtually all readily available land will be utilized.  In fact, so much so that it is 
likely that some associated land uses such as parking will have to be 
accommodated  to the east of Cow Bay.  
 

• This progression of development was recognized during the recent (2009) Zoning 
Bylaw update when Cow Bay Development Permit Area was extended to Charlie 
Currie Way, between George Hills Way and the waterfront, and during that 
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consultation process, the overwhelming desire was to move the entire Cow Bay DPA 
to a commercial land use; which we did.  During this consultation process, we heard 
that keeping grittiness by allowing some (not yet defined) industrial land uses would 
provide the flexibility commerce desires, as well as add to the authentic feel of the 
area.   Additionally, that the area on the other side of George Hills Way be included 
in Cow Bay DPA.  Since the urban landscape is continuously evolving and in a 
healthy environment rules are not static, these changes should be accommodated. 
 

• In a similar fashion the Cow Bay DPA design guidelines which have been in place 
for nearly 20 years can use a general and structural review (things such as coloring 
scheme and window treatment) with the intent of accommodating new construction.  
Since the introduction of design guidelines, the intent was to manage form and 
shape relating to re-building and re-purposing existing industrial buildings. As the 
area has, and continues to grow, there are fewer existing buildings and more vacant 
lots.  Therefore it would be prudent to update the existing design guidelines to 
accommodate new construction. That said, we heard loud and clear that the theme 
already established (described as authentic, unique, gritty) has to be carried  into 
future. 
 

• Arguably QLOCP policies relating to access to water front are adequate. However, 
the intensity of interest in this process begs the staff to consider   reviewing QLOCP 
policies with access to water as a lens.   
 

• Seal Cove, including Sour Dough Bay, is a topic for a specific land use analysis. 
Changes in resource based economy industries have all but vacated the waterfront 
leaving remnants of industrial uses, public safety/transportation uses, and mostly 
vacant land. We have heard a lot of interesting ideas for the area most of which can 
be accommodated within the current regulatory framework. One item, which could 
be bundled with earlier noted references to amendments to QLOCP, is assurances 
that future development considers a public access corridor. However, a legacy of 
contamination remains a serious issue restricting the viability of potential future 
uses. This area deserves a site specific analysis. 
 

• Area South, which includes lands between Highway 16 and Morse Basin and from 
Industrial park and Galloway Rapids, is substantially away from town and is 
relatively sparsely addressed in QLOCP policies. Despite this fact all ideas from 
trails to community gardens are permitted under current land use regulations. 
However, one thing that must be noted is that with the exception of Miller Bay this 
entire area is owned by the provincial government. To this end any land use 
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concepts must be discussed with Intergraded Land Management Branch for 
necessary permits and leases and to avoid conflicts with any existing tenures.  
 

• Staff has heard loud and clear that the land use regulatory framework is complicated 
and confusing, leading to negative perceptions that are unproductive.   Projects of 
this nature are intended to educate and engage   the community. During this specific 
process we had a good response to the public engagement process and directly 
reached about 200 individuals.  Though in the scheme of things that represents   
barely over 1% of the total population. While it is easy to offer more engagement, by 
definition, engagement takes more than one party.  Nevertheless staff desires to de-
mystify the process for the public at large.  

Projects: 

• Marinas, and provision of moorage spaces ranging from small skiffs to ocean going 
pleasure yachts, appears to be of a strong desire. During the public engagement  
process staff had many conversations with a number of different people.  While the 
demand seems to be proven, outcomes are yet unknown. 
 

• Trails and public beaches consumed a lot of time during the engagement   process 
and ideas ranged from purely hiking trails to handicapped accessible trails. Interest  
in trails is high and all that is needed is an action plan and a champion.  
 

• Cow Bay Rehabilitation is an idea which is closely tied to PRPA Atlin Uplands 
project. Although much of the bay has been filled in, what remains has both 
sentimental and ecological value. 
 

• Contaminated sites legislation received a lot of attention initially as the result of 
questions relating to fenced properties east of Cow Bay.   After the realization that 
this is a result of past uses the conundrum now is how the provincial legislation 
affects future development.  Both Council and staff have raised questions regarding 
contaminated sites legislation with provincial authorities without apparent success. 
That said, staff is continuously working on raising the profile of this issue and at this 
time perhaps the most important thing to do is educate and subject to interest, staff 
can arrange for a presentation on this subject by the Ministry of Environment. 
 

• Some of the civic related projects which will require prioritization by Council include: 
o 3rd Avenue extension 
o Location of future wastewater treatment facility  
o Seal Cove, including Sour Dough Bay, sub area plan 
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5.2 Recommendations 
 

1. Review and Amend QLOCP to recognize access to waterfront as one of the 
essential quality of life elements and strengthen policies relating to access to 
waterfront. 
 

2. Review and Amend QLOCP and Zoning Bylaw to demonstrate that provincial 
and municipal land use regulations do not apply to PRPA and CN lands. 
 

3. Review and Amend Zoning Bylaw C5 – Marine Commercial Zone with the intent 
of including some light industrial uses and any other components that may arise 
in the process of review. 
 

4. Review and Amend Zoning Bylaw and Cow Bay DPA to expand the Cow Bay 
Development Permit Areas.  The additional area will be generally up to Dry Dock 
Road and uphill of George Hills Way. 
 

5. Review and Amend Cow Bay DPA to accommodate new construction. Subject to 
PRPA electing to comply to City regulations on the Atlin Uplands Project this 
work should be done promptly; however if PRPA elects not to comply this work 
can be delayed until next new project is on the horizon. 
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