
 

Public Hearing Report – Bylaw Nos. 3270 & 3271 

Toby Benches / Statham-Widmer  
 

 
This report is submitted to the Board of Directors of the Regional District of East Kootenay 
pursuant to Section 464 of the Local Government Act. 
 
The public hearing for Bylaw No. 3270 cited as “Regional District of East Kootenay – Lake 
Windermere Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2929, 2019 – Amendment Bylaw No. 11, 2023 
(Toby Benches / Statham-Widmer)” and Bylaw No. 3271 cited as “Regional District of East 
Kootenay – Columbia Valley Zoning Bylaw No. 3255, 2023 – Amendment Bylaw No. 3, 2023 
(Toby Benches / Statham-Widmer)” was held on April 30, 2025 at 6:00 pm at the Columbia Valley 
Chamber of Commerce. 
 
The following Regional District representatives attended the public hearing: 

  Director Susan Clovechok, Electoral Area F 
  Director Roberta Schnider, Electoral Area G 
  Director Allen Miller, District of Invermere 
  Krista Gilbert, Planning Technician 
  Krista Konchak, Administrative Assistant 
 
The notice for the hearing was published in the April 24, 2025, issue of the Columbia Valley 
Pioneer.  Notices were sent to fourteen (14) adjacent property owners on April 15, 2025 by regular 
mail with no notices returned as undeliverable. 
 
Staff read bylaw introduction notes before the hearing and there was a questions and answers 
period before the hearing. Chair Clovechok convened the hearing at 7:26 pm and Regional District 
representatives were introduced. 
 
Chair Clovechok advised those in attendance: 

▪ to identify themselves and the property they own that may be affected by the Bylaws; 
▪ that only those written and/or verbal presentations made at the hearing will be considered 

as part of the hearing report; 
▪ that no written or verbal submissions will be allowed subsequent to the close of this 

hearing. 
 
Bylaw No. 3270 provides for: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited as “Regional District of East Kootenay – Lake Windermere Official 

Community Plan Bylaw No. 2929, 2019 – Amendment Bylaw No. 11, 2023 (Toby Benches / 
Statham-Widmer)”. 

 
2. The designations for those parts of Lot 1, District Lot 375, Kootenay District, Plan 4119 

outlined on the attached Schedule A, which is incorporated in and form part of the Bylaw, is 
amended from RR, Rural Residential to SH, Small Holdings and CR, Commercial Recreation. 
 

Bylaw No. 3271 provides for: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited as “Regional District of East Kootenay – Columbia Valley Zoning 

Bylaw No. 3255, 2023 – Amendment Bylaw No. 3, 2023 (Toby Benches / Statham-Widmer).” 
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2. Section 3.3 is amended by adding the following: 

 
Campground means an area of land designated and intended for the placement of tents, 
recreational vehicles, park model trailers, or cottages. A campground includes any parcel of 
land with any combination of 3 or more tents, recreational vehicles, park model trailers or 
cottages placed on it, occupied seasonally, not including glamping cottages, glamping 
structures, prospector tents or stationary recreational vehicles. A campground does not 
include a manufactured home park, a motel, a nature resort or a hotel. 
 
Glamping cottage means a building that includes sleeping facilities and may include cooking 
and sanitary facilities. A glamping cottage may not have a gross floor area exceeding 53.5 
m2 including additions such as covered patios and covered or uncovered platforms, or 
sundecks at grade. A glamping cottage must not contain a basement. The maximum height 
of a crawl space below the first storey of a glamping cottage is 1.2 m. A glamping cottage is 
not a dwelling unit.  

 

Glamping site means an area used or intended to be used, leased or rented for transient 
paying guests or employee accommodation within a nature resort only, containing one of the 
following units: glamping cottages, glamping structures, prospector tents or stationary 
recreational vehicles, within a nature resort only. 

 
Glamping structure means a one-storey structure which is situated on an elevated platform 
and which is constructed of stick framing or other building materials and may include a canvas 
or other similar material roof and which is capable of providing overnight accommodation. A 
glamping structure includes sleeping facilities and may include cooking and sanitary facilities 
for the occupants of the glamping structure. A glamping structure may not have a gross floor 
area exceeding 70 m2 including additions such as covered patios and covered or uncovered 
platforms and at grade sundecks. Glamping structures are designed and constructed to 
provide 3-season accommodation. 
 
Nature resort means a group of self-contained units, limited to glamping structures, 
prospector tents, glamping cottages and stationary recreational vehicles, that are designed 
in a way that fits into the surrounding landscape and are intended to provide temporary 
accommodation to transient paying guests. Nature resorts have a central parking area so as 
individual vehicles cannot drive directly to accommodation to restrict impacts to the property, 
provide communal gathering areas for guests, and may provide food service to guests. 
Nature resorts provide four-season accommodation opportunities.  
 
Prospector tent means a wall tent or canvas tent that has four straight vertical (or near 
vertical) walls made of heavy canvas or similar materials and which may or may not be 
situated on an elevated platform. A prospector tent includes sleeping facilities and may 
include cooking and sanitary facilities for the occupants of the prospector tent. A prospector 
tent may not have a gross floor area exceeding 53.5 m2 including additions such as covered 
patios and covered or uncovered platforms or at grade sundecks. Prospector tents are 
designed and constructed to provide 3-season accommodation.  
 
Stationary recreational vehicle means a recreational vehicle situated on a glamping site to 
provide sleeping facilities and may include cooking and sanitary facilities. A stationary 
recreational vehicle provides year-round nightly rental by the transient paying guest or 
employee accommodation. A stationary recreational vehicle may not be licensed for travel 
on a public road.  
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3. Schedule A Section 3.2 (6) (d) is amended by adding the following: 

 
(vi) Nature resort -    1 per glamping site 

 
4. Part 4 of Schedule A is hereby amended by adding a new zone within the category of Resort 

Zone as follows: 
 
  Nature Resort Zone        NR-1 
 
5. Part 4 of Schedule A is hereby amended by adding a new zone: 
 

4.50 Nature Resort Zone: NR-1   
 

(1) Principal Uses 
 

(a) Nature resort 
 

(2) Accessory Uses 
 
  (a) Food service 

 
(b) Concession stand 

 
(c) Gift shop, novelty, souvenir shop 
 
(d) Employee accommodation 

 
(e) Uses, buildings, and structures accessory to a permitted use 

 
(3) Parcel Area 

 
Subject to section 2 of Schedule A to this Bylaw, no parcel shall be created 
in the NR-1 zone which is less than 8.0 ha in area. 

 
(4) Regulations 

 
In the NR-1 zone, no building or structure may be constructed or placed 
which contravenes the regulation contained in the table below.  Column 1 
identifies the matter to be regulated. Column 2 establishes the regulations. 

 

COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 

(a) Maximum density:  

▪ Glamping sites per parcel 
90 
 

(b) Maximum percentage of total permitted glamping  
      sites permitted to be: 

 

▪ Cottages 40% 

▪ Glamping structures 70% 
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COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 

▪ Prospector tents 50% 

▪ Stationary recreational vehicles 20% 

(c) Minimum setbacks:  

 Buildings or structures from:   
▪ front parcel line 10.0 m 
▪ rear parcel line 20.0 m 
▪ side parcel line 10.0 m 
▪ side parcel line adjacent to a highway other than 

a lane 
10.0 m 

(d) Maximum height:  

▪ Cottage 6.0 m 
▪ Glamping structure 5.0 m 
▪ Prospector tent 5.0 m 

▪ Other buildings or structures 9.0 m 

(v) Maximum parcel coverage 10% 

 
 

(5) Other Regulations 
 

(a) All persons carrying out a use permitted in the NR-1 zone shall comply with 
the relevant provisions of Parts 1, 2 and 3 of Schedule A to this Bylaw. 

 
(b) The placement or parking of recreational vehicles is not permitted within the 

NR-1 zone, except as Stationary Recreational Vehicles. 
 

(c) The placement of park model trailers is not permitted in the NR-1 zone.  
 

(d) Each glamping site shall not be less than 140 m2 in area and accessible 
from the internal pathway system of the nature resort. Glamping sites shall 
not be directly accessible from a highway.  

 
(e) The maximum number of cottages, glamping structures, prospector tents 

or stationary recreational vehicles permitted within a glamping site shall be 
either one (1) cottage, one (1) glamping structure, one (1) prospector tent 
or one (1) stationary recreational vehicle.  

 
(f) A food service as an accessory use shall not exceed 200 m2.  

 
(g) A concession stand as an accessory use shall not exceed 50 m2.  

 
(h) A gift shop, novelty, souvenir shop as an accessory use shall not exceed 

50 m2.  
 

(i) Employee accommodation shall be provided in glamping cottages, 
glamping structures, prospector tents or stationary recreational vehicles as 
permitted in this zone. 
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(j) Storage sheds shall not be located within a glamping site.  
 

(k) A buffer shall be provided around the periphery of the NR-1 zone not less 
than 10.0 m wide adjacent to the front and side parcel lines and not less 
than 20.0 m wide adjacent to the rear parcel line within which no glamping 
site, parking, garbage disposal areas, privies, or recreational areas shall be 
permitted. The only roadways permitted in the buffer area are those which 
cross the front parcel line buffer at as close to right angles as practical and 
connect directly with the internal roadway system.  

 
(l) No person shall use or permit the use of any portion of a parcel in the NR-

1 zone for: 
 

i. The wrecking and repair of vehicles; or 
ii. The storage of derelict vehicles.  

 
(m) All persons carrying out a use permitted in the NR-1 zone shall comply with 

the relevant provisions of section 1.14 of Schedule A to this Bylaw with 
respect to screening of outdoor storage. 
 

(n) The owner of the nature resort shall provide a potable water system in 
compliance with the Drinking Water Protection Act.  

 
(o) The owner of the nature resort shall provide for the disposal of all 

wastewater to be discharged into a community sewer system or into a 
private sewerage system in compliance with the Sewerage System 
Regulation (Public Health Act) or Municipal Wastewater Regulation 
(Environmental Management Act). 

 
(p) All glamping cottages, glamping structures, prospector tents and stationary 

recreational vehicles that contain a bathroom must be connected to a 
wastewater system for the disposal of sewage.  

 
(q) Holdings tanks are not a permitted form of liquid waste disposal. 
 

6. The designations for those parts of Lot 1, District Lot 375, Kootenay District, Plan 4119 
outlined on the attached Schedule A, which is incorporated in and forms part of the Bylaw, is 
amended from A-2, Rural Residential (Country) Zone to SH-1, Small Holdings Residential 
Zone and NR-1, Nature Resort Zone.  

 
Staff read the legal proceedings for the public hearing as set out by the Local Government Act 
and noted that a report of the hearing would be submitted to the Board at its May 9, 2025 meeting. 
 

Staff advised that sixty (60) written submissions have been received prior to the public hearing.  
One additional written submission was received before the close of the public hearing. Nineteen 
(19) express support or conditional support. Reasons for support include economic benefits, 
increasing tourism, educating visitors, will keep the property maintained and reduce risk of 
wildfire, the need for more tourism accommodation in the Columbia Valley, noting a desire for this 
type of unique, nature-based experience, will cultivate environmental stewardship, and the 
proposed residential lots will answer a need for more housing in the area. Conditional support is 
given if the number of sites proposed is scaled back.  
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Forty-one (41) written submissions express opposition or concern for the application. Concerns 
include traffic and road safety, and access to and from the property, negative impacts on wildlife 
and their movement, connectivity and habitat, particularly threatened or endangered species, the 
need to protect the wetlands and ensuring people don’t go down to them, not fitting the character 
of the neighbourhood, water quantity concerns, that the land was bought with the intention of 
developing it, zoning changes should be proactive not reactive, concerns about overtourism, the 
precedent this would set, increased risk of fires and fire protection concerns with proximity to 
nearest fire hydrant, firetruck access, and one egress road from Wilmer, concerns about the 
additional residential lots, impact on property value, the large scope/intensity of the proposal, 
concerns that no socio-economic assessment was completed, sewer concerns and its impact to 
the adjacent wetlands, no consideration for the cumulative environmental effects of the proposal, 
concerns about adequacy of the proposed covenant, concerns about garbage management and 
attracting wildlife, the spread of invasive species, the cultural impact on local indigenous 
communities, the increased strain on the local healthcare system, trespassing on neighbouring 
properties, impact on viewscapes, the need for a more thorough environmental study to be done, 
and concerns about the process and limited timeframe to provide comments.  
 

Several members of the public and the proponent attended the hearing and the following people 
spoke: 
 
Glenn Flynn, 4483 Pine Bay: He stated that this project will have a negative impact on the 
Columbia Wetlands and is concerned about the lack of environmental assessment. Two days is 
not enough and there needs to be a thorough review spanning multiple seasons. He stated that 
the wildlife corridor through this property is essential to wildlife wellbeing.  
 
Megan Anderson, 470 Pine Avenue: On behalf of the Shuswap Band she stated that the elk 
migration is of utmost importance and questions the accuracy of the environmental report 
submitted regarding badger impacts as this property provides critical habitat. There needs to be 
a cumulative impact assessment for the property and she also notes concern for impacts on 
waterfowl. As a resident she is concerned about traffic implications, states there needs to be more 
consideration for fighting fires, this is a safety issue for all Wilmer residents.  
 
Louise Helmer, 1111 1st Street: In support, noting that we can’t be selfish with the use of land that 
we are lucky to be able to enjoy. She states that wildfire hazard is a valid concern, but it is also a 
concern at other heavily used recreational areas, including Lake Enid, and indicates that those 
places are more of a wildfire hazard. She indicates that this project seems to be carefully 
considered and designed and is a better use of land than other alternatives. 
 
Koral Wysocki, 1402 10th Avenue: Opposed as proposed. If done correctly it could be good but 
as proposed it doesn’t seem respectful, further evaluations should be completed at this stage 
instead of at the subdivision stage, as rezoning is a critical moment.  
 
Pam Meuneir, 9130 Elmer Avenue: As the co-chair of the Wilmer FireSmart program she has 
concerns about the one access road to Wilmer and this proposal being on that access route. She 
is concerned this proposal would double the population of Wilmer and stated that conversations 
with the Invermere fire department resulted in them saying they didn’t have the capacity to save 
houses in Wilmer. There needs to be closer attention to fire. She also noted that the 
interconnectedness of amenities should be considered, guests will be making trips into Invermere, 
walking, biking and driving on the access road, adding significant trips to the already dangerous 
road. She stated that she wants to see good development and residents should have a voice now 
and later into the process.  
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Stacy Eadon, 9290 Westside Road: She stated that she is two doors down from the proposal. 
She has concerns about fire safety and road infrastructure. She stated that this will affect all 
Wilmer residents and these concerns need to be addressed before guests start arriving on site.  
 
Marj Widmer (proponent), Westside Road: Safety is their number one concern when developing 
the property. She stated they will be starting small with one or two units per year until more 
established. Ninety (90) is the maximum number permitted. She stated that they will be using the 
least invasive type of structure, does not want to harm the land and will develop the property 
respectfully. They want to share the beauty and wildlife experience with guests and they would 
be living adjacent to the development to monitor activity.  
 
Karen Barkley, 9150 Moffat Avenue: Putting a climate change hat on, the Wetlands are drying 
out. Water is a big concern and there needs to be a hydrological assessment completed for the 
project. She stated that the Wetlands need to be protected and she has concerns about the 
sewage disposal impacting the Wetlands. She stated that she understands this is addressed at a 
later stage, but it should come first.  
 
Hermann Mauthner, 4385 Bullin Street: He noted that he sent a letter and is strongly opposed. 
He stated that this has already been rejected and the APC did not support this proposal. This land 
is important for the health of wildlife, it provides winter range, is a major connectivity corridor, and 
provides badger habitat. He is concerned that the environmental report is incomplete. He is 
concerned that the peaceful life of Wilmer will be negatively impacted. He stated the land should 
have a government directed study completed, a study completed over one summer is not 
sufficient.  
 
Gigi Statham, 9441 Westside Road: She is neither for or against the application, but does want 
to state that there are water concerns. If done properly the development could mitigate fire risk. 
She states that the rezoning shouldn’t go through before a traffic study is completed. She notes 
that the property is a major wildlife corridor and is a very special property. She strongly urges 
consideration be given to the precedent this would set. She notes that she doesn’t want Wilmer 
to be overrun with tourists but something needs to be done on the property, it is not farmable.  
 
Tracy Flynn, 4483 Pine Bay: Opposed. She identified her connection to Wildsight and stated that 
humans can’t exist without intact ecosystems. She wants to evaluate projects fairly, not just say 
no to all development, but has concerns with the process and there not being enough time to 
review all the associated documents and this was a very stressful process that does not feel fair. 
She suggests that local experts should be used more for these types of projects and notes the 
process should be revised.  
 
Terry Widmer (proponent), 9369 Westside Road: He notes that the property is currently a fire 
hazard and through development of the property it will be cleaned up and fire suppression action 
will be taken to reduce the risk. He notes that there is more traffic in other locations that have 
more impact than this development will have. He notes that the property will be developed slowly 
over time and respectfully. He wants the development to be kept simple and low key, with minimal 
traffic impacts. He states that the road is already bad.  
 
Ashley Smith, 4398 Smith Street: Opposed. She has concerns about the migrating elk, traffic, 
particularly with no shoulder on the road, the lack of fire information, sewer and garbage concerns. 
She states that the property should remain zoned residential and be reserved for wildlife.  
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Emily Dewey, 4300 Wells Street: Opposed. This approval would be a slippery slope. She wants 
the Wetlands to be cared for. She understands change must happen but the environment should 
come first.  
 
Baiba Morrow, 9154 Fairview Avenue: She notes that she is an eighteen year resident and all 
concerns already stated are valid. She is reminded of Jumbo and encourages community 
engagement. She is opposed and stresses the need to listen to each other.  
 
Sarah Locke, 1575 Windermere Loop Road: She is opposed to the density, there should be fewer 
units. She states that Wilmer and the Wetlands are unique and should not be threatened.  
 
Gerry Wilkie, 4801 Riverview Drive: He commends the public hearing process and it looks like a 
very solid development on paper. However, he is concerned about the future development of the 
Columbia Valley. He is concerned about preserving the Wetlands. He notes that the comments 
summarized at the beginning of the hearing provides a solid base of cumulative impacts and that 
list should be looked at carefully. He is opposed and urges that the decision be weighed carefully.  
 
Colleen Booth, 1217 13th Avenue: In support. She initially had questions but the applicant 
explained they would be developing two units this year. Ninety (90) is the total permitted not what 
will be developed at this time. She states that Lake Enid use is scary and the development seems 
to want to preserve the area. She states that this will take away from irresponsible camping 
already happening in the area. She notes the need for tourism accommodation and this seems to 
be a perfect solution. She states that studies have been done, the applicants want to do it well 
and that the development can coexist with wildlife.  
 
Karen Reisle, 9159 Wallis Avenue: She states that she is not against camping but has concerns 
about the traffic and scope of the development. She states that once the door is opened it cannot 
be closed. 
 
Marj Widmer (2nd time speaking) (proponent), Westside Road: She notes that 90 is the maximum, 
this year will maybe do two. She states the development will be done respectfully to the animals 
and wetlands. She notes that right now it is a fire hazard and they will work hard to FireSmart the 
property. Their number one concern is safety and animals. She notes that you can’t walk down to 
the wetlands from the property, they will monitor for encroachment, it is very secluded down there, 
they want people to experience the wildlife and no pets will be allowed to chase wildlife. 
 
Bryon Benn, 4926 Timber Ridge: He is opposed to a project of this scale. He is concerned about 
nesting waterfowl and agrees with all that has been said about wildlife land use. He hopes more 
studies will be completed and wants to see a cumulative impact study.  
 
Louise Helmer (2nd time speaking), 1111 1st Street: She notes that there is lots of concern about 
the Wetlands but states that people aren’t going to climb down there, they will find another access, 
not just from the property. She mentioned a decision allowing motorboats up the Wetlands and 
that existing homes all along Westside Road could contaminate the wetlands. She notes that the 
proposal is not invasive to the Wetlands and encourage people to view the property.  
 
Stan Wieler, 9367 Westside Road: He states that his biggest concern is how the property is now, 
it is a big fire hazard. Any development on the property will be a big improvement. He states that 
he knows the property well and elk do migrate through the property, but any improvements are 
good.  
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Tracy Flynn (2nd time speaking), 4483 Pine Bay: She states that she appreciates the applicants 
being here, but they won’t be the owners forever and has concerns about the proposed density 
and the impact on wildlife. She talked to a bird biologist who said that this is a top four area of 
importance to birds, has a high concentration. She notes that birds are impacted by noise and 
human proximity and compromises need to be made.  
 
Chair Clovechok called three times for comments and since no other members of the public chose 
to speak, Chair Clovechok closed the hearing at 8:28 pm. 
 

 

 

 
 

  ____________________________________ 

Chair Susan Clovechok  Krista Gilbert 
Electoral Area F  Planning Technician 
 
 

 



Subject: Letter of Support - Glamping Project  
Bylaw #3270 & Bylaw #3271 (Toby Benches / Statham-Widmer) 
 
April 24, 2025 

 
Dear Krista Gilbert, 

Please accept this email as my strong letter of support for the proposed glamping project in the 
Toby Benches area, as outlined in Bylaw #3270 and Bylaw #3271 (Toby Benches / Statham-Widmer). 

As a return resident of Invermere, having lived here in the mid-90s for five years and then 
returning in 2018, I witnessed significant growth in our community. My experience working as the 
supervisor and acting manager of the childcare at Panorama Mountain Resort for over 10 years 
(combined) provided me with a deep understanding of the Columbia Valley's tourism sector and 
the evolving needs of our visitors. 

I had direct contact with countless families who consistently seek enriching experiences and 
lasting memories for their children. Notably, since the onset of COVID-19, there's been a clear 
surge in parents prioritizing nature-based adventures for their family. They express a strong desire 
for their children to develop an appreciation for and a genuine connection with the natural world, 
actively seeking alternatives to screen-dominated activities. 

Many parents shared that instilling a respect for the environment in their children now is crucial, as 
they believe this early exposure will cultivate environmentally conscious adults who value the 
Earth's well-being. Simultaneously, they articulate a need for a comfortable balance between 
traditional camping and fully equipped “6 bedroom cabins”. They feel that this level of comfort will 
directly influence their children's positive perception and future advocacy for nature and wildlife. 

In this context, the Widmers, with their extensive knowledge of the local area, its history, wildlife, 
and their demonstrated care for the land, are ideal proponents of the proposed glamping venture. 

I firmly believe this glamping project will be a significant asset to our region for several key 
reasons, particularly in fostering a connection with nature for families: 

1. Facilitating Nature Immersion for Families: Glamping offers a unique and 
accessible way for families, even those new to the outdoors, to comfortably immerse 
themselves in the natural beauty of the Columbia Valley. This positive initial exposure 
can spark a lifelong appreciation for the environment in children. 

2. Bridging the Comfort Gap: By providing a comfortable and well-equipped outdoor 
experience, glamping removes potential barriers for families who might be hesitant 
about traditional camping. This allows children to experience nature in a positive and 
enjoyable setting, fostering a desire for future outdoor adventures. 



3. Educational Opportunities: The Widmers' deep understanding of the local ecology 
and history presents opportunities for enriching and educational experiences for 
families, further deepening their connection with the land and its inhabitants. 

4. Cultivating Environmental Stewardship: Positive early experiences in nature, 
facilitated by comfortable and engaging accommodations like glamping, can play a 
crucial role in nurturing environmentally conscious individuals who will advocate for 
the Earth's well-being in the future. 

5. Community Benefits: Beyond individual family enrichment, this project can positively 
impact the broader community by attracting environmentally aware visitors who 
appreciate and respect the natural environment, contributing to a more sustainable 
tourism model. 

Beyond these specific benefits for families and the environment, the project also offers: 

1. Diversified Accommodation Options: It will provide a unique and appealing 
accommodation option beyond traditional hotels and vacation rentals, attracting a 
wider range of visitors. 

2. Enhanced Visitor Experience: Glamping offers a comfortable and immersive outdoor 
experience, aligning perfectly with the natural beauty of the Columbia Valley and 
appealing to those seeking a connection with nature. 

3. Economic Benefits: Increased tourism translates to positive economic impacts for 
local businesses, including restaurants, shops, and activity providers. This project has 
the potential to generate new revenue streams and support job creation. 

4. Shoulder Season Appeal: Unique accommodations like glamping can help extend 
the tourism season beyond the peak summer and winter months, providing a more 
sustainable economic model. 

I am very confident that this project will be a valuable addition to the Columbia Valley, not only 
enhancing its appeal as a premier destination but also playing a vital role in connecting families 
with nature and fostering environmental stewardship for generations to come!! 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Donna L. Booth 
1217 13th Street 
Invermere, BC 
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Bylaw #3270 & Bylaw #3271 (Toby Benches / Statham-Widmer) 
Subject: Letter of Support - Glamping Project  
 
 

Dear Krista Gilbert, 

The question before us isn't if tourism will grow in our valley, but how we will manage its 
inevitable expansion. To bury our heads in the sand and hope for stagnation is not only 
unrealistic, it's a disservice to the future of Invermere. This glamping project offers a 
proactive and intelligent solution, a meticulously researched and thoughtfully designed 
approach to welcoming visitors in a way that respects and preserves the very essence 
of what draws them here. 

Frankly, the alternative is far more concerning. To deny this proposal is to risk a less 
controlled, less sustainable form of development – the piecemeal division of land, the 
erection of private fortresses, and the loss of access to the natural beauty we all 
cherish. This proposal, in contrast, envisions shared trails, responsible stewardship, and 
an opportunity for many to experience the valley's wonders, rather than a select few 
behind "no trespassing" signs. 

Approving this glamping project isn't just a good idea; it's a decisive step towards 
shaping the future of our valley, ensuring its accessibility and preserving its integrity for 
generations to come. To reject it would be a profound failure of vision, a choice to 
surrender control and invite a future we will surely regret. 

Yours truly, 

 

Natasha Friesen 
Invermere, BC 
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April 22nd, 2025 
 
Jon Wilsgard 
4224 Horsethief Rd. 
Wilmer, BC  
Sent via email to: kgilbert@rdek.ca 
 
Regional District of East Kootenay 
Development Services Department 
Attention: Krista Gilbert, Planning Technician 
 
It is the purpose of this letter to provide brief commentary and general support for 
proposed zoning amendment Bylaws 3270 and Bylaw 3271 (Toby Benches / Statham-
Widmer) from a local perspective. 
 
Maintaining the form and character of the Wilmer community is imperative; this 
development will introduce only a limited number of permanent homes and capitalize on 
the growing commercial trend of ‘glamping’.  This will facilitate a business opportunity 
while ensuring environmental sustainability, limited traƯic impacts, seasonal and non-
motorized activity, all while keeping such activity below the Wilmer townsite. 
 
My support for these amendments and therefore the proposed development is premised 
on the inevitability of eventual development of these private properties, and concluding 
that the scope and nature of the proposals represent the least environmentally and socially 
impacting from the context of the existing Wilmer community, while introducing an 
amenable experiential, and educational business opportunity.   
 
Note that if further residential development, the introduction of private vehicle RV 
camping, motorized and all year use were included in this or any future proposal, I would 
be firmly opposed to these amendment bylaws. 
 
To these ends, I believe the proposed development and the required authorizing 
amendment bylaws uphold and maintain the value of this land, representing an acceptable 
change to its landscape and intensity of use. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Jon Wilsgard  
Wilmer Resident 
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Kalyn Adams 

9194 Delphine Ave, East Kootenay G (Wilmer) 

 

 

 

April 28, 2025 

Regional District of East Kootenay 

Subject: Opposition to Zoning Amendment Application for Lot 1, District Lot 375, Kootenay 

District, Plan 4119 - Proposed Eco-Lodge in Wilmer, BC 

Dear Chair and Directors of the Regional District of East Kootenay, 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed zoning amendment application for 

Lot 1, District Lot 375, Kootenay District, Plan 4119, that would facilitate the development of a 

five-lot residential subdivision and a "specialty nature resort" (eco-lodge) just south of Wilmer 

townsite, on Westside Road. As a resident of Wilmer, I have significant concerns regarding the 

potential negative impacts this development would have on our community and the 

surrounding environment. 

My primary concern lies with the proximity of the proposed development to the Columbia 

Wetlands, an internationally recognized Ramsar site and one of the largest and most 

ecologically significant wetlands in North America. These wetlands provide critical habitat for a 

vast array of migratory birds and numerous other wildlife species. The establishment of an 

eco-lodge in such close proximity poses a significant threat to this delicate ecosystem through 

habitat disturbance, increased human activity, and the risk of pollution. Furthermore, the area 

in question serves as an important animal corridor, and increased development would inevitably 

fragment this crucial pathway, impacting local wildlife populations. 

Beyond the environmental implications, I have serious concerns regarding the capacity of our 

local infrastructure to support a development of this nature. The source of water for the lodge 

and the plans for wastewater management, including septic systems, need to be carefully 

scrutinized. Our existing infrastructure is designed for a small, rural community and may not be 

able to sustainably accommodate the increased demand. 

The Westside Road, the primary access route to our community, is not designed to handle a 

significant increase in traffic. This is particularly concerning given the proximity to the 
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intersection at Panorama Drive & 3rd Street, which already experiences considerable congestion 

and safety issues during the summer months. An increase in traffic associated with an eco-lodge 

would exacerbate these problems and could lead to dangerous situations. 

I am also deeply concerned about the potential cultural impact on the local Indigenous 

communities. It is imperative that any development in this area fully respects Indigenous rights, 

title, and cultural heritage. I would like to request clear information on the consultations that 

have taken place with local Indigenous Nations and the specific accommodations that are being 

made to address their concerns and protect culturally significant sites. 

The overall safety and character of our small, close-knit community are also at risk. The 

increased movement of people in and out of the area could impact the sense of security and 

tranquility that residents currently enjoy. 

Furthermore, I am worried about the potential for increased property values to make our 

community unaffordable for long-term residents. While some may see increased property 

values as a benefit, it can displace those who have lived here for generations and contribute to 

the erosion of our community's social fabric. 

Finally, it is crucial to consider the strain on our local healthcare system. The Invermere and 

District Hospital already experiences significant capacity issues, with emergency room wait 

times often exceeding eight hours during peak seasons. The addition of a tourism-based 

business would likely further burden our limited healthcare resources, especially as we lack a 

local walk-in clinic. The fragile ecosystem of our region is inherently linked to the well-being of 

our community, and any development must prioritize its preservation. 

For all these reasons, I strongly urge the RDEK to reject this proposed zoning amendment for Lot 

1, District Lot 375, Kootenay District, Plan 4119. The potential negative environmental, 

infrastructural, cultural, safety, and socio-economic impacts on Wilmer and the surrounding 

area are simply too significant to ignore. I respectfully request that you carefully consider these 

concerns and prioritize the long-term well-being of our community and the protection of our 

invaluable natural environment. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this important matter. 

Sincerely, Kalyn Adams 
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Subject: RDEK By-Law Amendment Application – File P732 588          April 28, 2025                                             
                   Bruce Statham, Marjorie & Kalie Widmer 
                   Lot 1, District Lot 375, Kootenay District Plan 4119 
                   PID:014-920-221 
 
The Columbia Wetlands Stewardship Partners (CWSP) is responding to a requested 
amendment to the OCP under Bylaw No. 3270 and No. 3271. The following are our concerns 
for the flora and fauna of the adjacent wetlands and relate to the particulars of the 
application. 
 
 Development Agreement 
The proponent refers to registering a covenant on the property to protect and conserve 
various wildlife features, habitats and to protect the adjacent wetlands. There is no mention 
of who the covenant would be registered with and what specifically would be covered under 
such a covenant. As this is a suggested covenant on private property there is a cost 
associated to monitor that covenant which needs to be borne annually by the private 
landowner and not the public. 
Such a covenant needs to have more details on what it speaks to, that it is in perpetuity along 
with what is noted above so the public can comment before this application moves forward.  
 
Property Information 
The applicant wishes to change the OCP designation of RR (Rural Resource) to CR 
(Commercial Recreation) and further change the Zoning to allow for residential properties 
as well as a large area for a lodge, glamping and cottage like structures. The question to be 
asked should the proposal fail to fruition is what becomes of the property since the zoning 
allows for uses other than what is being applied for? There needs to be some guidance and 
guarantees by the RDEK, should this application be approved, so that if the applicant does 
not fulfill the proposed project, then the property will revert to the RR designation. This has 
been done in many other situations and maintains credibility in the OCP and Zoning process 
put before the community. 
 



The applicant brings up the topic of wildlife connectivity corridors, wildlife habitat, riparian 
areas, wetlands and the need create buffers in and around these areas. The applicant has 
not provided any guidance or outlined any of these areas in the application thus it is difficult 
to impossible to comment regarding a proposed covenant or offer advice on how to manage. 
There is a need to have the applicant carry out this mapping and classification function, 
especially as it relates to Species at Risk and critical habitat present on the property. Upon 
receiving this information, the applicant then can be directed to the various laws and 
regulations and implement into the development the guarantees these will be meant prior 
should any rezoning going forward. 
 
There is no known sewage system for the area where human waste and grey water are piped 
to a government regulated sewage treatment facility. Although the applicant states they will 
comply with the Sewage System Regulation, the property contains steep terrain throughout 
the entire property with slope grades of 21% in the permanent housing section and 11% - 
17% throughout the glamping and cottage planned area. This raises a big concern for the 
eventual entrance of contamination from the ground sewage systems into the adjacent 
Columbia Wetlands, which lie downhill and immediate to the planned development. The 
concern for associated medications and drugs which end up in human waste are recognized 
as a real concern entering the environment as well there is the concern for possible algae 
blooms in the wetland’s waters adjacent to the development over time. A development of 
this size needs to have an onsite sewage treatment facilities which are available for 
developments of this size. The alternative is to have all sewage contained in cement holding 
tanks and removed by a sewage removal service to a government regulated deposit 
area/facility. 
 
Professional Studies 
We are surprised at the less than accurate information provided and/or being suggested 
regarding possible impacts caused by this intended development. CWSP has been and still 
is very active with research and funding studies within the Columbia Wetlands regarding 
Badgers, Lewis Woodpeckers and other Species at Risk and of concern. To say the 
development is not anticipated to affect the movement of Badgers is not supported by 
current field observations. Badgers have a territory in which they track and prey on their 
primary food source of Columbia Ground Squirrels. With the scale of development and 
intended increased human presence the ground squirrel population will be impacted with a 
downturn in population numbers or the possible elimination. This will very well result in less 
badger use of the property and cause their use of this area to be less except for the possible 
transition through the property in search of food elsewhere. There will be an impact to the 
badger population.  



 
Lewis Woodpecker is a Species at Risk. Once again field observations by researchers and 
bird survey crews have shown repeatedly that Lewis Woodpeckers are quite shy during 
nesting cavity selection. As well during nesting and young feeding time the birds are very shy 
to human activity at or near their nesting cavity. The adults bringing food to the young will 
pause away but within sight of the cavity nest waiting for an opportunity to reach the cavity 
when less human activity is present. This in turn causes less nourishment arriving for the 
chicks in a constant and timely matter. As these birds are migratory it is very important for 
young of the year to reach proper fitness and weight to make the journey south.  There is little 
doubt with the human numbers and time of year the development will be active, there is a 
high probability that any Lewis Woodpecker currently using the site will be adversely 
affected.  
 
There is a brief statement regarding a fence and human control into the wetlands. It is 
noted on one of the maps (2.1) a split rail fence. If this is the intended fence, it is an 
unrealistic expectation that a split rail fence will stop people from going into the adjacent 
wetland and disturbing birds. There certainly are concerns with human presence affecting 
wildlife at certain times of the year particularly during nesting, rearing, calving and fawning 
and especially with some species at risk. This needs further investigation by the developer 
to deliver a better understanding to the RDEK at what needs to be provided to address 
human interaction from the property into the adjacent wetlands.  
 
Additional Information 
Missing in the application is how garbage will be handled as well as litter arriving in the 
adjacent wetlands. With the development of this nature there will be 
people from all walks of life using the site, some aware of nature’s needs and others not. 
The smell of food becomes an attractant, ending often with a problem wildlife situation 
developing with wildlife being the loser. It is not just bears but other wildlife such as 
skunks, crows and ravens. Should the development go ahead there is a regulatory need to 
have proper wildlife proof garbage containers, and no food items allowed in the glamping 
structures with 
cloth sides or roof structures. A waste management plan needs to be developed by the 
applicant to show how garbage will be handled, the problem of wildlife will be mitigated, 
how food will be contained/stored, picnic table protocol and BBQ’s. 
 
As mentioned, nothing is being said regarding litter control and removal of litter coming 
from the development onto the adjacent wetlands. The applicant needs to be reminded as 
well as all that the adjacent Columbia Wetlands Wildlife Management Area is a RAMSAR 



site making it a wetland of international significance and important to the international 
wetlands system. Camping sites are notorious for litter drift onto adjoining properties so 
this needs to be addressed by the applicant as what is their plan to take care of this 
problem, should this application be approved. 
 
A final point of concern lies with invasive species. The applicant mentions the RDEK has 
regulations in place, and they state nothing further with regard how this concern will be 
managed on their property. Invasive species are of great concern to CWSP and their impact 
on the wetlands once introduced. The applicant will have guests coming to the facilities 
from many areas and little doubt using the trails, walkways and general open areas where 
invasive species can be easily transferred from clothing, walking shoes, pets, equipment, 
etc. There is no mention of how guests will be instructed nor what will be in place to make 
sure items are cleaned prior to using the trails, walkways and open areas. A development 
of this size and encouraging high numbers of guests needs to 
have an invasive species plan in place with educational material and equipment to remove 
invasive being carried onto the property, a daily/weekly/monthly detection and removal 
plan and reporting all invasive species found and removed to both the RDEK and the 
management authority for the Columbia Wetlands Wildlife Management Area. 
 
CWSP does not support this application until the above noted concerns are addressed and 
put in place should the application for rezoning be granted. 
 
Columbia Wetlands Stewardship Partners 
Box 81 
Brisco, BC  
V0A 1B0 
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April 28, 2025 

 
RE:  Toby Benches / Statham-Widmer 
 Bylaw Amendment 3270 & 3271 
 

To the RDEK Board, 

I am writing in regards to the proposed Bylaw amendments 3270 & 3271. I have numerous concerns 
regarding a commercial venture on this section of Westside Road (from Toby Creek Road to Wilmer). 
Though this meeting is for the zoning change, it is the potential negative impact on its closest neighbors 
and the small “bedroom” community of Wilmer, the type of businesses that is developed on the 
property. The current proposal is for a tourist driven “Glamping”. 

The road to Wilmer is on a hill, narrow with blind corners. On paper there appears to be many options 
for access onto the property; in reality, it is extremely limited due to safety and visibility. At the Open 
House held at Wilmer Community Hall December 5, 2024, the proposed access points were disputed as 
they encroached the adjacent properties. Even if the development was to heavily invest in reshaping the 
hills and depressions to gain access elsewhere, the roadway would still be an issue.  

The road is multi-use. The shoulders are narrow and there are no sidewalks. An increase of traffic by 
drivers unfamiliar with road and potential hazards (wildlife, cyclists, walkers etc.) will increase the 
amount of accidents and road closures. With this being the only paved road to access Wilmer, residents 
north of the property may not receive the help of emergency services, which could be fatal. 

Fires are also a major issue. Currently, the property does not have access to running water. Though 
stated that it does have a well, what are the requirements for a business of any type for fire 
suppression? Does their well contain enough water and flow rate to suppress the flames? Will this be 
enough to protect the surrounding residents and wildlife? The proposed business for the property, 
vastly increases a risk of a wildfire, whether they allow campfires, or not. Entitled, naïve, ignorant, and 
careless people will do what they want, rules and fines be damned. Those who have been around 
tourism long enough, know this to be true! 

If the proposed change does go through, what will be done to protect the wetlands? A representative at 
the Open House told me “it’s just a swamp”. This was an uneducated and ignorant response to my 
concern. We are along a vital wetland corridor that provides habitat and benefits to the valley wildlife. It 
also provides flood & drought protection along with natural filtration. What will the RDEK do to ensure 
the wetlands are not contaminated, abused and adulterated? Who will be held accountable? 

For the proposed change to commercial, should the parties in question be required to invest in the 
infrastructure prior to development? Should they not have to prove that they have the services in place 
and all upgrades be completed before opening for business? Tax payers should not have to foot the bill 
to upgrade the road. Users of Wilmer Water Works should not foot the bill for upgrades required for a 
commercial development. 
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Wilmer and this section of Westside Road is not a tourist destination. It is one of the last pockets in the 
valley for locals and 2nd home owners who want to live in a small quiet community, free from the frenzy 
of the commercial and tourist sector. 

Thank You, 

Stacy Eaton 
9290 Westside Road 
Invermere BC 
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28 April 2025 
 
Mr. Rob Gay 
Board Chair, Regional District of East Kootenay 
19, 24 th Avenue South 
Cranbrook BC 
V1C 3H8 
  
Copies to 
 Susan Clovechok, Vice Chair 
Roberta Schnider, Director – G 
  
RE: proposed Bylaw Amendments No. 3270-3271 - Toby Benches - Statham-Widmer 
(Haworth) Rezoning 
  
  
Dear Mr. Gay and RDEK Board, 
  
I am writing to you regarding the the “Wilmer Glamping” proposal: proposed Application for 
OCP designation change from RR (Rural Resource) to SH (Small Holdings) and CR (Commercial 
Recreation) and a zoning change from A-2 (Rural Residential (Country) Zone) to SH-1 (Small 
Holdings Residential Zone and NR-1 (Natural Resort Zone).  
 
The proposed development is located on Westside Road, just south-east of Wilmer where I own 
a residence on a residential lot. My wife and I purchased this property three years ago because 
it is located in Wilmer, a quiet and peaceful community away from the crowds of tourists. 
Should this development proceed, it would severely de-value our property – and the community 
- for us.  
 
I do not support the proposed development for the following reasons: 
· It does not fit with the current character of Wilmer 
· we don’t have the water needed to supply domestic water – or to fight a fire 
· Increased traffic on Westside Rd 
· Environmental impact of the proposed development 
  
Wilmer is a quiet town that has been in existence since 1886. It is full of hard-working 
individuals, many that work in blue collar type jobs to support their families, similar to when the 
town was founded and supported families of miners. A glamping proposal with 90 units is 
completely at odds with to the history and character of this community. Most community 
members are down to earth and would not be caught dead “glamping” - nor could they afford 
such a lavish expenditure.  
This development would radically change the nature existing community. This is the second 
time this proposal has been brought forward to the RDEK, and it was very strongly opposed by 
Wilmer residents the first time.  
 
Water is a massive concern in our area: Wilmer Waterworks has made it clear that little future 
development is possible, and our fire-fighting reserves would only last a few minutes. We lack 
the capacity to support the scale of development proposed, both for domestic use and fire 
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protection.  The Glamping Site is located on a dry and grassy area, and outdoor fires, candles, 
and camp stoves increase the risk of fires; and a regional wildfire would further strain our 
already limited water reserves.  
 
This development would drastically increase traffic along the Westside road,  
a narrow, steep, winding road. I am concerned about the inevitable impatience of drivers and 
unsafe maneuvers that are likely to occur on this steep and winding road, all of which will likely 
lead to some serious motor vehicle accidents; and of course, this would be accompanied by 
traffic congestion. 
 
The lower end of the property is within just a few metres of the edge of the easily accessible 
wetlands.  It is inevitable that patrons of the tourism site will hike down to the water’s edge, 
seeking to hike along the Wilmer Pontoon road and other trails, and paddle in that especially 
vulnerable part of the wetlands during the summer months – a critical period for nesting and 
rearing of chicks.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of my letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
  
Gareth Thomson 
9140 Elmer Avenue 
Wilmer, BC 
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Box 601 Invermere BC V0A 1K0 • ph 250.409.5708 • e invermere@wildsight.ca 
 

April 28th, 2025 

Re: Bylaw Amendments No. 3270-3271 Toby Benches 

While we appreciate the opportunity to provide input, Wildsight Invermere has serious concerns regarding both the 

content of the proposed amendments and the process by which they have been advanced. The scale and intensity of the 

proposed development are incompatible with the sensitive environmental values of the Toby Benches area, including 

critical wildlife corridors, wetlands, and species at risk habitats. Furthermore, the limited timeframe for public 

consultation, the inadequate consideration of agency and expert feedback, and the risk of cumulative ecological impacts 

highlight the need for a more cautious, transparent, and inclusive planning approach. We urge the RDEK to reconsider 

proceeding with these amendments until these significant concerns are properly addressed. 

1. Consultation Process: 

● Despite this proposal being in development for nearly a year, the public was afforded only a four-day window to 

review extensive documentation and provide feedback. This limited timeframe is unacceptable if a collaborative 

and inclusive process is truly desired. 
 

● While referrals were made to APC Areas F and G, the Provincial Government (WLRS), the Shuswap Band, Ktunaxa 

Nation Council (KNC), Interior Health Authority (IHA), and others, the results of these consultations were not 

included in the public information package. The public is therefore unaware of the concerns or objections these 

agencies may have raised—agencies that had months, not days, to assess the material. 
 

● RDEK Board documents indicated that there would be an opportunity for public discussion prior to the public 

hearing. If the open house held in Wilmer in December was intended to fulfill this requirement, we must point 

out that attendees were offered information only, with no opportunity for substantive input. 
 

● Agencies and organizations with specialized knowledge of ecosystem constraints—such as Wildsight, Columbia 

Wetlands Stewardship Partners, and local Rod & Gun Clubs—were not meaningfully consulted. Being afforded 

only a four-day response window signals a troubling lack of respect for the critical volunteer work these 

organizations perform. 
 

● Despite the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) recommending refusal of this project, the RDEK Board has 

proceeded. 
 

www.wildsight.ca/invermere 



 
2. Buffers: 

The OCP requires the establishment of buffers around sensitive environmental features such as riparian areas, wetlands, 

Class 1 ungulate winter ranges, wildlife corridors, and habitat areas. The proponent has proposed only a 20-metre buffer 

between glamping sites and wetlands, while buffers for other key features have not been established. A short, high-level 

desktop review (ESA Assessment) commissioned by the proponent is insufficient, particularly given the proximity to the 

Columbia Wetlands—recognized as a wetland of international importance. A more robust environmental review and 

appropriate buffer establishment are needed. 

3. Wetland and Riparian Area Protection: 

We echo the Ministry of WLRS's concerns regarding the proximity of development to the Columbia Wetlands Wildlife 

Management Area (CWWMA) and the potential disturbances caused by visitors and pets. A simple rail fence and signage 

will not adequately protect sensitive wetland ecosystems. 

4. Wildlife Corridors: 

The OCP emphasizes the importance of preserving wildlife corridors and contiguous habitats by avoiding extensive 

development. The proposed 5 residential lots and 90 glamping sites constitute extensive development that would 

fragment or eliminate critical wildlife corridors. 

5. Ungulate Winter Range: 

The application assumes that seasonal use will allow continued ungulate winter range use. However, given eyewitness 

accounts, game camera footage, and the proposal allowing four-season occupancy by staff in glamping cottages and RVs, 

we believe this critical habitat will be significantly impacted. 

6. Species at Risk (SAR) – Badger Habitat: 

In the face of accelerating species loss, we must exercise extreme caution with SAR habitat. The conclusion that the 

development will not impact badger movement is highly questionable given the scale of proposed human presence. A 

more thorough, independent ecological assessment is warranted. 

7. Development Permit Areas (DPAs): 

We support the use of DPAs to regulate construction in sensitive environmental areas. Given that a large portion of the 

property falls within designated DPAs for riparian and wetland ecosystems and connectivity corridors, we request 

assurance that all structures—including glamping structures—will require a Development Permit prior to construction. 

8. Human-Wildlife Interactions: 

We support IHA’s recommendation that kitchens and bathrooms not be located in structures vulnerable to wildlife 

intrusion. We further recommend mandatory installation of wildlife-proof garbage and recycling containers on-site. 

9. Density and Land Use Compatibility: 
 



 
The proposed zoning changes could increase human occupancy from 0–16 residents to 200–400 residents, drastically 

impacting wildlife and the rural character of surrounding lands. 

10. Water and Sewer: 

The OCP requires community water and sewer systems for multi-parcel subdivisions. The reliance on individual onsite 

services raises concerns, especially given the potential for septic contamination due to the site's slope toward the 

wetlands. We recommend that all five private lots be required to connect to community water and sewer infrastructure. 

11. Invasive Species Management: 

We strongly support a stringent invasive species (IS) management plan to address the increased IS vectors associated 

with this development. 

12. Fire Protection: 

The property lies within a moderate to high wildfire hazard area and outside any fire protection service boundary. A 

comprehensive fire prevention and response plan is essential. 

13. Covenant Protection and Land Return to the Crown: 

We seek clarification on whether a covenant protecting sensitive areas has been registered prior to bylaw adoption, and 

how and when the proposed land return to the Crown will be formalized and enforced. 

14. First Nations Consultation: 

We note the concerns raised by the Shuswap Band regarding the lack of meaningful consultation. The RDEK has a legal 

duty to consult Indigenous Nations, and we encourage continued dialogue and efforts to address their concerns. 

15. Cumulative Impacts: 

Assessing impacts parcel-by-parcel ignores cumulative environmental degradation. Development proposals must be 

evaluated within a broader landscape-level and long-term context. 

 

Thank you for considering our concerns. 

Sincerely, 
 Tracy Flynn 
 Wildsight Invermere 
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