
 

Public Hearing Report – Bylaw Nos. 3365 & 3366 

Windermere South / Brewer Ridge Holdings Ltd. 
 

 
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. 3365 cited as “Regional District of East Kootenay – Lake 
Windermere Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2929, 2019 – Amendment Bylaw No. 17, 2024 
(Windermere South / Brewer Ridge Holdings Ltd.).” and Bylaw No. 3366 cited as “Regional District 
of East Kootenay – Columbia Valley Zoning Bylaw No. 3255, 2023 – Amendment Bylaw No. 22, 
2024 (Windermere South / Brewer Ridge Holdings Ltd.).” was held on April 29, 2025 at 6:00 pm 
via Zoom Webinar. 
 
The following Regional District representatives attended the public hearing: 

  Director Susan Clovechok, Electoral Area F 
  Director Allen Miller, District of Invermere 
  Krista Gilbert, Planning Technician 
 
The notice for the hearing was published in the April 24, 2025, issue of the Columbia Valley 
Pioneer.  Notices were sent to forty-nine (49) 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 6:57 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. 3365 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. 17, 2024 (Windermere 
South / Brewer Ridge Holdings Ltd.).” 
 

2. The designation of Parcel D (being a consolidation of Lots 23-31 see CA6492472), Block 4, 
District Lot 8, Kootenay District, Plan 686, outlined on the attached Schedule A, which is 
incorporated in and forms part of the Bylaw, are amended from R-SF, Residential Low 
Density to R-MF, Residential Multiple Family. 

 
Bylaw No. 3366 provides for: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited as “Regional District of East Kootenay – Columbia Valley Zoning 

Bylaw No. 3255, 2023 – Amendment Bylaw No. 22, 2024 (Windermere South / Brewer Ridge 
Holdings Ltd.).” 
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2. The designation of Parcel D (being a consolidation of Lots 23-31 see CA6492472), Block 4, 

District Lot 8, Kootenay District, Plan 686, outlined on the attached Schedule A, which is 
incorporated in and forms part of the Bylaw, is amended from R-1, Single Family Residential 
Zone to R-4, Multiple Family Residential – High Density 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 thirty-three (33) written submissions were received prior to the deadline. 
Twenty-two (22) letters from twenty-one (21) people expressed support for the application. Eleven 
(11) letters express opposition or concern to the application. Reasons for concern or opposition 
include increase in traffic, particularly to and from the highway, safety concerns with adding to the 
high vehicle and pedestrian traffic associated with the Windermere Elementary School drop off 
and pick up times, and when accessing and parking at Windermere Beach. Other concerns 
include the proposal not being in keeping with the character of Windermere, septic and water 
supply concerns, especially when also considering the adjacent Heritage Heights Development,  
the potential environmental impacts on the lake, overcapacity at Windermere Beach, concerns 
about impact on property values, not being aligned with OCP policies, conflict of interest of officials 
and concerns over the application process and short opportunity for public consultation. Additional 
comments note that while there is a need for additional housing the above concerns need to be 
addressed, and a scaled back proposal more compatible with the surrounding land use would be 
better suited.  
 
Several members of the public and the proponent attended the hearing and the following people 
spoke: 
 
Mike Dubois, 1735 Cardiff Avenue: Opposed due to the notice period that should be changed to 
provide more time for residents, the RDEK should do more than the minimum and seems to be 
limiting public input. Also opposed due to traffic concerns to and from the highway particularly, 
concerns about sewage discharge impacting adjacent and downslope wells, because it is not 
consistent with the OCP, and apartments should be within municipalities.  
 
Karen Taylor-Brown, 4722 Wood Lane: She has concerns with the process not allowing for full 
and fair participation. The application should include more information, should have consideration 
for the ʔAkisq̓nuk development and broader community considerations. She has concern over 
conflict of interest for a Director, directing development to the RDEK. She has concerns over 
whether the project will provide affordable housing, and feels the cart is before the horse with 
water, sewer and other infrastructure confirmation. There are already water restrictions in the 
summer with the water system without this proposal.  
 
Mara King, 835 Lakeview Road: She notes that many different types of people live in the Columbia 
Valley and this development could provide housing options for many of them. However, there isn’t 
sufficient information for this project to proceed. All organizations need to work together for 
housing options to increase community well-being.  
 
Mark Rievaj, 4882 Windermere Road: He is opposed due to the lack of details on sewer. 
Windermere is already underserviced; this should wait until there are more services in the area. 
Other concerns include the lack of notification time for the process, the proposal is not aligned 
with the OCP, and more details need to be provided. Second homeowners are a concern, more 
housing doesn’t mean it will go to locals.  
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Colleen Roberts, 4642 Birch Street: She is opposed for the same reasons as given by other 
speakers. She was on the OCP committee, and it seems that the OCP is being ignored in the 
face of providing more housing. The no Short Term Rental covenant is good. She has concerns 
about water supply and what triggers more upgrades. There seem to be no long-term 
infrastructure plans with 150 new units between two projects in the area. She also has concerns 
about sewer and the process.  
 
Patti van Zeyl, 4828 Nelles Crescent: She is in support of more affordable housing but opposed 
to this application due to traffic concerns, the close proximity to the school, the process not being 
sufficient or inclusive to the local community.  
 
Andrea Dunlop, 1821 Taynton Road: She is concerned this is the last opportunity the public has 
to be included in the proposed development when there are no details about water and sewer. 
Water and sewer are a big problem, this project and the other recently approved could 
fundamentally change Windermere and its infrastructure. She feels that she has no voice, but she 
also submitted a letter with further input.  
 
Jack Gregory, 4796 The Bench Road: He noted that he sent in a letter. He is opposed, he lives 
right on the road most impacted by this development and the traffic impacts cannot be ignored.  
He is opposed and agrees with other speakers’ concerns. He is concerned about the safety of 
children, there are no sidewalks in Windermere, and it is chaos during drop off and pick up times 
at the elementary school. 
 
Christine Dubois, 1735 Cardiff Avenue: She is opposed and agrees with other speakers’ 
concerns. She is concerned about the safety of children, there are no sidewalks in Windermere, 
and it is chaos during drop off and pick up times at the elementary school. Agitated drivers from 
these units will deal with that. Parents have to drive kids to school as it is a rural area, and she 
cannot imagine living next to that in addition to 40 additional workers trying to get to work at the 
same time.  
 
Chair Clovechok called three times for comments and since no other members of the public chose 
to speak, Chair Clovechok closed the hearing at 7:26 pm. 
 

 

 
 

  ____________________________________ 

Chair Susan Clovechok  Krista Gilbert 
Electoral Area F  Planning Technician 
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Bylaw Amendment 
Windermere South/Brewer Ridge Holdings Ltd. 

Bylaws Number 3365 and 3366 
 
I am a resident of Windermere and have concerns that will be expressed below.  No  data has been 
made available to me, in spite of my request as per the Bylaw notice.  Therefore, my questions 
and/or reservations have been made using only the very limited information I was able to glean from 
the published notice or the internet. 
 
1. At some point, enough is enough with regard to the load developments such as the proposed 

development will place on the community infrastructure, roads, water supply and the 
subterranean eco system. 

o Who will pay for those costs?  The entities who are responsible for this “tipping point”? 
Or the community at large?  In the case of a community sewer system being required, 
this cost will be astronomical. 

 
2. I have not been able to obtain estimated water consumption data other than what was originally 

stated in the original February 11, 2025, submission which states: 
Engineering Department: There is currently sufficient capacity within the 
East Side Lake Windermere Water System to accommodate the additional 
demand, subject to the timing of other connections. Several upgrades and 
conditions need to be met for the proposed development, outlined in the 
attached letter. 

o Estimates gleaned from Sewerage System Practices Manual Volume II indicate that the 
proposed development will consume (and therefore dispose of) at least 20,000 liters 
per day.  Given this development AND the even larger one that has been approved to the 
east, does the water treatment facility have enough spare capacity?  If not, who is going 
to pay for the necessary upgrades? 

 
3. Given that “what comes in, must go out”, the original application states: 

Sewer Services: The application proposes to develop an on-site package 
treatment facility or a larger community system if viable. The application 
notes that an assessment of the property has been completed to confirm 
that the soils are suitable for an on-site package treatment facility that can 
service the proposed development. 

o At some point the community as a whole will develop to a point whereby a sewage 
system becomes mandatory for the entire community.  Surely there must be a point 
were putting your “effluent” directly into the ground via (uninspected?) septic systems 
becomes unfeasible.  Where is that point? And who will pay for that event when it 
happens?  The original submission states similar concerns stated by the Interior Health 
Authority, but I cannot find anywhere that this serious issue has been addressed. 



o Who will pay for this eventuality?  Will it be the developments like the two proposed?  Or 
will it be the community as a whole? 

 
4. The Ministry of Transport has also expressed concerns over the public transportation system 

(roads).  The Bench Road is the primary access point to Windermere and is presently under 
stress, especially through access to the highway and the poor condition of the road in general. 

o What is happening with the MOT concerns and who will pay for this? 
 
At some point too much is too much, and I believe developments like this in Windermere will push 
us to “too much being too much”….unless that is the goal? 
 
There is a good article from CBC about one community in B.C. that did not plan well.   We do not 
want what happened in Sechelt to happen to us: 
https://www.cbc.ca/radio/whatonearth/drought-planning-1.7518702 
 
 
 
Regards, 
 
Jack Gregory 
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April 27, 2025 
 

Krista Gilbert, Planning Technician 
Planning and Development  
Regional District of East Kootenay 
 
RE: AMENDMENTS TO THE LAKE WINDERMERE OCP & COLUMBIA VALLEY ZONING 
BYLAW (NO. 3255 & 3366)  BREWER RIDGE HOLDINGS LTD. 
 
The Windermere Community Association (WCA) recognizes this proposal has the potential to 
provide much-needed housing for our community. The owner’s commitment to register a covenant 
prohibiting short term rentals (less than 30 days), ensures these units serve local residents. This 
covenant would prevent the issuance of short term rental permits by the RDEK for this property. 
 

There are however concerns with the following: 
 

Sewage Disposal 
The proposed development is adjacent to the recently approved 131-unit multifamily project by 
Heritage Heights Development Inc. The combined total of this and the Brewer Ridge project is 
153 units on a 5.08ha (12.43ac). Given the cumulative impact on the groundwater, it is imperative 

sewage disposal for both developments adhere to the Environmental Management Act and 
follow the Ministry of Environment & Climate Change Strategy's Municipal Wastewater 

Regulation (MWR) along with the RDEK’s Subdivision Servicing Bylaw.  
 

In addition to the above, it should be noted that approval of these developments, along with 
existing and future growth on the east side of Lake  Windermere, raises the need for the RDEK 
to investigate building a sewage disposal facility.  
 

Water Supply Considerations 
The Lake Windermere East Side Water System (LWESWS) indicated there is sufficient water for 
this development. However adding 153 units from Brewer Ridge and Heritage Heights, the recent 
connection to Shadybrook Resort, along with water provided to existing communities and for 
future growth, raises capacity issues. Consequently, the RDEK should prepare a long-term 
infrastructure plan and funding strategy for the Lake Windermere East Side Water System 
(LWESWS).  
 

Traffic Impact 
The Ministry of Transportation and Traffic (MoTT) has concerns with the access and state of 
Rocky Mountain Road as it is unmaintained, not to Ministry standard and an agreement was made 
with the school district for parking. Brewer Ridge Holdings Ltd. has indicated road upgrades will 
be provided as required by MoTT to address road upgrades and potential cost sharing with other 
users. 
 

While the traffic generated by this development does not merit a Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), 
it should be noted vehicles from the 22 units will add to the safety issues related to accessing 
highway 93/95 at the Bench Road. We therefore recommend when Heritage Heights 
Development Inc. prepares their required TIA, traffic generated by the Brewer Ridge apartment 
building be included in their study. 
 



 
The WCA appreciates the opportunity to provide input on this application and trust that our 
concerns will be duly considered by the RDEK. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Andrea Dunlop, President 
Windermere Community Association  
 
Cc:  Susan Clovechok, Director, Area F 

Anita Ely, Specialist, Environmental Health Officer, Interior Health  
Remediation Branch, Ministry of Environment and Parks  
Debbie Keely, Development Officer, MoTT 
Taoya Schaefer, Board Chair, Lake Windermere Ambassadors 
Heritage Heights Development Inc. c/o Haworth Development Consulting Ltd. 
Manon Moreau, Executive Director, Shuswap Indian Band 
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Bylaw Amendments No. 3365 -3366 Windermere South 

Brewer Ridge Holdings Multifamily Development Proposal for Windermere 

As a permanent resident of Windermere, I have a number of concerns about these Bylaw amendments. The 
fall into two categories: 1) the Process by which development decisions are being made by the RDEK and 2) 
the Brewer Ridge Holdings Development as a project. 

1) The Approval process. 
 
a) Decisions about the future of Windermere are being made without full and fair consultation with 

either the full time residents of Windermere or property owners in Windermere who may only be 
part-time residents.  
 

b) Decisions about development in Windermere are also being made without adequate consideration 
of the plans the ?Akis’qnuk First Nation has for the lands they own adjacent to Windermere. 

 
c) RDEK Directors and Administrators may not have ever come to see the development sites and are 

unlikely to have any substantive knowledge of Windermere and its history. 
 

d) RDEK Directors who represent the Town of Invermere are in a conflict of interest as regards 
developments adjacent to Invermere.  They can easily be accused of offloading to surrounding 
communities the problems they have with housing availability and related infrastructure within the 
town.  
 

2) The Brewer Ridge Holdings 22 Unit Multifamily Development  
 
a) The development prospectus does not provide any information that could enable anyone to assume 

that this project will provide affordable accommodation for local families. The history of Brewer 
Ridge Holdings as a provider of holiday accommodation, food services, dormitory accommodation 
in industrial work camps and other similar types of situations might, on the contrary, suggest the 
current development may be the thin edge of the wedge of bringing to Windermere multifamily, 
mulitstorey developments like one sees in places like Canmore, Alberta and now Radium, BC.  
 

b) The close proximity of this apartment complex to Windermere Elementary school raises issues 
about traffic and parking availability. Rocky Mountain Avenue is a very narrow lane that already 
becomes congested when there are events occurring at the school or even at regular school drop 
off and pick up times. That problem is not addressed in this development proposal. 

 
c) The size of this site obviously is not adequate for a septic installation large enough to address the 

needs of 22 families. The suggestion that somehow an agreement may be made with the 
developers of the nearby, but not contiguous, Heritage Heights Development is just a suggestion. It 
would be irresponsible for the RDEK to approve this development until there is concrete proposal 
for sewerage for any large scale development in Windermere. 

 
d) Development proponents and the RDEK staff claim that the Windermere Water System currently 

has the capacity to service 22 more residential units in Windermere. That is clearly belied by the 
fact that for several years residents of Windermere and all other communities on the east side of 
Lake Windermere that use that system have water restrictions for several months in the spring, 
summer and early autumn. This includes not being able to water ones garden at all on four day 
weekends across the summer. Vegetables die without water after less than a day in hot weather.  

 

Thank you for your attention to my concerns, 

Karen Taylor-Browne (PhD) 4722 Wood Lane West, Windermere.  
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