
Minutes of General Meeting of Residents of Anarchist Mountain. 
Location: Fire Hall 
Date: July 10, 2020 @ 10:00 am 
Purpose: Prepare for the RDOS meeting on July 15, 2020 and develop a consistent 
voice for input to the updated OCP by the consulting firm, EcoPlan, for the RDOS. 
 
45 residents were in attendance. 
Mark Pendergraft was invited but did not attend. 
Jamie Wright opened the meeting with introductions and a brief background of why 
we were meeting. 
Mark McKinney explained his role on the Advisory Planning Committee (APC), the 
history of the pink zone and stated that prior to the development of Anarchist 
Mountain Estates, Regal Ridge had three environmental studies performed. Mark 
explained the development of the OCP and that there had been no public 
consultation so far except the postcard survey. The APC is pushing for more public 
consultation. He stressed that in the past 80% of the recommendations that came 
from his committee were accepted by RDOS. However, lately that has not been the 
case.    
The APC has recommended that the completion date for the OCP, which was to be 
November 21, 2020, should be moved to March 2021. 
Of the survey postcards that went out in late 2019, as a means of showing public 
consultation, there were only 92 returned. (80 were from Anarchist Mountain 
alone). 
Mark also stressed that this OPC is a ten-year plan that will affect land use. The OCP 
needs to match what the community wants. 
 
Concerns raised by residents 

• Area A is a very big area and not all concerns are the same, one size does not 
fit all. 

• A natural state in this area doesn’t exist. It is always changing. 
• Need to have specifics regarding what is endangered, and more scientific 

data to support it. 
• RDOS needs to do the environmental studies not the residences. 
• RDOS does not have the legal ability to take action against a resident that 

they feel is in violation of by laws. 
• Going forward, the community wants the development of the OCP to be 

transparent and consultative on every change that is made. 
• It was also recommended that even though we have been told the pink zone 

will not be part of the OCP and will be dealt with as a separate issue, it still 
needs to be dealt with. We need to continue to ask the question, “how it is 
going to be dealt, what is the process and when will it be dealt with?”  We are 
not going away. 
 



Alex Giovannelli presented recommendations that he wanted those in attendance, 
by a show of hands, to indicate if they supported these ideas. These 
recommendations would be presented at the July 15 meeting.  See below. 
Meeting concluded with a reminder of the meeting on July 15 and that the platform 
would be Zoom with no video of the residents.  More information would be on the 
web site. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 12:00 noon July 10, 2020. 

 
July 10, 2020 
Alex Giovannelli 
DRAFT OCP Concerns – Anarchist Mountain  

1. Wildfire is the biggest threat and risk to the community.  As such, the 

Official Community Plan needs to address the following areas to mitigate the 

hazards from wildfires: 

a. Support the development of Community Wildfire Protection Plan 

(CWPP) specifically for our community.  We are identified as living 

in a high to very high risk of wildfire area.  A CWPP requires funding 

to support the use of consultants to develop an understanding of fire 

behavior based on our specific area – unique topography, severe 

climatic conditions (high temperatures, low humidity, winds, dry 

lightning strikes), fire prone vegetation (coniferous trees, sage brush, 

tall dry grass), homes interspersed amongst empty lots/large tracks 

of vacant land.  The plan would identify (based on science/history) 

how fires are likely to behave, where they will start, what path they 

will take, the severity, etc.  We can then look at a few scenarios and 

compare them against what our current capabilities are on how well 

we are prepared to deal with them and identify our gaps.  Based on 

the gaps, we can provide specific recommendations for the AMFD, the 

community, and our FireSmart committee on how to better prepare 

our community against the threat of WildFires. 

b. Environmentally Sensitive Development Permit (ESDP) areas or 

“Pink Zone” on private lands contradicts Fire Smart principles and 

limits a property owner’s ability to protect their property and 

neighbouring properties from the impact of wildfire in the 

community. i.e. no raking of needles, no thinning of trees, no cutting 

brush/tall grasses, etc. 

c. Building Code and/or building permit process does not provide a 

fire smart audit/guidance at the design phase.  The time to influence 

the use of fire-resistant building materials and designs is when the 

property is being contemplated not after it has been built.  Need to 



increase distance of propane tanks from the home, encourage use of 

fire-resistant materials, incorporate use of external sprinklers, space 

outbuildings further from homes, etc.  Our FireSmart committee 

members can assist in this process. 

d. Infrastructure Limitations (as they relate to fire fighting and 

wildfires).   

i. Many roads have only 1 point of access/egress to the principal 

road (Hwy 3).  This not only jeopardizes the safety of our 

residents in the event of a wildfire, but also determines 

whether the AMFD can safely be deployed to fight a fire. 

ii. No fire hydrants and few open water storage ponds available 

to fight fires. 

iii. No natural gas lines.  As such many residents have propane 

storage tanks near their homes which create a severe risk in 

the event of a wildfire. 

e. Issues with some absentee landowners (or those residents that 

refuse to FireSmart) 

i. Many empty lots, adjacent conservation lands, and crown lands 

are not fire smarted which limit the effectiveness of those 

neighbouring properties that do FireSmart and limit the 

overall effectiveness of FireSmarting initiatives within the 

community. 

ii. Some temporary residents camp during weekends, light 

campfires during dry months and can pose a threat to others.  

A wildfire last year on Raven was a recent example initiated by 

an owner departing their site and not fully extinguishing 

campfire.  Other issues - garbage is left behind on departure 

attracting bears, disposal of sewage on ground where no 

sewage tanks exist. 

 
2. Community Wants to Maintain A Rural Lifestyle.  Most residents have 

chosen to live on Anarchist Mountain to enjoy the wildlife, space, peace, 

freedom, tranquility and environmental beauty of a rural lifestyle free of 

traffic, noise, pollution, etc.  A place where neighbours help neighbours, the 

community works together to help each other.  To support this lifestyle: 

i. Limit any future development to large rural lots.  Currently they 

range from 5(?) to 160-acre parcels. 

ii. No traffic lights – some feel they are needed as Hwy 3 traffic 

increases - the majority oppose. 



iii. Streetlights only at the intersection of where a road intersects Hwy 

3.  This is also a safety requirement in the winter as we experience 

many foggy days that limit visibility.  Many in the community do 

not support this initiative as it creates light pollution, operating 

only in winter also not fully supported - suggest removing and 

replacing with no streetlights to reduce light pollution. 

iv. Maintain our ability to house farm animals on larger parcels, horses, 

livestock, chickens, sheep, goats, etc.  Currently this is allowed based 

on parcel size and zoning, we do not want to lose or dilute this. 

v. Maintain ability to be self sufficient - grow our own food, supply our 

own power through solar or wind.  Recognize there needs to be a 

limit on size of structures to not obstruct others’ views, etc. 

vi. Limit commercial developments to neighbouring towns.  Do not 

allow commercial cannabis growing operations.  Support 

community markets. 

vii. Ensure there are no arbitrarily government-imposed rules, 

restrictions, and bylaws implemented without first consulting and 

gaining agreement from members of the community.  A process 

including community engagement and agreement must be followed.  

Do not limit the ability of a property owner to use their land to 

support a rural lifestyle. 

 
3. Address Other Infrastructure Limitations 

i. Lack of high-speed internet.  Residents currently make use of 

either satellite or cellular service, both have limited bandwidth, are 

slow at times, and expensive relative to high speed fiber optic 

options available to urban centers. 

ii. Ensure residents can continue to have access to good quality 

well water.  Anything that may jeopardize the current aquifers that 

supply good quality well drinking water needs to be addressed.  Any 

new development must only be approved after an extensive 

hydrology study verifies ample well water exists to support the 

added development without impacting current users. 

iii. Support the development of a Community Hall.  Although land 

has been put aside for a future community hall, the community lacks 

a structure that it can use for all its community functions.   

 


