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Results of Petition Against Siting a Telus Telecommunication Tower at  

4537 Rocky Point Road 

September 30, 2010 

 

 

 

 

 

Background: Several of us who reside in the vicinity of 4537 Rocky Point Road have spent the last two 

weeks assessing neighbourhood attitudes toward the construction of the proposed Telus tower at 

that site.  We have been circulating a petition (Appendix A) that requests Telus to relocate the tower.  

Our efforts have been made in response to consultation process initiated by Telus at the beginning of 

September. As a part of this consultation process, Telus circulated an eight-page proposal to build 

the tower and asked residents to respond. Telus says in its proposal that the company is operating 

under what is called the “Default Public Consultation Process” described in Industry Canada’s CPC-2-

0-03 (Client Procedures Circular).   

The CPC document outlines what we consider a very minimal consultation process. It only requires 

Telus to contact, for example, people whose property lies within three times the tower height, a 

circle whose radius is 100 meters.  Even so, our impression is that Telus’s goal in the consultation 

process has been to leave as many people unconsulted as possible and to discourage dialog with 

those it does consult.  We cite in this regard the following seven actions by Telus: 

(1) A circle with a radius of 100 meters may embrace dozens, even hundreds of people in an urban 

area.  In a rural area such a circle encloses few residences.  The range of people affected by a 

roadside tower in rural area, however, particularly an area with open sight lines and limited 

roads, is a much wider clientele.  Telus should have taken this distinct rural clientele into account 

in adapting the Industry Canada procedures to the Metchosin environment. By our reckoning, 

residential properties of only nine families lie within the 100 meter radius. In reality, ten times 

this number of families will be directly impacted by the construction of a tower at 4537 Rocky 

Point Road. 

(2) In contacting the minimum of families within the 100-meter notification range, Telus displayed a 

callous carelessness in drawing the affected families into the consultation process. Because of an 

error made by Telus in reading a plat map, one of the nine families received no notification.  A 

second residence in the circle belongs to a couple who are in the Canadian Navy, both of whom 

are in military exercises in the Pacific and will not return until the end of October.  A third 

property has two houses; the resident who does not pick up mail at the property address 

received no notice  Kem Luther contacted Darren Hird of Telus about the first two of these 

situations. He was told by Mr. Hird that Telus had no further responsibility to notify these 

families. A few days later Mr. Luther contacted Mr. Hird by email and asked him to mail an 

additional ten copies of the proposal so that he could give them to the families who did not 

receive the notice. Mr. Hird sent the proposal as an email attachment and said that Mr. Luther 

could print them out--at his own expense, we note. (The three families have now been 

Summary: 100% of adults living on properties within 100 meters of the base of 

the Telus telecommunication tower proposed for 4537 Rocky Point Road have 

signed a petition asking Telus to relocate the proposed tower. A survey of the 

majority of persons living within 500 meters of the proposed tower indicates 

that 90% are opposed to a tower on the site 
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contacted, no thanks to Telus, which seems to have done its best to exclude one-third of the 

families in an already-constricted notification range). 

(3) Telus was required to give residents “30 days or more” to respond. In the proposal, which 

contained an in-house date of September 1, residents were told to submit responses by 

September 30, a period of only 29 days. Kem Luther contacted Mr. Hird and asked him to extend 

the submission date.  Mr. Hird said that Telus would probably accept submissions that came in 

late, but he refused, when requested, to provide these assurances to residents in writing. In 

addition, residents who received the proposal, which was sent via Canada Post, did not receive 

them until after Labour Day.  The officially notified residents have had, in effect, little more than 

three weeks to assimilate the proposal, learn what they could about telecommunication towers, 

spread the news to neighbours who did not receive the proposal, meet and organize 

neighbourhood opinion, and write responses to Telus, doing all of this, moreover, in what bits of 

spare time they could clip from their already full schedules.  

(4) According to the Industry Canada guidelines, Telus would have been required to put a notice in a 

local paper if the tower were “30 meters or higher.” We note that the proposed tower is 29.9 

meters high—a number that seems deliberately chosen to minimize public consultation 

requirements.  In our opinion, Telus should not have followed the Industry Canada guidelines so 

narrowly, especially in view of the fact that the guidelines allow them to add an extra 25 feet to 

the tower without consulting anyone. As we noted above, Telus shaved 3% from the response 

time. If Telus believes that missing a target by 3% is trivial, then it should also have felt some 

obligation to treat as a 30 meter tower a structure whose height is a mere 1% less than 30 

meters. What’s sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. Telus, we believe, should have put an 

announcement in local papers. 

(5) The guidelines say that “in areas of seasonal residence, the proponent [i.e., Telus], in 

consultation with the land-use authority, is responsible for determining the best manner to 

notify such residents to ensure their engagement.” The local land-use authority, the District of 

Metchosin, was not consulted by Telus about whether seasonal residences were included in the 

100-meter radius circle. 

(6) The guidelines do not provide for mandatory public meetings.  When Mr. Hird was contacted and 

asked if they would consider some kind of public forum, his response was that Telus does not 

normally hold such meetings in conjunction with a tower proposal. Not having a public meeting 

in a rural area such as Metchosin means that many people who might otherwise have an opinion 

about the tower (whether pro or con) are effectively excluded from the consultation. 

Metchosinites are active supporters of local government and quite accustomed to (sometimes 

contentious) discussions of issues that affect our unique rural life. In this area a public 

consultation without a well-organized public meeting is not a real consultation. We note that at 

the Council Meeting on September 27 Metchosin Councillor Gramigna issued a public call for 

Telus to make arrangements to attend a public meeting to discuss its proposal. Telus failed, in 

short, to do enough background research to learn what kind of community it was consulting. 

(7) By far the most blatant transgression of the spirit of public consultation has been Telus’s refusal 

to deal with the local land-use authority, the District of Metchosin (DM), in the process of finding 

a site for a Metchosin tower. Telus was in discussions with the DM in the spring of this year about 

possible sites. Metchosin began work, with Telus’s knowledge, on an antenna siting protocol. 

Telus made a deal with the Juan de Fuca Columbus Club, without DM knowledge, to lease their 

land--the DM only learned about the proposal when the residents did. The DM quickly passed the 
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antenna siting protocol it had been working on.  It is now the Communications Antenna Location 

and Consultation Policy by-law.  Kem Luther contacted Darren Hird and told him about the 

actions of the DM and the by-law. Mr Hird indicated that Telus was not required to respect this 

new policy or the broader consultation policy outlined contained within it. On Sept 13, 2010, the 

DM CAO sent a letter to Telus with the new policy attached and announced (1) that it did not 

believe Telus had provided the DM with official notice that a consultation period had begun and 

(2) that it expected Telus to apply for siting of a tower within the parameters laid out in the new 

policy.  As of this writing Telus has not responded.  Clearly, a consultation process that excludes 

an actively engaged local land-use authority that is willing to draw up by-laws and to participate 

in discussions is not the intention of Industry Canada’s circular, which mentions “land-use 

authority” more than 50 times and encourages applicants for towers to work closely with the 

local governments. 

Taken as a group, these seven actions by Telus paint a picture of a company manipulating federal 

guidelines in a way that provides the least possible input from the people affected by the proposal  

Telus’s actions violate both the letter and the spirit of the Industry Canada guidelines that they claim 

to be following.  Telus, we believe, is pursuing a consultation process that does not consult. 

Results: Since Telus did not exercise due diligence in notifying and dialoguing with Metchosin 

residents, a group of us decided to take on part of the task.  We began by drawing two circles on a 

Metchosin plat map (see Appendix B).  One circle had a radius of 100 meters from the proposed 

tower.  The second had a radius of 500 meters.  We then drew up a petition asking Telus to relocate 

the tower and we circulated it (1) to everyone in the smaller circle and (2) to as many people as we 

could contact in the larger circle.  We started with the smaller circle because that was the area of 

notification specified by the consultation protocol Telus claimed to be using.  The larger circle 

represents the notification radius of Metchosin’s antenna siting protocol. A copy of the signed 

petitions is attached to this document as Appendix D. 

Inside the smaller circle nine families have legal residences.  All adult members of each of the 

families, 21 persons in all, signed the petition.  In short, 100% of the officially notified (or at least 

supposed to be officially notified) families have responded to the consultation with a resounding 

“No” to siting a tower at 4537 Rocky Point Road. 

Inside the larger area we find 68 addresses that have primary residences with people currently living 

in them.  In Appendix C we have listed these residences. At the time of this writing, just over 80% 

percent of these residences (54 of them) have been contacted by one of us and the residents told 

about, or given copies of, the Telus tower proposal.  At least one person from 90% of the contacted 

residences (88 people in all) signed the petition to relocate the tower.  Of the remainder, 8% (4 

residences) indicated that they did not want the information about the proposal and 2% (i.e., 1 

residence) said it was in favour of the tower siting. 

In addition to those living inside the two circles, we also received signatures on the petition from 

other Metchosin residents.  So far we have 297 signatures from people living inside and outside the 

500 meter radius.  The original copies of the petitions will be deposited with the District of Metchosin 

in the next few days and can be viewed there. 

The petitions contained a column for short comments.  Most residents added a comment. Here is a 

sampling of the comments on the petitions: 
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 Unsightly 

 Better site 

 NO. Keep your emissions to yourself 

 Find a better site 

 Not in a populated area 

 Put it where people don’t live 

 Eyesore and health concern 

 I would be forced TO MOVE! 

 Wrong site for Metchosin 

 Health implications 

 More research needed 

 Wrong site 

 Build the tower somewhere else 

 Not here 

 Ugly 

 Health and bees 

 We don’t need it, when and if we do in the future more information concerning health  

  risks will be available. 

 Use of the precautionary principle suggests erring on the side of caution 

 Rural ambience is precious—Keep it! 

 Find a site out of sight 

 Health and visual concerns 

 Work with municipality on location 

 For Telus to work with Council 

 Proper consultation with Council and citizens 

 Alternate location 

 Proper consultation regarding much more suitable location 

 Hazardous to my health—put in unpopulated area 

 Shameful! 

 Need proper consultation 

 Inappropriate in residential location 

 No towers in my backyard, please 

 No tower on ALR lands 

 Find somewhere with lower density 

 Please stop this now! 

 More research needed to understand negative effects of cell 

 Jury’s out on bees 

 Ugly placement 

 Need placement away from homes, behind trees 

 Too close to people 

 More remote, higher up 

 Too close to homes 

 More information, alternate location 

 Relocate in a more remote area 

 Absolutely No 

 No eyesores on main road 

 Surely there is an alternate site.
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Conclusion: The people of Metchosin who are most closely affected by the proposed tower at 4537 

Rocky Point Road have spoken in a decisive way: the currently proposed location is not the right 

place to site a telecommunication antenna. 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

       Larry Johnson      Derrick Hamilton 

       Kem Luther          Philip Wadham 

       Sally Garcelon 
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Appendix A: Petition Wording 
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Appendix B: Metchosin Plat Map with Circles of Radius 100 Meters and Radius 500 Meters 

 



 

Page 8 of 27      

 

Appendix C: Residented Properties that are within  

500 Meters of the Proposed Tower  

 

4505 Rocky Point Road 

4415 Rocky Point Road 

4555 Rocky Point Road 

4563 Rocky Point Road 

4571 Rocky Point Road 

4583 Rocky Point Road 

4607 Rocky Point Road 

4611 Rocky Point Road 

4417 Rocky Point Road 

4535 Rocky Point Road 

4539 Rocky Point Road 

4434 Rocky Point Road 

4542 Rocky Point Road 

4546 Rocky Point Road 

4548 Rocky Point Road 

4560 Rocky Point Road 

4582 Rocky Point Road 

4590 Rocky Point Road 

4582 Rocky Point Road 

4590 Rocky Point Road 

4602 Rocky Point Road 

4606 Rocky Point Road 

4630 Rocky Point Road 

4632 Rocky Point Road 

4628 Rocky Point Road 

4620 Rocky Point Road 

4626 Rocky Point Road 

 

 

709 Kangaroo Road 

713 Kangaroo Road 

717 Kangaroo Road 

739 Kangaroo Road 

 

705 Winfall Road 

755 Winfall Road 

777 Winfall Road 

702 Winfall Road 

736 Winfall Road 

740 Winfall Road 

748 Winfall Road 

754 Winfall Road 

776 Winfall Road 

 

729 Walpole Road 

731 Walpole Road 

733 Walpole Road 

735 Walpole Road 

741 Walpole Road 

747 Walpole Road 

4533 Morland Road 

4557 Morland Road 

4559 Morland Road 

4575 Morland Road 

4577 Morland Road 

4607 Morland Road 

4532 Morland Road 

4544 Morland Road 

4554 Morland Road 

4578 Morland Road 

4592 Morland Road 

4604 Morland Road 

4608 Morland Road 

 

4490 William Head 

4488 William Head 

4526 William Head 

4546 William Head 

4556 William Head 

4596 William Head 

4614 William Head 

4624 William Head 

 

4420 Happy Valley  
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Appendix D: Petitions 
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