
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF COUNCIL 

MONDAY, DECEMBER 1, 2025

 Agenda Item 9.1 For consideration of 
adoption, District of Kitimat 
Floodplain Management 
Bylaw No. 2076, 2025 
(10.2.1.6.2)  

Page 3 Correspondence, email dated November 
30, 2025, from Mike Langegger regarding 
the Floodplain Management Bylaw No. 
2076, 2025, Item 9.1 

Agenda Item 10.1 Liquor and Cannabis 
Licensing Application – 
Cannabis Retail 
Application 1509200 BC 
Ltd, 354 City Centre, Unit 
B (1.4.2.16.2) 

Page 5 Correspondence, email dated November 
27, 2025, from Inder Dhillon, of B D 
Cannabis, regarding the Cannabis Retail 
Application, Item 10.1. 

Agenda Item 10.1 Liquor and Cannabis 
Licensing Application – 
Cannabis Retail 
Application 1509200 BC 
Ltd, 354 City Centre, Unit 
B (1.4.2.16.2) 

Page 9 Correspondence, email dated November 
27, 2025, from Iqbal Bath, of B D 
Cannabis, regarding the Cannabis Retail 
Application, Item 10.1. 

1



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  

2



From: Michael 
Sent: November 30, 2025 5:16 PM 
To: Warren Waycheshen <wwaycheshen@kitimat.ca> 
Subject: Comments "Kitimat Floodplain Management Plan" 

To Mayor and Council, 

I wish to provide comment on the “District of Kitimat Floodplain Management Bylaw No. 2076, 2025 
(10.2.1.6.2.) 

Two critical points of information are missing and have not been considered in the floodplain 
management plan in question, specifically upstream of the communities source water supply used for 
public potable water purposes.  

1. I see no data or professional assessment of ground water, run off water, and soil sampling
encompassing Service Center. It is important to thoroughly understand and test for
contamination which is highly likely, and be a direct part of the floodplain management plan.
There is mention of building requirements within the floodplain and is concerning that
construction may be expanded upstream the communities water intake system placing our
community water supply at risk of contamination. Given this risk to the community water supply
and to meet due diligence I suggest that a professional assessment and testing of ground water,
surface water runoff, and soil sampling be conducted throughout the Service Center area. I
would offer some site locations for testing that I believe are of concern should Council support
this initiative.

2. I’m not aware of our community having a source water protection management plan. This will
be crucial in identifying risks, protecting the community water supply, avoid potential public
health risks, assurance of water security, and addressing future climate change impacts. It would
be prudent to have a professionally developed “Kitimat Source Water Protection Management
Plan”, that this management plan be standalone, and considered with the floodplain
management, other management plans, developments etc.

Given the information I’ve provided I ask that the “District of Kitimat Floodplain Management Plan” not 
be adopted as written and that the points of concern identified be addressed.  

Respectfully, 
Mike Langegger 
Kitimat BC 
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From: Inder
Sent: November 27, 2025 4:32 PM 
To: Planning mailbox <planning@kitimat.ca> 
Subject: Formal Opposition & Request for Negative Recommendation – Cannabis Retail 
Application (1509200 B.C. Ltd.) – 354 City Centre, Unit B, Kitimat, B.C. 
 
Dear District of Kitimat, 
 
We are writing as the principals of Bath & Dhillon Cannabis Ltd. (BD Cannabis), operating at 213 City 
Centre Mall, to formally oppose the Non-Medical Cannabis Retail Store application by 1509200 B.C. Ltd. 
for 354 City Centre, Unit B. 
 
We respectfully request that Council exercise its clear authority under section 33(1) of the Cannabis 
Control and Licensing Act (CCLA) and issue a Negative Recommendation to the Liquor and Cannabis 
Regulation Branch (LCRB) for this application, on the grounds of market saturation, planning 
incompatibility, and economic risk to the community. 
 
1. Municipal Authority: Council Holds a True Veto Under CCLA s.33(1), the LCRB cannot issue a 
retail licence unless the local government provides a positive recommendation. If Council 
recommends against the licence, or declines to make a recommendation, the application cannot 
proceed. 
This is not a symbolic consultation. Council has a full and final gatekeeping role over cannabis 
retail locations in Kitimat and may refuse this application based on Public Interest considerations, 
including saturation, land-use compatibility, and community feedback. 
 
2. Extreme Market Saturation – 1 Store per 2,667 Residents 
Kitimat has a permanent population of approximately 8,000 residents. 
Current supply (2 stores): 
B D Cannabis – 213 City Centre Mall 
JV Cannabis (Hive) – 432 Enterprise Avenue 
Current ratio: 1 store per 4,000 residents 
If this application is approved (3 stores): 
Proposed ratio:  
1 store per ≈2,667 residents 
This would make Kitimat more than four times denser than the established provincial average of 
roughly 1 store per 11,000 residents. That level of density is hyper-saturation, not healthy 
competition. 
Cannabis demand is relatively inelastic; a third store will not significantly increase total community 
consumption—it will simply split the same revenue three ways.  
 

The predictable consequences are: 
1. Price wars and margin collapse 
2. Job reductions and casualization of employment 
3. Business failure and vacant, hard-to-lease storefronts (with vaults, 
security infrastructure, and covered windows)  
Approving this application is not “supporting local business”; it is engineering market failure in a 
sector that is already fragile. 
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Land-Use & OCP Conflict – Creation of a “Cannabis Cluster” in a Family Hub 
The proposed location at 354 City Centre is effectively adjacent to our existing store at 213 City 
Centre Mall. Both are within the same City Centre Mall precinct, which is: 
The primary family-oriented commercial hub of Kitimat 
Home to the Kitimat Food Bank and adjacent to the Public Library 
A place heavily used by families, youth, and seniors 
Placing two age-restricted, controlled-substance retailers side-by-side in this civic hub constitutes 
a planning failureand undermines key goals in the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Downtown 
Design Guidelines, including: 
Retail Diversity: 
The OCP calls for a diverse mix of uses in the downtown core. A duplicate cannabis store in the 
same complex adds no new amenity; it displaces potential uses such as cafés, specialty retail, 
childcare, or other essential services. 
Active Frontages & Pedestrian Realm: 
Cannabis regulations require products not be visible from outside, which forces the use of opaque 
window coverings. Clustering two cannabis stores together produces long stretches of “dead 
frontage” (blank, covered windows), directly contradicting the OCP’s goal of active, transparent, 
pedestrian-friendly storefronts and weakening Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
(CPTED) outcomes. 
 
Council has a duty to protect the character and integrity of the downtown core. Approving a 
cannabis cluster in the City Centre Mall runs contrary to that 
duty. 
 
4. Economic Leakage & Numbered Company Risk 
The applicant, 1509200 B.C. Ltd., is a numbered corporation, which obscures beneficial ownership 
and raises credible concerns about absentee or 
non-local control. 
 
By contrast, Bath & Dhillon Cannabis Ltd.: 
 
Owns three family homes in Kitimat 
Operates other local businesses 
Employs local residents 
Reinvests profits directly into the Kitimat economy 
 
Research consistently shows that locally owned businesses recirculate far more of each dollar 
spent back into the local economy, while non-local or absentee owners tend to extract profits out 
of the community. 
 

If Council destabilizes locally rooted operators in favour of an opaque numbered company, it 
increases: 
Economic leakage (profits leaving Kitimat) 
Risk of sudden closure or resale if the numbered company is speculative or chain-driven 
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Community vulnerability when decision-makers are not resident in Kitimat and do not bear the 
daily impacts of their operation 
 

Approving this application would signal to current and future local investors that the District is 
prepared to compromise long-term local investment in favour of anonymous, potentially non-local 
capital. 
 
5. Precedent: Other BC Municipalities Have Lawfully Said No Other British Columbia municipalities 
have successfully refused additional cannabis stores on similar grounds: 
 
Town of Ladysmith (2021): Council rejected a third store based on market saturation and the need 
to protect existing local small businesses. 
 
District of Ucluelet (2019): Council rejected multiple applications on the basis that access was 
already sufficient, confirming that municipalities are not required to maximize convenience when 
doing so undermines community character and economic integrity. 
 
These examples show that a Negative Recommendation is both legally defensible and politically 
responsible when saturation and local economic health are at issue. 
 
6. Our Formal Requests to Council 
In light of the above, we respectfully request that Council: 
 
1. Issue a Negative Recommendation to the LCRB for the application by 1509200 B.C. Ltd. at 354 
City Centre, Unit B, on the grounds that: 
 
The proposal creates hyper-saturation (1 store per ~2,667 residents), threatening the viability of 
existing local businesses; 
 
The location produces an inappropriate cluster of age-restricted retail in a family-oriented civic hub 
and contradicts OCP goals for retail diversity and active frontages; and 
 
The numbered-company structure elevates risks of economic leakage and absentee ownership, to 
the detriment of locally invested businesses and residents. 
 
2. Direct staff at the December 1, 2025 meeting to prepare amendments introducing minimum 
separation distances(e.g., 300–500 metres) between cannabis retailers, to prevent future 
clustering and safeguard the long-term integrity of the downtown commercial core. 
 
We thank Council for its careful consideration and for its ongoing efforts to 
steward a resilient, locally grounded economy and a vibrant, family friendly downtown in Kitimat. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Bath & Dhillon Cannabis Ltd. (B D Cannabis) 
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From: Iqbal Bath 
Sent: November 27, 2025 4:42 PM 
To: Planning mailbox <planning@kitimat.ca> 
Subject: Formal Opposition & Request for Negative Recommendation – Cannabis Retail 
Application (1509200 B.C. Ltd.) – 354 City Centre, Unit B, Kitimat, B.C. 

Dear District of Kitimat, 
 
We are writing as the principals of Bath & Dhillon Cannabis Ltd. (B D Cannabis), operating at 213 
City Centre Mall, to formally oppose the Non-Medical Cannabis Retail Store application by 1509200 
B.C. Ltd. for 354 City Centre, Unit B. 
 
We respectfully request that Council exercise its clear authority under section 33(1) of the 
Cannabis Control and Licensing Act (CCLA) and issue a Negative Recommendation to the Liquor 
and Cannabis Regulation Branch (LCRB) for this application, on the grounds of market saturation, 
planning incompatibility, and economic risk to the community. 
 
1. Municipal Authority: Council Holds a True Veto 
Under CCLA s.33(1), the LCRB cannot issue a retail licence unless the local government provides a 
positive recommendation. If Council recommends against the licence, or declines to make a 
recommendation, the application cannot proceed. 
This is not a symbolic consultation. Council has a full and final gatekeeping role over cannabis 
retail locations in Kitimat and may refuse this application based on Public Interest considerations, 
including saturation, land-use compatibility, and community feedback. 
 
2. Extreme Market Saturation – 1 Store per 2,667 Residents 
Kitimat has a permanent population of approximately 8,000 residents. 
* Current supply (2 stores): 
* B D Cannabis – 213 City Centre Mall 
* JV Cannabis (Hive) – 432 Enterprise Avenue 
* Current ratio: 1 store per 4,000 residents 
* If this application is approved (3 stores): 
* Proposed ratio: 1 store per ≈2,667 residents 
This would make Kitimat more than four times denser than the established provincial average of 
roughly 1 store per 11,000 residents. That level of density is hyper-saturation, not healthy 
competition. 
Cannabis demand is relatively inelastic; a third store will not significantly increase total community 
consumption—it will simply split the same revenue three ways.  

The predictable consequences are: 
1. Price wars and margin collapse 
2. Job reductions and casualization of employment 
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3. Business failure and vacant, hard-to-lease storefronts (with vaults, security infrastructure, and 
covered windows) 
Approving this application is not “supporting local business”; it is engineering market failure in a 
sector that is already fragile. 
 
3. Land-Use & OCP Conflict – Creation of a “Cannabis Cluster” in a Family Hub 
The proposed location at 354 City Centre is effectively adjacent to our existing store at 213 City 
Centre Mall. Both are within the same City Centre Mall precinct, which is: 
* The primary family-oriented commercial hub of Kitimat 
* Home to the Kitimat Food Bank and adjacent to the Public Library 
* A place heavily used by families, youth, and seniors 
Placing two age-restricted, controlled-substance retailers side-by-side in this civic hub constitutes 
a planning failureand undermines key goals in the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Downtown 
Design Guidelines, including: 
* Retail Diversity: 
The OCP calls for a diverse mix of uses in the downtown core. A duplicate cannabis store in the 
same complex adds no new amenity; it displaces potential uses such as cafés, specialty retail, 
childcare, or other essential services. 
* Active Frontages & Pedestrian Realm: 
Cannabis regulations require products not be visible from outside, which forces the use of opaque 
window coverings. Clustering two cannabis stores together produces long stretches of “dead 
frontage” (blank, covered windows), directly contradicting the OCP’s goal of active, transparent, 
pedestrian-friendly storefronts and weakening Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
(CPTED) outcomes. 

 
Council has a duty to protect the character and integrity of the downtown core. Approving a 
cannabis cluster in the City Centre Mall runs contrary to that duty. 
 
4. Economic Leakage & Numbered Company Risk 
The applicant, 1509200 B.C. Ltd., is a numbered corporation, which obscures beneficial ownership 
and raises credible concerns about absentee or non-local control. 

 
By contrast, Bath & Dhillon Cannabis Ltd.: 

 
* Owns three family homes in Kitimat 
* Operates other local businesses 
* Employs local residents 
* Reinvests profits directly into the Kitimat economy 
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Research consistently shows that locally owned businesses recirculate far more of each dollar 
spent back into the local economy, while non-local or absentee owners tend to extract profits out of 
the community. 

If Council destabilizes locally rooted operators in favour of an opaque numbered company, it 
increases: 
* Economic leakage (profits leaving Kitimat) 
* Risk of sudden closure or resale if the numbered company is speculative or chain-driven 
* Community vulnerability when decision-makers are not resident in Kitimat and do not bear the 
daily impacts of their operation 
Approving this application would signal to current and future local investors that the District is 
prepared to compromise long-term local investment in favour of anonymous, potentially non-local 
capital. 
 
5. Precedent: Other BC Municipalities Have Lawfully Said No 
Other British Columbia municipalities have successfully refused additional cannabis stores on 
similar grounds: 

 
* Town of Ladysmith (2021): Council rejected a third store based on market saturation and the need 
to protect existing local small businesses. 
* District of Ucluelet (2019): Council rejected multiple applications on the basis that access was 
already sufficient, confirming that municipalities are not required to maximize convenience when 
doing so undermines community character and economic integrity. 

 
These examples show that a Negative Recommendation is both legally defensible and politically 
responsible when saturation and local economic health are at issue. 
 
6. Our Formal Requests to Council 
In light of the above, we respectfully request that Council: 

 
1. Issue a Negative Recommendation to the LCRB for the application by 1509200 B.C. Ltd. at 354 
City Centre, Unit B, on the grounds that: 

 
* The proposal creates hyper-saturation (1 store per ~2,667 residents), threatening the viability of 
existing local businesses; 
* The location produces an inappropriate cluster of age-restricted retail in a family-oriented civic 
hub and contradicts OCP goals for retail diversity and active frontages; and 
* The numbered-company structure elevates risks of economic leakage and absentee ownership, 
to the detriment of locally invested businesses and residents. 
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2. Direct staff at the December 1, 2025 meeting to prepare amendments introducing minimum 
separation distances(e.g., 300–500 metres) between cannabis retailers, to prevent future clustering 
and safeguard the long-term integrity of the downtown commercial core. 
 
We thank Council for its careful consideration and for its ongoing efforts to steward a resilient, 
locally grounded economy and a vibrant, family-friendly downtown in Kitimat. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Bath & Dhillon Cannabis Ltd. (B D Cannabis) 

Iqbal Bath 
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