
AGENDA 

 
Regional District of Nanaimo 

Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Review Citizen's Committee 

 

Thursday March 17, 2011 @ 6:30 pm 

(North Cedar Improvement District Fire Hall - 2100 Yellow Point Road) 

 

 

 

 

1. Minutes 

  Adoption of the November 8, 2010 meeting notes  

  Adoption of the January 10, 2011 meeting notes 

 

3. North Cedar Improvement District Wellhead Protection  

  North Cedar Improvement District Correspondence 

Wellhead protection DPA 

Wellhead protection policies 

  Discussion and committee recommendation 

  

4. Community Information Meeting  

  Comments from the meeting 

  Discussion and recommendations 

 

5. Proposed amendments to the draft OCP  

  Amendments proposed at 3
rd

 reading 
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Regional District of Nanaimo 

Summary of the Electoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plan Review 

Citizen’s Committee Meeting Held on Monday, November 8, 2010 at 6:30pm 

At the North Cedar Improvement District Hall 

2100 Yellow Point Road 

 
Joe Burnett     Committee Chair 

Mike Hooper    Committee Member  

Ray Digby    Committee Member  

Jill Maibach   Committee Member  

Brian Collen   Committee Member 

Jack Anderson   Committee Member  

Garry Laird    Committee Member  

Joanne McLeod   Committee Member 

Henrik Krieberg   Committee Member  

Geoff Macaulay   Committee Member 

Devon Wyatt   Committee Member  

Chris Pagan    Committee Member  

Anne Fiddick   Committee Member  

Donna Sweeney   Committee Member 

Mike Donnelly   Manager of Water Services 

Christina Metherall   Drinking Water and Watershed Protection Coordinator 

Greg Keller    Senior Planner  

Stephen Boogaards   Recording Secretary 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

The meeting was called to order at 6:30 pm by the Chair. There were approximately 18 people in 

attendance. 

 

MINUTES 

 

The Chair asked the Committee for a motion to adopt the summary of the October 18, 2010 meeting.  

 

MOVED Ray Digby, SECONDED Geoff Macaulay, that the summary of the Area ‘A’ Citizen’s 

Committee meeting held on October 18, 2010 be adopted. 

                        CARRIED 

 

YELLOW POINT AQUIFER PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION 

 

The Chair introduced Mike Donnelly and Christina Metherall of the RDN’s drinking water protection 

program. M. Donnelly explained that the new service was established region wide to improve information 

on ground water resources. Researchers are now beginning to have a concept of the ground water 

resources available in the region.  This is information that could be put to use in the OCP.  

 

Ms. Metherall presented on the Yellow Point Aquifer. She explained that the aquifer is very unique and 

areas not serviced by the North Cedar Improvement District rely on it for their water supply.  Since the 

aquifer is made up of consolidated bedrock it can take a long time to recharge as water slowly infiltrates 

the fractures in the bedrock. Due to the time for recharge it is not appropriate for urban development. This 

differs from the Cassidy aquifer that is made up of sand and gravel that allows rapid recharge, though this 

can be easily contaminated.  Due to the Yellow Point aquifer’s supply concerns it was ranked #2 priority 
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bedrock aquifer for protection on Vancouver Island by the Ministry of the Environment. For comparison 

most RDN aquifers did not make the top 80 and Cassidy was #5. 

 

Ms. Metherall explained several sources of information that indicated problems with Yellow Point 

Aquifer. The first was that the Yellow Point Aquifer was noticed to be dropping by an observation well at 

a potential recharge point. The well is a potential indicator of what is going on in the rest of the aquifer.  

Another source of information was the Area ‘A’ water vulnerability study which indicated that many 

people dependent on the aquifer are not having steady water year round and have water delivered in the 

summer months.  Another source of information was the meetings and workshops held with well drillers, 

Hydrogeologists, and residents to identify water supply issues.  Some of the comments from the meetings 

suggested that there is not ample supply of water.  

 

Greg Keller addressed the options in the OCP for groundwater protection.  He explained that the draft 

OCP includes policies that would apply at the time of rezoning, advocates for other agencies with 

authority over groundwater to act, supports water conservation efforts, and includes implementation 

actions such as reducing development potential or supporting groundwater monitoring. The OCP may 

include an introductory sentence to indicate that there are water quantity concerns in the Yellow Point 

Aquifer. It may include direction to support the creation of a new subdivision servicing bylaw that would 

require a well to be drilled and tested on each proposed lot.  The OCP may also include a development 

permit area specifically for lands above the Yellow Point aquifer where there is a subdivision application 

for more than 3 lots. 

 

The committee members discussed the buildout potential outside of the Growth Containment Boundary 

and the impact on water quantity in the aquifer.  Mr. Keller explained that based on existing regulations 

there could be an additional 1000 more lots at full buildout with most of the growth potential within the 

agricultural lands designation.  The committee also discussed the implications of conforming with the 

policies and land use regulations of the Cowichan Valley Regional District in Area 'H'. In CVRD Area 

‘H’ the parcel sizes are much larger for lands designated as rural or agricultural being 12 ha.  The smallest 

parcel size supported without community water is 2ha. There is also a water conservation zone that only 

allows 1 dwelling per parcel. If Area 'A' was to be consistent than minimum parcel sizes would need to be 

significantly increased.  

 

Some of the committee members and public attending the meeting suggested some conflicts with the 

information being presented on the Yellow Point Aquifer.  The RDN representatives explained that all of 

the information available has suggested there could be a problem.  The Chair suggested that the OCP 

already has language in it to support more research. The committee discussed the groundwater options for 

the OCP and the need to act on the information that was available on the state of the Yellow Point 

Aquifer. The committee voted on the following options: 

 

General Statement in the OCP Indicating there is a concern 

 

                                             CARRIED 

 

Consider increasing the Minimum Parcel Sizes as supported by the OCP following further Community 

Consultation 

                                             CARRIED 

Policy supporting the creation of Subdivision Serving Bylaw 

                                                                                                                                                        CARRIED 
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Aquifer Protection Development Permit Area (for all new subdivisions) 

The committee members discussed applying the development permit area to subdivisions of 3 lots or 

more.  The suggestion was based on reasonableness, since the cost of hiring an engineer would be 

excessive for only two lots.  The group recommended that the proposed development permit area be 

revised so that it would apply to all new subdivisions, not just 3 lots or more on lands above the Yellow 

Point Aquifer. The group also discussed possibly linking the incentives and disincentives of the 

sustainability checklist in with the development permit area.   

                                                                                                                                                        CARRIED 

BOAT HARBOUR PROPOSAL 

 

The Chair introduced Keith Brown who is the representative for the developer of Boat Harbour. Mr. 

Brown explained that his client was asking that ancillary marina uses be supported in the OCP such as 

caretaker residence, repair shop, office and washrooms.  Mr. Brown explained that the current proposed 

total building area represents 3000 square feet in area. However, upon further review, Mr. Brown 

suggested that the building footprint could be reduced to 750ft.   

 

The committee members discussed the parking associated with the marina.  Mr. Brown suggested that his 

client is undertaking a study to look at using small portions of the foreshore for the primary parking area.  

The study will be done by a marine biologist and they will compensate for any of the filled foreshore. 

Greg Keller explained to the committee members that the purpose for coming to this meeting is to 

recognise boat harbour as a transportation hub and discuss an opportunity to support marina accessory 

uses in the draft OCP. 

 

The Chair recommended an amendment to proposed policy 9.2.20 that states ‘the RDN may support 

rezoning of land to accommodate a service repair shop, caretaker’s residence, marina office and 

washroom facilities with a total building area not exceeding 280m
2
 to include wording like "This Plan 

supports the applicant undertaking additional community consultation prior to consideration of the 

application." The Chair explained that public input may revise the proposal even before the public 

information meeting or rezoning.  This may address community concerns prior to the application being 

considered by the Board.   

 

The Chair called a vote on the potential amendments: 

 

New objective – Support the continued use and improvement of Boar Harbour Marina 

 

                   CARRIED 

 

New Policy 9.2.19 – This Plan recognises the importance of the Boat Harbour Marina in providing local 

boat moorage and facilitating access to the outer islands including Mudge, Link, De Courcy, Ruxton and 

Pylades. 

        CARRIED 

 

New Policy 9.2.20 – The RDN may support rezoning of land to accommodate a service repair shop, 

caretaker’s residents, marina office, and washroom facilities with a total building area not exceeding 

70m
2
.                                                    

CARRIED 
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KIPP ROAD PROPOSAL 

 

Greg Keller explained the planning rationale for the option and that from a planning perspective the 

subject properties may not be suitable for residential use given their proximity to Kipp Road, VMAC, and 

the Trans Canada Highway.  The request being brought forward by the proponent is for the draft OCP to 

support the expansion of the South Wellington Light Industrial designation to include four properties. Mr. 

Keller explained that lot 4 should have been identified in the agenda package as one of the properties 

within the potential expansion area. He suggested that based on the input received so far the community 

was split on the issue and that it was clear that there are some community members and a community 

group who oppose the amendment and others who support it. Mr. Keller indicated that the 

recommendation is a compromise between the two positions. Mr. Keller explained that the OCP could 

support the lands as a potential expansion area for South Wellington Industrial Area, and support changes 

to the Regional Growth Strategy based on the outcome of an industrial lands needs assessment. This 

could help justify the need for more industrial land in this location.   

 

The group discussed the options for the property and the petition that was circulated within the 

community.  Some of the members expressed concern that the question being circulated was not clear to 

those signing the petition.  Also concerns that many of the addresses were for business or for people 

living outside of the area.  Emphasis was on the precedence for continued expansion of the industrial area. 

Other members expressed support and indicated that the properties do not have potential for residential 

use and future industrial uses will bring jobs to the community. 

 

The committee members voted on the possible amendment to the OCP for the Kipp Road properties. One 

of the committee members recommend a change of wording to the proposal to have a conditional 

statement that limits support for industrial expansion so that the OCP would only support expansion if the 

industrial needs assessment justifies an expansion. 

 

The Committee voted on the following amendment: 

 

1. That the subject properties be identified as a potential expansion of the South Wellington Light 

Industrial Commercial Area subject to completion of the following: 

  

i. following the adoption of the new RGS, an RDN initiated region-wide industrial 

commercial needs assessment is conducted; 

ii. that study supports the expansion; and, 

iii. the RDN amends the RGS to support industrial uses on the subject properties. 

 

2. That the subject properties be identified as a potential expansion to the South Wellington 

Industrial Commercial Development Permit Area. 

 

                               CARRIED 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:22 pm. 

 

Certified correct by: 

 

 

 

 

Director Joe Burnett, Committee Chairperson 
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Regional District of Nanaimo 

Summary of the Electoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plan Review 

Citizen’s Committee Meeting Held on Monday, January 10, 2011 at 6:30pm 

At the North Cedar Improvement District Hall 

2100 Yellow Point Road 

 
Joe Burnett     Committee Chair 

Jack Anderson   Committee Member  

Garry Laird    Committee Member  

Joanne McLeod   Committee Member 

Geoff Macaulay   Committee Member 

Chris Pagan    Committee Member  

Anne Fiddick   Committee Member  

Donna Sweeney   Committee Member 

Christina Metherall   Drinking Water and Watershed Protection Coordinator 

Greg Keller    Senior Planner  

Stephen Boogaards   Recording Secretary 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

The meeting was called to order at 6:37 pm by the Chair. There were approximately 9 people in 

attendance. 

 

MINUTES 

 

The motion to adopt the summary of minutes from November 8, 2010 was held in abeyance pending an 

appropriate quorum of Citizens Committee members. 

YELLOW POINT AQUIFER PROTECTION DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA 

 

Greg Keller introduced Christina Metherall, the RDN Drinking Water and Watershed Coordinator, and 

explained that she would be briefly reviewing her presentation from the last meeting on the Yellow Point 

aquifer.  Ms. Metherall explained that the large bedrock aquifer has very little ability to hold water and 

takes a while to recharge itself, so it is not well suited to large extraction such as urban development. 

Information collected through meetings with the public, well drillers, hydrogeologists and the Ministry of 

the Environment together indicates there may be a concern with the aquifer. 

Mr. Keller explained the draft development permit area for the Yellow Point aquifer which the committee 

supported at the last meeting. He explained the limitations of water conservation Development Permit 

Areas as imposed by the Local Government Act.  

Mr. Keller provided a brief summary of the last meeting where the committee suggested that the 

development permit area should apply to all subdivisions.  Mr. Keller suggested that this may be 

unreasonable due to cost of the hydrogeological study. He explained that the current draft of the 

development permit area guidelines, the threshold for the completion of a study is the creation of three or 

more lots.  In staff’s discussion with a hydrogeologist, it was estimated a hydrogeological assessment as 

required by the proposed development permit area would cost about $15,000 to $20,000 with most of the 

cost going towards the drilling and pump testing of a well.  Mr. Keller suggested that the committee may 

consider removing the requirement for the study or increasing the number of lot threshold for the study so 

that it applies to larger subdivisions. 

6

gkeller
Typewritten Text



The group discussed the cost and application of the hydrogeological study, in particular for small 

subdivisions. The point was made that the requirement may create an impediment to development.  

Alternately another comment made suggested that only large developers would be able to afford to do the 

study. Ms. Metherall suggested that though the RDN does not have completed information on the well or 

recharge area they do have an opportunity to take a precautionary approach to managing land use over an 

aquifer that may be a concern. 

Some members of the group discussed the potential for a community wide study to determine the status of 

the Yellow Point aquifer.  Mr. Keller explained that the draft Official Community Plan supports more 

data collection and study on the aquifer.  Ms. Metherall also explained that aquifer characterization or 

water modeling would take time and would be very costly. Measuring existing wells will only indicate the 

status of the aquifer at the current time, to determine the long term decline of the aquifer a pumping test is 

needed which will help to determine how the aquifer will respond over the next 25 years. The group 

discussed the possibility of another parcel tax for the properties over the Yellow Point aquifer to fund the 

necessary studies. 

The group discussed incentives for cisterns. One of the committee members suggested that the 

development permit area could provide exception for dwelling units that are not connected to 

groundwater as long as the cistern is approved by a building inspector.  Mr. Keller suggested that an 

exemption to the development permit area for a dwelling not connected to groundwater is a possible 

incentive. The group discussed the methodology for estimating the required storage tank capacity for 

rainwater, being 30% of 740L per day for 90 days. Ms. Metherall explained that for conservative water 

use this storage tank may be sufficient for total water use by a dwelling and may not be very expensive to 

install compared to drilling a conventional well.  

The committee voted to incorporate the development permit area within the Official Community Plan 

with an exception for dwellings not using groundwater.  

In Favour – 6 

Opposed – 1   

NORTH CEDAR IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT WELLHEAD PROTECTION 

Greg Keller explained that the North Cedar Improvement District (NCID) approached the RDN to include 

requirements for the protection of their wellheads through the Official Community Plan.  Mr. Keller 

presented a proposed wellhead protection strategy which was attached to the meeting agenda. 

The group discussed what the NCID can do on their own. It was suggested by someone in the group that 

currently land owners around the wellhead do not want to sell their land and the NCID cannot afford to 

purchase the land. Someone in the group suggested that people are starting to notice the river adjacent to 

the wellhead is being contaminated by septic tanks as algal bloom is earlier every year.  

Mr. Keller informed the group that the development permit area must be mapped in the Official 

Community Plan.  The group expressed concerns about the lack of application to future wellheads and 

security around existing wellheads.  Mr. Keller explained that if the development permit area map shows 

the location of the wellheads than it can be amended later with new wellheads. Alternately the 

development permit area may apply to a larger area than just the 90m wellhead setback. Within the larger 

area all development is exempted except where it is within 90m of a wellhead, similar to the development 

permit area for the Riparian Area Regulations. The committee was not comfortable making a 

recommendation on the wellhead protection development permit area at the meeting without hearing back 

from NCID on the proposed wellhead protection strategy. 
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DRAFT OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN 

Greg Keller explained that he will take the information discussed at the meeting and make amendments to 

the Yellow Point aquifer development permit area. The Official Community Plan will be going for first 

and second reading in February.  The group discussed the policies in the food production section of the 

Official Community Plan and the potential for organic farming. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:01 pm. 

 

Certified correct by: 

 

 

 

 

Director Joe Burnett, Committee Chairperson 
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REGIONAL DISTRICT
of NANAIMO

North Cedar Improvement District
2100 Yellow Point Road, PO Box 210

Cedar, BC V9X 1W1
Phone (250) 722-3711 • Fax (250) 722-3252 • Email: info@ncid.bc.ca

January 14, 2011

Mr. Greg Keller, MCIP
Senior Planner
Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6N2

RE: Proposed Development Permit Area: OCP: Community Water Protection

Dear Sir:

This is in reply to the various exchanges between you and Heather Sarchuk, Administrator,
North Cedar Improvement District (NCID). This will confirm that at its monthly meeting
(January 13, 2011) the Board of Trustees of NCID endorsed the draft proposal that had been
presented for consideration to the Area "A" OCP Advisory Committee on Monday, January
10, 2011.

It is recognized that the proposed Development Permit Area (DPA) would only provide
limited protection upon receipt of a subdivision or rezoning application. The NCID Board of
Trustees further confirms that this is only part of a series of measures and strategies being
undertaken by NCID to protect the community water supply. Satisfactory sources — adequate
quality and quantity - of water are becoming increasingly difficult to find, develop and protect.
Inclusion of the DRAFT DPA in the OCP would greatly assist these efforts.

We trust that the Advisory Committee will give favorable consideration to this measure.

Yours truly

Geoff Macaulay
Board Chairperson
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12.10 Wellhead Protection Development Permit Area  

PURPOSE: 

This Development Permit Area (DPA) has been designated pursuant section 919.1(a) of the Local 

Government Act for the purpose of protection of the natural environment, its ecosystems and biological 

diversity. 

AREA: 

This Development Permit Area (DPA) includes properties located within 90 metres of a well that is a 

source of water for a community water system.  

JUSTIFICATION: 

The Plan Area relies almost exclusively on groundwater sources for its domestic drinking water supply. 

There are concerns with the impacts of future development on parcels adjacent to the community wells 

and the potential for groundwater contamination. This is a special concern because as of the date of this 

Plan, the properties adjacent to the well sites are not connected to a community sewer system. This 

highlights the need to ensure that any development or land alteration adjacent to a community water 

system is reviewed to ensure that it will not have a negative impact on the groundwater resources that the 

community relies on for its domestic water supply.  

APPLICABILITY: 

A development permit is required for the following activities unless specifically exempt: 

1. land alteration which results in removal, alteration, disruption, or destruction of natural features, 

including mature and native vegetation; 

2. disturbance of soils, including grubbing, scraping and removal of top soils; 

3. construction or erection of buildings and structures; 

4. creation of non-structural impervious or semi-pervious surfaces; and, 

5. subdivision as defined in the Land Title Act or the Strata Property Act. 

EXEMPTIONS: 

The following activities are exempt from requiring a development permit: 

1. Construction or erection of a fence. 

2. Additions to existing buildings and structures as well as renovations, repairs, or maintenance provided 

that the proposed improvements do not result in the building or structure being situated closer to a 

community water well than the existing building or structure. 

3. The planting of trees, shrubs, or groundcovers for the purpose of enhancing the habitat values and/or 

soil stability within the DPA provided the planting is carried out in accordance with the guidelines 

provided in 'Develop with Care: Environmental Guidelines for Urban and Rural Land Development 

in British Columbia', published by MOE, or any subsequent editions. 

4. The removal of invasive plants or noxious weeds on a small scale within the DPA including, but not 

limited to, giant hogweed, Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry, morning glory and purple loosestrife 

provided such works are conducted in accordance with a vegetation management plan and measures 
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are taken to avoid sediment or debris being discharged into the watercourse or onto the foreshore and 

the area is replanted immediately in accordance with "9" above. 

5. With the exception of nesting trees protected under section 34 of the Wildlife Act, cutting of 

vegetation and trees provided the cutting is not a precursor to development, the roots/stump are left in 

the ground, and the cutting does not result in land alteration. 

6. Construction of accessory buildings and structures. 

7. An application for subdivision where the following criteria can be met: 

a) minimum parcel sizes will be met exclusive of the Development  Permit Area; and  

b) no new or amended parcels are being proposed within the DPA. 

GUIDELINES: 

1. Where the possibility of impacts exist, the RDN shall require the applicant to supply a report from a 

professional Hydrogeologist or qualified engineer registered in the province of British Columbia and 

experienced in hydrogeological investigations which includes the following: 

a. assessment of the subsurface materials and characteristics of the aquifer; 

b. a statement backed by a professional assessment that the proposed development will not 

have a negative impact on the aquifer; and, 

c. recommendations on what measures are required to ensure the aquifer is protected. 

 

The Regional District of Nanaimo shall require the applicant to implement the report's 

recommendations in the proposed development and the recommendations shall become conditions of 

the Development Permit. 

2. The RDN may require an applicant to submit a rain water management plan prepared by a qualified 

Professional Engineer registered in the province of British Columbia and experienced in rain water 

management which must ensure that any run off, rain water, or other liquid from any of the proposed 

land uses, buildings, and impervious surfaces does not negatively impact groundwater quality. The 

Plan must include recommendations on how to minimize the risk of deleterious substances entering 

the groundwater. The RDN shall require the applicant to implement the report's recommendations in 

the proposed development and the recommendations shall become conditions of the Development 

Permit. 

3. Where an applicant is proposing to disturb native vegetation within this DPA, the RDN may require 

the applicant to supply a re-vegetation plan to the satisfaction of the RDN. 

4. In order to ensure that unnecessary encroachment does not occur within the DPA at the time of 

construction, permanent or temporary fencing measures may be required. 

5. Development applications shall generally comply with the environmental protection policies 

contained in Section 4.0 of this Plan. 
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6. The RDN may require a Section 219 covenant to be prepared at the applicant's expense and to the 

satisfaction of the RDN, registering the professional's report on title, specifying areas that must 

remain free from development, and/or protecting an environmentally sensitive feature.  

7. The use of rain gardens, vegetated swales, a reduction in impervious surfaces, and other methods for 

managing rain water on site should be included in all development proposals considered in this DPA. 

8. The use or disposal of substances or contaminants that may be harmful to area aquifers shall be 

discouraged and steps shall be taken to ensure the proper disposal of such contaminants.  

11. In the case of multi-residential, commercial, or institutional uses, the RDN shall require that drainage 

from all impervious surfaces and areas where vehicles and machinery are stored, cleaned, dismantled, 

operated, and maintained be directed through an appropriately sized and engineered sedimentation, 

oil, water and grease separator and/or other engineered containment system approved by the RDN. 

The engineer must provide an appropriate maintenance schedule. 

12. Where an engineered sedimentation, oil, water, and grease separator and/or other engineered 

containment system is required, the RDN shall require the applicant to enter into a Section 219 

covenant registering the maintenance schedule and a commitment to maintain the sedimentation, oil, 

water, and grease separator or other containment system as per the engineer's recommendations.  

13. Proposed developments that may reasonably pose a detrimental impact on either the quality or 

quantity of groundwater shall not be supported. 
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Draft Wellhead Protection Policies 

For Discussion Purposes Only 

 

 

The following policies could be included in the draft Official Community Plan as part of the wellhead 

protection strategy previously discussed.  

 

Add new policies after policy 4.4.13 as follows: 

 

Policy 4.4.14: This Plan recognizes that it is in the community's interest to ensure that community 

domestic water supplies are protected against all forms of groundwater contamination. 

 

Advocacy Policy 4.4.15: When reviewing subdivision applications on properties adjacent to a 

community water supply well, the RDN shall encourage the Provincial Subdivision Approving Officer to 

require wellhead protection measures and the registration of a covenant on lands surrounding community 

wells at the time of subdivision to ensure that domestic drinking water supplies are protected against 

potential contamination.  

 

Policy 4.4.16: For lands within a community wellhead protection area and/or lands reasonably adjacent 

to a community well, the Regional District of Nanaimo shall work with the North Cedar Improvement 

District or other community water providers, developers, and property owners to consider: 

 

i. connection to a community sewer system (if capacity is available); 

ii. upgrading existing type 1 systems to a system which produces high quality treated effluent; 

and/or, 

iii. to develop and undertake routine maintenance of existing septic disposal systems to ensure their 

longevity and maximize their treatment potential. 

 

Policy 4.4.17: This Plan supports the acquisition of land surrounding community wells as a community 

amenity through the rezoning process, through purchase or donation, or at the time of subdivision for 

community park. 

 

Amend Cedar Main Street Policy 6.2.7 by adding "land adjacent to community wells for wellhead 

protection". 
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Electoral Area A Official Community Plan Review 

Summary of Community Information Meeting  

March 7, 2011 

 

The following provides a brief summary of the community information meeting held at the South 

Wellington Hall on March 7, 2011.  

 

 Approximately 30 people attended the event.  

 

 From 4:00pm to 7:00pm the event was an open house that provided an opportunity for 

community members to review the draft Official Community Plan and ask questions. 

 

 At 7:00 Regional District of Nanaimo staff gave a presentation which provided an overview of 

the Official Community Plan review process, common themes that emerged through public 

consultation, and highlights of the key changes proposed by the draft Official Community Plan.  

 

 Comment sheets were provided. Only one completed sheet was returned as attached. 

 

 Following the presentation a number of questions were asked to clarify policies in the Official 

Community Plan. Nobody spoke against the draft Official Community Plan.  

 

 A suggestion was made that a sentence be added to the airport section of the draft Official 

Community Plan to recognize the importance of aquifer protection. 

 

 One community member disagreed with the approach that the draft OCP proposed with respect to 

the Nanaimo Airport lands. 

 

The meeting concluded at approximately 8:00pm.  
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Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Review
Draft Official Community Plan Comment Sleet

What policies and guidelines in the draft OCP do you support and consider a top priority in
achieving the community vision? Why?

J. ) i^^ Iz'	 13-41-C1 Gv T7J, v^'/Z , k,1,+Z Y>

Are there policies and guidelines in the draft OCP that you disagree with? Why?

P P19- TZ'	 % j f, /, ^f^y ` /mod 1 ,^^ 3̂

^- zFi"^ef -^=orz ray

--^ 73 r-rte g ^- r2^/ ,= wrr^ rn J

l.-^97Y^s /y^ y^1 ^'/yCu^s 7dv i^^^ G^lr/,v:^'S c^ ^^/'?%-^
If you need additional space, you may write on the back of this sheet or attach a separa e sheet of paper.
Please deposit your completed comment sheet to the submission box or mail or otherwise deliver your
completed questionnaire to the Regional District of Nanaimo at 6300 Hammond Bay Road, Nanaimo
BC, V9T6N2 no later than 4:30pm on March 28 th , 2011. Note, all comments received by this date will
be part of the public record and will be available for public inspection at the public hearing.
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u
b

lic co
n

su
ltatio

n
 an

d
 

rev
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ra
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a
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n
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C
o

n
sisten

cy
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ith
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ra
ft 

O
C

P
 V

isio
n

, 

S
u

sta
in

a
b

ility
 

P
rin

cip
les, a

n
d

 G
o

a
ls 

R
D

N
 P

la
n

n
in

g
 

S
ta

ff 

R
eco

m
m

en
d

a
tio

n
 

5
 

D
efin

itio
n
s 

A
m

en
d

 th
e last sen

ten
ce o

f th
e d

efin
itio

n
 o

f 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 S

ew
er S

erv
ice to

 read
 as fo

llo
w

s: 

 It co
n

sists o
f a w

astew
ater co

llectio
n
 sy

stem
, 

w
astew

ater treatm
en

t p
lan

t, recy
clin

g
 th

e treated
 

liq
u
id

 o
r releasin

g
 it to

 a w
ater b

o
d
y
 o

r to
 th

e 

g
ro

u
n

d
, an

d
 p

ro
p
er d

isp
o
sal o

f b
io

so
lid

s fo
r 

b
en

eficial u
se. 

 

T
o
 m

ain
tain

 

co
n
sisten

cy
 w

ith
 R

D
N

 

L
iq

u
id

 W
aste 

M
an

ag
em

en
t P

lan
 

n
/c 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed

 

3
3

 
A

fter p
o
licy

 

4
.4

.1
3
 

A
d

d
 n

ew
 p

o
licies after p

o
licy

 4
.4

.1
3
 as fo

llo
w

s: 

 P
o

licy
 4

.4
.1

4
: 

T
h
is P

lan
 reco

g
n
izes th

at it is in
 

th
e co

m
m

u
n
ity

's in
terest to

 en
su

re th
at 

co
m

m
u

n
ity

 d
o
m

estic w
ater su

p
p
lies are 

p
ro

tected
 ag

ain
st all fo

rm
s o

f g
ro

u
n
d
w

ater 

co
n

tam
in

atio
n
. 

 A
d

v
o

cacy
 P

o
licy

 4
.4

.1
5
: 

W
h
en

 

rev
iew

in
g
 su

b
d
iv

isio
n
 ap

p
licatio

n
s o

n
 p

ro
p
erties 

ad
jacen

t to
 a co

m
m

u
n
ity

 w
ater su

p
p
ly

 w
ell, th

e 

R
D

N
 sh

all en
co

u
rag

e th
e P

ro
v
in

cial S
u
b
d
iv

isio
n
 

A
p

p
ro

v
in

g
 O

fficer to
 req

u
ire w

ellh
ead

 

p
ro

tectio
n

 m
easu

res an
d
 th

e reg
istratio

n
 o

f a 

co
v
en

an
t o

n
 lan

d
s su

rro
u
n
d
in

g
 co

m
m

u
n
ity

 w
ells 

at th
e tim

e o
f su

b
d
iv

isio
n
 to

 en
su

re th
at 

d
o

m
estic d

rin
k
in

g
 w

ater su
p
p
lies are p

ro
tected

 

ag
ain

st p
o

ten
tial co

n
tam

in
atio

n
.  

 P
o

licy
 4

.4
.1

6
: 

F
o
r lan

d
s w

ith
in

 a co
m

m
u
n
ity

 

T
o
 in

tro
d
u
ce w

ellh
ead

 

p
ro

tectio
n
 p

o
licies in

to
 

th
e d

raft O
C

P
 w

h
ich

 

ap
p
ly

 to
 lan

d
s ad

jacen
t 

to
 co

m
m

u
n
ity

 w
ells. 

C
o

n
sisten

t w
ith

 th
e 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 V

isio
n

, 

S
u

stain
ab

ility
 P

rin
cip

les 

4
 an

d
 9

, as w
ell as 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 G

o
als 1

2
 

an
d

 1
3
 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed
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R
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w
ellh

ead
 p

ro
tectio

n
 area an

d
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r lan
d
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reaso
n

ab
ly
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jacen

t to
 a co

m
m

u
n
ity

 w
ell, th

e 

R
eg

io
n

al D
istrict o

f N
an

aim
o
 sh

all w
o
rk

 w
ith

 

th
e N

o
rth

 C
ed

ar Im
p
ro

v
e
m

en
t D

istrict o
r o

th
er 

co
m

m
u

n
ity

 w
ater p

ro
v
id

ers, d
ev

elo
p
ers, an

d
 

p
ro

p
erty

 o
w

n
ers to

 co
n
sid

er: 

 

i. 
co

n
n
ectio

n
 to

 a co
m

m
u
n
ity

 sew
er 

sy
stem

 (if cap
acity

 is av
ailab

le); 

ii. 
u

p
g
rad

in
g
 ex

istin
g
 ty

p
e 1

 sy
stem

s to
 a 

sy
stem

 w
h
ich

 p
ro

d
u
ces h

ig
h
 q

u
ality

 

treated
 efflu

en
t; an

d
/o

r, 

iii. 
to

 d
ev

elo
p
 an

d
 u

n
d
ertak

e ro
u
tin

e 

m
ain

ten
an

ce o
f ex

istin
g
 sep

tic d
isp

o
sal 

sy
stem

s to
 en

su
re th

eir lo
n
g
ev

ity
 an

d
 

m
ax

im
ize th

eir treatm
en

t p
o
ten

tial. 

 P
o

licy
 4

.4
.1

7
: T

h
is P

lan
 su

p
p
o
rts th

e acq
u
isitio

n
 

o
f lan

d
 su

rro
u
n
d
in

g
 co

m
m

u
n
ity

 w
ells as a 

co
m

m
u

n
ity

 a
m

en
ity

 th
ro

u
g
h
 th

e rezo
n
in

g
 

p
ro

cess, th
ro

u
g
h
 p

u
rch

ase o
r d

o
n
atio

n
, o

r at th
e 

tim
e o

f su
b

d
iv

isio
n
 fo

r co
m

m
u
n
ity

 p
ark

. 

 

4
9

 
6

.1
 C

ed
ar 

E
states L

an
d

 

U
se 

D
esig

n
atio

n
 

A
m

en
d

 th
e T

itle fro
m

 C
ed

ar E
states M

ix
ed

 U
se 

an
d

 rem
o

v
e referen

ce to
 co

m
m

ercial u
se In

 th
e 

in
tro

d
u

ctio
n
. 

W
h
en

 th
is d

esig
n
atio

n
 

w
as am

en
d
ed

 (p
rio

r to
 

1
st an

d
 2

n
d read

in
g
) to

 

rem
o
v
e co

m
m

ercial 

u
se as a u

se w
h
ich

 

co
u
ld

 b
e su

p
p
o
rted

, 

th
e title w

as n
o
t 

ch
an

g
ed

 to
 reflect th

e 

actu
al in

ten
t an

d
 th

e 

d
escrip

tio
n
 w

as n
o

t 

ch
an

g
ed

 to
 rem

o
v
e 

referen
ce to

  

n
/a 

H
o

u
sek

eep
in

g
 

am
en

d
m

en
t. 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed
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R
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P
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.2

.7
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m

en
d

 C
ed

ar M
ain

 S
treet P

o
licy

 6
.2

.7
 b

y
 

ad
d

in
g
 "lan

d
 ad

jacen
t to

 co
m

m
u
n
ity

 w
ells fo

r 

w
ellh

ead
 p

ro
tectio

n
". 

T
o
 en

co
u
rag

e th
e 

acq
u
isitio

n
 o

f lan
d

s 

su
rro

u
n
d
in

g
 

co
m

m
u
n
ity

 w
ells as a 

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t am

en
ity

 

at th
e tim

e o
f 

rezo
n
in

g
. 

C
o

n
sisten

t w
ith

 th
e 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 V

isio
n

, 

S
u

stain
ab

ility
 P

rin
cip

les 

4
 an

d
 9

, as w
ell as 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 G

o
als 1

2
 

an
d

 1
3
 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed

 

5
2

 
P

o
licy

 6
.2

.1
2
 

A
m

en
d

 P
o

licy
 6

.2
.1

2
 to

 read
 as fo

llo
w

s: 

 D
ev

elo
p

m
en

t w
ith

in
 th

is d
esig

n
atio

n
 sh

all n
o
t 

tak
e th

e fo
rm

 o
f B

ig
 B

o
x
 retail, h

ig
h
w

ay
 

co
m

m
ercial, strip

 co
m

m
ercial, w

areh
o
u
se, o

r 

u
ses in

clu
d
e a d

riv
e th

ro
u
g
h
 w

in
d
o
w

. 

T
h
is w

as a ty
p
o
 w

h
ich

 

w
as in

ten
d
ed

 to
 b

e 

am
en

d
ed

 to
 b

e 

co
n
sisten

t w
ith

 p
o

licy
 

6
.2

.4
. T

h
e am

en
d
m

en
t 

d
o
es n

o
t ch

an
g
e th

e 

u
se o

r d
en

sity
 

su
p
p
o
rted

 as p
o
licy

 

6
.2

.4
 in

d
icates u

ses 

w
h
ich

 m
ay

 b
e 

su
p
p
o
rted

. 

n
/a 

H
o

u
sek

eep
in

g
 

am
en

d
m

en
t. 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed

. 

7
6

 
8

.8
 –

 

N
an

aim
o

 

A
irp

o
rt 

A
d

d
 th

e fo
llo

w
in

g
 after th

e seco
n
d
 p

arag
rap

h
.  

 "T
h

e airp
o

rt lan
d
s are lo

cated
 ab

o
v
e th

e C
assid

y
 

A
q

u
ifer w

h
ich

 is k
n
o
w

n
 to

 b
e h

ig
h
ly

 v
u
ln

erab
le 

to
 su

rface co
n
tam

in
atio

n
. A

q
u
ifer p

ro
tectio

n
 is 

o
f u

tm
o

st im
p
o
rtan

ce to
 P

lan
 A

rea resid
en

ts. 

T
h

erefo
re th

e co
m

m
u
n
ity

 w
ish

es to
 en

su
re th

at 

all activ
ities o

n
 airp

o
rt lan

d
s are co

n
d
u
cted

 in
 a 

m
an

n
er w

h
ich

 m
in

im
izes th

e risk
 o

f 

g
ro

u
n

d
w

ater co
n
tam

in
atio

n
.  

C
o
n
cern

 o
v
er aq

u
ifer 

v
u
ln

erab
ility

 h
as led

 to
 

a req
u
est to

 

in
co

rp
o
rate a 

statem
en

t in
 th

e d
raft 

O
C

P
 w

h
ich

 reco
g
n

izes 

th
e im

p
o
rtan

ce o
f 

aq
u
ifer p

ro
tectio

n
 

C
o

n
sisten

t w
ith

 th
e 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 V

isio
n

, 

S
u

stain
ab

ility
 P

rin
cip

les, 

an
d

 C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 G

o
als 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed

 

1
0
0

 
Im

p
lem

en
tati

o
n

 A
ctio

n
s 

D
elete th

e w
o
rd

 "feasib
ility

" fro
m

 th
e 

im
p

lem
en

tatio
n
 actio

n
. 

T
o
 clarify

 w
h
at 

in
fo

rm
atio

n
 is n

eed
ed

. 

n
/a 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed

 

1
0
1

 
P

o
licy

 1
1

.4
.7

 
A

m
en

d
 p

o
licy

 1
1
.4

.7
 to

 read
 as fo

llo
w

s: 

 T
h

e u
se o

f p
u
m

p
 an

d
 h

au
l serv

ices as a 

tem
p

o
rary

 so
lu

tio
n
 fo

r th
e rem

o
v
al o

f 

w
astew

ater m
ay

 b
e su

p
p
o
rted

 w
h
ere an

 ex
istin

g
 

T
o
 clarify

 th
at th

e u
se 

o
f p

u
m

p
 an

d
 h

all as a 

m
ean

s o
f m

an
ag

in
g
 

w
astew

ater is a 

tem
p
o
rary

 so
lu

tio
n

. 

n
/a 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed
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n
in
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S
ta

ff 

R
eco

m
m

en
d

a
tio

n
 

sep
tic d

isp
o

sal sy
stem

 h
as failed

, w
h
ere a 

co
n

n
ectio

n
 to

 a co
m

m
u
n
ity

 sew
er sy

stem
 is n

o
t 

p
o

ssib
le, an

d
/o

r w
h
ere th

ere is n
o
 altern

ativ
e 

m
ean

s o
f reso

lv
in

g
 th

e treatm
en

t p
ro

b
lem

 

th
ro

u
g
h

 o
n

-site m
easu

res fo
r ex

istin
g
 d

ev
elo

p
ed

 

p
arcels. 

1
4
7

 
1

2
.9

 
A

m
en

d
 E

x
em

p
tio

n
 1

 to
 read

 as fo
llo

w
s: 

 

S
u

b
d

iv
isio

n
 o

f lan
d
 w

h
ich

 resu
lts in

 th
ree o

r 

few
er 

lo
ts, 

lo
t 

co
n
so

lid
atio

n
, 

lo
t 

lin
e 

ad
ju

stm
en

t, 
creatio

n
 

o
f 

p
ark

 
lan

d
 

o
r 

o
th

er 

p
ro

tected
 area, an

y
 o

th
er fo

rm
 o

f su
b
d
iv

isio
n
 

w
h

ich
 d

o
es n

o
t resu

lt in
 ad

d
itio

n
al lo

ts b
ein

g
 

created
 o

n
ly

 w
h
ere th

e p
arcel p

ro
p
o
sed

 to
 b

e 

su
b

d
iv

id
ed

 h
as n

o
t b

een
 su

b
d
iv

id
ed

 w
ith

in
 th

e 

p
ast fiv

e y
ears. 

 

T
o
 en

su
re th

e 

p
ro

p
erties can

n
o
t b

e 

su
b
d
iv

id
ed

 in
 h

alf 

rep
eated

ly
 w

ith
o
u

t th
e 

req
u
irem

en
t fo

r a 

D
ev

elo
p
m

en
t P

erm
it. 

C
o

n
sisten

t w
ith

 th
e 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 V

isio
n

, 

S
u

stain
ab

ility
 P

rin
cip

les, 

an
d

 C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 G

o
als 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed

 

1
4
8

 
1

2
.9

 
A

m
en

d
 g

u
id

elin
e 1

(ii) to
 read

 as fo
llo

w
s: 

 

"th
e resu

lts an
d
 p

ro
fessio

n
al in

terp
retatio

n
 o

f 

a m
in

im
u

m
 7

2
 h

o
u
r p

u
m

p
in

g
 test to

 o
ccu

r at 

least o
n
ce p

er su
b
d
iv

isio
n
 o

r g
reater n

u
m

b
er 

as reco
m

m
en

d
ed

 b
y
 th

e P
ro

fessio
n
al 

H
y
d

ro
g
eo

lo
g
ist o

r E
n
g
in

eer b
ased

 o
n
 th

e 

scale o
f d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t an

d
 aq

u
ifer 

ch
aracteristics"; 

 

T
o
 clarify

 th
at o

n
e 

p
u
m

p
in

g
 test p

er 

su
b
d
iv

isio
n
 (n

o
t lo

t) is 

req
u
ired

. 

C
o

n
sisten

t w
ith

 th
e 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 V

isio
n

, 

S
u

stain
ab

ility
 P

rin
cip

les, 

an
d

 C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 G

o
als 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed

 

1
5
1

 
1

2
.1

0
 

A
d

d
 a n

ew
 w

ellh
ead

 p
ro

tectio
n
 D

P
A

. 
T

o
 req

u
ire a rev

iew
 o

f 

d
ev

elo
p
m

en
t activ

ities 

w
ith

in
 9

0
m

 o
f a 

co
m

m
u
n
ity

 w
ater 

su
p
p
ly

 to
 h

elp
 p

ro
tect 

g
ro

u
n
d
w

ater reso
u
rces 

an
d
 th

e co
m

m
u
n
ity

 

w
ater su

p
p
ly

.  

C
o

n
sisten

t w
ith

 th
e 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 V

isio
n

, 

S
u

stain
ab

ility
 P

rin
cip

les 

4
 an

d
 9

, as w
ell as 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 G

o
als 1

2
 

an
d

 1
3
 

A
m

en
d

 as 

reco
m

m
en

d
ed
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